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Abstract 

Recommendations for the Development of Consistent Wildlife Rehabilitation Protocols 
for Alberta 

Tamara Rabinovitch 
September, 2000 

Prepared in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree Master of 
Environmental Design (Environmental Science), in the Faculty of Environmental Design, 

University of Calgary, Calgary, Alberta. 

Supervisor: Dr. Grant Ross 

Wildlife rehabilitation is a new and emerging field that began in Alberta less than two 
decades ago. The main problems are a lack of consistency in regulation among 
rehabilitation facilities and a lack of public knowledge and educational materials. 
Wildlife Rehabilitation in Alberta can benefit by considering the successes and 
shortcoming found by the National Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association, the International 
Wildlife Rehabilitation Council, and some established facilities. The Alberta Wildlife 
Rehabilitator's Association is now in the position to avoid problems encountered by 
others and develop into an effective governing body for wildlife rehabilitation in the 
province. 
The present state of wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta is evaluated and requirements for 
future success of the profession are suggested. Recommendations are offered on topics 
including rehabilitator and public education, ethics, knowledge acquisition, streamlined 
facilities and standard requirements for euthanasia, monitoring and treatment of injuries 
and illness. 
A standard protocol for wildlife rehabilitation practices does not exist. There are changes 
and additions that need to be made to the regulations and legislation over-seeing 
rehabilitation in Alberta. Some of the key recommendations include consistent 
educational methods for the public and rehabilitators, significant knowledge acquisition, 
standardization of facilities and practices, streamlining of facility function and addressing 
funding issues. 

Key Words: wildlife rehabilitation, euthanasia, National Wildlife Rehabilitator's 
Association (NWRA), International Wildlife Rehabilitation Council (IWRC), Wildlife 
Rehabilitation Today, wildlife care, wildlife injury treatment, captive breeding, non
government organization (NGO), problem wildlife. 
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EPIGRAPH 

I heard your name called today - it was in the rush of wings as seven 

Canada Geese took to the air for the first time since last fall when they 

were shot from the sky, caught in fishing line or hit by cars. 

I saw your friend today - the young female opossum attacked by a dog 

and found near death. When I cleaned her incubator and gave her fresh, 

soft bedding, she looked up at me with gratitude and saw your face. 

I felt your presence today. As I went from hawk to cottontail, finch to deer 

- feeding, cleaning, medicating - I remembered anew the compassion that 

brought each one of these precious lives into our care. 

I gave thanks today for the privilege of serving the wild creatures and you, 

their friend. 

Fellow Mortals (06/11/1999) 

V l l l 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and Problems 

1.1.1 Beginnings of Wildlife Rehabilitation 

The practice of wildlife rehabilitation dates back to 1900 BC and has been carried 

on through the years with independent, out-of-the-home type rehabilitation. Such 

informal homecare programs subsequently lead to the development of formal 

rehabilitation centers and the founding of the first nationwide rehabilitation association in 

the world, the International Wildlife Rehabilitation Council (IWRC). The IWRC was 

established in Walnut Creek, California in 1972 and is now based in Suisun, California 

(Haas, 1998). 

The National Wildlife Rehabilitators Association (NWRA) was incorporated in 

Illinois in 1982. From its current base in St. Cloud, Minnesota the NWRA sets the 

standards for the type of rehabilitation being practiced today. This includes better training 

opportunities for rehabilitators through conferences and development of ethical 

guidelines and care criteria. As well, the early 1970s US veterinary schools further 

coordinated training through courses in wildlife medicine. The uses of anesthesia, 

antibiotics and parasiticides were evaluated and wildlife medicine preceptorships were 

offered by the NWRA. Internships in rehabilitation and wildlife medicine have facilitated 

the development of tranquilizers and guns used to deliver them by wildlife biologists 

(Haas, 1998). 

In Europe governing organizations have been established following the 

establishment of the IWRC and NWRA. This includes the European Wildlife 
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Rehabilitation Association that oversees the practices of many rehabilitation facilities 

throughout Europe. The IWRC and NWRA have the greatest membership numbers of 

rehabilitation organizations in the world today. These organizations have established a 

forum to improve techniques, upgrade standards, and develop effective communication 

and networking among rehabilitators, whom are involved with these organizations. 

Rehabilitators now have access to in-house training sessions at licensed rehabilitation 

centers, skills seminars, internships at several outstanding rehabilitation facilities and 

leadership programs. Publications such as Wildlife Rehabilitation published by the 

NWRA, Wildlife Journal published by IWRC, Wildlife Rehabilitation Today and K. 

McKeever's Care and Rehabilitation of Owls communicate the similar goals of these 

organizaitons. Finally, but equally important, are the annual conferences, which promote 

new ideas, techniques, and experiences among rehabilitators. The information sharing 

and networking among rehabilitators and their facilities is considered vital to the growth 

and success of wildlife rehabilitation as a profession (Schultz, 1993(186)). 

1.1.2 Problems in Alberta: the Hypotheses 

In Alberta, little verifiable published information on rehabilitation facilities or the 

issue of wildlife rehabilitation exists. This is largely due to the relative newness of this 

discipline in general and in Alberta specifically, rather than a lack of need. 

I have been a wildlife rehabilitation volunteer for the last four years. Thus, I have 

had significant contact with professional rehabilitators, other volunteers and members of 

the concerned public. Because of the experience I already have in this area, I have 

developed several hypotheses of potential problems that may exist and may be significant 
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to wildlife rehabilitation. The potential problems facing wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta 

considered in this project are: 

• Hypothesis 1 - There is a lack of regulation among rehabilitation facilities. 

• Hypothesis 2 - There is too little public knowledge regarding who to contact 

when injured or abandoned wildlife is encountered. 

• Hypothesis 3 - There is a lack of adequate funding. 

• Hypothesis 4 - There is a lack of consistency within the rehabilitation facilities 

and their volunteers to determine what procedures should be followed in any 

given situation. 

It would be beneficial to all those involved in rehabilitation situations (human and 

non-human) to develop a consolidating protocol to ensure that the help an animal is 

getting is the best possible. 

1.2 Goal of Wildlife Rehabilitation 

Duke et al. (1998:14) define wildlife rehabilitation as "a profession in which 

individuals, licensed by state (provincial) and federal governments, provide medical and 

surgical care for injured or ill wildlife". 

The ultimate goal of wildlife rehabilitators is to nurse injured and orphaned 

wildlife to a state of health so as they can be reintroduced into the wild. In the event that 

this is not possible, the animals are often retained for educating the public and volunteers, 

or for captive-breeding programs; or they are euthanized if it appears to be the best 

option. For example, electrocuted raptors, birds with wing fractures on or near joints, or 
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blinded animals are not able to be rehabilitated and released, therefore, euthanasia is the 

most humane choice. 

1.3 Focus of this Study 

This study outlines the hypothesized problems encountered in wildlife 

rehabilitation and suggests ways in which rehabilitation in Alberta can develop more 

effectively and become more successful through the development of a consistent 

protocol. Through personal experience and discussion, it appears that success will best be 

achieved through co-operative work between rehabilitation facilities and members of the 

public and between facilities, the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association (AWRA) 

and the regulating provincial government agency, the Natural Resources Service (NRS). 

This study assesses whether cooperation between rehabilitation facilities is in fact 

important and reviews what is successful in wildlife rehabilitation, what is happening in 

Alberta and where rehabilitation is heading. Finally, recommendations for the future of 

wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta are offered. 

1.4 Objectives of this Study 

The objectives of this work are to test the hypotheses in Section 1.1.2 by: 

• Assessing the importance of wildlife rehabilitation. 

• Assessing the major issues affecting wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta. 

• Assessing the general focus of the Alberta rehabilitation facilities. Determining which 

aspects of rehabilitation the facility operators feel are most important to determine 

what is important to wildlife rehabilitation on the whole. 
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• Obtaining information for a standardized wildlife screening protocol for such things 

as: education, euthanization, best uses of non-releasable animals, animal care 

protocols, and the level of expertise needed in rehabilitators and volunteers. 

• Obtaining information that could be used by all facilities to standardize knowledge 

and practice that may allow for better teamwork and communication of information 

between facilities 

Based on the results, recommendations for the further success of wildlife rehabilitation in 

Alberta are developed. 

1.5 Methods of Investigation 

• To address the objectives of this study, informal and semi-structured interviews were 

conducted with representatives of five wildlife rehabilitation facilities in Alberta, 

representatives of the Natural Resources Service (NRS) of the Alberta Government, 

Calgary Zoo representatives and concerned members of the public. A review was 

done of available literature on facilities and related legislation such as the Alberta 

Wildlife Act (AWA), the regulations under the Act, AWRA by-laws and legislative 

amendments, and the NWRA and IWRC codes of ethics. 

• The people interviewed were selected because they are experienced 'specialists' in 

wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta. These people are considered 'specialists' because 

the Natural Resources Service issued permits recognizing them as registered 

rehabilitators. Thus, they hold the information to help me determine what is already 

in place in Alberta and what is still needed. 
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• The specific answers to and analysis of the interview questions from representatives 

of five of the rehabilitation facilities appear in Appendix 3. 

• One rehabilitator included was involved with rehabilitation outside Alberta, while the 

rest have experience in Alberta but maintain contacts outside the province. 

• Six Alberta rehabilitators and facilities present information on their web-sites 

(Facilities 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7). It was necessary for me to obtain some information 

from these sources due to a lack of response from some rehabilitators or an inability 

to connect with them for an interview via phone, email and fax. I acknowledge that 

some information is not proven, but is validated through the permit requirements for 

data tracking and ethics. Some information is taken on good faith and accepted until 

proven otherwise because permitting requires information to be accurate. 

• The questions in the semi-structured interviews included: 

1) When was your facility established? 

2) What are the specific/main goals of your facility? 

3) What animals do you accept for rehabilitation? How do you make that 

decision? 

4) How do you decide when to euthanize an animal? 

5) How do you decide what to do with unreleasable animals? 

6) Do you have/keep, and may I obtain, data/statistics of yearly: 

species admitted? 

successful releases? 

what is done with non-releasable animals? 

euthanization and deaths? 
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cause/type of injury? 

7) Name (two) main problems your facility encounters often. 

8) Name (two) main problems you see with wildlife rehabilitation in 

Alberta. 

9) Name (two) things your facility in particular has been successful at 

achieving or contributing to. 

10) Name (two) things you feel are successes of wildlife rehabilitation in 

Alberta so far. 

11) What changes do you see happening in Alberta over the next 5 to 10 

years? 

12) What is/are the biggest obstacle(s) to the advancement if wildlife 

rehabilitation? 

13) Do you monitor the success of released animals? If yes, how? If no, 

why not? 

14) Do you band or tag animals before they are released? 

15) Are you involved with the IWRC and/or NWRA? If yes, how? If not, 

why not? 

16) Are you affiliated/involved with the AWRA? What do you want the 

AWRA to do or accomplish? 

17) What sort of educational programs/training does your facility engage 

in with regard to the public, volunteers and rehabilitation? 

18) Do you have adequate habitat and areas for release of all species you 

treat known to you? 
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19) Do you think Alberta rehabilitators are generally after the same final 

goal? Do you think most have enough knowledge to be a benefit to the 

profession? 

• In order to acquire a better understanding of rehabilitation work and issues 

surrounding it, I toured four facilities in Alberta and participated in volunteer work 

such as public education, animal rescue (two owls, a fawn and a bat), animal care and 

treatment and facility care. I also viewed an autopsy. 

• By studying existing wildlife rehabilitation facilities and the work of established 

organizations such as the International Wildlife Rehabilitation Council (IWRC), the 

National Wildlife Rehabilitators Association (NWRA), as well as information from 

the National Resources Service (NRS) and the Alberta Wildlife Act (AWA), 

information was gathered on what works best in wildlife rehabilitation. This 

information can be used in the development of standard methods and protocols for 

dealing with wildlife situations as they arise. 
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2.0 TO REHABILITATE OR NOT TO REHABILITATE 

2.1 Advantages and Disadvantages of Wildlife Rehabilitation 

As with most issues, the advantages associated with wildlife rehabilitation are 

accompanied by some shortcomings and disadvantages. This chapter begins with the 

mention of some notable disadvantages of wildlife rehabilitation followed by a 

consideration of the pros and cons of the discipline listed in order of importance 

according to my research and opinions. Finally, there is a summary of my findings. 

Wayne R. Marion (1989), on the basis of research done in the Department of 

Wildlife and Range Sciences at the University of Florida, states the following 

disadvantages associated with wildlife rehabilitation: 

• It is extremely expensive to initiate and maintain a program; 

it is not cost effective as a means of wildlife management. 

• The majority of the species handled are common and the 

numbers rehabilitated and released have no major impact on 

wild populations. 

• Rehabilitation and the handling of animals, in my opinion, 

often becomes an emotional experience and may inhibit the 

ability of those involved to remain objective. 

• The potential risk of disease (rabies, Salmonella, ringworms, 

mange, etc.) transmission to other animals and people is 

frequently high and may not receive adequate consideration. 

• Facilities frequently are not adequate due to poor funding 

base and inadequate staff support. 

• Future competition may occur for state/federal funds 

currently allocated to other forms of wildlife management 

(e.g., habitat acquisition/management). 
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• Imprinting on or acclimation to people during rehabilitation 

may hinder success in the subsequent attempt to release the 

animal. 

The first issue is related to funding. With limited public resources available for 

wildlife management, it has been suggested that priorities to virtually ignore individual 

members of common non-game species should be established. Limitations in budgeting 

should be recognized as the vast majority of rehabilitators rely on private or personal 

funds, and therefore do not compete directly with wildlife managers (Duke et al., 1998). 

In the future a teamwork approach between these private agencies and government 

funded wildlife managers would bring an end to the competition for limited resources. A 

greater monetary influx from public and private sources would aid in the competition for 

funding. As mentioned earlier, funding is perhaps the greatest obstacle to the growth and 

success of new professions such as wildlife rehabilitation. The lack of funding is not a 

valid argument against rehabilitation, as presented by many people, but it does represent 

the greatest constraint on rehabilitators and rehabilitation work. 

Though funding will continue to be an important issue for wildlife rehabilitation, 

it is also important to address some of the other concerns. By considering what facilities 

outside Alberta have done to be successful, issues within Alberta may be easier to solve. 

A second, criticism is the limited monitoring of survival and breeding success of 

rehabilitated animals after they are released, as distinct from captive-bred animals. There 

are at least three reasons for this limited data. First, the US Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USF & WS) Banding Office (Canadian Wildlife Service in Canada) does not allow all 

allow rehabilitation facilities to band rehabilitated and released animals. Therefore, many 
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rehabilitators have not been able to band or monitor the animals they release. Second, the 

animals being released are not all game species and for that matter, virtually no banded 

birds are. This means they are less likely to come into human hands, giving a poor data 

recovery rate. Lastly, the "newness" of the wildlife rehabilitation field means that band 

recovery information is limited. Though data are still quite limited, the information that 

has been collected shows that obtaining this information is beneficial to successful 

wildlife rehabilitation (Duke et al., 1998). 

A third criticism is the lack of overall data collection in the wildlife rehabilitation 

profession to date. Rehabilitators have not pooled detailed data regarding the animals 

admitted to and released from their facilities. It is suggested that wildlife health could be 

an exceptional "barometer" of the health of the environment (Duke et al., 1998). If this is 

true, wildlife rehabilitators are in a unique position to obtain this information properly, a 

function Duke et al. (1998) believe they should be obligated or legislated to do. Through 

careful diagnosis, record keeping, and data analysis, wildlife rehabilitators can provide 

information to government agencies about potential environmental problems such as 

species negatively impacted by the use of lead shot, deforestation, and even farming. If 

all rehabilitators documented their findings, large amounts of data could be pooled from 

all across the country and around the world. Access to this information would make it 

easier for rehabilitators and government agencies to assess what needs to be done to 

monitor the state of rehabilitated animal health on a local and regional scale. In this way 

people could measure the impact of environmental policies and wildlife management, and 

help save thousands of sick and injured wildlife. The compilation of information from 
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medical diagnosis would also help to expand knowledge of diseases, physiology and 

nutritional needs of wild animals (Duke et al., 1998). 

A fourth criticism is the inherent conflict in the goals and views of wildlife 

managers compared to those in wildlife rehabilitation. Rehabilitators work with 

individual animals rather than populations. Though wildlife rehabilitation is a "profession 

regulated by provincial or state and federal laws" (Duke et al., 1998(14)), practitioners 

are not always taken seriously and are expected to explain the value of their actions. 

There is the story about the two men walking towards each other on a beach where many 

starfish had washed up. One of the men stopped along the way to throw some of the 

starfish back into the water. The other man approached him and asked why he is 

bothering because there are thousands of starfish on the beach, does he really think that 

one makes a difference? The first man simply replied, "It matters to that one." 

Care for the individual is a main focus of wildlife rehabilitation. Rehabilitators 

and many members of the public believe each individual is worth trying to save. Others 

suggest that no real benefit is provided for the species. Duke et al. (1998) suggest that an 

animal may be important to research, captive breeding programs, educational programs 

or zoos. In the case of threatened or endangered species, care of the individual is vital to 

the continued existence of the species. As well, helping injured or orphaned individuals 

may benefit the people involved. It offers a feeling of accomplishment and that they are 

doing something good for the environment. 

Fifth, scientifically valuable information for the treatment of wild and endangered 

animals, such as data from blood, dietary needs, and drug efficacy can be collected. 

Physicians and veterinarians are often wary about treating an individual without adequate 
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knowledge (Frink, 1986). More often than not, this vital information is collected through 

the work of wildlife rehabilitators (Evans, 1983). 

Sixth, it is well known that the healthiest, most stable ecosystem is a biologically 

diverse one. This is evidenced in such areas as crop farming. For example, if people grow 

only one crop, disease could decimate that source and the people relying on it. It is 

important for each species to have a viable gene pool in order to maintain species 

diversity. It is unclear what genes an animal that is rehabilitated and released carries, but 

the animal could still enrich the gene pool of its species. It is even possible that a 

rehabilitated animal could contribute something as vital as resistance to an environmental 

toxin to the gene pool (Frink, 1986). Biologists and other wildlife specialists are in 

agreement that there can be great benefits to releasing species extirpated from certain 

regions. These releases can be of rehabilitated animals or animals bred in captivity 

through the contribution of unreleasable animals from rehabilitation facilities. An 

example of this is the captive breeding programs for such animals as the Peregrine Falcon 

(Schultz, 1993) and Swift Fox (Representative Facility #1, 08/06/00). 

Seventh, it has been suggested that rehabilitators may be causing more problems 

through releases. On occasion, predatory species have been released in or near habitats of 

threatened or endangered species due to ignorance and/or incompetence. Most often these 

incidents have occurred among uninformed, but well meaning rehabilitators who did not 

have the expertise or even the basic knowledge to avoid these mistakes. These people are 

unfortunate detriments to both the profession and the wildlife in their care. Most likely 

the individuals have not attended the available conferences or made themselves familiar 
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with the extensive information available to them (Schultz, 1993). There needs to be better 

control over these people and potential situations. 

The eighth objection is that rehabilitators are interfering with "natural selection" 

and are "perpetuating genetic inferiority" (Schultz, 1993,188) by stopping the impending 

death of weaker animals. It is unlikely that rehabilitation is perpetuating genetic 

inferiority nor impacting natural selection to a significant extent. Wildlife rehabilitation is 

probably not contributing much to the welfare of entire populations either. That is unless 

you look beyond the actual rehabilitation to the education, research and data collection 

components of it. In this way, wildlife rehabilitation is quite significant and does have the 

potential to contribute much more as the discipline develops. 

In some cases, the survivors of the diminishing feeding and nesting grounds have 

adapted to the changes in their home ranges (Frink, 1986). They have had to fight for 

their niche, but have ended up at rehabilitation facilities mostly due to contact with 

humans, which is not the result of natural selection (Frink, 1986). Upwards of 75 to 90% 

of injuries the large majority of animals at wildlife rehabilitation facilities have are not 

related to their natural world, but rather directly to human contact (Schultz, 1993). This 

includes contact with cars, cats and dogs, oil or toxins. 

A ninth concern is the role of wildlife rehabilitation within the scope of greater 

worldly problems. As experienced by rehabilitator Lynne Frink (1986), a frequent 

argument is, "Come now, with children starving in the Third World (or the threat of 

nuclear annihilation, or the large number of toxic dumps, or the destruction of wilderness 

areas, etc.), how can you really justify saving a few little birds?" Lynne has developed 

several answers to summarize why almost all rehabilitators are passionate about their 
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work. These range from the compassionate, humanistic and existential philosophical 

approaches to the biological rationale, medical verification, or the existence of wildlife in 

the urbanized world (Frink, 1986). Following is an explanation of these reasons. 

A commitment to caring for animals does not exclude a greater concern for the 

larger world, rather it focuses on one particular aspect of the earth's well being. Everyone 

responds to the infinite crises in the world in the way they feel they can best help. This is 

an individual decision. Everyone with a commitment to animals has his/her own reasons. 

The reason could be as uncomplicated as the humanitarian concern for not wanting to see 

another living creature suffer (Frink, 1986). Compassion, "a feeling of deep sympathy 

and sorrow for another who is stricken by suffering or misfortune, accompanied by a 

strong desire to alleviate the pain or remove its cause" (Schultz, 1993(186)), is valid 

reasoning to wildlife rehabilitators for their work. 

A tenth and last point is that feelings of guilt may compel people to become 

involved in rehabilitation. Human beings have caused tremendous negative impacts on 

the environment and on other life forms. In response to this, many people want to offer 

assistance that would be positive considering the negative effects of human ways of life 

(Frink, 1986). Some people feel it is their moral responsibility to mitigate human impacts 

on the environment. As public interest in wildlife conservation increases, people want to 

provide a community service or provide the special experiences that may lead to lifelong 

interest and potential careers in wildlife biology, conservation, and veterinary medicine 

(Schultz, 1993). On a philosophical level, it makes people feel better to help the animals 

that have been deprived of clean water, air, breeding habitat, and food (Frink, 1986). 

Though this is not a good reason to rehabilitate animals, I accept it as valid because it 
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gets people involved in rehabilitation and better educates them about the environment and 

human impacts on it. 

Lynne Frink (1986) provides a more in-depth discussion. She refers to the 

concepts of the universe and God expressed by Spinosa and discussed by Albert Einstein. 

Here, the "most important aspects of life are not a self-centered focus on Man and Man's 

needs", but instead the "rapturous amazement at the harmony of natural law, which 

reveals an intelligence of such superiority that, compared with it, all the systematic 

thinking and acting of human beings is utterly insignificant" (Frink, 1986). This 

statement addresses the importance of wildlife to the entire natural world and to the 

continuation of both the human species and the world as a whole. 

Many of the legitimate concerns can be addressed with appropriate legislation, 

education and knowledge. Addressing these concerns allows wildlife rehabilitators to 

focus on the rehabilitation of the animals rather than wasting time lobbying for enabling 

legislation and developing educational programs. Legislation, education and means of 

knowledge acquisition for the province of Alberta are reviewed in detail in Sections 3.3 

and 4.0 of this study. The present state of these issues is evaluated, and recommendations 

are developed. 

2.2 Purposes of Wildlife Rehabilitation 

While the next section explains what is important to a wildlife rehabilitation 

program, it is first important to acknowledge the benefits provided by a wildlife 

rehabilitation facility. These include boosting wildlife population numbers (on a very 

small scale), providing a source for education materials and knowledge acquisition, 
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holding evidence in customs and confiscation cases, and providing medical and 

zoological research opportunities. Rehabilitation centers are criticized for concentrating 

on the individual and their minimal effect on entire populations. While wildlife 

rehabilitation offers more benefits at the individual level, it can also contribute to the 

greater population level and make a significant contribution to the maintenance of 

endangered species. This occurs through the treatment of injured animals and subsequent 

release into the gene pool, as well as captive breeding and reintroduction of numerous 

species. This is happening in Canada through the work of Katherine McKeever with the 

Bald Eagle and Peregrine Falcon, and pioneer efforts with owl species such as the 

Burrowing Owl (Evans, 1983). 

It is worth considering how the work of many rehabilitators explains the tendency 

to focus more on "humanistic and moralistic (rather) than on naturalistic or ecologistic 

themes" (R. H. Horton, 1987 in Marion, 1989). It was found that the most common 

educational objective of rehabilitators is " to promote a greater appreciation and respect 

for wildlife" (85.3 percent) and "to share knowledge gained by wildlife experiences" 

(63.2 percent). Barely half of those polled responded that their objective was to increase 

"a better understanding of the environment" and even fewer aimed "to implement 

research and management programs for the survival of wildlife" (30.9 percent) (R. H. 

Horton, 1987 in Marion, 1989). Though it is important to consider human moral issues 

when working with the environment, it is also important to consider the positions of other 

members of the environment. 

Wildlife rehabilitation centers are a valuable source of animals for study, 

knowledge acquisition and information gathering. This does not mean experimenting on 
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the animals, but rather learning from treatment, behavioral studies and autopsies. 

Animals are available for "studies on the biology and medicine of wild animals, captive 

breeding programs, educational programs, and zoo specimens" (Evans, 1983(120)). 

Unreleasable animals negate the need to remove healthy, breeding individuals from the 

wild for education or captive breeding purposes. Two obstacles to the success of this 

service are the costs associated with transportation of the animals, and secondly 

coordinating the efforts of researchers and caregivers. In response to the latter problem, 

the NWRA and IWRC have formed a committee to develop a computerized directory of 

available animals and the people looking for them (Evans, 1983). Though no official time 

line is given, the intention is for the directory to be completed in the very near future. 

Medical and zoological research is considered by some rehabilitators and 

veterinarians to be one of the most important benefits of wildlife rehabilitation (Evans, 

1983). Within the confines of a rehabilitation center is the ability to study or research 

behavioral, medical, psychological, physiological, and husbandry problems of a variety 

of animals that may otherwise be extremely difficult to study. A great amount of success 

in the evatuation and treatment of injuries has been achieved through work with wild 

animals at rehabilitation facilities. Work in these centers has also significantly forwarded 

the success of release techniques with rehabilitated animals (Evans, 1983). Through the 

association between rehabilitation facilities and researchers, the studies of captive 

behavior and natural history of wild animals, "the dynamics of reintroduction using 

radiotelemetry and the monitoring of environmental quality through pathological analysis 

of animals succumbing in rehabilitation centers" has begun (Evans, 1983). These efforts 
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are furthering our understanding of wild animals and the clarifying ways for all living 

creatures to co-exist in the future. 

Though the care of confiscated animals is not as often associated with wildlife 

rehabilitation facilities, the facilities are sometimes asked to provide a "baby-sitting" 

service for such animals. State (provincial) and federal agents may call upon 

rehabilitation facilities to care for confiscated animals during legal action. The facilities 

may also be able to provide information to aid such cases through diagnostic services. 

This often occurs when endangered species are involved, considering the cause of injury 

or illness to the animal in question (Evans, 1983). 

2.3 Requirements of a Wildlife Rehabilitation Program 

Duke et al. (1998) reiterate many of the previous points made. They discuss the 

four topics essential to wildlife rehabilitation programs, and that also greatly increase the 

significance of rehabilitation work (aside from education, research, captive breeding and 

reintroduction). 

The first important aspect of wildlife rehabilitation is that it is humane (Duke et 

al, 1998). As public awareness of wildlife issues increases, the demand for humane 

treatment and proper care of injured or orphaned wildlife is also increasing (Duke et al, 

1998). That humane treatment does not always mean saving the animal's life must be 

acknowledged. 

In the view of Duke et al, (1998) and other rehabilitators, if full recovery and 

release back into the breeding population is a possibility, then rehabilitation attempts 

should be undertaken. This not only benefits the individual animal, it provides valuable 
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experience for the rehabilitator to treat animals in the future, and perhaps knowledge to 

assist endangered species. On the other hand, the most humane treatment of the 

individual with an irreparable injury may be quick and efficient euthanasia, provided the 

animal is not in demand for information acquisition, education, or captive reproduction 

programs (Duke et al, 1998). 

The second main impact of wildlife rehabilitation seen by Duke et al (1998) is the 

care of endangered animals in which the survival of the species depends on the survival 

of each individual. This usually means the preservation of the greatest possible amount of 

genetic variability. The loss of even one individual can be detrimental in some cases. 

While this is not presently a large issue with private wildlife rehabilitation facilities in 

Alberta, it is valuable to acknowledge the care of endangered species in wildlife 

rehabilitation on the whole, and in the future of Alberta rehabilitation. 

The third contribution of wildlife rehabilitation is that an individual that is not 

considered an endangered species may still be vital to research, propagation programs, or 

zoological displays. All individuals offer genetic diversity to the gene pool that allows for 

the adaptability of their species. This also avoids the need to capture healthy, breeding 

individuals from the wild. Animals that are not releasable owing to their injuries can be 

made available for educational programs and zoos. The use of live animals is a very 

effective tool for educating the public about the importance of wildlife in the ecosystem 

and dealing with the direct impacts of humans on wildlife (Duke et al, 1998). Direct 

interaction with a wild animal may encourage more people to volunteer and to procure 

assistance for an injured or orphaned animal. 
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The last and possibly most important part of wildlife rehabilitation is that 

"diagnosis of medical problems existing in cases received in rehabilitation programs 

provides the best evidence of the kinds of biomedical problems faced by wildlife" (Duke 

et al, 1998(15)). This information can lead to future research, changes in wildlife 

management and legislation. An example of this is research at the Raptor Center at the 

University of Minnesota on the lead poisoning of bald eagles. The results of this study 

along with evidence of lead poisoning in waterfowl and loons, were used at the state and 

national levels to argue for a ban on using lead shots when hunting (Duke et al, 1998). 

2.4 Summary - Is Rehabilitation Worthwhile 

PROS CONS 

Funding - Not a valid argument against 
rehabilitation, just a constraint. 

Rehabilitation is privately or 
personally funded, so there is no direct 
competition with wildlife managers  

Individual vs. Species - People involved in 
rehabilitation get a feeling of accomplishment 
in helping the environment. 

- The individual is 
important to research, captive breeding, 
education and/or zoos. 

- The individual is vital 
for the continued existence of threatened and 
endangered species  
Scientifically Valuable Information -
Important for the treatment of wild and 
endangered species, dietary needs and other 
knowledge acquisition that can not otherwise 
be attained.  
Biological Diversity - Contribution of an 

Funding - Limited resources means priorities 
should disregard common non-game species. 

- Competition with wildlife managers 
for funding. 

Monitoring - Limited data on the survival and 
breeding success of rehabilitated animals.  
Data Collection - Data from rehabilitation 
facilities is not pooled and analyzed to give 
information on wildlife and environmental 
problems and health.  
Individuals vs. Species - Rehabilitation focuses 
on the individual animal and does little for the 
species level. 
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individual to enrich the species gene pool. 

Release - Release of extirpated species into 
certain regions. 

Release - Problems with predatory species in 
sensitive habitat or near threatened or 
endangered species. 

Natural Selection - Human induced injuries, 
illness and orphaning is not part of natural 
selection. Rehabilitation gives these animals 
another chance to survive what nature has to 
offer. 

- By focusing on the 
individual, it is unlikely rehabilitation is 
impacting natural selection to a great extent. 

Natural Selection - Rehabilitators perpetuate 
genetic inferiority by stopping the death of 
these animals. 

Worldly Problems - Wildlife in need of 
rehabilitation is one particular aspect of the 
earth's problems. 

- Some people do not like to 
see another living creature (human and non-
human) suffer. 

- A person's way of helping 
alleviate one of the negative impacts of human 
existence. 

Worldly Problems - There are far greater 
problems like starving people, toxic dumps, 
destruction of wilderness areas and threat of 
nuclear annihilation. 

Guilt - Compels people to get involved. 
- May not be a good reason, but an 

acceptable one because it gets people involved 
and educated on human impacts on the 
environment. 

Guilt - Not a good reason to promote 
rehabilitation. 

In Chapter two I have outlined the positive and negative aspects of wildlife 

rehabilitation, and reviewed why rehabilitators feel rehabilitation is a worthwhile 

endeavor. The problems associated with wildlife rehabilitation and the arguments both 

for and against rehabilitation work is acknowledged. Both sides have strong positions, but 

they do not negate the validity of the other. The negative issues associated with wildlife 

rehabilitation are not without solutions. Time, money and education in conjunction with 

regulatory and legislative changes can solve the above problems. Solutions are easier to 

achieve if a systematic approach is taken and consistent protocols are developed. The 



23 

positive aspects outweigh the negative ones. The greatest obstacle to rehabilitation is cost 

and again, cost is not a disadvantage but rather a constraint to be overcome. On the other 

hand, the benefits of rehabilitation include strong arguments for research, captive 

breeding, education, enrichment of gene pools and human contribution to environmental 

health. In the end, it is a personal opinion that wildlife rehabilitation is worthwhile; and 

my opinion, constructed through the course of rehabilitation research and work, is that it 

is worth doing. 
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3.0 WILDLIFE REHABILITATION BEYOND ALBERTA 

3.1 Successes and Shortcomings 

3.1.1 IWRC and NWRA 

Although people have been helping animals in distress for hundreds of years, only 

within the last two to three decades has wildlife rehabilitation become a structured 

discipline that involves people around the world via information exchange (NWRA, 

03/23/00). The International Wildlife Rehabilitation Council (IWRC) and the National 

Wildlife Rehabilitators Association (NWRA) are vital to the success of the wildlife 

rehabilitation profession. The IWRC gives supporters and those involved in wildlife 

rehabilitation the opportunity to find up-to-date rehabilitation information and provides a 

place to call for immediate professional help with unfamiliar or unique issues in wildlife 

care. The IWRC also provides access to important training seminars. Membership in the 

IWRC offers several benefits (the details of which can be found on the website, 

www.iwrc-online.org/members.htm, (03/13/00)): 

• The Journal of Wildlife Rehabilitation (published quarterly) 

This is the only professional reviewed journal that features wildlife care, species-

specific rehabilitation notes, medical treatments, hand-rearing techniques, book reviews, 

fund-raising information, tips for managing volunteers, international topics, easy and 

inexpensive ways to build equipment, bi-annual newsletters, etc. 

• A Wildlife Care Hotline (707-864-1762) 

This number provides access to information and answers to wildlife rehabilitation 

questions, from easy to the most challenging. 

http://www.iwrc-online.org/members.htm
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• A Membership Directory 

This is a detailed list of members in the IWRC, listed by state, with information 

on the special skills of each member. By knowing the area or areas of expertise of each 

rehabilitation facility, other member facilities can easily decide whom to call for help on 

a particular wildlife issue. 

• IWRC Skills Seminar Discounts 

These seminars at the national level become pricey to attend. This discount 

program includes a series of hands-on training seminars from beginner to advanced levels 

that involve state-of-the-art wildlife rehabilitation techniques. 

• IWRC Literature Discounts 

There is a variety of papers, manuals, and books on an array of rehabilitation 

topics. Discounts are given to members along with a current catalogue and order form. 

• IWRC Annual Conference Discounts 

This allows for registration discounts on the annual conference that facilitates 

professional networking by bringing wildlife rehab ilitators from the United States and 

abroad together. This includes professional paper presentations, workshops, and 

roundtables. 

• IWRC Conference Proceedings 

Each member receives a copy of the current year's proceedings: a collection of 

papers presented at the annual conference. This is beneficial if someone is unable to 

attend the conference, but it also allows those who do attend to have a reference source. 
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The seminars offered by the IWRC cover such topics as: basic wildlife 

rehabilitation, chemical restraint of wild animals, clinical pathology, initial wildlife care, 

physical therapy for wildlife, basic necropsy procedures, fluid therapy administration in 

wildlife care, wound management for wildlife, volunteer management in wildlife 

rehabilitation, and medical management of oil-affected birds (IWRC, 03/13/00)*. With 

the wide variety and scope of topics, each rehabilitator can choose which seminars will 

benefit their facility most. As a member of the IWRC directory, each rehabilitator is 

available to offer their expertise on a species or topic that another rehabilitation facility 

may not have. Coordinating the many rehabilitators and facilities is important to the 

success and growth of the wildlife rehabilitation profession. 

The National Wildlife Rehabilitators Association has the mission of being "a non

profit international membership organization committed to promoting and improving the 

integrity and professionalism of wildlife rehabilitation and contributing to the 

preservation of natural ecosystems" (NWRA, 03/23/00). The NWRA, incorporated in 

Illinois in 1982 and now located in St. Cloud, Minnesota is dedicated to "the support of 

the science and profession of wildlife rehabilitation and its practitioners. Wildlife 

rehabilitation is the treatment and temporary care of injured, diseased and displaced 

indigenous wildlife and the subsequent return of healthy animals to appropriate habitats 

in the wild" (NWRA, 03/23/00). 

Members of the NWRA are knowledgeable people who offer care to thousands of 

injured and orphaned wildlife each year. The purposes of the NWRA are: 

* Acronyms and dates refer to web-sites listed in the reference section 
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• To foster continued improvement of the profession of 

wildlife rehabilitation through the development of high 

standards of ethics and conduct, 

• To encourage networking and to disseminate knowledge, 

• To engender cooperation among public and private agencies 

and individuals in support of its mission, and 

• To foster respect for wildlife and natural ecosystems 

(NWRA, (03/23/00). 

Beyond the above purposes, the NWRA has sought to: 

• Provide useful information, advice, and referrals to wildlife 

rehabilitators, 

• Promote a network for information exchange among wildlife 

rehabilitators and others in related fields, 

• Promote and improve the professionalism of wildlife 

rehabilitation, 

• Promote cooperation between the wildlife rehabilitation 

community, government agencies, and professional 

environmental groups, 

• Promote the diversity of its membership, 

• Preserve wildlife, and 

• Promote respect and appreciation of the natural world 

(NWRA, (03/23/00). 

In order to achieve its goals and purposes, the NWRA has developed four major methods 

that contribute to the success of the Association. These methods which include grants and 

awards, a National Standards Program, conferences and publications, and networking, 

have been and could continue to be beneficial to rehabilitation programs in need of 

direction. 
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The NWRA acknowledges that research is extremely valuable to the wildlife 

rehabilitation profession. Because of this, the Association offers grants to study wildlife 

medicine, animal behavior, nutrition, and toxicology. Achievement awards are presented 

in recognition of outstanding contributors to the wildlife rehabilitation field (NWRA, 

(03/23/00). 

As with the IWRC, the NWRA holds symposia at different locations across the 

United States. These symposia are open to rehabilitators from around the world and offer 

roundtables, workshops, panel discussions, and presentations on a wide variety of topics 

related to wildlife. The NWRA also offers publications, including: 

• Wildlife Rehabilitation which includes selected papers from each NWRA National 

Symposium, 

• The NWRA Quarterly Journal which is a member journal, 

• The NWRA Membership Directory, and 

• Manuals addressing rehabilitation, wildlife behavior, releases, and other related 

topics (NWRA, (03/23/00). 

The NWRA "is guided by dedicated, knowledgeable leaders who understand that 

their members are the lifeblood of the organization" (NWRA, (03/23/00). Networking is 

vital to the success of wildlife rehabilitation as a profession. It also functions at a more 

local and facility based level. The NWRA encourages the open exchange of information 

and offers support for individual efforts aimed at achieving high standards of education, 

ethical behavior, research, and animal care (NWRA, (03/23/00). 
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Although the above three methods are important to the growth of the wildlife 

rehabilitation profession, perhaps the most significant contribution of the NWRA is its 

National Standards Program aimed at improving professionalism and increasing high 

operating standards for wildlife care. A Minimum Standards Program for facility 

operation and animal care has been developed to provide guidance for people involved in 

wildlife rehabilitation and wildlife medicine (NWRA, 03/23/00). 

From the 1998 rWRC/NWRA Wildlife Rehabilitation Minimum Standards and 

Accreditation Program, also comes A Wildlife Rehabilitator's Code of Ethics. This 

extensive and comprehensive code would serve the wildlife rehabilitation community 

well if it were to be adopted by all rehabilitators and if its use was monitored. It is 

important to consider this Code in the effort to have all rehabilitators working towards 

common goals. The Code also suggests a need for common respect for wildlife in the 

care of rehabilitation facilities. The detailed Wildlife Rehabilitator's Code of Ethics is: 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should strive to achieve high 

standards of animal care through knowledge and an 

understanding of the field. Continuing efforts must be made 

to keep informed of current rehabilitation information, 

methods, and regulations. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator's attitude should be responsible, 

conscientious, dedicated, and should continuously work 

toward improving the quality of care given to wild animals 

undergoing rehabilitation. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator must abide by local, state, provincial 

and federal laws concerning wildlife, wildlife rehabilitation 

and associated activities. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should establish safe work habits and 

conditions, abiding by current health and safety practices at 

all times. 
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• A wildlife rehabilitator should acknowledge limitations and 

enlist the assistance of a veterinarian or other trained 

professional when appropriate. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should respect other rehabilitators 

and persons in related fields, sharing skills and knowledge in 

the spirit of cooperation for the welfare of animals. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should place optimum animal care 

above personal gain. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should strive to provide professional 

and humane care in all phases of wildlife rehabilitation, 

respecting the wildness and maintaining the dignity of each 

animal in life and in death. Releasable animals should be 

maintained in a wild condition and released as soon as 

appropriate. Non-releasable animals which are inappropriate 

for education, foster-parenting, or captive breeding have a 

right to euthanasia. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should encourage community 

support and involvement through volunteer training and 

public education. The common goal should be to promote a 

responsible concern for living beings and the welfare of the 

environment. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should work on the basis of sound 

ecological principles, incorporating appropriate conservation 

ethics and an attitude of stewardship. 

• A wildlife rehabilitator should conduct all business and 

activities in a professional manner, with honesty, integrity, 

compassion, and commitment, realizing that an individual's 

conduct reflects the entire field of wildlife rehabilitation 

(NWRA, 03/23/00). 

The Code is quite extensive, but is logical and easy to follow. This Code suggests that 

those involved in wildlife rehabilitation must have the welfare of the wildlife first, 

foremost, and ultimately as the top priority. 
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These associations, by way of their collective work, have begun the difficult task 

of bringing wildlife rehabilitation and the rehabilitators together as a collective whole. 

Provincial or state facilities need to feel comfortable asking for help from each other and 

from the NWRA and IWRC. This can only be achieved if competitive feelings are 

replaced with those of mutual respect and the pressing issues of rehabilitation are 

addressed together. This is a significant concern in Alberta, as will be discussed in more 

detail throughout this study. 

3.2 Examples of Established Facilities and Programs 

3.2.1 The Wildlife Education & Rehabilitation Center 

Located in Morgan Hill California, the WERC is a non-profit and tax exempt 

organization for preserving and caring for native wildlife. The WERC receives funding 

entirely from private, tax deductible donations. This facility is the only one in the South 

Santa Clara County permitted by the California Department of Fish and Game and the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to care for native wildlife (WERC, 06/11/99). 

The WERC serves as a temporary sanctuary for injured, sick or orphaned wildlife 

with the facility goal being "not to tame, but to release the animals back into their native 

habitat healthy, wild and free" (WERC, 06/11/99). Other than the services offered to the 

animals, the WERC offers a host of services to the community, described on the website 

www.garlic.com/printing/werc.htm, (06/11/99) including: 

• Rehabilitation services for the native wildlife 

• Education programs for grades K-6 with emphasis on 

understanding habitat, habitat preservation, and our 

ability to co-exist with native wildlife 

http://www.garlic.com/printing/werc.htm
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• Telephone advisory service including reference and 

referral information 

• A speakers bureau providing presentations to community 

and service organizations 

• An Internship Program for college students desiring a 

"hands-on" experience with all facets of wildlife 

rehabilitation 

• A Volunteer Program of community members 16 years 

of age or older to assist in the center with the care of 

animals, fundraising, facility maintenance, etc. 

• An Animal Handling Program, training volunteers in the 

care and handling of non-releasable animals, including 

raptors 

As the only rehabilitation facility in the South Santa Clara County, the WERC is 

in a unique position with special opportunities and obligations. This position allows 

donations to be focused only at this facility and thus the competition for funding does not 

exist as it does in states and provinces with more facilities. Having only one facility 

allows for consistency when teaching the public and volunteers, and die kind of 

information reaching community members. 

At this facility I believe, with careful consideration, potential drawbacks can be 

overcome. It is vital to ensure the information given to people interested in wildlife 

rehabilitation is accurate and complete. This includes training volunteers to care for the 

wildlife at the facility, ensuring that rehabilitators stay up to date on the latest 

information, and establishing a network with other rehabilitators. Perhaps through the 

NWRA or IWRC, the WERC can ensure that their knowledge stays accurate and 

complete. 
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I found the name of this facility interesting in relation to things that are happening 

in Alberta. One Alberta facility has done market research and discovered that a facility 

name including the words 'education' and 'research' is more apt to attract donations and 

funding than one simply called a 'rehabilitation center'. Detail is contained in the Alberta 

section of this study. 

3.2.2 Tri-State Bird Rescue and Research Inc. 

The Tri-State Bird Rescue and Rehabilitation facility operates under federal and 

state permits from multiple states in Newark, Delaware. It is located on land donated by 

New Castle County, surrounded by 850 acres of natural parkland (Tri-State, 03/13/00). 

Though it began operating as a full-time rehabilitation center in 1982, its beginnings took 

root on December 26, 1976. When during one of the worst winters of the century, a 

Liberian tanker named the Olympic Games ran aground on the Delaware River. Oil 

spilled from the ship covering land and many animals, including the Canada geese found 

wandering on the roads three miles inland looking for open water. This spill was the sixth 

major oil spill that occurred in the northeast United States within a three-year period. 

Efforts were made by many people to save the oiled wildlife, but tens of thousands of 

animals died as a result of these spills (Tri-State, 03/13/00). 

Because of this spill, Tri-State Bird Rescue and Research was conceived in the 

winter of 1976. The purpose was to establish "a multi-disciplinary team of wildlife 

biologists, veterinarians, pathologists, chemists and concerned citizens to study the 

effects of oil on birds and implement necessary measures to deal with affected wildlife" 

(Tri-State, 03/13/00). Tri-State is now among the largest wildlife rehabilitation facilities 
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in the United States and "one of only two organizations in the country capable of a 

professional response to oil spills affecting wildlife" (Tri-State, 03/13/00). 

Tri-State's mission statement is "to promote healthy populations of native 

wildlife" (Tri-State, 03/13/00). While the statement is short and broad in scope, it 

effectively explains the facility's intent. This organization is one of few that explains the 

methods and programs followed to accomplish this mission: 

• The Wild Bird Clinic provides expert medical and 

rehabilitative care for thousands of wild birds each year. 

The clinic is open 365 days a year to receive injured wild 

birds. 

• The Oil Spill Response Team responds on a 24-hour-a-

day basis to oil spills affecting wildlife throughout the 

United States and abroad. The team also conducts 

workshops and drills with colleagues in industry and 

government in preparation for spill response. 

• The Research Committee conducts humane medical and 

biological research consistent with the goal of providing 

for the general well-being of native wildlife. 

• Training and Education programs in oil spill response 

and general bird care are offered to industry, 

veterinarians, government wildlife professionals, 

academia and the general public. Educational outreach 

programs are also available for schools, youth groups, 

civic organizations and other groups and individuals 

(Tri-State, 03/13/00). 

By having a short, direct mission statement that does not make unrealistic 

promises and outlining the methods in which to achieve its goals, I believe Tri-State is 

more likely to reach them. Most rehabilitation facilities know what they would like to 
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achieve, but they do not have the methodology in place to reach their goals. Methodology 

is a fundamental part of the success of a wildlife rehabilitation program, and Tri-State 

willingly describes its methodology. 

Tri-State accepts patients from hummingbirds to bald eagles, and injuries are not 

limited to the effects of oil spills. Again, the majority of injuries are the result of direct or 

indirect human contact. These animals are the unfortunate victims of "habitat destruction, 

cat attacks, oil spills, pesticide poisoning, car impacts, discarded fishing line, and 

gunshots" (Tri-State, 03/13/00). Fortunately for these animals, Tri-State is well 

established and is "comprised of indoor animal care wards, a medical/research wing, an 

oil-spill treatment annex, outdoor aviaries and flight cages, and waterbird pools" (Tri-

State, 03/13/00). 

Another major strength I see of Tri-State rehabilitators is their acknowledgement 

that education is important to a successful wildlife rehabilitation program. Education at 

this facility includes "training for colleagues in the fields of wildlife rehabilitation and 

veterinary medicine" (Tri-State, 03/13/00). Currently, Tri-State is in its fourth year of a 

co-operative program with the University of Pennsylvania's Veterinary School in which 

an introduction to wildlife medicine is offered to third and fourth year students interested 

in wildlife rehabilitation. These students are invited to carry out a four-week rotation at 

the facility to gain hands-on experience. During the summer, Tri-State also offers a 

twelve-week internship program for college students focusing on wildlife conservation, 

veterinary medicine, or those with a strong interest in wildlife care. Finally, workshops 

are offered each year for new volunteers to learn how to care for the birds in the clinic, 

including caring for oil contaminated birds. After this training, volunteers are able to 
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work in the clinic "feeding, handling, and providing general care" for the patients (Tri-

State, 03/13/00). This multi-disciplinary approach is a strong aid to the success of 

wildlife rehabilitation as it brings many animal centered professions together to work 

toward the same goal. 

I can not stress how strongly I feel that education cannot stop with professionals 

and volunteers, but must extend to the public who bring much of the wildlife to 

rehabilitation facilities. As with many other facilities, Tri-State achieves this goal through 

a Public Outreach Program. This program provides educational presentations to the 

public regarding wildlife rehabilitation and conservation. These presentations are made to 

youth groups, schools, scout troops, bird and gardening clubs, and a variety of other 

organizations at their request. Live animals that are non-releasable due to their injuries 

become involved in presentations with their handlers in order to make a stronger impact 

on the nearly 10 000 people in the three states the program reaches annually (Tri-State, 

03/13/00). The on-going effort to reach out to younger generations of community 

members guarantees the positive impact of the Tri-State rehabilitation program, for years 

to come. 

3.2.3 Wildlife Center of Virginia 

The Wildlife Center of Virginia, a privately funded, non-profit organization, was 

established in 1982. It has become the leading teaching and research hospital for native 

wildlife in the nation. The facility provides state-of-the-art veterinary care with the 

intention of returning the animals to the wild. The Wildlife Center also trains 

veterinarians, veterinary students and wildlife rehabilitators from all over the world as 
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well as reaching members of the public through Wildlife Emergency, a 13-part television 

series: Animal Planet (Wildlife Center, 03/23/00). 

The mission of the Wildlife Center of Virginia is, "to teach others about wildlife, 

inspiring them to take positive action on behalf of wildlife and the environment" 

(Wildlife Center, 03/23/00). To achieve this mission, the Center has several methods with 

a major focus on its environmental education program. Sincel985, thousands of students 

and adults in the mid-Atlantic region schools, libraries and meetings have had the thrill of 

seeing non-releasable hawks, owls, opossums, and other animals up close during these 

popular educational programs. These presentations address important issues related to 

birds of prey, endangered species, adaptation, biodiversity, habitats, littering, and more 

(Wildlife Center, 03/23/00). 

By caring for individual animals, people working at the Center can "gain unique 

insight and perspectives into conservation issues" (Wildlife Center, 03/23/00). Because 

most patients have injuries related to human activity, the "case histories and laboratory 

test results" tell a great deal about the environment and also about humans as a part of it 

(Wildlife Center, 03/23/00). 

The Wildlife Center is much more than a wildlife rehabilitation facility in that it 

offers vital veterinary education, veterinary services, and is a fully equipped animal 

hospital. Over 2500 wild animals are cared for at this facility each year and receive all 

aspects of medical care, from diagnostics to rehabilitation. Due to the expertise in clinical 

care and laboratory technology possessed by the veterinary team, the Center is able to 

provide professional training and hands-on experience for veterinarians and fourth year 

veterinary students in the discipline of wildlife medicine. Two-thirds of the 27 veterinary 
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schools that exist at present in the United States have sent students to the Wildlife Center 

to complete their externships. Other training is available for wildlife rehabilitators and 

animal care professionals (Wildlife Center, 03/23/00). 

The Center is able to maintain the highest standards of veterinary care at the fully 

equipped, 5700 square foot hospital. The hospital includes specially designed treatment, 

laboratory, surgical, x-ray, and recovery areas, "as well as a modern pathology lab and 

commissary" (Wildlife Center , 03/23/00). The Center has a very high success rate, due 

in large part to research that has led to innovations in treatment methods, and "the 

collection of data unavailable elsewhere, which has helped identify and explain 

previously unstudied problems, many of which may have serious implications for human 

health" (Wildlife Center, 03/23/00). 

Edward E. Clark, Jr, as the founder of the Wildlife Center of Virginia, has had a 

large impact on wildlife rehabilitation. This facility is an excellent example of how 

cooperation between people in wildlife disciplines is beneficial to the survival of native 

wildlife, their habitat, and the environment. Rather than seeing the competition and 

animosity often witnessed between these different groups, here they work together and 

complement each other's skills. Clark has high hopes for what the WCV can contribute to 

the future of wildlife rehabilitation, and supports the notion that teamwork is a major 

building block of wildlife rehabilitation. In an interview with IWRC Online (Wildlife 

Center, 03/13/00), Clark said: 

The thing that I hope the Wildlife Center of Virginia will do is to 

empower others to change the world. One organization can't do 

it. I certainly can't do it alone. It took me a while to learn that. It 

distresses me when I see some of my young colleagues, and 

some who are maybe not so young but at least inexperienced 
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colleagues, start every sentence with T . "I 'm going to do this. 

I'm going to do that. I've done this. I've done that." In fact, very 

few of the significant accomplishments anyone makes are made 

alone. The sooner you recognize that and begin to build your 

network and collaborate, the more effective you will eventually 

be. 

The contribution this facility can offer to rehabilitators, including those in 

Alberta, is experience. Though not one of the first established facilities, it has credentials 

such as being the 'leading teaching hospital for native wildlife in the nation', established 

training methods for veterinarians, veterinary medicine students and rehabilitators along 

with a cable educational program. Subsequently, a lot can be learned from the experience 

and knowledge at this facility, including information delivery, training methods and 

fundraising techniques. 

3.2.4 Fellow Mortals 

Fellow Mortals, Inc. based in Lake Geneva, Wisconsin was established in 1985 

and incorporated in 1991. This facility is "committed to ethical, compassionate and 

professional wildlife rehabilitation" and Fellow Mortals maintains "a Living Philosophy 

based on the belief that encouraging compassion in humans toward all life brings out the 

finest aspects of humanity" (Fellow Mortals, 06/11/99). 

As one of the largest wildlife rehabilitation facilities in Wisconsin, Fellow 

Mortals has a greater release rate than many other facilities. For instance, in 1998 over 

1200 wild animals were admitted to the facility and sixty percent of them were released 
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into the wild. The volunteer professionals at the facility are available 365 days a year to 

provide care for the animals as they arrive (Fellow Mortals, 06/11/99). 

Fellow Mortals functions on charitable donations and does not receive any 

funding from the Department of Natural Resources, other government agencies, or public 

tax dollars. The facility is organized as a charitable corporation under Section 501(c)3 of 

the Internal Revenue Code. It is licensed to give care to native animals of Wisconsin by 

the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, and to care for migratory birds from 

Wisconsin and Illinois by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Fellow Mortals, 06/11/99). 

Compared to the scientific and medical approach taken by many other wildlife 

rehabilitation facilities, Fellow Mortals takes a more holistic approach to animal care and 

the environment. Notably, this is a different way of dealing with wildlife rehabilitation 

issues, but the different methods need not be mutually exclusive. By this, it is meant that 

science, medicine, and human compassion can be successfully combined to meet the 

requirements of all aspects of the wildlife rehabilitation profession. 

Though I believe that this holistic approach can be combined with scientific and 

medical approaches, I also do not think this would be accepted very easily by the public 

and most of the rehabilitation community. There is a human tendency to look for hard 

facts and research methods versus the softer philosophical approach offered at this 

facility. This likely can be overcome by ensuring that important statistics, education and 

research are carried out in collaboration with Fellow Mortal's push for human 

compassion. 

As well, the high release rate of this facility is not backed up by the post-release 

monitoring required to prove the success of an animal's rehabilitation after returning to 
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the wild. This is a reason I view the need for consistent protocols and practices for all 

aspects of rehabilitation, such as treatment and release criteria. Though I believe no 

intentional harm or disregard to any animal is meant, I question how many animals at a 

facility with exceptionally high release rates really should have been released. I can not 

answer this question for the lack of data on post-release success of individuals and 

species from this and most other facilities studied. If release criteria were consistent at all 

rehabilitation centers, we would at least know that all animals were treated and released 

with similar methods and under similar conditions. 

3.2.5 Wildlife Rescue and Rehabilitation, Inc. 

Wildlife Rescue and Rehabilitation, presently based on 21 acres 30 miles north of 

San Antonio, Texas, was founded in 1977, and incorporated as a not-for-profit 

organization in 1978. The aim of this facility is similar to many others with a dedication 

to rescue, rehabilitate, and release orphaned, injured, and displaced wildlife. However, 

there is a fundamental difference with this facility in that "WRR also provides permanent 

care for non-indigenous wild animals who have been victimized by the exotic pet trade, 

rescued from roadside zoos, or retired from research facilities" (Wildlife Rescue and 

Rehabilitation, 03/23/00). This permanent care also extends to native animals that have 

injuries that do not allow for their release. Until this facility was established, residents of 

San Antonio and the surrounding areas were forced to deal with injured wildlife issues on 

their own, or they had to rely on the limited services supplied by the local police and fire 

departments. This was because no facility existed with the appropriate training to offer 

humane treatment for wild animals. Now, the WRR is available to rescue injured and 
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orphaned wildlife that are victims of poisoning, trapping, shooting, or vehicular contact. 

In 1990, thirteen years into "providing large, natural captive habitats for non-releasable 

animals and exceedingly high standards of care for wild animals in the rehabilitation 

process, WRR was recognized as one of the top rehabilitation sanctuaries in the United 

States" (Wildlife Rescue and Rehabilitation, 03/23/00). 

The suggestion I have for this facility is to establish a relationship through the 

NWRA/IWRC, or other facilities to find places to ship exotic animals for release, if it is 

an option. While it is desirable to protect all animals from exploitation, it would be even 

better to offer the chance of release to the wild in their natural habitat. 

3.3 Wildlife Rehabilitation Education 

In general, there are three categories of educational programs that rehabilitation 

centers undertake. These are general public education, rehabilitation education, and 

professional education. General public education frequently includes discussions of the 

"effects of environmental quality, habitat manipulation and illegal trapping, hunting and 

vandalizing of wildlife on free-ranging wild animals" (Evans, 1983(120)). The intent is 

for members of the general public to become involved in reducing these threats. In order 

to make a greater impact during the discussions and presentations on topics such as the 

natural history and life-ways of various species, slides and live, non-releasable animals 

are often used for demonstration. These methods have helped significantly in instilling a 

greater level of respect for wild animals than can be achieved without these visual aids 

(Evans, 1983). 
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To allow for the greatest understanding and appreciation of the animal being 

discussed, education programs should be sequential. For example, the first section of the 

program may consider various raptor groups and characterize them according to 

differences in anatomy and life history by using skeletons, feathers etc. as well as slides 

for a lasting visual impression. The next section may involve a detailed discussion of 

where raptors fit into the food chain and the purpose they serve in their place. This is 

portrayed through graphic displays of the food chain along with slides and photographs 

of raptors during a hunt. In the last section, the discussion turns to the demise of raptor 

populations caused by human activities, and the efforts of wildlife conservationists, such 

as wildlife rehabilitators, to protect these groups (Evans, 1983). This type of approach to 

public education is a way the rehabilitation community can reach and educate people and 

especially those who will be carrying on the wildlife rehabilitation profession in the 

future. Though more research and perhaps trial and error needs to be done, Facility 4 in 

Alberta (Section 4.4) has had some success with a similar format for public education. By 

keeping education methods and delivery simple and consistent, rehabilitators can ensure 

the same information is reaching all interested people. 

The second educational category focuses on the rehabilitator. The IWRC, NWRA, 

along with many other professional and lay wildlife and zoological organizations offer 

sponsorship for yearly wildlife rehabilitation symposiums. The IWRC and NWRA, 

yearly symposia are dedicated to both the professional training of rehabilitation 

veterinarians, as well as rehabilitators in general (Evans, 1983). 

An example of the sessions presented by the NWRA was a full-day seminar 

aimed at veterinarians, but open to all rehabilitators. Despite the extensive technical 
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nature of this presentation on avian orthopedics, parasitology, infectious diseases, and 

zoonoses, people with no medical background still heavily attended the session. In this 

situation, it was important to explain the veterinarian's duties where rehabilitation is 

concerned in order to help develop a mutually cooperative and respectful relationship. 

While important educational objectives were successfully being reached, the primary 

report of the Education Committee of the NWRA indicates shortcomings still exist in the 

area of wildlife education. The report by the Educational Committee stated that there 

were several issues in wildlife rehabilitation center education programs that were often 

downplayed and in many cases completely overlooked. The issues found were: 

1. Loss of habitat and its effects on wildlife populations: 

rehabilitation of individuals is of little benefit when there 

is no adequate habitat for release. 

2. Pollution and human disturbance of delicate ecosystems. 

3. The number of animals treated even in the largest centers 

are too small to affect populations for good (Excepting, 

of course, several populations of endangered species). 

4. Members of the public, drawn to rehabilitators out of a 

humane concern for individual animals in trouble, need 

to have perspectives broadened to include concern for 

the populations from which those animals come. 

5. Wildlife managers "need to be acquainted with the 

concern of rehabilitators for entire populations and the 

opportunity that rehabilitators provide for the education 

of the public on...wildlife needs" and the benefits to 

science to be derived from wildlife rehabilitation centers 

caring for individuals (Evans, 1983(121)). 

The goal of the Committee is to make these considerations more prominent in 

rehabilitation programs (Evans, 1983). Acknowledgement of these problems allows them 
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to be addressed, and subsequently explained and/or rectified. Some of these issues have 

already been addressed in Section 2.2 of this study. Most serious rehabilitators are able to 

explain such considerations with the potential contribution of a single individual to a 

breeding population or simply the worth of the individual. Despite how frequently these 

issues arise, more rarely are they addressed openly during educational seminars. A 

common stand on this issue would be beneficial to the profession in order to develop 

consistency and gain respect and support from the public. A lack of consistency tends to 

appear unprofessional and disorganized. 

The third category is related to biological and medical professional education. 

Through extemships and specialized lectures by professionals of these sciences (working 

in rehabilitation centers), students of veterinary medicine, biology and zoology can 

acquire specialized education. As well, with wildlife conservation becoming a major area 

of instruction in post-graduate training of high school science and biology teachers, many 

rehabilitation centers are now taking on a major role in this training (Evans, 1983). 

Education is important to the successful future of wildlife rehabilitation because it 

reaches young people at an early stage of educational development, some of whom may 

eventually take on the role of professional rehabilitators. This is similar to the approach 

of the programs at Tri-State Bird Rescue and Research Inc. (Section 3.2.2). 

Goals of educational programs will vary depending on the main area of focus and 

expertise of the individual facility, the needs in the area the facility operates in, and what 

part of education is lacking the most. The McHenry County Conservation District's 

Wildlife Rehabilitation and Education Project includes "the securing of both informal 

individual contacts and formal program and publication contacts" (Joosten, 1982(164)). 
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The information acquired is used to accomplish the education goals set out by the 

NWRA: 

• Promote a better public image for wildlife as a necessary 

and important part of the world. 

Educate people about the basic needs of wildlife. 

Increase people's understanding of their personal impact 

upon natural systems. 

Reinforce caring attitudes for wildlife. 

Increase and expand concern for an individual animal to 

concern for the natural systems that support all animals. 

Encourage the preservation and improvement of habitat 

on private as well as public lands. 

Apprise people of the problems involved with wild pets. 

Keep the wildlife rehabilitation task manageable by 

avoiding unnecessary admissions. 

Prevent future wildlife casualties due to 

misunderstanding. 

Increase the chance of animal recovery and release by 

providing instructions to reduce stress before admission 

(Joosten, 1998). 

Though this Association is not Alberta-based, I see the NWRA goals as applicable to 

what is needed in all aspects of rehabilitation education. They are thus worth considering 

within the context of this province and the local rehabilitation facility's educational 

programs. By having specific goals, methods are more easily developed to accomplish 

them. The consolidation and development of a concise, all-inclusive set of objectives and 

regulations for wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta rather than individual facilities working 

alone can streamline the methods for reaching goals and exchanging information. 
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3.4 Summary of Wildlife Rehabilitation Beyond Alberta 

The facilities I highlighted in Chapter 3 were chosen because they have been 

successful in rehabilitation or have a unique characteristic to offer. The intent was to 

highlight facilities that have aspects that may be incorporated by Alberta facilities. 

Unfortunately, I could not obtain much significant information on international facilities 

in such places as Asia, Africa and Europe due to language barriers, lack of available 

information or an inability to contact anyone at the facility. 

In summary, wildlife rehabilitation has come a long way from its early backyard 

approach to treatment methods. There are some wildlife rehabilitation associations 

knowledgeable and organized enough to function as the governing bodies of the entire 

discipline. There is the EWRA in Europe and the NWRA and IWRC based in the United 

States, but functioning throughout the world. The NWRA and IWRC have taken on the 

role of the main leaders in wildlife rehabilitation. These associations have contributed 

significantly to wildlife rehabilitation education, treatment and care methods, ethics and 

establishing relationships between rehab ilitators. I believe that the leadership of the 

IWRC and NWRA will guide wildlife rehabilitation forward as a successful and 

respected discipline. 



48 

4.0 WHAT IS HAPPENING IN ALBERTA 

4.1 Beginnings of Wildlife Rehabilitation in Alberta 

Wildlife rehabilitation is a new discipline in Alberta. Carol Kelly led the 

beginning of Alberta's wildlife rehabilitation field at her facility about 18 years ago. In 

the time following, there has been an association with the Calgary Zoo (Section 4.2), 

ending in 1991, the establishment of several rehabilitation facilities (Sections 4.3, 4.4 and 

4.5), the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitor's Association (AWRA) with great potential to 

guide effective rehabilitation in the province and to be discussed further in Section 4.6, 

and amendments to the legislation governing wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta (Section 

4.7). 

The youth of wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta may explain many of the issues 

facing rehabilitators in the province. These include a lack of appropriate legislation, 

regulations, and co-operation between the facilities. Fortunately, progress has begun in 

regard to these issues, which allows for a more optimistic view of the future of 

rehabilitation in Alberta. 

4.2 Rehabilitation at the Calgary Zoo 

Early on in Alberta, there was an association between the Calgary Zoo and 

wildlife rehabilitation. Although most zoos were not originally conceived to be wildlife 

rehabilitation facilities, they are probably one of the best places for rehabilitation to 

occur. There are veterinarians on site or on call 24 hours a day, volunteers and employees 

are educated and involved in the care of specific animal species, and the facility is fully 
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equipped to house in 'natural' conditions and treat all native species. These are all 

considered absolute requirements for rehabilitation facilities. However, wildlife 

rehabilitation is not a major function of many zoos, the Calgary Zoo included. Here a 

stated reason is that the 50 or 60 animals that the Calgary Zoo was accepting for 

rehabilitation each year quickly turned into over 1100 a year (Calgary Zoo 

Representative, 07/25/00). As is common knowledge among rehabilitators, rehabilitation 

is a very expensive endeavor. Accordingly, much of the zoo operating funds and 

donations for animal care were going to rehabilitation rather than the care of animals in 

residence. Even though there was a thirty to forty percent reintroduction rate for raptors, 

the volume and expense was overwhelming the zoo financially (Zoo Representative, 

07/25/00). 

In 1991, when considering funding issues, the Zoo Board had to make a decision 

of which programs to cut. Rehabilitation was one of the programs cut because there was a 

lot of outside interest from rehabilitators and rehabilitation facilities to carry out this 

work. The Board felt that individual rehabilitation facilities would flourish on their own. 

Though it apparently was a difficult decision to make, it was decided the facilities that 

exist for the sole purpose of rehabilitating wildlife should carry out rehabilitation 

elsewhere and the Zoo should focus on other issues (Zoo Representative, 07/25/00). 

Now the Zoo considers three elements - education, recreation, and conservation -

to be their primary purpose and reason for existence. With restructuring at the Calgary 

Zoo, and the decision to enhance the Zoo's overall performance, reinstating a 

rehabilitation program, is not being consideration. I feel education and conservation 

efforts at the Zoo should be coordinated with any provincial rehabilitation program. 
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Cooperation between the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association (AWRA) and the 

Zoo would benefit and strengthen both wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta as well as the 

work of the Calgary Zoo. However, this is not likely to occur. The Calgary Zoological 

Society's Board of Trustees has approved a five-year plan that does not include 

traditional wildlife rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed earlier in this section. The 

Calgary Zoological Society will: 

• be globally recognized as a leader in the North American 

conservation community; 

• be a recognized leader in conservation education; 

• be financially stable; 

• provide outstanding customer and community service; 

• employ a highly motivated and productive work force of 

paid staff and community volunteers; 

• provide a multi-faceted educational and recreational 

experience renowned in Western Canada; 

• sustain its traditional family market and at the same time 

provide services that meet the needs of the rapidly-

changing demographics of its communities; 

• develop and maintain a high-quality, multi-functional 

infrastructure to support its operations; and 

• employ the appropriate technological advances in all 

area of its operation (Senior Management Group of the 

Calgary Zoo, 03/03/00). 

If the Zoo achieves its goal of financial stability, the AWRA could apply for fund 

support for rehabilitation efforts or offer the zoo funding to carry out rehabilitation. It 

was for financial reasons that the Zoo originally dropped the rehabilitation program, 

therefore the Zoo Board is aware of the need for money to carry out rehabilitation work. 
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4.3 Rehabilitation Facilities in Alberta 

Other people engaged in wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta have developed their 

own ideas of what is needed in the province. They base these ideas primarily on their 

own experiences and knowledge level. However, not everyone in the rehabilitation field 

has the appropriate knowledge needed to meet the needs of the animals, design 

enclosures and, if it is a viable option, ensure the likelihood of a successful release of the 

animal. This lack of knowledge is not an intentional disregard for the animal or the 

discipline, but is because wildlife rehabilitation is still new in Alberta. This means most 

rehabilitators are also new at wildlife rehabilitation and have not yet obtained the 

knowledge and experience needed for successful results in this field. As mentioned, there 

is little appropriate legislation or information to ensure the success of the profession and 

the people practicing it. Presently, wildlife rehabilitation is legislated through the Alberta 

Wildlife Act and the work of the Natural Resource Services department of the Alberta 

Government. The issues of legislation, regulation and the changes being implemented 

and those still needed are addressed in Section 4.6. 

Representatives of five Alberta rehabilitation facilities were contacted and asked 

what they feel is important to the future of rehabilitation and what they consider the most 

important considerations if an animal requires treatment at a rehabilitation center. Other 

representatives were consulted on a general discussion basis for information and ideas. 

Further information was also obtained through the interview questions found in Section 

1.5, and some had to be obtained through information published on facility web-sites. 

Again, some information was not verified due to lack of cooperation or an inability to 
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contact die necessary experts. Some information was verified through Wildlife 

Rehabilitation Permit requirements. 

At present, there are eight major wildlife rehabilitation facilities and 

approximately three small, home based facilities within the province of Alberta. Some are 

not interested in having any contact with the oflier rehabilitators and are determined to 

conduct their work exclusively within the confines of their facility. This is unfortunate as 

the animals may be negatively affected because of the rehabilitator's unwillingness to 

access the IWRC and NWRA for needed information, or contact other rehabilitators that 

may be more knowledgeable. These problems may be addressed by the work of the 

Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association (AWRA). By establishing such a 

membership association within the province, a greater teamwork approach will be created 

between rehabilitators. Hopefully this will lead to the type of situation the IWRC and 

NWRA have created in their member facilities with the open lines of communication, 

specialization and information sharing. As well, given the limited funds available, such 

an approach ensures that most of the resources go to the animals. 

4.4 Descriptions of Alberta Facilities 

Attempts were made to contact all eight rehabilitation facilities in Alberta, but not 

all information was gathered through these interviews. The main reason for this was the 

lack of response from facility representatives. Recognizing this problem in acquiring 

knowledge, some information was obtained through web-sites and contact with other 

informed individuals. Though I acknowledge that some of the facility information 

attained from sources such as web-sites may be inaccurate, the requirements to hold a 
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Rehabilitation Permit and become an active rehabilitator ensure at least a minimum level 

of accuracy. 

Facility #1: 

The main goal of this facility is the "breeding of endangered, indigenous species 

for re-introduction and release. Also, behavioral research into wildlife, and research into 

the development of re-introduction methodologies and non-intrusive monitoring methods 

for re-introduced, rare, or island wildlife populations, and public education" (Facility #1 

Representative, 08/06/00). Each facility makes decisions of which animals to accept 

based on personal choice and facility capabilities. At Facility #1, they accept all 

indigenous species, including those considered vermin such as European sparrows, 

pigeons, crows and magpies. They believe that to encourage the public to contribute to 

wildlife conservation, it is important to accept and treat all wild, indigenous species. The 

deciding factor in accepting animals for treatment is the basis of their injuries (if any). If 

it is clear that even with veterinary care the animals will be non-releasable, it is 

euthanized. In some cases, animals are kept as either "mentor" animals to help train 

orphaned young or for educational purposes if they are not releasable after treatment 

(Facility #1 Representative, 08/06/00). 

Decisions on when to euthanize an animal are made by a veterinarian based on the 

extent of injuries. The criteria include the probability of successful release and an 

evaluation of the quality of life should be non-releasable. Fortunately, this facility has 

160 acres of fully fenced natural mixed grass prairie habitat. This allows animals to be 

kept in a large protected area until they can be released (i.e. felines, bears, mustilids, or 
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ungulates are usually retained for over 18 months). If some of these animals turn out to 

be non-releasable, there is the option of keeping them on the facility land and allow them 

to have a close to "normal" life (Facility #1 Representative, 08/06/00). 

Data and statistics of animals at rehabilitation facilities must be collected. Facility 

#1 keeps data of animals rehabilitated and released in accordance with the requirements 

of holding a Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit, but it is extremely difficult to get the funding 

to monitor the success of the animals after their release. Such follow-up monitoring 

requires the use of, or access to the following: radio telemetry equipment, access to DNA 

in scat or hair analysis, funding for laboratory work, airplane monitoring, radio receivers 

radio or satellite collars and human-hours. The funding is simply not available for all this. 

Without post-release monitoring, it is impossible to determine the actual success of the 

released animal. In 1998 for example, the facility accepted 163 animals. Of these, 102 

were released, five were kept on site, and 56 died as a result of their injuries or illnesses. 

However, the success of the 102 animals that were released is unknown. Facility #1 has 

had some success with monitoring the animals they have bred for re-introduction 

programs. The success of this program is in part due to the involvement of PhD and MSc 

students have been involved in this post-release monitoring (Facility #1 Representative, 

08/06/00). 

The two main problems faced by this facility are one, lack of funding, and two, 

the lack of a universal policy on wildlife rehabilitation facilities among both provincial 

and federal government agencies responsible for wildlife rehabilitation. Furthermore, the 

representative of Facility #1 considers these issues as the main problems facing Alberta 

rehabilitation in general. There is a constant lack of funding which leads to a lack of 
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consistency. For example, it takes a long time to inform the public that there is a facility 

that they can call upon to deal with injured or orphaned wildlife. In some cases, by the 

time many people have become aware of the rehabilitation facilities available, many 

facilities have gone broke. And the lack of a universal policy among government 

agencies continues to block the success of rehabilitation facilities throughout the province 

(Facility #1 Representative, 08/06/00). 

Despite these stumbling blocks, Facility #1 has been successful in achieving and 

contributing to rehabilitation in Alberta and beyond. They harbor the world's only swift 

fox captive breeding colony and have aided significantly in down-listing the status of the 

Swift Fox (Vulpes veloxN.v.hebes) from Extinct in Canada (COSEWIC 1978) to 

Endangered in Canada (COSEWIC 1998). They have also been successful at 

rehabilitating and releasing more diverse species such as otters and hummingbirdsthat 

other facilities in the province have not done. This facility has also focused on 

educational programs to teach the public about wildlife rehabilitation (Facility #1 

Representative, 08/06/00). 

There are also some important successes of Alberta rehabilitation in general. 

There is the establishment of the AWRA, which is a step towards dealing with issues 

such as funding and legislative consistency. Though still new, there is potential for the 

AWRA to provide the framework for programming and a provincial policy for 

rehabilitators to abide by. Another improvement that has been happening in Alberta, is 

the gradual understanding that some facilities can provide better care for some species 

than others. Perhaps the movement of those species between facilities will begin to occur 

through the work of the AWRA (Facility #1 Representative, 08/06/00). 
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I have found this facility to have significant ability to contribute to wildlife 

rehabilitation in Alberta. The NRS has indicated that large carnivores and ungulates 

should not be released, but I believe this is dependent on the rehabilitation treatment and 

technique. This facility is equipped with a huge, fenced area, as well as a separate two-

acre enclosure last used to raise two orphaned black bears. By ensuring the animals 

maintain as close to a wild state as possible, they are less likely to be imprinted on 

humans and become problem animals upon release. Unfortunately, not I or anyone at the 

facility could say for sure if these released animals succeed in the wild due to a lack of 

funding for monitoring. They do however, have well documented information on the 

success of captive bred animals released from their facility and have acquired a great deal 

of information to allow for the greatest chance of success upon release. 

In the end, funding is the greatest obstacle to post-release monitoring, and 

universal government policy is also impeding the work of rehabilitation facilities such as 

this one. By using students to carry out research and monitoring work, costs can be 

minimized for researcher payment, but the cost of equipment is another issue. I suggest 

that the establishment and work of the AWRA may be able to help alleviate these issues. 

The AWRA is the (potential) Alberta rehabilitation governing body, and has offered 

extensive input leading to regulatory amendments to provincial rehabilitation policy. In 

this policy, there is the requirement for permitted rehabilitators to hold membership in the 

AWRA and follow the regulations and by-laws of the Association. With all rehabilitators 

in Alberta contributing to the Association, it would be beneficial for the AWRA to 

obtain, through donations, fundraising etc, a complete set of monitoring equipment that 

can be shared among all facilities. AWRA membership allows for enhanced teamwork 
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and information exchange between rehabilitators, education of less knowledgeable 

rehabilitators, a common representation to obtain funding and ensure government and 

rehabilitation policy is kept up to date. 

Presently, Alberta rehabilitators are not all after the same final goal, and many do 

not have enough knowledge to be beneficial to the rehabilitation discipline. There is the 

hope that significant changes will occur in government policy to reflect the feelings of the 

public, including funding for rehabilitation, research and follow-up monitoring. (Facility 

#1 Representative, 08/06/00). 

Facility #2: 

The main goals of this facility are: 1) to provide educational resources that 

increase the community's understanding of the impact of wildlife and human interactions, 

2) to promote awareness and understanding of urban wildlife habitats, 3) to provide 

rehabilitative care to injured and orphaned wildlife, and 4) to establish a strong financial 

base to support the organization. In regard to these goals, the facility has certain methods 

for achieving them. When an animal is admitted to Facility #2, the two most important 

considerations are if the animal will not only recover, but be releasable, and secondly, 

can the facility provide the animal with the proper housing, food and care to facilitate it's 

recovery. Rehabilitators from this facility acknowledge that some facilities are better 

equipped to deal with certain species. Therefore, Facility #2 focuses on the specialization 

of facilities to support specific species (Facility #2 Representative, 03/17/00). This way, 

there is a facility in the province with extensive knowledge and facility requirements to 

house and treat all animals that may need rehabilitative care. 
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Being a non-profit society this organization, like most in Alberta, is not 

government funded and relies on private and corporate donations to support all operations 

(Facility #2 Representative, 03/17/00). This means that funding continues to be an issue 

for this facility. Some cost issues are addressed through volunteer work and the hiring of 

one or two summer students through government job creation programs during the 

exceptionally busy period from mid-May through to mid-October. Ninety percent of the 

yearly admissions arrive during this period, at a time that coincides with the arrival and 

departure of over 200 species of migratory birds throughout the region. Facility #2 is 

staffed seven days a week where both staff and volunteers monitor a hotline, receiving 

dozens of calls daily during the spring and summer. This hotline provides information 

and advice about wildlife, and also directs people who have found injured or orphaned 

wildlife to the nearest veterinarian (Facility #2, 07/27/00). 

Many of the questions asked of this organization about their position and ideas of 

wildlife and rehabilitation are summarized in the facility's Guiding Principles. These 

include: 

• All native mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians will 

be considered animals. 

• All animals have intrinsic value. 

• All animals feel pain, both physically and emotionally. 

• All animals have their own interests. 

• Man does not have the inherent right to inflict suffering 

as he pleases for his own benefit. 

• We recognize our influence on animal's lives is not only 

direct but also indirect through the environment. 

Accordingly, we believe man's use of the environment 

should be responsible and considerate of the interests of 
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the wildlife dependent on the environment. Effort should 

also be made to maintain or restore the balance of nature. 

• All animals being cared for have a right to quality of life 

and sustenance. 

• There are laws applicable to wildlife and the 

organization will abide by them. 

• No procedure or method is acceptable which causes 

animal suffering unless there is a net benefit to the 

animal. 

• The purpose of rehabilitation is to release the animal to 

their natural habitat. 

• Euthanasia will be performed in a humane way. 

• Animals will not be used for education purposes or 

public display. 

• Every effort will be made to foster orphaned animals 

(Facility #2, 07/27/00). 

These principles are exclusive to Facility #2 and are not universal to Alberta wildlife 

rehabilitation. 

Contributions made by Facility #2 include working to develop the AWRA, public 

education programs involving other nature centers, zoos, the Alberta Veterinary Medical 

Association and Alberta Environment. A facility newsletter directed at all veterinary 

clinics and veterinary staff in the city provides information about how to care for wildlife 

patients until they can be picked up or delivered to Facility #2. They also offer seminars 

on wildlife medicine, conservation and ecology issues for Animal Health Technology 

students and Environmental and Conservation Sciences students. Members of the local 

Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA) are offered training to better 

prepare their staff to handle wildlife-related calls. Volunteers with Facility #2 engage in 
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training seminars to learn the basics required to work at the facility (Facility #2, 

07/25/00). 

Though I feel the contribution of this facility to the development of the AWRA is 

beneficial, I am not certain of the effectiveness of the Guiding Principles. Some of the 

principles involve personification of non-humans, and while such statements can not be 

disproved, they can also not be proven. Though some people may believe that animals 

feel emotional pain and have their own interests, we must go on the facts that we have in 

order to be credible and attain respect for the discipline. Furthermore, the intention to 

release animals into their natural habitat is a best case scenario, but is not always 

possible. It should be acknowledged that the next best choice is to release it into suitable 

habitat. Suitable in that the area supports the food and housing needs of the animal, and 

that the animal is not having a negative impact on the wildlife already in the area. I think 

it would benefit this facility to adopt the principles and by-laws of the AWRA and lessen 

the emphasis on their present principles. This would help foster greater consistency in 

practice throughout Alberta rehabilitation. 

The newsletter sent to veterinary clinics is an excellent idea. A concern is that 

although veterinarians are educated to treat injured and ill animals, few are trained to 

treat wildlife. The newsletter allows veterinarians to have enough basic knowledge to aid 

wild animals until the facility or a veterinarian knowledgeable in wildlife medicine can 

be contacted. 
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Facility #3: 

The main goals of Facility #3 are to build respect for people, animals and the 

environment through wildlife rehabilitation, education and research. This facility has an 

interesting human approach to accepting and treating animals. They will accept all 

species based on the philosophy that "by taking everything (including pigeons, starlings, 

etc) we are creating opportunities for education as well as encouraging people to help 

whatever animal they find the next time around. If someone cares enough to help a 

pigeon, we in return care enough to help them help it" (Representative Facility #3, 

08/11/00). 

As with most facilities, Facility #3 considers the quality of life an animal will 

have and the availability of placement if non-releasable. Sometimes helping an animal is 

best achieved through euthanasia. This determination is made based on injuries. The 

general rule however, is that any animal that shows it is willing to fight for life is given a 

chance to survive. For example, the facility recently received a young coyote pup that had 

been hit on the head with a swather. She had a large hole in her head and her brain was 

exposed and swollen. Though she was immobile, she was alert and her eyes followed 

movement around her. The decision was made to treat her and two weeks later the wound 

was healing well and she was running around. The one injury that is generally untreatable 

is electrocution in raptors due to the loss of circulation in the limbs (Representative 

Facility #3, 08/11/00). 

If an animal is rehabilitated and is deemed non-releasable, placement decisions 

are based on the need for the species in question. Depending on the need for 

fostering/education animals and also available places to house them. If the facility needs 
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a foster parent or an educational animal, the animal is kept at the facility if not, zoos and 

other rehabilitators are approached (Representative Facility 3, 08/11/00). 

As per requirements of a Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit, data and statistics of 

admitted wildlife must be kept. Though facilities are required to keep this data, not all 

facilities have it as well organized and accessible as Facility #3. Thus, the 1999 statistics 

from Facility #3 include: 

• Species admitted - 1017 (DO A - 106) 

• Successful release - 399 

• Non-releasable animals - 45 transferred to other institutions, 68 over 

wintered, 59 euthanized 

• Euthanization and deaths - 59 euthanized, 442 died (including 106 DO A) 

• Cause/type of injury (listed as percentages): 

leg damage - 6.1 

cat/dog mauling - 5.7 

emaciation - 4.9 

internal damage - 2.0 

impact - 5.7 

orphaned - 32.2 

wing damage - 17.1 

concussion - 10.6 

shock-1.5 

stranded -1 .1 

barbed wire- 1.9 
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electrocution-1.5 

other injury-11.9 

These data may partly coincide with the issues Facility #3 finds prevalent in Alberta 

rehabilitation. There is a lack of standardization of permits with restrictions placed on the 

facilities regarding species they can rehabilitate including ungulates, large carnivores and 

rabies vector species. This reduces the effectiveness of the specific facility and the 

rehabilitation discipline as a whole in the public eye. Another problem Facility #3 sees 

with Alberta rehabilitation is a lack of communication between rehabilitators. As the 

facilities are scattered throughout the province, discussing day-to-day issues and events is 

difficult (Representative Facility #3, 08/11/00). 

However, members of Facility #3 take satisfaction in their well-developed 

volunteer network that can transport patients from around the province. The volunteers 

ensure that the public do not get turned away but rather are directed to the closest location 

for help. Another area of particular success for Facility #3 is in education. The education 

program involves more than 175 talks and presentations to people of all ages from around 

Alberta each year. Here, the goal is focused on teaching people respect and encouraging 

them to help wildlife where possible (Representative Facility #3, 08/11/00). 

A representative from Facility #3 went on to describe other significant 

advancements in rehabilitation in Alberta. These include an improved ability to work 

with regulatory bodies to begin development of protocols and standards and an ability to 

cover a broad geographic area with very few people. The future of rehabilitation will 

hopefully include increased networking and relaxed permits through greater credibility of 
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rehabilitation to allow a larger variety of species to be treated with increased success. 

However, obstacles to these improvements such as a shortage of manpower and funding 

still need to be addressed. Currently most of the work is done by only a few volunteers 

and it is difficult for these people to find the time to network and learn new techniques 

when caring for 150 to 200 patients a day. This facility representative believes the 

fortunate part is that most rehabilitators are involved in their work because they really 

care about what is best for the animals. Obtaining the knowledge to be a successful at 

caring for these animals can be difficult because of the demands of the profession, but 

many options exist for rehabilitators to expand their knowledge (Representative Facility 

#3,08/11/00). 

Monitoring the success of released animals at this facility occurs to a limited 

extent. An orphaned black bear cub was radio-tagged upon release to monitor his 

progress. This was a special case, as it was the first large carnivore released from this 

facility, and through the monitoring was deemed a success. Many patients however, are 

not monitored due to a lack of funding for radio devices nor is the facility any longer 

permitted to band released birds. Banding was restricted some years ago when numbers at 

the facility became too great (Representative Facility #3, 08/11/00). 

A plus for Facility #3 is that it has extensive affiliation with governing wildlife 

rehabilitation Associations. They hold membership in the TWRC, NWRA and AWRA, 

network with many other member rehabilitators, and were the provincial IWRC 

representative until 1999. Members of this facility were involved in the initial 

development of the AWRA and served on the board for several years. The desire is for 

the AWRA to be a powerful monitoring and networking tool. That will help rehabilitators 
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maintain standards and encourage greater interaction between individuals and the various 

facilities (Representative Facility #3, 08/11/00). 

The educational programs offered at this facility involve working with the public, 

volunteers and rehab ilitators. There are extensive public programs offered for persons of 

all ages including formal programs that can run from one hour to others that run for a full 

day, either at the facility itself or at another location. These programs explain the center, 

wildlife and injuries. More casual visitors can visit the large public wing at the facility, 

which hosts up to 7000 guests annually. Volunteers receive hands-on instruction when 

they work at the facility and other rehabilitators are invited to contact the facility for 

more information. IWRC workshops have also been hosted at this location 

(Representative Facility #3, 08/11/00). 

The statement, "If someone cares enough to help a pigeon, we in return care 

enough to help them help it" (Representative Facility #3, 08/11/00) is, in my view, a great 

philosophy to foster a good association between the public and rehabilitators. A potential 

problem with this statement involves the acceptance of all species. This is a difficult issue 

to address because members of the public often want all animals saved, but there is the 

question of what to do with non-indigenous species. Most facilities do not accept non-

native species that actively compete with native species for food and habitat. If an animal 

is suffering, I believe there should be consideration to accept non-native species and at 

least euthanize them humanely. It is also possible that a non-native species that is a pest 

in Alberta may someday be endangered or extirpated somewhere else in the world. By 

rehabilitating and transporting such animals for release or captive breeding programs 

elsewhere, networking of rehabilitation is fostered worldwide. 
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An interesting observation is the statistics of animals admitted to the facility. A 

minimum of 59 percent, and more likely over 73 percent of the animal's admitted to the 

facility are due to human related activities. This is a strong argument supporting the work 

of rehabilitation. The pooling of such statistics in a common data bank with the AWRA 

and/or NRS, highlights the need for government funding and grants to pursue 

rehabilitation and education. 

There is a difference of opinion between rehabilitators regarding the final goals 

and knowledge of provincial rehabilitators. I believe these differences are based on 

personal experiences of the rehabilitators asked and the actions of other rehabilitators 

they have witnessed. Again, through close networking and association of rehabilitators in 

the AWRA, many of these differences in practice and knowledge can be addressed 

through regulation of the discipline. Information can be exchanged at meetings, and 

eventually all certified rehabilitators can be operating on the same level, using the same 

protocols, and heading toward the same final goals. 

Facility #4: 

Facility #4 is developing a variety of programs, all aimed at conservation. The 

facility includes an intensive care unit and a 'secondary stage recovery area' to house 

raptors, songbirds, waterfowl, small mammals, and reptiles. There is also a diagnostic 

laboratory and a classroom for public education presentations. Outdoors, there are 

reconditioning and acclamation pens for birds of prey, waterfowl and ungulates, and 

future plans are being made to include a natural wetland within songbird and canid 

enclosures (Facility #4, 07/27/00). 
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There are three key parts to the programming of this facility. First is the 

rehabilitation of injured and orphaned wildlife for release into the wild. A highest 

rehabilitation priority is given to species at risk considering statistics gathered at the 

facility show that more than 95 percent of animals admitted to the facility are there 

because of human activities. Second is public education. This includes slide shows, field 

trips, guest lecturers, hands-on demonstrations and publications aimed at enhancing 

public awareness of wildlife and habitat conservation. Volunteers are available to visit 

schools and talk about wildlife. Presentations that include introductions to real life 

animals help make a more memorable impact of the issues facing wildlife and what can 

be done to prevent some human induced injuries. Third is research and follow-up of 

rehabilitation methods to evaluate and improve current practices. Birds are banded prior 

to their release from this facility in order to monitor their success or failure in the wild. 

Efforts are also made to continually expand informational resources, and training 

seminars are arranged to enhance the skills of rehabilitators, volunteers and members of 

the public as new information becomes available (Facility #4, 07/27/00). 

Unfortunately, information required to critically evaluate the efficiency and 

successes of this facility and the issues surrounding it were not available for me to 

include in this document. 

Facility #5: 

Facility #5 is unique in that it is located at a veterinary facility on crown land 

donated by a local university to the Alberta Justice Department in order to allow 

minimum-security inmates to study Wildlife Care. This program is based on a similar one 
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in the United States where statistics have shown that none of the prisoners involved in the 

program have reoffended. The facility includes several large flight pens for birds of prey, 

a waterfowl and several mammal enclosures (Facility #5, 07/27/00). 

Some details of this facility include: 

• Providing educational presentations to schools, Scouts, 

Brownies, service groups and other interested public 

groups. 

• Interested correctional officers from all over the world 

are invited to, and many have visited, the facility in 

order to learn about the unique program offered here. 

• Working closely with Fish and Wildlife to address and 

respond to wildlife issues involving large mammals 

trapped inside the city. 

• 11 veterinary clinics are involved in accepting wildlife 

from the people who find them. These veterinarians 

donate their time to offer initial treatment before the 

animals are transferred to the rehabilitation facility. 

• Conducting studies on species of wildlife received, and 

the subsequent development of a university course on 

wildlife parasitology and the availability of the facility 

for practicum work of post-secondary students (Facility 

#5, 07/27/00). 

The mandate of Facility #5 is to: 

• Treat injured and orphaned wildlife for return to their 

natural habitat. 

• Enable volunteer minimum-security inmates to 

contribute a community service while acquiring new 

skills. 

• Provide public education through school visits, 

presentations and displays. 
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• Conduct studies into the increasing incidents of wildlife 

injuries and the effectiveness of other programs at the 

facility. 

• Increase public awareness and positive public relations 

for the supporters of this win-win facility (Facility #5, 

07/27/00). 

This facility currently accepts close to 800 injured and orphaned wildlife each 

year with the intention of returning them to the wild. Species accepted at Facility #5 

include all songbirds (robins, waxwings, finches, etc), all raptors (hawks, falcons, owls 

and eagles), all waterfowl (geese, ducks, etc), all shorebirds, small mammals (White-

tailed prairies hares, porcupines, etc), small carnivores (foxes, coyotes and young hares) 

and young ungulates (deer and moose). All birds are banded before they are released to 

aid monitoring efforts (Facility #5, 07/27/00). 

Naturally, the success rate varies each year depending on many factors including 

species admitted, injuries sustained, weather, etc. There has been a low success rate for 

songbirds because many young fledglings are admitted to this facility, but most of them 

die. In more recent years, education programs have taught the public to leave young birds 

alone, and fewer are admitted now. The overall rate for releases over the last three years 

has ranged between 68 and 82 percent. The release rate is based on the injuries of animals 

accepted to the facility. As with other facilities, certain injuries are deemed 

unrecoverable, and the animal is quickly euthanized. This includes owls with damage to 

both eyes, and an open fracture to a wing joint in all birds, for example (Representative 

Facility #5, 07/27/00). 
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A representative of Facility #5 offers a general view on Alberta rehabilitation. In 

the past, rehabilitation licenses and the landowner of the facility would determine which 

animals would be accepted to rehabilitation facilities. Though there are still restrictions 

placed on the acceptance of patients for rehabilitation by the NRS, it is now more up to 

the discretion of each individual rehabilitator. Some may select only animals they like or 

have the background to deal with, such as birds of prey. Other facilities are better 

equipped to accept animals that can dig out of normal enclosures (badgers, bears and 

foxes), or have the setup to teach young birds of prey to hunt. The different strengths of 

each facility are worth acknowledging and capitalizing on (Representative Facility #5, 

07/27/00). 

Most conflicts between Alberta rehabilitation facilities are due to funding and 

differences in practice and belief. For example, Facility #5 accepts, rehabilitates and 

releases pest species such as squirrels. While not the only facility rehabilitating these 

species, this facility has experienced some contention for doing so. There are also 

personal conflicts. Some rehabilitators do not like other rehabilitators, but have no real 

issue with the other facility. Because of their dislike for the rehabilitator, they offer less 

support and encouragement to the facility as well (Representative Facility #5, 07/27/00). 

In order to reduce competition for funding, most facilities specialize in certain 

areas to make their center more desirable to funders. One facility has the Burrowing Owl 

breeding program, another has the Swift Fox reintroduction program, and Facility #5 has 

the inmate program. These special programs mean that different sources can be tapped 

for support, or the same sources can be tapped to support more than one program. Facility 
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#5 can take advantage of alternative funding, such as government support, to support 

more than one program (Representative Facility #5, 07/27/00). 

From the statistics I have reviewed on release rates, some of which are presented 

in this document, there is a significant spread of 'successful' release numbers, from less 

than 42 percent to 82 percent among facilities. There are several possible reasons for this. 

It may have to do with the species of the animals that are most common at each facility, 

the decision by each facility to rehabilitate or euthanize or the decision to release an 

animal, keep it or find it a new captive home. 

I suggest that specialized programs seem to be more successful. If monitoring of 

success and failure after release were carried out to a much greater extent, the actual 

successful releases would be closer in number. There should be a specific and detailed 

protocol for all rehabilitators in Alberta to follow regarding how to assess the best 

treatment (rehabilitate or euthanize) to follow for all species. I realize this suggestion may 

be slightly unrealistic considering the wide variety of species in Alberta and the possible 

injuries or illnesses that can be involved. Subsequently, by taking the idea of having a 

special program at each facility to attract funding further, I suggest that each facility 

specialize in certain species and thus have extensive knowledge on their area of 

specialization, and attract funding for those species. 

Facility #6: 

Very little information was available to me on this facility due to a lack of 

communication. Rehabilitators at this center are involved with the development and 

running of the AWRA and, through a short discussion with a representative of this 
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facility and by talking with other provincial rehabilitators, there is a wealth of 

rehabilitation information at this facility and experience in its rehabilitators. 

Unfortunately, there is no email or web-site for the facility, nor for the AWRA. I 

found it difficult to contact the necessary people at the facility to get all the information 

for this study, and thus far I have not been able to access that information. In order to be 

far more effective, and as a direct link to the AWRA, methods other than the telephone 

and fax are needed to allow for communication and information delivery. 

Facility #7: 

Facility #7 is located next to a Special Places 2000 Natural Protected Area, and 

works mostly with birds to "maximize an injured animal's chances for successful release 

back into the wild" (Facility #7, 07/27/00). The facility is not equipped to accept larger 

animals. The center's mission involves treating, rehabilitating and releasing wild birds 

and animals, educating the public about the ecology and habitat of wild birds, and to 

support and conduct research for the medical treatment of wild birds. In the event that a 

bird has sustained injuries making it non-releasable, it is euthanized unless it is a species 

that is endangered or especially useful. In this unlikely event, they are found homes in 

reputable zoos and captive breeding programs to help raise young to be released, or 

employed to educate people about birds and how humans impact their lives (Facility #7, 

07/27/00). 

Much like Facility #6, I have been unable to obtain much information about 

Facility #7. I have found that this facility recognizes the importance of wildlife 

rehabilitation on its own, but does not significantly contribute toward species as a whole, 
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but rather largely focuses on the individual animal. However, rehabilitation centers do not 

only contribute toward rehabilitation alone, but to the other activities and programs that 

are helping wildlife on the whole. Through research and education, new methods for 

treating, releasing and monitoring wildlife are being discovered and members of the 

public are learning ways to ensure that their impact on the environment is a positive one. 

Facility #8: 

I was unable to either contact anyone or obtain relevant information about this 

facility. If this project is pursued further at a later date, I hope cooperation and/or contact 

with all facilities will be achievable. 

4.5 Summary of Alberta Facilities 

From these discussions with Alberta rehabilitators, there are a few concerns that 

appear consistently. Some concerns involve the animals and some involving the success 

of the facilities. The most obvious concern - funding - is related to the operation of the 

rehabilitation facilities in general. The issues here are that the costs to run a wildlife 

rehabilitation center are very high and these costs are difficult to recover. There is also 

the added cost of having someone on site 24 hours a day, 365 days a year (Representative 

Facility #1, 10/99). Wildlife "rehabilitation is not a hobby, it is a lifestyle" 

(Representative Facility #2, 03/17/00), which means that rehabilitation facilities should 

not end their day at five o'clock, although some do. Wildlife injuries are not limited to a 

regular forty-hour workweek with weekends and holidays off. More funding would ease 

the competition and open the communication lines between facilities and ensure that 
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rehabilitation of the animals remains as the central focus (Representative Facility #1, 

10/99). 

Another set of problems common to the facilities is the release of the animals. 

This concern has several aspects to it. A rehabilitator must consider if their facility is 

equipped to provide the proper housing, food, and care to facilitate the recovery of the 

animal (Representative Facility #2, 03/17/00)? Will it not only recover, but also will it be 

releasable (Representative Facility #2, 03/17/00)? Is there an appropriate habitat into 

which to release the animal (Representative Facility #1, 10/99)? Has the animal become 

too accustom to humans to succeed in the wild (Representative Facility #4, 12/23/99)? If 

a facility has difficulties with any of these considerations, consultation with more 

knowledgeable rehabilitation facilities should, in my opinion, occur to ensure the most up 

to date information is acquired. 

The natural history, stress level, and learned versus natural behavior of an animal 

are very important factors to consider if an animal is to be rehabilitated and released. 

When an animal initially arrives at a rehabilitation facility, a first consideration should be 

the stress on the animal. Reducing stress makes rehabilitation more likely, and potentially 

faster. One Alberta facility has found that by using homeopathic remedies known for 

their calming properties, stress levels, measured in heart rate, breathing rate, blood 

pressure, and actions indicative of distress, have decreased rapidly and release rates have 

increased to 56 percent in 1999 from 37 to 42 percent in earlier years (Representative 

Facility #3, 03/14/00). A rehabilitator must also be aware of the habitat an animal lives in 

including the appropriate type, size and height of perch required for a particular bird 

species. This ensures the appropriate enclosure for and care of the animal is provided. It 
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is also important to understand which behaviors are instinctive and which are learned. 

This information is helpful if there are orphaned animals at a rehabilitation facility so 

rehabilitators are aware of what the animals naturally know and what they need to learn 

(Representative Facility #1, 10/99). This issue can often be addressed through the use of a 

non-releasable adult of the same or similar species. This animal can teach the orphans to 

hunt and perform other vital activities they would otherwise not know. I suggest a 

comprehensive list addressing these and other concerns as they apply to Alberta, along 

with the best methods of dealing with them would be beneficial to rehabilitators. The 

framework for this exists through the IWRC and NWRA, but no single, comprehensive 

list or manual is readily available. Much of the relevant information exists, but in various 

resources from books to magazines to the heads of skilled rehabilitators. Such 

information can be made available through the AWRA. 

It is also vital to coordinate the efforts of the facilities and rehabilitators with the 

public, the SPCA, the Zoo and various emergency departments throughout the world. 

Alberta is a small province population-wise but has a large variety of wildlife and a lot of 

land area. This constitutes a problem when eight facilities are asking the same people and 

companies for limited funding resources. Therefore, it would be beneficial to coordinate 

efforts better and develop a network among facilities (Representative Facility #2, 

03/17/00). A representative of Facility #4 (12/23/99), believes that if all facilities have 

the same general goals and protocols, such as I suggest in this study, it would be easier 

and more effective to reach these other groups. Volunteer education at this 

representative's facility involves forums, training sessions, and reference materials. 

Members are reached via newsletters and special events. Field trip tours are arranged for 
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children, adults and groups. People who find animals are also introduced to the facility to 

ensure they gain a valuable understanding of their own contribution to rehabilitation. 

Away from the center, many rehabilitation facilities offer presentations to schools, youth 

groups, information booths, and have contact with institutions such as the SPCA, 

universities, colleges and the Calgary Zoo. Available educational materials include texts, 

manuals, IWRC, NWRA, AWRA, CWF and WWF information, training supplies, animal 

parts, live animals, permanent slides, handouts and brochures (Representative Facility #4, 

03/23/99). 

A development in the wildlife rehabilitation field by Facility #3 may offer some 

insight into funding issues. A member of this facility has been involved in wildlife 

rehabilitation in Alberta from the outset about eighteen to twenty years ago, and could be 

considered the founder of the discipline in Alberta. Through the years, some growth and 

advancement has occurred, but recently this rehabilitator felt it necessary to carry out 

marketing research regarding funding. This rehabilitator found that many corporations 

prefer to donate to larger groups with broader goals than rehabilitation. While companies 

appear more inclined to fund environmental endeavors that are specifically linked to 

people. However, people often do not see themselves as part of the environment 

(Representative Facility #3, 03/14/00). There needs to be a change of focus to help people 

better understand their place in the environment and their relationship to animals in need 

of rehabilitation. 

Currently few people take wildlife rehabilitation seriously for several reasons. A 

lack of understanding and information, poor structure and organization and lack of 

needed skills by individual rehabilitators are all factors discovered through interviews 
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with rehabilitators. These same factors were identified in interviews with the public 

effected by rehabilitation and in research including literature and legislation reviews and 

through my own personal experiences with rehabilitation. People often think of 

rehabilitation as no more than a barn in someone's backyard, something akin to an 

informal SPCA, but they are unaware of what really occurs at a certified wildlife 

rehabilitation facility. Due to this information, Facility 3 is now focusing more on 

education and research, and is now planning a name change to incorporate the words 

"education and research center" (Representative Facility #3, 03/14/00). These steps 

closely follow those taken by the likes of the Wildlife Education and Rehabilitation 

Center as discussed in Section 3.2.1. 

4.6 AWRA 

In 1998, the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association was created in response 

to increasing concerns expressed by the government, public and other agencies about the 

lack of "monitoring" of wildlife in rehabilitation facilities. Permits were required to hold 

any wild animals in captivity, however the Natural Resources Service did not have 

guidelines or standards to follow before granting permits. For the initial AWRA meeting 

in Red Deer, Alberta, permit holders were invited to provide input into establishing a set 

of standards that all rehabilitation facilities should adopt. From this initial meeting, a 

handbook was developed and standards adopted by the AWRA (Representative Facility 

#2, 03/17/00). In April of 2000, new amendments to the Legislation were instated, 

initiated by a proposal from the AWRA and discussed in Sections 4.5 and 4.6, regarding 

minimum standards and the requirement for veterinarian involvement. This latter 
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requirement must be approached cautiously as not every veterinarian is necessarily 

familiar with treating wild animals (Representative Facility #3, 03/14/00). This is where 

information on the natural character and behavior of the animals, and open lines of 

communication between rehabilitation facilities, can be very beneficial. 

The objectives of the AWRA "are to provide continuity and standardization of 

wildlife rehabilitation on a provincial basis" and: 

a) to play an advocacy role on the behalf of displaced 

wildlife, 

b) to promote appreciation of wildlife through the 

dissemination of knowledge and information about 

them, 

c) to work in concert with veterinarians in the development 

of new knowledge, techniques and technology in the 

care and rehabilitation of displaced wildlife, 

d) to work in concert with government agencies to assist 

and/or monitor the operation of shelters dedicated to the 

rescue, rehabilitation and release of injured, ill or 

orphaned wildlife, 

e) to assist in the development, review and revision of a 

standardized internship program for prospective 

rehabilitators, 

f) to cooperate with organizations and provide help to other 

organizations with similar objectives, 

g) to do any other acts which would promote the other 

objects of the Society (AWRA, 04/07/97). 

These objectives are comprehensive and allow for necessary control and action by the 

AWRA. As I have mentioned repeatedly, standardization can significantly decrease 

guesswork and lead to consistency across the discipline. Most, if not all professions have 
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a standard set of rules, guidelines and operating codes to follow. This is to ensure 

everyone in the field is maintaining the same high level of standard that makes a 

profession successful. Such standardization is not yet in place in rehabilitation. 

The Minimum Wildlife Rehabilitation Standards of the AWRA are controlled 

through the Natural Resources Service (NRS). This involves following the extensive By

laws of the AWRA, (Appendix 1) as well as the Conditions for Wildlife Rehabilitation 

Permits (Appendix 1) of the NRS. These conditions include keeping the local NRS office 

informed when receiving endangered species, ungulates, wolves, bears or cougars, 

keeping accurate and detailed records about wildlife received, and following the strict 

regulations associated with the permit they hold (AWRA, 04/07/97). 

There are significant differences between the AWRA Membership Code of Ethics 

and the AWRA Rehabilitator Code of Ethics due to the different levels of rehabilitator 

within the AWRA as described in the AWRA By-laws (Appendix 1). The Membership 

Code is a general code for all AWRA members, whether a permitted rehabilitator or not. 

It states: 

1. A Member accepts the Objects and By-laws of the 

Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association. 

2. A Member acts as a positive representative for the 

Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association. 

3. A Member is prepared to make a personal commitment 

to carry out the Object of the Society while operating 

within the confines of its By-laws by: 

a) acting as a responsible trustee in preserving and 

maintaining our natural world, 

b) recognizing the burden of stewardship in promoting 

sound cooperative conservation, preservation and 

ecological principles (AWRA, 04/07/97). 



80 

The Rehabilitator Code is aimed at permitted rehabilitators that are members of the 

AWRA and states: 

1. A rehabilitator strives to achieve high standards of 

wildlife care, 

2. A rehabilitator has formal or informal wildlife 

education/training, 

3. A rehabilitator is responsible, conscientious and 

dedicated, 

4. A rehabilitator maintains accurate up-to-date records 

working within local, provincial and federal guidelines 

regarding wildlife rehabilitation, 

5. A rehabilitator establishes good safe work habits within 

the guidelines of current health and safety practices, 

6. A rehabilitator enlists the assistance of a veterinarian if 

needed, 

7. A rehabilitator encourages community support and 

involvement, 

8. A rehabilitator employs educational programs as a 

means of preventing further wildlife loss or abuse, 

9. A rehabilitator shares skills and knowledge with others, 

10. A rehabilitator establishes guidelines for evaluating and 

improving rehabilitation efforts, 

11. A rehabilitator allows for variations in methods of 

rehabilitation (AWRA, 04/07/97). 

If they are enforced, the ethics followed by the AWRA, combined with the new 

legislative amendments (as outlined in Section 4.7), may be enough to support 

rehabilitation in Alberta and address the problems that exist currently as well as motivate 

further changes towards consistent practice and protocol. As the AWRA and several 
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facilities in Alberta are members of the IWRC and NWRA, they should consider 

adopting the ethics of the NWRA, outlined in Section 3.1, because they are more 

comprehensive. More importantly, the NWRA is the main wildlife rehabilitation body in 

the world, so I see it as in the best interest of the AWRA to collaborate with all wildlife 

rehabilitation associations to bring wildlife rehabilitation together as a group with the 

same goals and consistent methods for meeting those goals. 

The growth of the Wildlife Rehabilitation discipline has been a slow process by 

some standards. However, the advances that have been made since the beginning are 

promising and indicate that problems between facilities and within the profession are not 

insurmountable. Membership in the AWRA can lead to training seminars, information 

sharing, support, fund sharing and the opportunity for this teamwork. 

The AWRA (Section 4.6) has a large set of responsibilities ahead of it. I suggest 

the AWRA hold meetings around the province for information and idea exchange, IWRC 

training seminars, and deal with issues such as the restriction of banding releasable birds 

as a monitoring technique. Banding is a less expensive option than radio-telemetry and 

DNA data collection, therefore being a more feasible method of monitoring the success 

of released animals. 

4.7 Amendments to Alberta Legislation 

4.7.1 Wildlife Rehabilitation Permits 

Wildlife rehabilitation is legislated by the Alberta Wildlife Act and the Wildlife 

Regulations under this Act. The Natural Resources Service (NRS) department is 

responsible for wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta and ensuring the Wildlife Act and 
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AWRA by-laws are followed. As well, they are involved in implementing amendments to 

the Wildlife Act. NRS issues Wildlife Rehabilitation Permits that have certain 

requirements and Schedule A - Conditions for Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit # . 

Requirements to hold a Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit are: 

1) Permits are valid until 31 March (of the year after issue), 

and renewal at that time will be contingent on the facility 

meeting the "Minimum Wildlife Rehabilitation 

Standards" of the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's 

Association. 

2) Changes to the facilities and/or operating plans must be 

referred to NRS and included as an amendment to the 

facility development plan. 

3) Return and up to date list of non-releasable animals held 

for education/display purposes, to be attached to the 

facility plan as an approved list of display animals (NRS, 

1999). 

Schedule A - Conditions for Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit # states: 

1. The permittee shall notify the appropriate district Natural 

Resources Service (NRS) office immediately upon receipt 

of: 

(a) any endangered birds (i.e. Whooping Crane, Trumpeter 

Swan, Ferruginous Hawk, Peregrine Falcon, Burrowing 

Owl, and Piping Plover). 

(b) Any ungulates, and 

(c) Any wolf, bear or cougar. 

2. The permittee shall immediately advise NRS if a 

veterinarian, other than the one designated in the 

Development Plan, is retained to provide animal care 

services. 



3. Wildlife identified on the approved list of non-releasable 

animals may be displayed off-premises as described in the 

facility development plan. Other wildlife shall not be 

displayed off premises without first obtaining verbal 

authorization from NRS. 

4. The permittee understands and agrees that the property rights 

of any live or dead wildlife that are acquired under this 

Permit remain vested in the Crown. The permittee may, with 

NRS authorization, retain certain live or dead wildlife 

specimens for display or educational purposes. However, all 

such items shall revert to the Crown if the permittee ceases 

facility operation. 

5. The maximum rehabilitation period for wildlife is as 

follows: birds - 18 months; mammals - 12 months. Animals 

which are not suitable for release after these periods must be 

transferred to an appropriate facility or euthanized, or 

contact NRS for authorization to add the animal to the list of 

animals retained for display, education, or companionship 

purposes (separate authorization from NRS is required for 

each animal added to this list). 

6. The permittee shall freeze and retain the carcasses of animals 

that die in care or are found dead and submit these to NRS at 

least every 6 months (submit directly to the NRS Laboratory 

at the O.S. Longman Building, 6909-116 Street, Attention: 

Mr. R. McClymont, or as other wise directed by NRS). 

7. Retain shed feathers from raptors (including all flight 

feathers) and submit at least every 6 months as described 

above. 

8. The permittee shall maintain accurate and current on-

premises records of wildlife received. These records do not 

have to be kept on specified forms or be submitted to NRS 

but must include: 

• the species of wildlife received, 

• date of receipt, 
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• its origin, if known 

• its status (i.e. injured, sick, orphaned), and 

• it's diagnosed injury, disease or overall condition. 

9. Report annually or with respect for permit renewal 

describing the status of animals received by the facility. Use 

the following general categories: 

• Died (received dead or died of injuries/disease while under 

care, except be euthanasia) 

• Euthanized 

• Escaped 

• Released to the wild 

• Transferred to another Rehabilitation Facility (list facility) 

• Retained - rehabilitation (animals still in care that are 

expected to recover and be released to the wild) 

• Retained - not-releasable (animals retained in the facility that 

are considered to be permanently non-releasable) 

• Other - describe any other fate of animals (e.g., transferred 

to zoo, captive breeding facility, or research facility; killed 

by predator; accidental death; killed by cage mate; etc.) 

10. The permittee shall at the time of Permit renewal (on or 

before March 31 annually), provide NRS with a summary of 

the year's events that collectively indicates: 

• The total number of each species of wildlife received, and 

• The overall disposition for each species received (i.e., total 

that: died (natural causes or humanely euthanized), were 

transferred, were released, remain on the facility where 

rehabilitation is ongoing, or any other applicable 

circumstances) (NRS, 1999). 

There are several issues related to Schedule A, some of which are addressed in the 

amendments made earlier in this year (discussed below). In examining the Conditions in 

Schedule A, I found a few more issues worth considering. Condition 4 allows for a 
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maximum rehabilitation time period, but this is only effective if followed up on a 

consistent basis. This may require phone contact or site visits. Furthermore, there should 

be an addition of release requirements in this Condition. It should be decided if certain 

animals (such as ungulates and large carnivores) are possible to release. This will require 

consultation with provincial rehabilitators and wildlife specialists to determine how, 

when, and what action would be best in these situations. Condition 4 also makes 

reference to keeping wildlife for companionship purposes, Although this is not consistent 

with the intention of wildlife rehabilitation and I believe this should not be a 

consideration here. 

Condition 6 requires record keeping, but does not require this specific information 

to be submitted to NRS. I believe these records are valuable sources of rehabilitation 

information that should be pooled into a 'provincial data bank' and made available to all 

rehabilitators and related agency workers. Condition 7 and Condition 8 require the 

collection of some of this data, but consistency in recording and reporting is lacking. This 

consistency would allow for better data collection and facilitate the subsequent use of the 

information in research and education. This should include the type of animal, where it 

was found, when, what was wrong with it and the subsequent diagnosis. Monitoring and 

data collection tend to be expensive endeavors therefore an easy solution, such as this, to 

collecting data for a NRS or AWRA data bank should, in my best opinion, be pursued. 

4.7.2 NRS Viewpoint 

There are individual opinions and attitudes towards wildlife rehabilitation. All of 

the information contained in this section regarding the ideas or opinions of government 
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members is "unfounded general opinion and the comments do not reflect either the policy 

of NRS nor the stated approach of the (Natural Resources Service) NRS-ACC" (NRS 

Staff Member, 06/29/00). Generally, the NRS recognizes that rehabilitation of wildlife is 

something that society in general and many people in Alberta specifically see as a 

positive activity for humans to take part in. Due to this, the NRS has made provisions for 

members of the public with the written intent of holding and rehabilitating wildlife to 

obtain a Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit. They must provide a site plan, outline of 

intended methods and species, and details of their facility. The facilities are inspected by 

the NRS before the permit is granted (NRS Staff Member, 06/59/00). 

From the perspective of wise stewardship of wildlife and sound wildlife 

management, it appears that the general opinion among NRS staff is that wildlife 

rehabilitation contributes little or nothing to the overall success or health of wild 

populations. In many cases, injured wildlife are given 'loving care' with the best 

intentions, but often are put under undue stress to ease the human need to try to do 

something. The public seems focused on saving the life of every individual if possible. 

From the NRS perspective, this is contrary to the basic laws of nature. The death of 

certain individuals may make a greater contribution to the cycling of nutrients and the 

maintenance of the ecosystem balance. Threatened or endangered species are recognized 

as having greater inherent value and each individual is given special consideration. 

However, these species do not often come into pubic possession and when a 

rehabilitation facility receives an endangered animal, they must notify the NRS as soon as 

possible for appropriate action to take place (NRS Staff Member, 06/29/00). 
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4.7.3 Amendments to Rehabilitation Legislation and Standards 

The Natural Resources Service Animal Care Committee (NRS-ACC) worked 

cooperatively with the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association (AWRA) to develop 

approved standards of housing and care of wildlife being held for treatment and 

rehabilitation. As of 2000, issuance and renewal of permits is dependent on a site 

inspection and evidence that the permit holder follows the standards set out by the 

AWRA. The general underlying policy would be to accept that society demands 

rehabilitation of wildlife and to lay a foundation whereby wildlife are not treated 

inhumanely nor should they be used for inappropriate purposes or for economic gain 

(NRS Staff Member, 06/29/00). 

The changes made to the legislation as of April 2000 involve regulatory 

amendments to the Alberta Wildlife Act. Primarily, changes were associated with having 

applicants for NRS Wildlife Rehabilitation Permits agree to abide by the standards of 

practice developed between the AWRA and the NRS-ACC. The material and information 

was then distributed to the Fish and Wildlife offices announcing the changes and 

outlining some of the important details (NRS Staff Member, 06/12/00). 

Four primary elements of rehabilitation were identified: NRS policy, standards for 

facilities and staff, appropriate treatment/care, and implementation and assessment of 

compliance with standards. The NRS and AWRA then reviewed and provided 

recommendations for the procedures and legislation as they were (NRS-ACC memo, 

06/16/00): 
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i) Policy 

Through review of wildlife rehabilitation procedures, the committee agreed that 

there is a need to reinforce the concept that the release of animals into the wild is the 

main reason for performing wildlife rehabilitation. There was no NRS policy regarding 

the rehabilitation of wildlife, so the committee suggested: 

It is the policy of the Natural Resources Service that the primary 

reason for rehabilitating wildlife is for return to the wild, that all 

care and handling of such wildlife should be humane and in the 

long-term interests of return to the wild, and that future policy or 

regulation regarding rehabilitation of wildlife include the NRS 

Animal Care Committee as part of the review process (NRS-

ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

The committee also felt that certain wildlife species such as ungulates and large 

carnivores are not conducive to rehabilitation and release into the wild. The intention is 

for the committee to develop a list of these species and provide suitable recommendations 

at a later date (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

In response to the concern over which animals are appropriate to be released and 

what should be done with non-releasable animals, I think it is necessary to include the 

AWRA as well as all interested rehabilitators in the province in the decision making 

process. Presently, some facilities release ungulates and large carnivores, whereas some 

facilities do not. It is not a simple decision to make because some facilities are set up in 

such a way as to keep these animals as close to their wild state and away from human 

contact as possible. 

Release of any wild animal is dependent on the particular case and situation of the 

animal coming into rehabilitator care and treatment. This is a place where it is necessary 
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for the development of consistent practice protocols, potential specialization of facilities, 

and a network of rehabilitator contact. If a facility has the means in which to rehabilitate 

and release an otherwise non-releasable species, it should be common knowledge to all 

rehabilitators in Alberta that this facility is where the animal in question can be taken for 

rehabilitation and release. This is not always possible considering issues such as 

transportation and the condition of the animal. In some cases, the animal may have to be 

treated at a different facility, but under the advisement of a rehabilitator or veterinarian 

with greater expertise on the species in question. 

Again, it is in the best interest of the injured animal to be treated at a facility with 

the best housing, training and knowledge to rehabilitate and release that species. Some of 

the facilities are not properly equipped for ungulates, birds of prey or other large animals 

in which case the quality of rehabilitation care is also compromised. This means that an 

otherwise releasable animal may no longer be releasable due to excess human contact or 

treatment methods that may not be conducive to future life in the wild, 

ii) Standards 

In relation to facilities in Alberta, the committee and representatives of the 

AWRA collaborated to develop an approved set of standards to be included in the 

AWRA bylaws: 

"We therefore recommend that the revised standards (Ball 1998) be accepted as the 

standards acceptable to NRS with regards to rehabilitation of wildlife" (NRS-ACC 

memo, 06/12/00). The revised standards of the AWRA are the standards discussed in this 

section from policy through to implementation and assessment. 
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iii) Treatment and Care 

There were several items discussed in the matter of the role of veterinarians in 

maintaining standards of care. The decision was made that a veterinarian must be 

involved in "routine evaluation/assessment and subsequent care of all injured or diseased 

wildlife" (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00): 

We recommended that NRS include a condition of the Wildlife 

Rehabilitation Permit requiring that each wildlife rehabilitation 

permittee establish a working relationship with a specific 

veterinarian to provide initial evaluation of injured or diseased 

wildlife. The veterinarian will determine appropriate 

treatment/care or euthanization. The onus of responsibility for 

ensuring that the appropriate care and treatment are carried out, 

and the manner in which they are carried out, rests with the 

trained staff at the facility (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

The committee further recommends that each rehabilitation 

facility be required to have at least one staff member with 

appropriate training or experience on-call and present on-site 

within 24 hours of each animal being received (NRC-ACS 

memo, 06/12/00). 

A specific protocol for the acceptable standards for training and experience will 

be created by the AWRA and the Alberta Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA). 

Until this protocol is developed, it is required for the permittee to ensure that at least one 

member of the facility staff has some background in care and maintenance of captive 

wildlife (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

The committee determined that it would be inappropriate for non-veterinarians to 

assess whether treatment of injured or diseased wildlife was needed. More specifically, 

they concluded that "...an additional requirement that all injured or diseased wildlife 
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must be assessed by a veterinarian as soon as possible. The assessment need not be 

'hands-on', but a veterinarian must be consulted" (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

My recommendation carries this amendment slightly further. I feel it is necessary 

to ensure that the veterinarian chosen by each facility have extensive working knowledge 

of the treatment and rehabilitation of wild animals. They should know the likelihood of 

rehabilitation and release of species from certain injuries so as to make the best decision 

for the future of the animal in question as quickly as possible. If rehabilitation is not 

likely, euthanization may be the most humane solution and it is better for the animal if 

this decision is made sooner rather than later. 

I also feel that the veterinary assessment of an animal admitted to a wildlife 

rehabilitation facility should be 'hands-on'. Although there are times when a hands-on 

assessment may simply not be possible, in most cases it is in the best interest of the 

animal to be assessed by a trained veterinary professional as soon as possible. Naturally, 

when it is not possible to get a veterinarian on site or the animal to the veterinarian, a 

telephone consultation with a veterinarian by the most experienced person at the facility 

will have to suffice, 

iv) Implementation and Assessment 

"The AWRA is in the process of amending their bylaws in order to require 

compliance with the revised standards as a condition of membership in the Association" 

(NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). As well, in concurrence with AVMA and NRS, monitoring 

of compliance protocols by an inspection team will be developed as soon as possible to 

deal with non-compliance. "Non-compliance would be grounds for refusal of 

membership in AWRA" (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). The intention is for this to provide 
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appropriate grounds for ensuring that standards are being met and appropriate decisions 

are being made for care and treatment (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00): 

"We recommend that NRS serve notice of intent to holders of 1998 permits that the 

Service will move towards a regulation making membership in AWRA one of the 

eligibility criteria for approval of a Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit. Permits will become 

void if membership lapses or is revoked by AWRA" (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

Following this recommendation would allow time for the 

AWRA to revise their bylaws 

Establishment of monitoring protocols 

Permittees to upgrade or assess facilities relative to the new 

standards 

Permittees to activate membership in AWRA 

Inspection teams to assess individual facilities and determine 

eligibility for membership in AWRA 

NRS to develop a regulation identifying eligibility criteria 

for a rehabilitation permit (NRS memo, 06/12/00) 

"Thus providing a basis for permit renewal/denial for 1999" (NRS memo, 06/12/00). 

Following this discussion, concern was expressed that some facilities may choose 

not to meet the AWRA membership requirements by applying for a zoo permit and 

subsequently avoid the objective of ensuring proper care and treatment of wildlife being 

held for rehabilitation. Thus, the NRS-ACC provides the following recommendation: 

Any zoo holding wildlife for rehabilitation purposes is required 

to abide by the standards and criteria (including inspection) of 

the rehabilitation permit relative to treatment and maintenance of 
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said wildlife (This could also be expressed as requiring any zoo 

wishing to rehabilitate wildlife to be a member of AWRA). 

Alternately, NRS may wish to consider adding a condition of 

zoo permits that forbids the permittee to rehabilitate wildlife for 

release. 

A further alternative is for NRS to consider setting standards for 

zoos relative to the humane and ethical treatment of wildlife in 

captivity (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

The committee favors the first alternative over the others. And expresses that these 

"recommendations in the interests of laying a foundation for improved care of all wildlife 

held in captivity" (NRS-ACC memo, 06/12/00). 

The amendment to implementation and assessment coincides with my opinion 

that membership in AWRA be a requirement for all Alberta rehabilitation facilities. In 

order to apply for or renew a rehabilitation permit one should be an AWRA member. 

This allows for the regulation of rehabilitation and standardization of practice and 

protocol. I also agree with the recommendation to have zoo permits include the 

requirements of standards of treatment and care that rehabilitation permits will carry. I 

feel that this is necessary in order to ensure that all wildlife in need of rehabilitation 

receive the best care and chance for release possible. I do not feel that it would be 

excessive to implement all three recommendations to ensure all possible avenues are 

addressed. If only one is to be implemented, I agree that the first recommendation should 

be the one of choice. 

By creating a common set of bylaws and establishing common standards of 

treatment, release and monitoring, wildlife rehabilitation can become a coordinated effort 

rather than function through individual autonomous facilities. Collection of valuable data 
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on the success of released individuals could also be pooled among all participants; a 

change that would allow for the continued evaluation of treatment and release methods if 

the old ones are not working. 

In summary, in order to make amendments and recommendations easier to follow, 

all rehabilitation facilities should be a member of AWRA and be required to follow a 

specific protocol for treatment, care and release of wildlife. In my opinion, it may also be 

beneficial to pursue the idea of specialization of facilities. This would allow facilities to 

gain expertise on treatment, care and release methods for certain species of animals as 

well as design their facility to better accommodate the species they care for. Though this 

would be beneficial to the animals in question, discussion between the AWRA, NRS-

ACC, and Alberta rehabilitators would have to occur to determine if this is a viable 

option considering funding and transportation issues. 

4.8 Summary of what is Happening in Alberta 

Rehabilitation in Alberta will become more established with the continued 

development of the AWRA. The new legislation developed by this association and the 

NRS will allow for the growth of rehabilitation in Alberta by establishing guidelines by 

which facilities must operate or lose their license to practice. I suggest that the AWRA 

take a further initiative and establish protocols in line with the recommendations I make 

in Chapter five in order to establish the consistency in practice I have stressed throughout 

this study. Fortunately, the IWRC and NWRA provide good resources to guide the 

development of this protocol, such as with the NWRA Euthanasia Criteria (Appendix 2). 
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5.0 ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESULTS 

The information gathered for this study must be analyzed quantitatively. This 

involves considering the information gathered through the interview questions in 

Appendix 3, along with information gathered over the years as a wildlife rehabilitation 

volunteer working with other volunteers, rehabilitators and members of the public. 

The problems that I hypothesized in Section 1.1.2 are analyzed by considering if 

the informants from my sample support an item being tested, do not support the item or 

do neither. 

1. A lack of regulation among rehabilitation facilities: 

>̂ The only verifiable constants in all of the facilities are the goal of 

rehabilitating animals for return to the wild and a need for more funding. 

>̂ Four facilities use animals for educational purposes, some offer them to zoos 

or captive breeding programs or keep them on site if there is the space to do 

so. One facility euthanizes an animal as soon as it is determined that the injury 

will render the animal non-releasable. 

•i> The extensive variety of answers from the respondents indicates that there is 

no specific set of rules and regulations by which rehabilitation facilities must 

operate other than the general requirements to hold a wildlife rehabilitation 

permit. There is no common animal admittance criteria, assessment of injury 

criteria, euthanization criteria, treatment methodology or release methodology. 
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^ Presently, each facility in Alberta is responsible for deciding how to approach 

and address animal care issues on their own. 

>̂ There is minimal exchange of information between facilities. Four facilities 

are connected directly or through each other. They will exchange information, 

ideas and rehabilitative help, either directly or through another facility. 

^ With no regulation guiding rehabilitators in a common direction, the animals 

are not receiving the same level of treatment at all facilities and the 

rehabilitators remain as individuals doing different things, rather than a group 

of individuals working together toward the same final goal. 

2. Little public knowledge regarding whom to contact when injured or abandoned 

wildlife is encountered. 

Hj> All of the respondents indicated that public education is a major part of the 

work at their rehabilitation facility. 

^ All of the respondents indicated that they offer educational programs to all age 

groups. 

t̂> The intention is to teach people how to minimize their impacts on wildlife and 

the environment, and what to do when animals need human help. 

^ With no regulation of what is being taught and minimal collaboration between 

rehabilitators, the public is receiving different information from every 

rehabilitation facility. 

>̂ By developing an educational protocol of what information is most valuable 

and how to get it across, each facility can still find their own way of delivering 
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the information. This ensures the public is receiving the necessary 

information, but it does not take away from the educational programs of a 

facility. 

^ An educational protocol would also free up rehabilitator time and human-

power from trying to come up with new educational material to rehabilitating 

the animals at their facility. 

3. A lack of adequate funding: 

Q> The one answer that continually appeared is the issue of funding. This 

response was given by more than one respondent and up to all five 

respondents, to any question asking about problems, obstacles or issues with 

wildlife rehabilitation and individual facilities. This is clearly a great concern. 

^ Any non-profit organization faces issues when it comes to funding. Wildlife 

rehabilitation in Alberta is one large non-profit cause separated into eight 

rehabilitation facilities. 

^ Ways to get more funding need to be developed, but this is a job that requires 

cooperative work from all rehabilitators in the province. This is a step that can 

not be achieved until a teamwork approach is agreed upon by all 

rehabilitators. This issue may be addressed through the AWRA as it develops. 
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4. No consistency within the rehabilitation facilities and their volunteers to determine 

what procedures should be followed in any given situation: 

^ The issue here is similar to that raised in #1 above. Because there is no 

common animal admittance criteria, assessment of injury criteria, 

euthanization criteria, treatment methodology or release methodology, each 

facility has its own. 

^ Some volunteers work with more than one facility, and find it difficult to learn 

how to aid an animal because each facility does things differently. 

^ There is some similarity in all facilities with regard to how they decide to 

euthanize an animal. It the animal is in great distress and unlikely to make a 

full recovery, all facilities will offer a humane death. 

>̂ This is also a province-wide issue requiring the development of consistent 

guidelines. 

5.1 Conclusions 

Hypothesis 1, lack of regulation among rehabilitation facilities, is supported 

through responses to questions 4, 5, 13, 14 and 17. The criteria for deciding when to 

rehabilitate or when to euthanize an animal are not consistent between any of the 

facilities. Each facility has its own criteria for making this decision. The same situation 

occurs with non-releasable animals. Each facility decides what to do with each individual 

animal. Four of the five facilities offer animals to zoos or captive breeding programs or 

keep them on site if there is space at the facility. These decisions are made on a case-by-

case basis with no criteria to indicate what is best for each type of situation. 
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Monitoring of released animals is inconsistent between facilities. Two facilities 

are not permitted to band birds for release, one facility bands raptors and some songbirds, 

one facility bands most of their birds and one bands all birds before release. All facilities 

acknowledge that there is no funding available for the equipment and human time 

required to monitor and collect data on animals after they are released. 

While all facilities offer educational programs to the public and volunteers, the 

information being delivered is developed by each facility. There is no consistent set of 

guidelines to ensure the same information is reaching the people each facility is in contact 

with. This lack of consistency is also present for admittance criteria, assessment of injury 

criteria, treatment methodology and release methods. 

Hypothesis 2, little public knowledge regarding whom to contact when injured or 

abandoned wildlife is encountered, is supported because all five facility representatives 

indicate that educational programs are a significant part of the work at their facility. All 

intentions are to teach people how to minimize their impacts on the environment and 

wildlife and how to help animals in need. These programs have been offered on a small 

scale; however, there is no consistent and effective set of educational material to ensure 

appropriate information delivery and success on the provincial scale. 

Hypothesis 3, lack of adequate funding, is supported because all five facility 

representatives said that funding is a significant issue. This response was given when 

asked about problems at the facilities, problems with wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta, 
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greatest obstacles to the advancement of wildlife rehabilitation and monitoring of 

released animals. 

Hypothesis 4, no consistency within the rehabilitation facilities and their 

volunteers to determine what procedures should be followed in any given situation was 

supported in a similar manner to Hypothesis 1. Each facility has its own methods for 

addressing animal admittance, assessment of injury, euthanization, treatment and release 

methods. It is also confusing for volunteers who work with more than one rehabilitation 

facility. They may learn a method of treatment at one facility and find that it is done 

differently at another facility. With no consistent guidelines for how to approach these 

issues, communication between facilities is more difficult. 

The information analyzed in this chapter indicates that the problems hypothesized 

in Section 1.1.2 are significant to wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta. This information will 

be used to develop recommendations for wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta (Chapter 6). 
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6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR WILDLIFE REHABILITATION IN ALBERTA 

By considering the issues of wildlife rehabilitation from the beginning, including 

the establishment of governing bodies such as the IWRC and NWRA, the successes and 

shortcomings of facilities, the misunderstandings about rehabilitation, and the positions 

of Alberta rehabilitators, ideas and suggestions can be offered for the direction of wildlife 

rehabilitation as a discipline. The focus of this study is on these issues within the 

framework of wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta. 

My recommendations are based on the survey results and knowledge I gained 

during this study of wildlife rehabilitation, its successes and shortcomings, and what I 

view as necessary to improve the discipline in Alberta. I have listed the recommendations 

in order of necessity for the ones following to be feasible and successful. The responses I 

received from Alberta rehabilitators and facility representatives that were used to develop 

these recommendations, and the analysis of their answers appear in Chapter 5. 

My personal view, from my experience as a wildlife rehabilitation volunteer and 

this study, is that all wildlife rehabilititors should be required to follow a specific set of 

guidelines for treatment and care of wildlife. This means a specific protocol needs to be 

established for the actions taken in any given situation, and all rehabilitators will follow 

those same actions. In doing so, the guesswork is removed and animals receive the best 

treatment possible. To achieve this consistency, I propose the following 

recommendations as the first steps toward greater consistency and effectiveness of 

wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta: 
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6.1 Standardization of Facility Practice and Government Legislation 

Standardization of practices and protocols is the recommendation I suggest would 

have the greatest positive impact on wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta. This suggestion is 

two-fold in that it applies to the practices carried out at individual rehabilitation facilities 

and a universal policy among the government agencies that oversee rehabilitation in the 

province. 

A standard program employed by all facilities for treatment of like injuries and 

illness, release (if, where, and when), euthanasia, monitoring, data collection, screening 

of acceptable patients etc. needs to be agreed upon. This is area on which the AWRA 

could focus and follow the lead offered by the NWRA. By being members of a collective 

whole, the AWRA could work on behalf of all Alberta rehabilitators, and accomplish 

such things as obtaining a complete set of monitoring equipment to be shared between 

facilities. 

Standardization would help rehabilitators gain respect as members of an 

organized, capable and professional group. Rehabilitators appear unprofessional when 

members of the public encounter contradictory practices. Examples of such 

contradictions cited include, "You just said one thing, and last week another rehabilitator 

said it should be done differently". Or, "Last year a person doing a presentation at my 

school let me pet the raccoon, and you won't!" (Brown, 1998(490)). These situations do 

not lend credibility to wildlife rehabilitation, but rather make it appear disorganized and 

inept. 

Some rehabilitators within the province may not want to follow the same 

guidelines that are set out by the AWRA as rehabilitator membership becomes 
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mandatory. Non-members of any association are not compelled to follow guidelines, but 

the changes beginning to take place this year, initiated by the AWRA and NRS, will 

ensure all facilities maintain sufficient levels of standard, practice, ethics and protocols in 

order to keep their permits. 

Standardization of practice would be beneficial in all cases, but especially in such 

controversial situations as euthanasia, for example. Some people suggest a non-releasable 

wild animal that is not needed or appropriate for education or captive breeding programs 

should be euthanized immediately. According to Erica Miller, DVM, (1998) 

determination must be made if the animal can be released in a condition in which it will 

lead a normal life in the wild. If not, the next consideration is if the animal can be 

provided with a high quality captive life or should it be given a humane death. Though 

these decisions are far from easy, one must remember that these are wild animals, 

physically and mentally raised to live in the wild. There are many things to consider 

when making such decisions. The NWRA criteria for euthanasia, detailed in Appendix 2, 

would be worth implementing in an AWRA protocol to allow consistency in practice 

across all provincial facilities. 

Some Alberta facilities euthanize potentially non-releasable animals immediately; 

others keep the animal for a short time, or keep them permanently on the land belonging 

to the facility. These decisions should not be completely in the hands of individual 

facilities (and their veterinarians), but should involve a detailed list of what is best in a 

situation. This would involve the development of a handbook in which all rehabilitators 

can (and should) follow a series of designated steps leading to a final solution. For 

example, in the case of a bird of prey with a wing fracture, the steps could begin as: 
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Does the fracture occur in the joint? 

Yes No 

Euthanize Does it appear reparable? 

No *r ^~~~~h. Y e s 

I I 
Treat injury 

The NRS is the main government body responsible for overseeing the practice of 

wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta. While some basic regulations are in place through 

wildlife rehabilitation permits and some new legislation has been developed through 

collaboration with the AWRA, there needs to be an extensive review of the present 

legislation, and amendments made for more strict guidelines. 

Presently, laws for wildlife rehabilitation are minimal and relaxed. The Alberta 

Wildlife Act contains a small section on transportation and possession of wildlife for the 

purposes of wildlife rehabilitation. The NRS has recently approved the by-law 

amendments from the AWRA (Section 4.7.3) for improved standards of housing and care 

of wildlife being held for treatment and rehabilitation. However, I believe strict laws 

should be in place to ensure and uphold compliance with high standards of operation as 

these standards are developed and implemented. 



105 

6.2 Streamlined Facilities 

The introduction of the AWRA has ushered in a new era of consistent and 

cooperative efforts. All five facilities involved in the interviews cited rehabilitating 

animals for return to the wild among their main goals. However, in a province where 

wildlife rehabilitation is new and not all facilities operate under a similar code of 

practice, more collaboration in goal-setting is still needed. These include options like the 

centralization and/or specialization of rehabilitation facilities. Neither of these options is 

likely to be accepted wholeheartedly by all rehabilitators but the focus must be on the 

best interest of the animals. Concern for the wildlife in need of treatment can be 

overlooked when a facility is too concerned with functioning independently. This is a 

prevalent obstacle for Alberta rehabilitators to overcome. The indication received through 

discussions and other research is that specialization and centralization of facilities would 

support rehabilitation in Alberta but difficulties exist. 

Some rehabilitators think, "rehabilitation is best achieved in a centralized facility 

because it has the advantages of control, consistency, and education" (Lewis, 1986 in 

Schultz, 1993(189)). This does not mean that individual facilities are unable to provide 

quality rehabilitation, but it is important to limit extensive differences within the 

profession by centralizing the efforts, because "example is not the main thing when 

influencing others - it is the only thing" (Schweitzer in Schultz, 1993(189)). Wildlife 

rehabilitation is still in the early phases of gaining respect, trust, and support, so efforts to 

appear professional and gain positive reactions are of paramount importance. 

Centralization can be considered as keeping wildlife on the facility site rather than 

having volunteers take them home in "foster-care". But centralization can also mean the 
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creation of one or two (a south and a north location in Alberta) main rehabilitation 

facilities with the other existing ones serving as temporary locations until the animals can 

be transferred. 

Among the many advantages of a centralized patient population, the main 

advantage is maintenance of control. In a centralized facility, the rehabilitator has control 

over the animals, caregivers, treatment and the environment to which the animals are 

exposed. Consistency in care, education of the public and rehabilitators, and an effective 

supervisory structure to ensure animals are always the first priority. Everyone within the 

facility can be given a specific role on which to concentrate and ensure success, rather 

than a few dedicated people attempting to do everything (Lewis, 1998). 

Another option is to have each facility specialize in certain species, illnesses, or 

methods of rehabilitation. This means that there would be a facility in the province that 

has extensive working knowledge of when and how to house, treat and release (if the 

animal is releasable), every species or group thereof. As I detail in the Funding Section 

(5.6), this also has the potential to decrease competition between facilities for the 

minimal funding available. The potential drawback of this recommendation is the cost of 

transporting the animals between facilities. This cost would need to be assessed to 

determine if it is feasible and if the service significantly beneficial to the animals. 

The development of greater centralization and specialization does not mean that 

one or two rehabilitators in the province would take over the whole discipline. In fact, a 

great deal of cooperation would be required between those with the essential knowledge 

to ensure success when eight or more rehabilitation centers already exist in Alberta. This 

is where required AWRA membership also comes in. 
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6.3 Attaining Knowledge 

It is vital to the success of the wildlife rehabilitation discipline for rehabilitators to 

stay current with all the new developments and information as it becomes available. In 

the interview responses, there were discrepancies when asked if most rehabilitators have 

enough knowledge to be a benefit to wildlife rehabilitation (Appendix 3, Question 19). 

With three of five respondents indicating there is a lack of adequate knowledge, this 

supports the suggestion that greater efforts be made to attain the necessary information. I 

believe it is necessary to ensure all rehabilitators are equipped with the same high level of 

knowledge required to benefit the animals and offer support to each other. 

Some rehabilitators in Alberta make a concerted effort to attend seminars and 

annual meetings offered by the NWRA and IWRC that offer the most up to date 

information for their facility. While a very expensive commitment to make, attendance at 

these informative meetings ensures the acquisition of new and changing information and 

ideas. 

A problem occurs because some rehabilitators do not have the resources available 

to attend these conferences. Others feel they do not need to attend and are successful with 

the knowledge they presently have. This is why required membership in the AWRA 

would be beneficial. This step has begun through the AWRA and NRS. Membership is 

contingent upon rehabilitators ensuring they are up to date on new information and 

changes in wildlife rehabilitation. 

I suggest taking this further to include the mandatory review of new literature and 

attending local or nearby meetings put on by the AWRA. My suggestion for local 

meetings has a two-fold level of reasoning. Every rehabilitator cannot be expected to 
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attend every conference or seminar of the NWRA and IWRC. Membership in the AWRA 

could include a 'conference attending fund' with contribution from every facility through 

annual fees or contribution from some outside funding sources going into the fund. At 

meetings, decisions can be made on attendees to each conferences and training seminars, 

rotated through the member base. The selected rehabilitators attend the conferences and 

return with newly acquired knowledge to share with the AWRA members at the next 

meeting. Every member would then have access to the latest knowledge in a free 

information exchange and this exchange would also encourage the networking of 

facilities in relatively close proximity. 

6.4 Funding 

The concern that appeared in every response to questions of problems or issues at 

individual facilities and to wildlife rehabilitation on the whole was funding. Funding 

problems are a significant issue to all non-profit organizations. They are difficult to 

address because they have many causes, and no tried and true solutions. Although it 

would be best to solve this issue first and do it quickly, my research has led me to believe 

that it is necessary to solve some of the other wildlife rehabilitation problems before a 

solution to this can be found. On the positive side, if the previous issues are addressed, 

funding will likely become easier to obtain as the profile of rehabilitation is raised and 

rehabilitation work become more cooperative. 

My suggestions include looking at the market research done by Facility #3 

regarding the increase in funding available to groups that include the words 'education' 

and 'research' in their titles. This indicates the public interest in research and educational 
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programs involving wildlife. For this reason, and the fact that while treating and releasing 

an animal helps the individual and has minimal impact on populations, education and 

research carried out at rehabilitation facilities can offer information for the species level. 

Specialization by facilities decreases competition for the same limited resources. 

As facilities develop unique programs, such as captive breeding programs for certain 

species, inmate programs, or special public outreach programs, along with developing 

expertise on the treatment and release of certain species, they can apply for funding from 

different sources. 

Another suggestion though less likely to be successful, is to apply to the Calgary 

zoo for funding considering their five-year plan including 'becoming financially stable'. 

Zoo representatives state that the rehabilitation program was cut due to lack of funding. 

Therefore, some overflow funding could be donated to the AWRA to administer to the 

areas of greatest need. On a similar note, and perhaps more feasible, is the idea of AWRA 

funding, going to the zoo for rehabilitation work or support of provincial facilities. 

An extensive study should be completed of methods non-profit organizations use 

to obtain funding. This could be done by the AWRA and involve looking at other 

provinces and countries for ideas. For fund raising efforts to be most successful, it would 

require teamwork from all rehabilitation facilities in Alberta rather than each working on 

their own to find funding. Those offering funding are more likely to support 

organizations that are working together for their cause rather than fighting amongst 

themselves and by pooling all resources, the AWRA can ensure that funds are distributed 

evenly and more pressing issues are addressed first. 
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6.5 Education 

Education and public outreach are large parts of rehabilitation, as is evidenced in 

the responses to Question 17 (Appendix 3) regarding the educational programs carried 

out at the rehabilitation facilities. Members of the general public have it within their 

grasp to cause serious harm to wildlife and habitat, both intentionally and not. People can 

help prevent many of the occurrences that cause animals to require rehabilitation simply 

by knowing some general things such as what to do when one encounters injured or 

orphaned wildlife, who to contact, and ways to avoid causing unnecessary injury to 

animals. 

While rehabilitation facilities in Alberta engage in some versions of educating the 

public, what is being taught is not consistent throughout the province and the 

effectiveness of these educational attempts is debatable. Questions exist regarding how to 

reach the public, what is the best way to educate members of related professions such as 

veterinary medicine, and how to effectively communicate with city departments of 

resources and emergency services. In Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of this study focusing on 

Rehabilitation Facilities in Alberta, the methods of educational delivery at Facility #4 are 

explained. While this has been effective for the facility mentioned, other facilities, 

veterinarians, wildlife mangers, and the wildlife rehabilitation discipline on the whole 

would benefit from sharing experiences and knowledge. 

I suggest that an educational program be developed for use by all facilities when 

training volunteers and teaching members of the public. This should be developed in 

collaboration with all interested facilities and upheld by the AWRA. By developing this 

program, rehabilitators and volunteers can spend their time working with the animals 



I l l 

rather than trying to find new educational methods for their individual facility. As well, 

by ensuring the information being offered is consistent and accurate, education is more 

effective because all people are learning the same things and passing that information 

along to friends, family and coworkers. 

Ultimately, public education is a significant method for teaching people about the 

problems faced by wildlife. Facilities can rehabilitate forever, but the old saying still 

applies, "an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure". In other words, if people are 

informed, doors open to understanding, tolerance, and action. As much as non-releasable 

animals are excellent at grabbing attention and casting a lasting image in the minds of 

people, rehabilitators hold the honorable position as their storytellers: "for in this world 

they have no voice" (Brown for NWRA, 1998). 

6.6 NWRA Ethics 

The idea of universally accepting the NWRA Code of Ethics is a small step that I 

feel could alleviate some consistency issues in wildlife rehabilitation. By the AWRA 

accepting the Code put forth by the main governing body of wildlife rehabilitation, it 

allows Alberta rehabilitators to associate more closely with other facilities that have also 

accepted this Code. Subsequently, new developments coming from the NWRA and 

IWRC may be easier to incorporate into the actions of the AWRA. This is not to say that 

the NWRA and IWRC are and will always be the ultimate leader in wildlife 

rehabilitation, but at present, these are the leading associations working toward a strong 

future for wildlife rehabilitation. AWRA affiliation with the IWRC and NWRA, and 
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following their guidelines, would make information exchange and implementation of 

ethics, new findings, legislation and regulation easier. 

6.7 Ways to Implement Recommendations 

A summary of potential ways to begin to reach the above recommendations is worth 

reviewing: 

The first recommendation is Standardization of Facility Practice and Government 

Legislation. This would require the development of one admission, treatment, 

housing and release protocol to be used by all facilities. This protocol should be 

developed by the AWRA in collaboration with all of the Alberta facilities. There 

needs to be a study and agreement on what is necessary and how to address issues for 

each species. 

Through the NRS and AWRA, as the representative of Alberta rehabilitation 

facilities, strictly enforced legislation should be developed to ensure facilities are in 

compliance with the highest operating standards. The new amendments to 

rehabilitation by-laws are an excellent first step, but on order to be taken seriously, 

there must be sufficient consequences for breaking these rules. These consequences 

may include loss of rehabilitation permits and/or fines. 

The second recommendation is Streamlined Facilities. I have offered two main 

suggestions as to how this might be carried out. Centralization and specialization 

would both allow greater teamwork and knowledge exchange among rehabilitators 

than is presently occurring. Consultation between facilities, the AWRA and NRS 
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would be required to determine which of these two options would better benefit the 

present state of Alberta wildlife rehabilitation. 

The third recommendation is Attaining Knowledge. Through frequent meetings of 

the AWRA, knowledge can be exchanged. This knowledge may in part come from 

IWRC and NWRA conferences attended with support from the suggested AWRA 

'conference attending fund'. 

The fourth recommendation is regarding Funding. The suggestion for this issue 

include a market analysis to find out which kinds of non-profit groups tend to receive 

funding and why, cooperative work and support with the Calgary Zoological Society, 

and research into fundraising methods of other provinces and countries. A common 

fundraising program for wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta on the whole would allow 

funds to be distributed from one common source, perhaps the AWRA, evenly and to 

the areas of greatest need. 

The fifth recommendation involves public and volunteer Education. A consistent 

educational program should be developed for use by all rehabilitation facilities across 

Alberta. It is necessary to ensure that the proper information is being delivered to 

volunteers and members of the concerned public. 

The sixth recommendation is to universally accept the NWRA Code of Ethics. 

This simple step would mean changing the AWRA Ethics to the more comprehensive 

NWRA set of guidelines. 
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6.8 Further Research 

I strongly recommend that further work be carried out on this topic. Though I 

have contacted many people involved, and have made suggestions aimed at addressing 

the wildlife rehabilitation issues in Alberta, it is now necessary to begin carry out the best 

of these recommendations. A grant to pursue this work should be sought from the 

government through the NRS. 

6.9 A Final Word 

Though progress appears slow, wildlife rehabilitation has come a long way in a 

relatively short period of time. Thus far, the most significant support for wildlife 

rehabilitation comes from the establishment of the IWRC and NWRA. These associations 

have laid out a framework on which to build the profession, facilities, and establish the 

minimum acceptable standards for operating a wildlife rehabilitation center. Many 

members of these Associations are successful facilities, some of which were profiled in 

this study with the intention of showing their successes and valuable or unique aspects. 

These facilities also indicate future goals for wildlife rehabilitation facilities in Alberta. 

With the recent creation of the AWRA, Alberta has a governing body for wildlife 

rehabilitation. For the AWRA to function as effectively as the NWRA and IWRC, time, 

patience and cooperation are required from everyone involved. It is important to focus on 

developing a cohesive Association to get wildlife rehabilitators in Alberta working 

together, rather than moving in separate and mutually exclusive directions. 

Through this Association, greater promise exists for Alberta rehabilitators to 

develop mutual respect and allow everyone to contribute positively to the profession as a 
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valuable resource for other rehabilitators, volunteers, and members of the concerned 

public. Everyone need not agree on every issue, but rather understand the importance of 

these different views to furthering the care of orphaned, injured and ill wildlife through 

consistent practices and protocols. By working together, Alberta rehabilitators can learn 

from and teach others how to minimize and deal with their effects on wildlife in our 

province. 

In the past, people were unaware of their impacts on wildlife, but this no longer 

need be the case. The tools exist to educate people to work together to repair damage 

done, and stop more loss from occurring. Chief Seattle, a Suquamish/Duwamish chief 

(1788-1866) said it best. "We didn't inherit the Earth from our parents. We're borrowing 

it from our children" (Seattle in Gilbert, Ed., 1999). It is consequential to ensure that 

wildlife and habitat are left for future generations and that these people are equipped with 

knowledge to minimize further negative effects. This will allow the beauty of the wild to 

be enjoyed by many generations yet to come. 
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APPENDIX 1 - AWRA By-laws 

AWRA - By-Laws of the Association (AWRA as of 03/28/00) 

1. Name: 

1.1 The name of the Association is the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitators' 

Association. 

2. Definitions: 

The terms used in these By-laws are defined as follows: 

2.1 "AWRA" or "Association" means "Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitators' 

Association". 

2.2 "Board" means the elected Members of the Executive. 

2.3 "Officers of the Board" means the President, Vice President, Secretary, and 

Treasurer elected at an Annual General Meeting. 

2.4 "Director" means a member of the Executive or of the Board. 

2.5 "Special Resolution" means a resolution passed by a vote of not less that 

seventy-five percent (75%) of persons entitled to vote and present in person 

at the Annual General Meeting or at a meeting called for the express purpose 

of dealing with the Special Resolution. 

2.6 "Member" means any person who has made application to the Association 

and whose membership fees are current. 

2.7 "Annual Meeting" means Annual General Meeting. 

2.8 "Special Meeting" means Special General Meeting. 
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2.9 "Active permitted rehabilitator" means any person who had the required 

permits allowing them to actively carry on wildlife rehabilitation or any 

person who rehabilitates wildlife under the auspices of a permitted 

rehabilitator. 

2.10 "Suspension" means still a Member but rights and privileges are revoked 

during period of suspension. 

3. Membership: 

3.1 Any person or organization wishing to support the objectives of the Alberta 

Wildlife Rehabilitator's Association shall be eligible to become a Member of 

the AWRA and whose application has been approved by the Board according 

to criteria as set out by policies and procedures of the organization. 

3.2 An approved application for membership must be completed, signed, 

accompanied by payment of annual membership fees and forwarded to the 

AWRA Board of Directors for approval. Such fees will be set by the Board 

from time to time. 

3.2.1 Upon acceptance such applicant shall be referred to as a 

"Member". 

3.3 The Board may in its sole discretion accept or reject any application for 

membership according to criteria as set out by policies the procedures of the 

organization. The Board of Directors shall not be required to state reasons for 

the rejection of any application for membership in the Association. 

3.4 Any Member wishing to withdraw from membership may do so by giving 

notice in writing to the Executive through the Secretary. 



123 

3.5 Any Member of the Association may be expelled from membership for any 

cause which the Association may deem reasonable upon a two-third vote of 

the membership at a General Meeting. 

3.6 Members must behave in accordance with the AWRA Code of Ethics. 

3.7 Members must obey all AWRA Bylaws, rules, regulations and policies. 

3.8 Members must work within the parameters mandated in the AWRA 

Minimum Standards of Wildlife Rehabilitation as revised from time to time. 

3.9 Members must obey all Federal, Provincial and Municipal laws and 

regulations pertaining to any aspect of wildlife rehabilitation. 

3.10 Members must never act in a manner as to attract unfavorable public 

attention to either wildlife rehabilitation in general or to the AWRA in 

particular. 

3.11 Members will be assigned a Rehabilitator Category as deemed individually 

appropriate by the Board of directors and must accept such Category's 

inherent limitations as described herein. 

3.12 Members and/or Member organizations must submit to facility inspections as 

deemed necessary by the Board of Directors and/or designate. 

3.13 Any Member whose membership is suspended and/or terminated and who is 

later reinstated or reaccepted for membership in the Association may, at the 

discretion of the Board of Directors according to criteria set out by policies 

and procedures of the organization, be assigned to a different Rehabilitator 

Category than was applicable to such member prior to the suspension or 

termination of membership. 
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3.14 Any Member found to be in contravention of his/her obligatory commitments 

to the AWRA is subject to suspension or termination at the discretion of the 

board. 

4. Suspension of Membership: 

4.1 Membership in the Association shall be suspended upon non-payment of 

membership fees, assessments, or non-adherence to criteria as set out by 

policies and procedures of the organization. 

5. Termination of Membership: 

5.1 Membership in the Association shall be terminated upon the occurrence of 

one or more of the following events: 

5.1.1 The Board receives written notice from a Member stating that such 

member wishes to withdraw from the Association. 

5.1.2 A Member fails to pay membership fees or assessments applicable 

to any given fiscal year within two months of the beginning of that 

fiscal year. 

5.1.3 A Member's membership is terminated by a two-thirds majority 

vote of the members present and voting at a General or Special 

Meeting of the Association. 

5.1.4 A Member's membership is terminated by a two-thirds majority 

vote of the Board of Directors by mail or at a meeting of the Board 

held in person or by conference call. 
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6. Appeal Procedure: 

6.1 A Member who chooses to appeal a decision of the Board has the right to 

appeal that decision to an appeal committee within 30 calendar days of 

written notification of Board Decision. Such notification shall be deemed to 

have been received 7 days following postmark. Such notification shall be 

mailed to last known address of the Member. 

6.2 Last right of appeal may be made to general membership at the next General 

Meeting or a Special meeting may be called. 

6.3 A decision made to terminate a Member's membership by the Members 

present and voting at a General Meeting or Special Meeting shall be final and 

such Member shall have no further right of appeal. 

6.4 A Member whose membership has been suspended by decision of the Board 

shall be entitled to written notification of the reasons for the suspension, 

direction as to how to remedy the situation and a reasonable amount of time 

in which to comply. 

6.5 To be reinstated the Member will have to satisfy the Board that all violations 

have been corrected. 

6.6 A Member shall forfeit all rights to legal Counsel until all avenues of appeal 

within the Association have been exhausted. 

7. Rehabilitator Categories: 

7.1 Membership in the Association shall be subdivided into Membership 

Categories which are: Associate Rehabilitator, Associate Member, Intern 

Rehabilitator and Active Rehabilitator. 
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7.2 Each Member shall be assigned to that Category deemed, by the Board of 

Directors to be appropriate for that Member based on an assessment of such 

Member's rehabilitation knowledge, experience, proficiency and in 

accordance with the criteria set out in the following descriptions of the 

aforementioned Categories. 

7.3 Associate Rehabilitator: 

7.3.1 Definition: 

To include any member of the AWRA who is not legally classified 

as a permanent resident of Alberta. 

7.3.2 Purpose: 

To provide a restricted form on membership category for non

resident rehabilitators who wish to learn about wildlife 

rehabilitation. 

7.3.3 Prerequisite: 

7.3.3.1 Must not be a legal resident of Alberta. 

7.3.3.2 Must be, or qualify to be, a member in good standing of the 

AWRA. 

7.3.3.3 Must currently be authorized by their resident jurisdiction 

to practice wildlife rehabilitation. 

7.3.4 Rights and Restrictions: 

7.3.4.1 Is a non-voting member of the AWRA. 

7.3.4.2 Is not eligible for election as a Director of the AWRA. 
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7.3.4.3 Is not eligible to apply for a Provincial Rehabilitation 

Permit. 

7.3.4.4 Must be assigned to an AWRA active permitted 

rehabilitator. 

7.4 Associate member: 

7.4.1 Definition: 

To include anyone who wishes to support the Association but does 

not wish to actively participate in wildlife rehabilitation. 

7.4.2 Purpose: 

To provide a membership category for those individuals who do 

not wish to actively participate in wildlife rehabilitation. 

7.4.3 Prerequisites: 

7.4.3.1 Must be an Alberta resident AWRA member in good 

standing. 

7.4.4 Rights and Restrictions: 

7.4.4.1 Is a non-voting Member. 

7.4.4.2 Is not eligible for election as a Director of the AWRA. 

7.4.4.3 Is not eligible to apply for a Wildlife Rehabilitation Permit. 

7.5 Intern Rehabilitator: 

7.5.1 Definition: 

To include any Alberta resident AWRA Member who wishes to 

actively participate and can satisfy the prerequisites according to 
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criteria as set out by policies and procedures of organization but 

does not qualify as an Active Rehabilitator. 

7.5.2 Purpose: 

7.5.2.1 To provide for qualified individuals with limited wildlife 

rehabilitation experience an opportunity to broaden the 

scope of their wildlife knowledge and experience. 

7.5.3 Prerequisites: 

7.5.3.1 Must be an Alberta resident AWRA Member in good 

standing. 

7.5.3.2 Must have passed the International Wildlife Rehabilitation 

Council Basic course or have verifiable equivalent 

experience as set out by policies and procedures of the 

organization. 

7.5.3.3 Must be certified as qualified by the AWRA Board of 

Directors. 

7.5.4 Responsibilities: 

7.5.4.1 It is the responsibility of the Intern Rehabilitator to gain 

knowledge and experience through reading, through 

contact with other rehab ilitators and by actively practicing 

wildlife rehabilitation under the sponsorship of an Active 

Rehabilitator. 
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7.5.5 Rights and Restrictions: 

7.5.5.1 The Intern Rehabilitator is restricted to the rehabilitation of 

species that can be accommodated under the provisions of 

the AWRA Minimum Wildlife Rehabilitation Standards 

and that fall within the permit(s) issued to the sponsoring 

AWRA Active Rehabilitator. 

7.5.5.2 The Intern Rehabilitator shall not be eligible to apply for a 

Rehabilitation Permit. 

7.5.5.3 The internship shall last a minimum of two calendar years. 

7.5.5.4 The Intern Rehabilitator is a voting member. 

7.5.5.5 The Intern Rehabilitator is eligible for election as a 

Director of the AWRA. 

7.6 Active Rehabilitator: 

7.6.1 Definition: 

To include and Alberta resident AWRA Member who wishes to 

actively practice wildlife rehabilitation and who satisfies the 

prerequisites according to criteria as set about by policies and 

procedures of the organization. 

7.6.2 Purpose: 

To provide the experienced wildlife rehabilitator with the 

opportunity to practice wildlife rehabilitation. 
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7.6.3 Prerequisites: 

7.6.3.1 Must be an Alberta resident AWRA Member in good 

standing. 

7.6.3.2 Must have served as an Intern Rehabilitator or must have a 

minimum of three years of verifiable equivalent experience. 

7.6.3.3 Must be thoroughly familiar with the broad spectrum of 

techniques, procedures and approaches to wildlife 

rehabilitation and display a continuing willingness to learn. 

7.6.3.4 Must be certified as qualified by the AWRA Board of 

Directors. 

7.6.4 Responsibilities: 

7.6.4.1 It is the responsibility of the Active Rehabilitator to set a 

good example of ethical behavior while working within the 

parameters set out under Federal, Provincial, Municipal and 

AWRA guidelines while practicing wildlife rehabilitation. 

7.6.4.2 Must be willing to actively pass on wildlife rehabilitation 

knowledge and skills to less experienced wildlife 

rehabilitators. 

7.6.5 Rights and Restrictions: 

7.6.5.1 The Active Rehabilitator is restricted to the rehabilitation of 

species that can be accommodated under the provisions of 

the AWRA Minimum Wildlife Rehabilitation Standards 
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and mat fall within the parameters of the permits issued in 

the Federal, Provincial and Municipal jurisdictions. 

7.6.5.2 The Active Rehabiltator is a voting member. 

7.6.5.3 The Active Rehabilitator can sponsor Intern Rehabilitators. 

8. Fees: 

8.1 The membership fee payable by Members shall be determined from time to 

time by resolution of the Board. 

8.2 Any member who is in default of paying fees for any year shall have their 

membership automatically terminated after a after a two (2) month grace 

period. 

8.3 A Member in default of payment of the annual membership fee shall not be 

entitled to any of the privileges of membership until the fee has been paid. 

9. Voting: 

9.1 Any Member, eighteen (18) years of age or older, who has neither withdrawn 

from membership nor has been suspended or expelled nor has had 

Membership Category restrictions or limitations placed on them as herein 

provided and whose membership has been in good standing for a minimum 

of one (1) year prior to the Annual Meeting shall be entitled to vote at any 

General Meeting or Special Meeting of the Association. 

9.2 At General or Special Meetings, each Member of the Board shall be entitled 

to vote. 

9.3 In the event of an equality of votes for or against a motion, the motions shall 

be declared lost. 
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9.4 There shall be no vote by proxy. 

10. Meetings: 

10.1 An Annual General Meeting of the Association shall be held each year not 

later than the 31st day of March for the transaction of general business of the 

Association. 

10.2 At the Annual General Meeting, due notice by phone call or mail being given 

all Members, there shall be elected a President, Vice President, Secretary and 

Treasurer. The officers so elected shall form an Executive, and shall serve 

until their successors are elected and installed. Any vacancy occurring during 

the year shall be filled by appointment by the Executive and any Member in 

good standing shall be eligible to hold office in the Association. 

10.3 The Board shall call a Special General Meeting upon the request of at least 

one-quarter of the Members in good standing of the Association. The request 

shall be in writing and shall specify the object for which the Special Meeting 

is required; the request for the Special Meeting shall be signed by the 

Members making the request and it shall be delivered to the Secretary of the 

Association. 

10.4 Notice of time and place of every General Meeting and Special General 

Meeting shall be given by phone call or mail to the last known address of 

each member not later than twenty-one (21) days prior to the meeting. Every 

Member shall be deemed to have received notice within seven (7) days if by 

mail. 
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10.5 The President shall be the Chairperson of every General Meeting and Special 

Meeting. If the President is not available, the Vice President will chair the 

meeting. In the event that neither are present, the Members in good standing 

present shall choose on of their number as the chairperson. 

10.6 A quorum shall consist of no less that five (5) persons who are Members 

present at any General or Special Meeting. 

10.7 The press and public may attend General Meetings unless decided otherwise 

by resolution of the Members entitled to vote. 

11. Nomination and Election of the Executive: 

11.1 The Board shall appoint a Nominating Committee consisting of at least two 

(2) persons prior to the Annual General Meeting. 

11.2 The Nominating Committee shall prepare a list of persons who are Members 

of the Association, for election to the Board. 

11.3 Any Member nominated to the Board shall have been a Member in good 

standing for one (1) year prior to the date of the Annual General Meeting. 

11.4 The list of nominations shall be presented as a report to the Annual General 

Meeting. The list shall include nominees for the positions of Officers of the 

Board. 

11.5 Nominations form the floor may be made at the Annual General Meeting by 

any person entitled to vote at the Meeting. If additional nominations are 

received at that Annual General Meeting, the Chairperson of the Meeting 

shall conduct a vote by secret ballot to determine who shall be elected to the 

Board and/or to the positions of the Officers of the Board. 
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12. Executive; 

12.1 The Executive shall consist of not less that four (4) and not more than seven 

(7); four (4) elected officials, the President, the Vice President, the Secretary, 

and the Treasurer and up to three (3) Honorary Members as designated by 

the elected Executive from time to time. Three quarters (3/4) of the elected 

Board must be Active Permitted Rehabilitators. 

12.2 Elected Members of the Executive are eligible for reelection. 

12.3 The Executive shall, subject to the by-laws or the directions given it by 

majority vote at any meeting properly called and constituted, have full 

control and management of the affairs of the Association. 

12.4 Meetings of the Executive shall be held as often as required, but at least once 

every three (3) months and shall be called by the President. 

12.5 Any three (3) Members of the Executive shall constitute a Quorum. 

12.6 Meetings shall be held without notice if at least three (3) Members of the 

Executive are present provided however, that any business transacted at such 

a meeting be ratified at the next Executive business meeting. 

12.7 Notice of time and place of Executive Meetings shall be given to each 

Member ten (10) days in advance if by mail or three (3) days in advance if 

notified by telegram of telephone. 

12.8 Each year, standing committee may be appointed by the Executive, as it sees 

fit, to assist in carrying out the business of the Association. The Chairperson 

shall be responsible to the Executive for the actions of the committee. 
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12.9 The Executive may designate individuals or groups to be Honorary Members 

of the Association form time to time and at no time shall the number of 

Honorary members exceed three (3). 

12.10 A Conference Call consisting of the required number of persons as set out 

in these bylaws is to be considered to be a legally constituted meeting. 

13. Duties of Officers; 

13.1 The President: 

13.1.1 The President shall be the Chief Executive Officer of the 

Association and, when present, shall preside at all meetings of the 

Executive and the Association. 

13.1.2 The President shall be an ex-officio Member of all committees. 

13.1.3 The President and/or President's designate(s) shall along with the 

Treasurer act as signing authority when issuing cheques on behalf 

of the Association for the payment of bills incurred through the 

operation of the Association. 

13.1.4 The President shall submit an annual report to the Association and 

from time to time report to the Association on any matter which 

should be brought to the attention of the Association. 

13.2 The Vice President: 

13.2.1 In the absence of the President, the Vice President shall have all 

the powers of and perform all the duties of the President. 
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13.3 The Secretary: 

13.3.1 The Secretary shall attend and prepare minutes of all Meetings of 

the Executive and the Association. 

13.3.2 The Secretary shall be in charge of the membership list and will 

keep the membership list current. 

13.3.3 The Secretary shall give notice of all Meetings of the Association. 

13.3.4 The Secretary shall be responsible for all correspondence received 

by the Association and prepare and distribute all correspondence 

originating with the Executive and its committees on their request. 

13.3.5 The Secretary shall have charge of the seal of the Association. This 

seal whenever used shall be authenticated by the signature of the 

Secretary. 

13.3.6 The Secretary shall keep custody of the minutes and other records 

of the Association. 

13.3.7 In the absence of the Secretary, these duties shall be discharged by 

such Member as may be appointed by the Executive. 

13.4 The Treasurer: 

13.4.1 The Treasurer shall receive and keep records of all membership 

fees or any other revenue arising from the operation of the 

Association. 

13.4.2 The Treasurer shall, along with the President or President's 

designate(s) act as signing authority when issuing cheques on 



137 

behalf of the Association for the payment of bills incurred through 

the operation of the Association. 

13.4.3 The Treasurer shall properly account for the funds of the 

Association and present a full detailed account of receipts and 

disbursements to the Executive whenever requested. 

13.4.4 The Treasurer shall prepare for submission to the Annual Meeting 

a statement duly audited, as herein set forth, of the financial 

position of the Association and submit a copy of same to the 

Secretary. 

13.4.5 The office of the Secretary/Treasurer may be filled by one Member 

if any Annual Meeting for the election of Officers shall so decide. 

13.5 Removal of Directors: 

13.5.1 Any director or officer, upon a majority vote of all members in 

good standing, may be removed from office for any cause which 

the society may deem reasonable. 

14. Remuneration: 

14.1 No Member of the Board shall receive any remuneration from the funds of 

the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitators' Association unless authorized by 

resolution of the Board. 

15. Finances: 

15.1 The financial assets of the Association shall be maintained in an account 

known as the General Account. 
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15.2 For the purpose of carrying out its objects, the Association may borrow or 

raise or secure the payment of money in such a manner as it sees fit, and in 

particular by the issue of debentures, but this power shall be exercised only 

under the authority of the Association Membership, and in no case shall 

debentures be issued without the sanction of a Special Resolution of the 

Association. 

16. Auditing: 

16.1 The books and accounts of the Association shall be audited once a year by a 

duly qualified accountant or by a Member of the Association selected for that 

purpose at the Annual Meeting. A complete and proper statement of the 

standing of the books for the previous year shall be submitted by such 

auditor at the Annual General Meeting of the Association. The fiscal year of 

the Association shall end on December thirtyOfirst (31st). 

16.2 The books and records of the Association may be inspected by any Members 

of the Association at the Annual Meeting provided for herein or at any time 

upon giving reasonable notice. Each Member of the Executive shall at all 

times have access to such books and records. 

17. By-Laws and Amendments: 

17.1 The By-laws may be rescinded, altered or added to by a "Special Resolution" 

by a seventy-five percent (75%) majority of the Members present and 

eligible to vote at a General or Special Meeting of the Association held not 

less than thirty (30) days after written notice of motion to hold such Meeting, 
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provided however that such changes to the By-laws are acceptable under the 

Societies Act. 

17.2 A copy of the By-laws and Objects of the Association shall be available to 

any member of the Association. 

18. Arbitration: 

18.1 In the event of an internal dispute which cannot be resolved by the Members, 

an arbitrator shall be appointed in accordance with the provisions of the 

Arbitration Act of the Province of Alberta or any similar legislation in force 

from time to time. 

19. Winding Up: 

In the event of winding up the affairs of the Association, all remaining funds and 

inventory belonging to the Association shall be given to some similar naturalist 

organization, as decided by a two-thirds (2/3) majority vote of the members at a Special 

Meeting to be called upon proper notice to the Membership. 



140 

APPENDIX 2 - Euthanasia Criteria 

The NWRA criteria for euthanasia: 

• No animal with vision impairment in both eyes should 

be released. 

• No bird can survive normally in the wild with any 

portion of its wing missing. 

• No fracture involving the joint (or even very close to 

the joint) in a bird's wing will heal well enough for that 

bird to regain normal flight. 

• No mammal with impaired use in two or more legs can 

move well enough for release to the wild. 

• Raptors and mammals that are human imprinted are not 

behaviorally equipped for life in the wild, and they may 

pose a threat to humans. 

• Compound fractures more than 24-48 hours old are 

generally irreparable and necessitate amputation - i.e., 

will make the animal non-releasable. 

• Raptors and waterfowl require both legs to hunt/swim, 

so amputees cannot be released. Most waterfowl can 

manage with one foot amputated, as long as they can 

bear weight on that leg. Many small songbirds can be 

released if they only have one leg. (Rehabilitators in 

colder climates should reconsider release of songbirds 

with one leg if they are not migratory species. Many 

birds in colder climates stand on one leg in the winter 

and tuck the other into its feathers for warmth). 

• No animal should be released if it has a high likelihood 

of shedding/transmitting a disease to the wild 

population (e.g., raccoons continue to shed distemper 

and parvoviruses for a period after recovery). No 

carnivore should be rehabilitated and released that 
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comes from an area in which rabies is endemic, as the 

animal may be a non-symptomatic carrier of this 

disease. 

• Will the animal be able to maintain a life in the wild 

that is normal for others of its species? 

• Can you provide an adequate habitat in which to release 

the animal once it has recovered? 

• If the animal is to be kept in captivity during a long 

recovery period or permanently, can you provide 

housing and nutrition, and fulfill its other needs for an 

adequate quality of life (Miller, 1998). 
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APPENDIX 3 - Rehabilitation Questions and Responses 

This section includes the questions asked in interviews and the responses as direct 

quotes, not paraphrased. The responses are from Facilities 1 through 5. 

1. When was your facility established/founded? 
• Facility 1: 

o 1971 (in B.C.) 1972 in Alberta. 
• Facility 2: 

o Society established in 1989. Name changed in 1996. Facility 
established at present location in 1996. 

• Facility 3: 
o 1985 

• Facility 4: 
o April 1993 

• Facility 5: 
o 1992 

2. What are the specific/main goals of your facility? 
• Facility 1: 

o Breeding endangered indigenous species for re-introduction and 
release, the rehabilitation and release of injured and orphaned wildlife, 
behavioural research into wildlife, and research into the development 
of re-introduction methodologies and non intrusive monitoring 
methods for re-introduced, rare, or island wildlife populations, public 
education. 

• Facility 2: 
o Main goal: to provide care, treatment and release to injured wildlife. 

• Facility 3: 
o Building respect for people, animals, and the environment through 

wildlife rehabilitation, education, and research. 
• Facility 4: 

o We receive, transport and treat injured wildlife with the help of 
biologists and veterinarians. We offer a safe and quiet environment for 
the animals to recover in. We are also committed to conservation and 
therefore offer extensive educational programs to teach people about 
local ecology, threats to wildlife, and what rehabilitation work does to 
help buffer these issues. 

• Facility 5: 
o Our main goal is to provide professional care and facilities for wildlife 

rehabilitation, and to help rehabilitate minimum security inmates. 
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3. What animals do you accept for rehabilitation? How do you make that decision? 
• Facility 1: 

o All indigenous species, including "vermin" (i.e. European sparrows, 
pigeons, crows, magpies, etc.). 

o A) We believe that in order to encourage the public to participate in 
the conservation of wildlife it is essential to accept all wildlife species 
brought in to us and not to discriminate between species. B) We decide 
which animals we will rehabilitate on the basis of their injuries (if 
any). If, even with veterinary care, the animal will not be releasable, 
we have it euthanized. Of course, it is inevitable that animals which 
seem to have all the hallmarks of a successful "mend" turn out to be 
non-releasable...in that case we keep them and use them as either 
"mentor" animals or for educational purposes. 

• Facility 2: 
o Animals accepted: all birds; small mammals (squirrels, hares, 

porcupines, orphan fox, coyote and fawns). 
• Facility 3: 

o All species, our philosophy is that by taking everything (including 
pigeons, starlings, etc) we are creating opportunities for education as 
well as encouraging people to help whatever animal they find the next 
time around. If someone cares enough to help a pigeon, we in return 
care enough to help them help it. 

• Facility 4: 
o We accept birds of prey, ungulates, waterfowl, songbirds, small 

mammals and reptiles. 
• Facility 5: 

o All songbirds, raptors and waterfowl. Small mammals, small 
carnivores, young ungulates. 

4. How do you decide when to euthanize and animal? 
• Facility 1: 

o After veterinary examination based on the extent of the animal's 
injuries. Our criteria is A) successful release, and B) evaluation of its 
quality of life if the animal should turn out to be non releaseable. 

• Facility 2: 
o Decision to euthanize if animal is or becomes non-releaseable. 

• Facility 3: 
o Depends on its injury, what kind of quality of life it will have and 

availability of placements (if non-releasable. As a general rule, 
however, any animal that shows that it's willing to fight is given a 
chance. As an example, we recently had a young coyote pup admitted 
that had been hit on the head by a swather. She had a large hole in her 
skull and her brain was exposed and swollen. However, although she 
was immobile, she was alert and her eyes followed our movements. 
Two weeks later, the wound is healing and she is running around. 
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o The one injury we are generally unable to help are electroctued raptors 
due to the loss of circulation in the limbs. 

• Facility 4: 
o We go by at a list of criteria to evaluate the type of life the animal 

would lead if it survived. We prefer to euthanize an animal if it will 
definitely not be releasable and have a poor quality of life. Howewer, 
some are used in educational programs through the facility, or other 
homes are found in zoos, other facilities or captive breeding programs. 

• Facility 5: 
o If the injury stands no chance of healing it is more humane to 

euthanize the animal as quickly as possible. 

5. How do you decide what to do with unreleasable animals? 
• Facility 1: 

o We are fortunate in that we have 160 acres of fully fenced natural mixed 
grass/montane prairie habitat, so we are able to keep animals in a large 
protected area until their normal dispersal time (i.e. felines, bears, 
mustilids, or ungulates for over 18 months)...if some of these species turn 
out to be non- releaseable (none have, so far) we have the choice of 
leaving them in the 160 acres thus enabling tham to live a comparatively 
"normal" life. For other species see answer to question above. 

• Facility 2: 
o As question above. Very small percentage of animals may be placed at an 

appropriate facility (ie. zoo). 
• Facility 3: 

o Depends on our needs for fostering/education animals and also available 
placements. If we need a foster parent or an education animal, we will 
look at keeping an animal. However, we can only feed so many mouths. 
We also approach zoos and other rehabbers to see what there needs are. 

• Facility 4: 
o Same as previous question...depends on potential quality of life, our 

educational program needs, needs of captive breeding programs, zoos and 
other facilities. 

• Facility 5: 
o If we have room for the animal we sometimes keep it on site for 

educational programs and to help rear orphaned young of the same or 
similar species. Some others end up at zoos. 

6. Do you have/keep data/statistics and can I please get this information if it exists, of 
yearly: 

• Facility 1: 
o - species admitted? Yes; this is a requirement of our permit. 

- successful releases to the wild? If by 'successful" you mean have we rehabilitated them 
to a level where they are released. Yes we do, this is also a requirement of our permit. 
However a "successful" release also indicates that the animal has been successful 
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reabsorbed into the wild world...with the exception of the (Facility's) swift fox re-
introduction program (where we have Ph.D/M.Sc. candidates undertaking the post release 
monitoring)..it is extremely difficult to get funding to cover the costs of post- release 
monitoring of rehabilitated and released wildlife. Without post-release monitoring it is 
impossible to guage the "success" of releases. 
- what is done with unreleasable animals? If they are unfixable they are euthanized. 
- euthanization and deaths? A requirement of the permit is that the Fish & Wildlife 
(Alberta Environment) is meant to inquire and collect carcasses... in practice they do not. 
The carcasses of all animals euthanized by veterinarians working with the (facility) are 
disposed by the veterinarian. 
- cause/type of injury? depends if it is a mammal or a bird...question is too wide. 

• Facility 2: 
o Yes, we keep stats. These are sent in to Alberta Environment and CWS. 

• Facility 3: 
o 1999 stats listed below 

- species admitted? 
1017 (DOA = 106) 
- successful releases to the wild? 
399 
- what is done with unreleasable animals? 
45 transfered to other institutions, 68 over wintered, 59 euthanized 
- euthanization and deaths? 
59 euthanized, 442 died (includes 106 DOA) 
- cause/type of injury? (listed as percentage) 
Leg Damage 6.1 
Cat/Dog Maul 5.7 
Emaciation 4.9 
Internal Damage 2.0 
Impact 5.7 
Orphaned 32.2 
Wing Damage 17.1 
Concussion 10.6 
Shock 1.5 
Stranded 1.1 
Barbed Wire 1.9 
Electrocution 1.5 
Other Injury 11.9 

• Facility 4: 
o Yes, we gather these statistics and pass them on as per our permit renewal 

requirements. However, I am not sure much is done with the information 
after it leaves our hands. 

• Facility 5; 
o Our statistics must be submitted to the government in accordance with our 

permitting requirements. 
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7. Name (two) main problems your facility encounters often. 
• Facility 1: 

o What a question! 1. Lack of funding. 2. Lack of a universal policy 
amongst the government agencies (federal & provincial...but more 
provincial) responsible for wildlife management towards wildlife 
rehabilitation facilities. 

• Facility 2: 
o Two main problems - lack of money; public perception of what is 

expected of your facility (ie. animal control; social programs). 
• Facility 3: 

o No response given. 
• Facility 4: 

o Funding of course, just as any non-profit organization would say. 
Also, lack of cooperation and consistency between rehabilitators and 
the way they do things. I think this may be partially related to issues 
with government policy as well. They need to have consistent rules 
and regulations and they must be better legislated and enforced. 

• Facility 5: 
o Lack of public awareness about wild animals and facilities that can 

help rehabilitate those animals. Inconsistency in government 
legislation of rehabilitation on the whole. 

8. Name (two) main problems you see with wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta. 
• Facility 1: 

o A) Lack of funding...which leads to lack of consistancy i.e...the public 
takes a long time to realize that there is a facility to which they can 
take, or call upon to deal with, injured/orphaned wildlife, in many 
cases, by the time that they do realize there is someone to contact.. .the 
facility has gone broke). B) As above...(question 7) 

• Facility 2: 
o Rehab facilities still need to network more. AWRA (Alberta Wildlife 

Rehabilitators Association) is step in right direction but too few people 
trying to do so much with so little. Alberta's relatively small 
population makes fundraising a huge challenge. 

• Facility 3: 
o A) Lack of standardization of permits. Restrictions are still placed on 

the species we are able to rehabilitate, including ungulates, large 
carnivores and rabies vector species. This reduces our effectiveness, 
not only as a hospital, but also in the eyes of the public. B) Lack of 
communication between rehabbers. Because there aren't very many of 
and we're scattered, getting together on day-to-day things is very 
difficult. 

• Facility 4: 
o Much the same problems as I see facing the individual facility level. 

Government legislation needs a lot of work and cooperation among 
rehabilitators needs to be better. (Of course, funding too). 
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• Facility 5: 
o Lack of funding and lack of consistency in deciding on permitting 

requirements. 

9. Name (two) things your facility in particular has been successful at achieving or 
contributing to. 

Facility 1: 
o 

• Facility 2: 
o 

Facility 3: 
o 

Facility 4: 
o 

Facility 5: 
o 

A) The down-listing of the swift fox, Vulpes velox/V.v.hebes, from 
EXTINCT (extirpated) IN CANADA (COSEWIC 1978), to 
ENDANGERED IN CANADA (COSEWIC 1998). B) The successful 
rehabilitation and release of otters, sora...and hummingbirds. 

Successful in gaining respect of veterinary community and 
enforcement agency (ie. Fish & Wildlife) as providing a useful service 
to wildlife and the public. Successful at involving U of A and NAIT 
students in our program. 

Well-developed volunteer network that can transport patients from 
around the province. We get calls from all over, and our volunteers 
ensure that we don't turn people away. 
Education. Our education program does more than 175 talks every 
year to people of all ages from around Alberta. Our goal has been to 
teach respect and encourage people to help wildlife. Statistically 
speaking, it is difficult to determine our success rate, but we feel this 
has a very positive impact. 

An extensive and popular educational program with many aspects 
aimed at reaching a wide variety of audiences and age groups. We 
spend a lot of time and energy on improving our techniques through 
training seminars to enhance the skills of us as rehabilitators and our 
volunteers. If our knowledge and skills improve, then the educational 
material we present is also improving. 

Establishing a successful program allowing minimum-security inmates 
to assist technicians in daily wildlife treatment. This has been a very 
successful program and is based on two successful programs in the 
United States. Established a good working relationship with Fish and 
Wildlife to respond to wildlife rescue calls involving large mammals 
trapped within the city boundaries. We also conduct studies on the 
types of animals received and have developed and instructed a 
university course on wildlife parasitology. Through this association 
with the university, we also offer practicum positions for post-
secondary students. 
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10. Name (two) things that you feel are successes of wildlife rehabilitation in Alberta so 
far. 

• Facility 1: 
o A) The foundation of the Alberta Wildlife Rehabilitation Association 

(although I am not sure that it is legal). B) The gradual understanding that 
some facilities can provide better care for some species than others and the 
movement of those species between facilities. 

• Facility 2: 
o AWRA. Some facilites actually talk to each other now! 

• Facility 3: 
o Ability to work with regulatory bodies to develop protocols and standards. 
o Ability to cover a broad geographic area with very few people. 

• Facility 4: 
o The establishment of the AWRA. 
o The beginnings of better wildlife rehabilitation permitting legislation. 

• Facility 5: 
o Increasing public awareness about the need for rehabilitation facilities and 

ways to avoid causing harm to wildlife. 

11. What changes do you see happening in Alberta over the next 5 to 10 years? 
• Facility 1: 

o I hope that there will be a significant change in government policies to 
reflect the feelings of the voters (funding for rehabilitation, research, and 
follow-up monitoring). 

• Facility 2: 
o Changes foreseen in the future: more demand for service; more 

competition for charity dollars. 
• Facility 3: 

o Increased networking and relaxed permitting. As rehab gains credibility, 
we will be able to rehab a greater variety of species with increased 
success. 

• Facility 4: 
o The AWRA leading towards better rehabilitation policies and 

requirements. Greater teamwork between rehabilitation facilities as they 
all aim for more similar goals. 

• Facility 5: 
o In the future, I see people becoming more aware of their impacts on the 

environment. Education through Wildlife Rehabilitation facilities will 
teach people, especially younger generations, how to minimize their own 
negative impacts on the environment. 



149 

12. What is/are the biggest obstacle(s) to the advancement of wildlife rehabilitation? 
• Facility 1: 

o Lack of funding combined with outdated government policies. 
• Facility 2: 

o Biggest obstacles: lack of money. People involved in the organizations 
end up spending most of their time trying to procure cash. 

• Facility 3: 
o Shortage of manpower and funding. Currently very few people (many of 

whom are volunteers) are doing a lot of work. It is difficult to find time to 
network and learn new techniques when caring for 150-200 patients 
during the day. 

• Facility 4: 
o Funding, but also the communication problems between facilities is an 

issue. 
• Facility 5: 

o Lack of funding and a need for more education of the public. 

13. Do you monitor the success of released animals? If yes, then how? If no, then why 
not? 

• Facility 1: 
o If yes, then how? See response to question 6. 
o If no, then why not? Follow-up required several things, among them 

use of or access to the following: radio monitoring equipment, or (in 
the case of mammals)...access to DNA in scat or hair 
analysis...funding for laboratory work, airplane monitoring, radio 
receivers and radio or satellite collars, man-hours...all this requires 
MONEY...there is none available, but there should be because this is 
an animal welfare issue as well as a management issue. 

• Facility 2: 
o Some released animals are banded however band returns account for 

less than 1% of animals banded. Many young mammals are soft 
released so are observed and supported (by food) for a period of time. 
Other than that, there is no further monitoring because it is cost 
prohibitive (satellite tracking). 

• Facility 3: 
o To a limited extent. We radio-tagged an orphaned black bear after 

release to monitor his progress. This was a special case, as it was our 
first large carnivore (a success, by the way). Many patients, however, 
are not monitored and this is unfortunate. We simply don't have the 
funding to use radio devices and we are no longer permitted to band 
our released birds. 

• Facility 4: 
o All birds are banded before their release in order to try to determine 

the success or failure of their freedom. Other than that, it is difficult to 
monitor post-release success without more funding that can be directed 
to monitoring equipment and training. 
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• Facility 5: 
o We try and would like to monitor all animals released, but to really do 

this would require special monitoring equipment that is not financially 
feasible. 

14. Do you band or tag animals before they are released? 
• Facility 1: 

o The CWS will not issue a banding permit to us (don't know why) so all 
our migratory birds (CWS responsibility) are not banded. We tattoo 
our mammals. 

• Facility 2: 
o Raptors and some songbirds are banded prior to release. 

• Facility 3: 
o No, we were restricted some years ago, as our numbers became too 

great. 
• Facility 4: 

o All birds are banded before they are released. 
• Facility 5: 

o Most of our birds are banded. 

15. Are you involved with the IWRC and/or NWRA? If yes, how and what do you do? If 
no, why not? 

• Facility 1: 
o Yes...pay our membership, answer phone calls from members, make 

phone calls to listed (in NWRA & IWRC) species experts. 
• Facility 2: 

o We are members of IWRC but not actively involved in those 
organizations due to lack of time and energy. 

• Facility 3: 
o Yes, we have membership in both and attend symposiums when 

possible. We also network on email to many rehabbers. Up until 1999, 
we were the provincial rep for IWRC. 

• Facility 4: 
o Yes. We ensure we get all of the journals, reports and publications 

from these associations to help keep us up to date on new findings, 
techniques and (potentially) seminars. 

• Facility 5: 
o We read their journals and publications, but we do not have extensive 

contact with these associations. 
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16. Are you affiliated/involved with the AWRA? What do you want the AWRA to do or 
accomplish? 

• Facility 1: 
o They are O.K. as they are...except if they came up with a universal 

funding package that would be brilliant...but very unlikely. 
• Facility 2: 

o We are members of AWRA and I am treasurer. I would like to see the 
AWRA continue it's newsletter; act as a voice for rehabilitators to 
government; provide a directory (which I am working on) for it's 
members and provide direction to people wishing to get involved in 
wildlife rehab. 

• Facility 3: 
o Yes, we were involved in the initial set up and served on the board for 

several years. AWRA can be a powerful monitoring and networking 
tool. It will be immensely helping in helping rehabbers to police 
themselves and in having rehabbers interact with each other. 

• Facility 4: 
o It appears that eventually all rehabilitators will have to be AWRA 

members. I hope this will help rehabilitators communicate and work 
together better. 

o We are not associated with the AWRA at this time. They are still very 
new and not well established as of yet. 

17. What sort of educational programs/training does you facility engage in with regard to 
the public, volunteers, and rehabilitators? 

• Facility 1: 
o We teach about wildlife. 

• Facility 2: 
o We provide an orientation/training session for new volunteers; we 

provide work experience for NAIT animal health technology students 
and UofA Env.Cons.Sc. students; we do some in school programs on 
request as well as service organizations; we produced a pamphlet 
along with the John Janzen Nature Centre called "Mother Nature is 
Looking After Me" targeted at reducing the number of "orphaned" 
wildlife that is brought in. 

• Facility 3: 
o Public: we do extensive programming for all ages throughout the year 

(pre-school to adult). This includes formal programs that can be 
anywhere from 1 hour to a full day either at our centre or at another 
location. These program talk about the centre, wildlife, and injuries. 
We also have a large public wing for casual visitors, we may see up to 
7,000 visitors annually. 

o Volunteers receive hands-on instruction when they volunteer at the 
Centre. 

o Other rehabbers are welcome to contact us for information. We have 
also hosted IWRC workshops in the past. 
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• Facility 4: 
o Volunteers are trained to give presentations to a wide variety of ages 

and audiences. Presentations are done at schools, community centers 
and in the facility classroom to name a few. Some topics include 
predator - prey relationships, what we can do in out backyards to help 
the environment, owl pellets, microscopes, slide shows, building bird 
boxes and feeders and round table discussions to name a few. 

o We train volunteers to capture, hold and transport various animals. It is 
important for them to have knowledge in areas such as handling 
raptors. Volunteers are also trained to give educational presentations to 
schools and youth groups such as girl guides and boy scouts. 
Education involves some live animals that were not releasable but can 
offer invaluable help rearing others of its (or similar) species and also 
create a lasting impact on the minds of people. 

you have adequate habitat and areas for release known to you? 
Facility 1: 

o Yes. 
Facility 2: 

o Yes. 
Facility 3: 

o Yes, we are located in a rural area that is close to mountains, prairies and 
boreal forest/aspen parkland. 

Facility 4: 
o Yes, we have a lot of natural, open land around us. If we know where an 

animal originated from, we try to return it to that area if the location is safe 
and can support the animal. 

Facility 5: 
o Yes. We have a large number of release sites. Depending on the type of 

animal, and often on the species, we determine where to release them. For 
example, Mammals are released in areas according to their species. 
Raccoons, foxes, porcupines and badgers, beavers and coyotes, Black 
Squirrels, White-tailed prairie hares and ungulates are all released in 
different areas. 

19. Do you think Alberta rehab ilitators are generally after the same final goal? Do you 
think most have enough knowledge to be a benefit to the profession? 

• Facility 1: 
o No, I do not think most rehabilitators in Alberta are after the same final 

goal, and also do not have the necessary knowledge to do service to the 
profession. 

• Facility 2: 
o Yes, though some believe in using non-releaseables for 

education/display/fundraising purposes. We do not. Yes, most are 
knowledgeable enough to be a benefit to wildlife. 

18. Do 
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• Facility 3: 
o Yes, I think most rehabbers are involved because they want what is best 

for the animals. Gaining knowledge can be difficult because rehab is a 
very demanding profession. However, many options are available for 
rehabbers to expand their knowledge. 

• Facility 4: 
o The general goal of wildlife rehabilitation is to rehabilitate and release the 

animal into the wild. However, the methods for rehabilitating are not 
necessarily the same and this also goes for release methods. This is most 
likely because the knowledge the rehabilitators have at this time is not 
consistent and there is always room for improvement. 

• Facility 5: 
o No. Each facility has its own way of doing things and generally there is 

not a lot of contact between most rehabilitators. 




