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EDITORIAL

Life is very precious and the decision to end life is both serious and sombre. It is a
decision that everyone who takes on responsibility for the care of an animal must face
at some time. Attitudes to euthanasia vary, and strongly held beliefs must be
respected, but there may come a time when, through irreparable injury or untreatable
disease, the quality of life of an animal is so low that to end life is the most humane
course of action.

Those who take on the responsibilities of caring for wildlife casualties are faced with
the additional ethical dilemma of keeping a wild animal in captivity and must take
into account the reality of dealing with a wild animal. A wild animal is indeed wild, it
is not an exotic pet or domesticated animal; in the wild, an animal lives and dies by a
very different set of rules. When in captivity the animal is exposed to a stressful
situation, which is compounded by a severe injury or a serious disease, and possibly
made even more stressful by the interference of treatment. The only justification for
this intervention must be not only the eventual return of the patient to the wild, but
also its return in a fit state to survive and integrate within the wild population.

Each case must be assessed independently; however, if it is apparent at any stage that
a successful return to the wild is unlikely then the greatest kindness for most such
casualties must be to end their lives humanely.

Richard Saunders’ excellent article discusses many aspects of this sensitive and
important subject.

The WILDLIFE REHABILIATION SYMPOSIUM 2007
To be held in Cheshire in November.
Details to follow - Watch this space




Euthanasia: How and Why

There are bound to be differences of opinion
between different finders, rehabilitators and
vets. Some people believe all animals
presented to have “failed the fitness test”, and
require euthanasia. Some believe all life is
sacred, and that no animal should be
euthanased. Somewhere between these
extreme views lies a sensible middle ground.
That will vary between individuals, and is a
matter of opinion, based on evidence and
personal experience. At all times, the welfare
of the animal is paramount.

Ideally one should make the decision to
euthanase based on objective criteria for that
particular individual. If in doubt, continue
rehabilitation, but reassess regularly in light of
response to treatment, or lack of. If an animal
is in pain or distress, decisions must be made
very quickly. Be aware that it can become
more difficult to euthanase an animal as time
goes on, due to emotional investment.
Therefore it is important to be objective, to set
time limits and goals for the animal’s
progression in advance and possibly to ask for
an objective view from a colleague.

Objective parameters can include:

e Weight.
There are huge amounts of data
obtained by the British Trust for
Ornithology as to minimum weights
at which independent cygnets survive
(7kg). There are simply no long-term
ring returns for animals below that
weight.
Guillemot survival is extremely
weight dependent, with lighter birds
(under 650g) having vanishingly
small survival chances.

e Type of disease/injury
Some disease-conditions have no
reasonable hope of successful
treatment for survival e.g.
myxomatosis in wild rabbits. Some
have no hope of becoming releasable
e.g. retinal detachment in raptors.
Some injury types carry better
chances of successful treatment than
others e.g. avian fractures (open vs
closed; old vs new; proximity to joint)
(Howard and Redig). It is very
important to consider what the end

result of treatment is likely to be, at
the start of the process, to avoid
unduly delayed euthanasia. Relapses,
long-term problems, risk of infection
of other animals all preclude eventual
release.

Specific guidelines
The RSPCA's four Wildlife Centres,
along with the Wildlife Dept. are in the process
of drawing up more specific guidelines for
each species. Criteria should be based on
current available data, and reviewed in light of
new information in the future.
e Hedgehogs
Severe maggot infestation; fractured
spine and associated nerve damage;
severe damage to nose/fractured skull;
severe wounds with exposed viscera;
missing limbs; compound fractures
* Foxes
Old compound or near joint fractures;
loss of limb or eye; fractured skull;
hydrocephalus; fractured spine;
exposed viscera; mange above 10%
surface area.
e Pigeons
Compound fractures; Paramyxovirus;
blindness; less than 50% feathering
on wings; old necrotic wounds that
cannot be surgically resected;
extremely moribund individuals;
significant bone
deformities/pathological fracturing

Animals requiring euthanasia

Any animal that does not have a realistic
chance of successful rehabilitation back into
the wild should be euthanased. In certain
limited circumstances release into a suitable
captive or semi-captive environment where its
quality of life can be assured might be
possible.

Permanent captivity

Any animal kept permanently captive or
sheltered by man must be looked after to a
high standard for the rest of its life. As with
farm and laboratory animals (for whom such
standards exist), a good basis for care
requirements is “The Five Freedoms”, which
have been used as a model for the Animal
Welfare Act 2006.



Five Freedoms
1. Freedom from Hunger and Thirst
2. Freedom from Discomfort
3. Freedom from Pain, Injury or Disease
4. Freedom to Express Normal Behaviour
5. Freedom from Fear and Distress

To continue its life a casualty must be able to
stand at least an average chance of thriving. It
must be able to think, behave normally, find
food, catch food, eat food, evade capture and
breed/successfully raise or assist in raising the
next generation.

It must be behaviourally normal; imprints and
tame animals cannot be released.

It must be able to obtain food; ability to dig,
catch food with its mouth/beak, feet etc.

Its special senses must be intact e.g. sight
(raptors), hearing (difficult to assess), smell
(e.g. chronic nasal damage in hedgehogs) and
touch (e.g. moles)

Precise requirements of individual species in
the wild vary e.g. eyesight requirements are
much higher for raptors than for hedgehogs,
flying ability is more crucial to migratory birds
than fairly sedentary species

The very young stand a much smaller chance
of survival, and require more intense care. You
may find that animals of a particular species
under a certain age/weight simply have no
reasonable hope of being reared successfully.
An animal, which is very old, with signs of
ageing e.g. worn or missing teeth, may have
presented as a casualty for that reason, and will
have the same problem if released.

Females may require euthanasia due to any
condition resulting in pelvic narrowing, e.g.
fractured pelvis.

Highly territorial species, e.g. badgers and
bats, demand return to a precise location
within a reasonable time frame, or if not
possible, then euthanasia should be considered.

Animals born late in the season generally have
a much less chance of successful release. Very
few of these would naturally survive (e.g. more
prone to some health problems, such as
metabolic bone disease in Columbiformes)

Available resources must be considered e.g.
space, staff, finances, and technical expertise.
Unfortunately these are serious considerations,
and if an animal cannot be treated and looked

after adequately, euthanasia should be
considered.

Legal implications for some species e.g.
Schedule 9 of WCA. (e.g. Grey squirrel)
precludes release into the wild on legal
grounds

Human health considerations. The options
must be carefully considered for animals with
known or suspected zoonotic diseases,
especially if staff or volunteers are involved,
and especially if they are of reduced or
unknown immune status.

Animal health considerations. If a disease
cannot be adequately contained and prevented
from spreading within a facility, euthanasia of
affected animals is required. Veterinary
practices also have a duty of care to their
domestic patients, and need to err on the side
of caution e.g. Chlamydophila, myxomatosis,
leptospirosis

Euthanasia is not the worst welfare outcome
for an animal. Captivity in suboptimal
conditions, or release, starvation and death, are
worse. The Animal Welfare Act is likely to
make the current offence of abandoning an
animal more tightly defined and easier to
show.

Further work on post release monitoring is
absolutely vital. We must have reliable data for
all species, rehabilitated for many reasons, to
base our decisions on.

Methods of humane euthanasia

e Pharmacological methods:
barbiturates

e  Physical methods: shooting,
decapitation, cervical dislocation and
head trauma.

It is outside of the remit of this article to
discuss the use of large-scale methods e.g.
carbon dioxide inhalation or the use of captive
bolt or free bullet methods, as to possess such
equipment demands extensive correct training
in their use.

It is worth noting that euthanasia, is not
an act of veterinary surgery, and so can be
carried out by anyone as long as it is carried
out humanly.



Pharmacological methods

In practice this involves the use of
concentrated barbiturate anaesthetic agents at
doses high enough to depress cardiac and
respiratory function leading to death. Prior
sedation may aid euthanasia, but is likely only
to be possible if administered by a vet.

Legal aspects of pentobarbitone use :
e Prescription only (POM).
e Schedule 3 controlled drug (CD).
e Misuse of Drugs Act.
e Veterinary Medicines Regulations
2006.
e Training required.
e Safe storage required.
e Disposal of carcasses more
exacting, due to presence of drug.

Health and Safety aspects
* Potential for accidental or deliberate
self-administration.
e Highly dangerous, potentially lethal

drug.

e Drug of choice for veterinary
suicides

e Do not feed carcases to other
patients.

The use of barbiturates requires training of
staff involved, safe and secure storage of the
drug and very close monitoring of stock. It
requires an excellent working relationship with
the veterinary surgeon, who is ultimately
responsible and, therefore, it is entirely at
his/her discretion, which depends on the
situation and will very often not be
appropriate. It will involve the vet dispensing
minimum quantities, appropriate to the
situation, which may be rather more for a
remote seal rescue facility than a small wild
bird hospital. This medicine is not a flea
treatment, it is a drug designed purely to end
life and will require the dispensing vet to be
absolutely confident that it will be used
correctly, and only on animals that (s)he has
seen, or after discussion, that are “under my
care”, and then euthanasia performed using
such agents as (s)he appoints.

For example, at RSPCA wildlife centres staff
are licensed to use pentobarbitone only after
having safe use demonstrated, and then
carrying out euthanasia under direct
supervision by vet until competent. Every use
must be recorded and amounts of drug
reconciled regularly.

Traumatic Methods are used only in cases of

Cervical dislocation is difficult to teach this
without direct hands on experience. It is best to
learn from someone experienced, in a practical
setting. Practice on cadavers is advised, until
confident of technique. Avoid using in long-
necked and very short-necked birds, larger
birds, owls and in very tiny birds (could be
decapitated). Decapitation and head trauma are
not accepted methods in RSPCA guidelines.
Each animal should be considered individually
and stress, delay and transport should be
weighed up.

Methods definitely not advised include anoxia,
freezing, exsanguination and the use of air
weapons.

Disposal of carcases

Before disposal or post-mortem examination
animals must be confirmed dead. Check by the
vet heart, respiration, reflexes absent or wait
until rigor mortis sets in. Must ensure that
carcasses cannot be eaten by other animals.
Correct waste disposal i.e. incineration, must
take place.

Summary

It is important to make decisions as early as
possible, but give them careful consideration
and do not rush into an irrevocable decision
such as euthanasia. Use diagnostic and
prognostic indicators to help the decision
making process. Remember that euthanasia is
not the worst welfare outcome. Just because it
is possible to do something (e.g. fix that
fracture, treat that infectious disease) does not
mean it is the right thing to do. Ensure that
euthanasia is always carried out humanely by
appropriately trained personnel
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Leqislation for Wildlife Rehabilitation

Adam Grogan, Wildlife Rehabilitation Co-ordinator, RSPCA.

Introduction.

There are many wildlife rehabilitators around
the world, with people working in wildlife
rehabilitation in probably every country. There
is great variation in the level of wildlife
protection from country to country and within
countries, such as the US. This legislation
sometimes includes provision for wildlife
rehabilitation; either very specific, allowing
rehabilitation to be practised by permit
holders, or very broad, such as the Wildlife
and Countryside Act. In the UK, the Wildlife
and Countryside Act (1981) allows the
removal of an animal from the wild if it is
injured and/or suffering, for the purposes of
treating it and releasing it, or to euthanase it to
prevent further distress (this is also included in
the Conservation of Seals Act 1970).
Interestingly, the Protection of Badgers Act
(1992) also has similar clauses regarding
taking and euthanasia, with the exception that
it does not specify that the person in question
has to have the intention to release it.

However the possible implications of treating
wildlife, such as poor welfare standards for the
animals in care or disease transmission to
people or other animals, have raised the issue
of whether legislation to regulate wildlife
rehabilitation is required in this country. With
this in mind, this paper discusses the
legislation pertaining to wildlife rehabilitation
in America, Australia and Sweden.

Wildlife rehabilitation permits have been used
in other parts of the world. The US Federal
Government and at least sixteen US states
have a permit system as does the State of
Victoria in Australia. Some European
countries, such as

Sweden, also have wildlife rehabilitation
legislation.

United States of America.

The Federal Government has four pieces of
legislation relating to wildlife;

e The Migratory Bird Treaty Act;

e The Endangered Species Act;

e The Eagle Protection Act;

e The Wild Bird Conservation Act.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

This Act has a permit category to specifically
authorise rehabilitation activities involving
migratory birds. A copy of a fact sheet
produced by the US Fish and Wildlife Service
can be found at
http://www.fws.gov/permits/fags/FaqR.shtml

Rehabilitators must obtain a permit from the
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in order to
rehabilitate any bird listed on this Act, which
is most, but not all, bird species in the US. The
FWS employ inspectors to visit premises and
ensure that the facilities comply with minimum
guidelines. This Act is not an Act based on
welfare, but on the conservation of species and
also regulates shooting seasons for game birds
and wildfowl.

This is a Federal Act because it is assumed that
all birds are capable of migrating between
states. Protection for other species is provided
for through state legislation. Many states have
some legislation regulating wildlife
rehabilitation although the degree of protection
varies, as does the requirement needed for
obtaining a permit. The permits are usually
controlled by the Parks and Wildlife (or
similar) department of the state and officers are
employed by some states to enforce the
legislation. Examples from different states can
be found in Appendix 1.

Many of the states operating a permit system
require certain standards of training and
experience from the applicant and the facilities
must also pass minimum standards. There has
been much disagreement about the setting of
minimum standards, but now the two major
wildlife rehabilitation groups in the US, the
International Wildlife Rehabilitation Council
(IWRC) and the National Wildlife
Rehabilitators Association (NWRA) have co-
produced their own set of minimum standards
and most states have adopted these as the
minimum standards that a rehabilitator is
judged by when a permit is issued. These
standards include the passing of an IWRC
course, Basic Wildlife Rehabilitation, 1AB.
These standards have also been adopted by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service for issuing
federal permits.



Some rehabilitators in some states form
coalitions for the dissemination of information
and for improved public relations. They often
use literature and web sites to promote
permitted rehabilitators in their state, so that if
a member of the public finds a wild animal in
distress, they can locate their nearest
rehabilitator without difficulty. Rehabilitators
also provide advice regarding other wildlife
issues, trying to encourage local people to live
in harmony with the local wildlife. One
example is

http://www.nyswrc.org/

Australia.

Another example of a permit system is used in
the State of Victoria, Australia. Here the
legislation to allow permit holders to take
injured wild animals comes under the Wildlife
Act, 1975. However the State also has a “Code
for Practice for the Welfare of Wildlife During
Rehabilitation” and this code is incorporated
under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Act, 1986 (look under Plants and Animals):
http://www.nre.vic.gov.au/

The purpose of this code is to ensure the
welfare of all animals undergoing
rehabilitation as well as stating the principles
of rehabilitation, and the standards of care,
husbandry, treatment and housing required. It
also provides an ethical guide to rehabilitators
and outlines the responsibilities of all
involved.

Wildlife Shelter Permits are obtained from the
Department of Natural Resources and
Environment (NRE) for the purposes of
wildlife rehabilitation. Potential rehabilitators
need to demonstrate training and or experience
in the field to obtain a permit. Certain animals
cannot be treated, for instance, it is an offence
to keep non-native or pest species, (pest
species listed under the Catchment and Land
Protection Act 1994).

Sweden.

Legislation on wildlife rehabilitation in
Sweden is built on the Swedish Hunting Act
which states that all wildlife has an owner. In
most cases it is the landowner of land that is
not leased for hunting. Some species are state
or crown game and are owned by the state e.g.
all whales, otter, wolf, lynx, bear, most birds
of prey and several other birds.

Sick and injured mammals or birds are allowed
to be kept by private persons for a short time
(according to a Common Law it is one week,
according to the Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency it is two days). The permit
to allow a person to rehabilitate wild animals is
issued by the Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency but the County
Administration has to give you a permit for
your premises e.g. they inspect and approve
your facility as fit to hold the animals listed on
your permit. It is the County Veterinarian, who
issues that permit and you are not allowed to
rehabilitate game without these two permits.

All permits issued cover all birds, hares,
squirrel and hedgehog. There has only been
one permit, so far, licensing a rehabilitator for
all mammals. This is due to the legislation
being recently reviewed and amended.
Anybody can apply for a permit, but you have
to attend some shorter courses held by the
Swedish Wildlife Rehabilitators Association.
Rehabilitators in Sweden are working to get a
larger course recognised by the authorities (the
Swedish Board of Agriculture, which has
animal welfare on its agenda). The Swedish
Wildlife Rehabilitators Association arranges
one two-day course, twice a year, in spring and
autumn. During these courses representatives
of the Swedish Police Board and the Swedish
Environmental Protection Agency give the
legal perspectives of rehabilitation. A skilled
veterinarian in the field of wildlife
rehabilitation deals with medicine and human
risks of rehabilitation, and experienced
rehabilitator deals with catching, transport and
handling, feeding, euthanasia and the handling
and rearing of orphaned wildlife. The
veterinarian and the rehabilitator together have
a hands-on workshop on anatomy of birds,
force-feeding and bandaging of broken limbs.

No one can hold a wild animal without a
permit, not even a veterinarian. There is no
education or training for veterinarians on
wildlife medicine in Sweden. Very few
veterinarians have any experience of wildlife
rehabilitation.

There is no cost for the permit since there is no
money in rehabilitation and all workers in the
field are volunteers. Rehabilitators are not
allowed to use animals in rehabilitation for
education or exhibition, unless it is for training
for rehabilitation. They are not allowed to
charge a fee for visitors, as they would then be
classified as zoos under Swedish legislation.



The animals are released when the rehabilitator
and his veterinarian are agreed that the animal
is fit to go back. Vets mainly rely on the
opinion of the rehabilitator. Animals, which
cannot be released because they would not be
able to survive in the wild, have to be
euthanased, unless they can fit in with a
national breeding project (today otter,

peregrine falcon, white stork and white-backed
woodpecker).

(Thanks to Jan-Ake Hillarp of the Swedish
Wildlife Rehabilitators Association for his
summary.)

NASAL GLANDS — Look what that bird’s got up its nose!

“Water, water everywhere and ne’er a drop to
drink”. The question of how ocean-going
seabirds can survive without fresh drinking
water was one that puzzled biologists for a
long time. It is, however, not just an academic
question but also an important aspect of the
care of sea and water birds that wildlife
rehabilitators must recognise in safeguarding
the health of birds in their care.

Seawater is approximately 3% salt [sodium
chloride, NaCl], whereas body fluids of birds
contains approximately 1% salt. Marine birds,
if they are fish eaters, will obtain some free
water from their prey, whose salt levels are
similar to that of birds, but if they feed on
marine invertebrates, whose salt levels are
similar to seawater, they will ingest large [and
theoretically fatal] amounts of salt.

The answer is nasal or salt glands. These are
glands that are placed above the eye socket and
are connected to the nasal cavity by a duct
from which they secrete a fluid that is high in
salt. These glands are famously found in water
birds [gulls, terns, auks, petrels, shearwaters,
gannets, waterfowl, waders] but will occur in
other birds, such as raptors, ostriches and
dippers [the only passerine bird]. They vary
greatly in size with different species but also
with the amount of salt the birds has to excrete
from its system. If you ever have a chance to
look at the skeleton of a large gull [or an
albatross — back to the Ancient Mariner]
examine the bone on the upper rim of the eye
sockets and there is likely to be a large cavity,
which in life would house the nasal gland.

The glands are packed with special cells that
secrete a salt solution, which in a herring gull
could contain five times the salt concentration
of body fluids and in a petrel [which feeds on
marine invertebrates] this fluid could be as
much as eight times the concentration of body
fluids. The activity of the glands vary in
response to the amount of salt in the bird’s

body and if the salt intake of a marine bird
drops then the salt glands stop working, get
smaller and may reduce to a state where they
are unable to respond when needed. Although
a bird’s kidneys are capable of excreting
excess salt they are not effective enough to
cope with the amounts of salt a marine bird
could have in its body fluids, hence nasal
glands are important and their failure could be
potentially life threatening. This is where an
understanding of these glands and their
function becomes important to wildlife
rehabilitation units. Sea birds kept on a fish
diet and given only fresh water will lose the
efficiency of their nasal glands and when
released to a marine environment will be
unable to control the salt level in their blood.

There is evidence that in some marine birds a
period of as little as five days on a low salt diet
will cause the nasal glands to start to reduce in
size, even longer periods could lead to
permanent damage. Therefore it is important
that when in captivity such birds are given
supplementary salt, either as salt added
directly to the food or by giving the birds
seawater in which to bathe. The exact amount
of salt to be added to the diet is rarely quoted
but, in tests, when a healthy herring gull,
weighing approximately one kilogram and
with fully functioning nasal glands, was given
100ml of seawater it caused an elevation of the
blood level of salt, which returned to nearly
normal within 3 hours. Assuming that 100ml
of seawater [3% NaCl] contains 3gms of salt,
i.e. level teaspoonful then it would seem
reasonable, as a rough rule-of-thumb, to give
marine birds up to 3gm salt /kilogram/day.

It has been reported from investigations in
Canada that botulism can reduce the activity of
the nasal gland and cause an increase in blood
salt levels. This might be an important factor
in the survival of marine birds, especially
gulls, with the disease. Measuring blood
levels of salt is a simple laboratory technique



that many veterinary surgeries are now able to might be well worth while looking at the blood
carry out and if a wildlife unit is experiencing levels of salt.
poor recovery rates with botulism in gulls it

POST MORTEMS - OTTERS, RED SOUIRRELS AND PINE
MARTENS
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arrange to get it to Glasgow - phone 01471 822
We all know the value of post mortems in 487 or email josf2@aol.com.
telling us the likely cause of death of our
casualties, but there is a lot more information, Vic Simpson is also keen for specimens of red
which they can reveal. Data obtained from squirrels and pine martens. He recently
such examinations can be used to monitor the identified a new parasite in a pine marten from
health of species in the wild and this Skye and a similar parasite has also been found
information can be vital particularly for more in red squirrels in England. A related but
rare animals. different parasite was found in a grey squirrel
and he is therefore keen to investigate whether
For many years now, all otter carcases found this is being passed to the reds.
in England and Wales have been examined by
Vic Simpson at the Veterinary Investigation If you find a pine marten or red squirrel
Laboratory in Cornwall or alternatively in carcass which is in good condition and was
Cardiff University. This has all been funded recently killed please contact Vic direct on
by the Environment Agency. Finally in 01872 560 623 or alternatively by email on
Scotland a similar scheme is being set up at the wildlife.vic@rmplc.co.uk.
Glasgow Vet School. We would therefore ask
that if anyone finds a dead otter, including In all cases it is important that carcasses are as
those found on the road, could they please fresh as possible and they should be kept
contact us as quickly as possible so that we can chilled but not frozen as much useful

information is lost in the freezing process.
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