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SUBJECT:
EBR Registry Number PB06E6018 – Strategy for Preventing and 



Managing Human-Wildlife Conflicts in Ontario; and



EBR Registry Number: PB06E6017 – Strategy for Preventing and 



Managing Human-Deer Conflicts in Southern Ontario

DATE:

November 14, 2006.

To Whom It May Concern,

Please find recommendations comments and concerns set out below in response to Human-Wildlife and Human-Deer Conflict Strategies.

Recommendation:

1. Strategy for Preventing and Managing Human-Wildlife/Deer Conflicts in Ontario:
a) Use the bear wise programme as the model for establishing the strategy for preventing and managing Human-Wildlife/Deer conflicts.

b) Encourage a robust and progressive wildlife rehabilitation programme that will offer human-wildlife conflict prevention strategies and assist in the care and release of orphaned and injured wildlife by removing the current punitive and negative licensing regime and release restrictions; 

c) License and regulate commercial wildlife removal companies to prevent the dumping of wildlife animals who have received no veterinary care, no inoculation or have not been monitored for health concerns;

d) Reconstruct the recommended inter-agency advisory group with the majority representation held by non-consumptive interests; and

e) Ensure proper oversight, transparency and accountability of the inter-agency advisory group so that its structure, role and mandate does not mimic the Rabies Advisory Committee that has served the interests of bureaucrats rather than the public and has directed millions of dollars to projects of very dubious benefit which resulted in the death of thousands of wild animals.
f) Amend the strategy to include a recognition of the intrinsic value of wildlife in a social, cultural and spiritual  context as opposed to the current approach which identifies only the problems with wildlife that result in direct impact to humans" (Draft Human Wildlife Conflict Strategy, September 29, 2006, pg 2);
g) Remove value-laden statements that are made in the absence of scientific evidence or on biased information such as the claim that "overabundant species" reduce biodiversity; 
h) Avoid making claims about the potential for disease transmission between wildlife, domestic pets and humans when the diseases cited - chronic wasting disease and avian influenza - are absent from Ontario and rabies is the lowest public risk disease in North America;
i) Quantify vehicle-wildlife collisions and plane-wildlife collisions in a statistically sound, analytical, and unbiased manner. Acknowledge that proactive prevention programmes, not a population reduction programme, is the answer to reducing vehicle-wildlife and wildlife-plane interactions;

j) Increase the availability of compensation to agricultural communities impacted by wildlife to reflect the $33 million costs in crop damage and wildlife predation and assist in the development of an agricultural-wildlife impact prevention programme;

k) Conduct a realistic economic analysis of deer impacts to agriculture; acknowledge that $7.5 million spent by farmers to prevent wildlife conflicts is a positive start but hardly a significant investment, averaging at $125.56 per farm in Ontario

l) Provide definitions for such terminology as "abundant populations";

m) Provide statistical information for the claim that increased hunting opportunities for abundant wildlife populations, such as deer, have resolved human-wildlife conflicts, not just provided temporary relief;

n) Address the concern that the increases in fertility and reproductive rate observed in hunted verses non-hunted deer populations may mean that hunting actually stimulates population growth rather than curtailing it;

o) Provide scientific data documenting the claim that "abundant" species can have a profound and negative impact on the environment and on the biodiversity of sensitive and unique areas;

Overview: 

While both documents include some progressive ideas in dealing with human/wildlife/deer conflicts both proposals have little to do with finding solutions to social problems resulting from the presence of wildlife. 

In fact, the proposal is fundamentally flawed in that it only sees wildlife as a “problem”, simply paying lip-service to wildlife’s intrinsic value in a social, cultural and spiritual context. It states that “although it is recognized that humans have negatively impacted wildlife and the environment in many ways, through habitat loss, pollution, introduction and spread of exotic and invasive species, overexploitation, and climate change, this document focuses mostly on those human-wildlife conflicts that result in direct impact to humans”. 
Only focusing on one side of the equation calls into question the Ministry’s motivation, which appears to be justification for lethal management.  If real solutions are the goal, any management plan must take into account every dimension of human-wildlife conflicts, including the myriad of negative impacts that humans have on wildlife and their habitat that lead to such conflicts.  

Opinions, often questionable, are stated throughout both documents as though they were fact.  One such example reads:  "Abundant populations of some wildlife species can have ecological impacts that are in conflict with objectives associated with conserving and maintaining biodiversity." (Human/Wildlife Conflict, pg 3)

Background:

The three objectives identified within the Strategy are 1) Establish leadership roles and responsibility for action 2) Promote community-based solutions 3) Increase public understanding and awareness.  These objectives have not been met by the Ministry as evidenced by the reasoning contained herein: 

1) Leadership roles and responsibility for action:  

a)
Inequitable application of the law:   Beyond the shining example of the bear wise programme, the Ministry otherwise has little leadership credibility as the agency mandated to develop and implement a strategy for human-wildlife-deer conflicts.  This lack of integrity is demonstrated by the Ministry’s unfair and punative targeting of the wildlife rehabilitation community with 15 kilometre release restrictions.  These regulations were created under the guise of "protecting human and wildlife health".  Yet these restrictions are not applied to  commercial wildlife control companies despite the fact that these companies move thousands of adult untreated, unvetted animals beyond the distances prescribed in the release restrictions.

b)
Unacceptable affinity for lethal solutions:  Too often the Ministry turns to lethal solutions such as cormorant and deer culls to resolve real or perceived conflicts.  Such actions further undermine its leadership credibility and fail to promote alternative non-lethal approaches to resolving human/wildlife-deer conflict.

c)
Lack of support within MNR for prevention programs:  During the 15 years the OCWC’s Conflict Resolution Service was in operation, the only relevant agency that did not support the service was the MNR. The service had the full support of the City of Ottawa, the Department of Health, emergency response agencies, the business community and the public. 
It is widely and publicly acknowledged that the Ministry of Natural Resources has been of virtually no help to the public or other agencies with respect to urban wildlife problems. The MNR was referred to as the Ministry of No Response in eastern Ontario. 

Worse, however, was the unwillingness of the Kemptville District Office of the MNR to even direct calls from the public seeking help for wildlife concerns to the OCWC. When this resulted in a growing number of orphaned wildlife that could have been prevented, the OCWC requested a meeting. The explanation from the MNR biologist as to why wildlife conflict calls were not being forwarded to the Centre was that the “Ministry had to be fair to its ‘clients’, the pest control agents in directing business to them”. One would have thought that a government’s ‘clients’ were taxpayers, not commercial businesses, and that the emphasis would have been on assisting the public in a cost-effective way that prevented problems rather than causing them. 

Wildlife rehabilitators across Ontario relay stories of the lack of assistance from MNR.  This is particularly true when complaints are made about residents and removal companies who have openly flouted the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act by trapping and relocating dozens of adult animals in violation of the Ministry’s relocation regulations.  Transmission of diseases is most likely to occur when adult animals are trapped and dumped.  The animals are not examined by a veterinarian, do not receive inoculations and are not monitored for health concerns.  The relocation of these adult animals is also the cause of over half the orphaned animals who overwhelm rehabilitation centers, resulting in many being turned away.  

The repercussions of these past actions are in stark contrast with the Ministry’s statement in the proposal that “The Ontario government has long been involved in trying to minimize and manage human-wildlife conflicts. MNR’s involvement at the local level has ranged from providing advice to property owners on ways to address site-specific wildlife problems to working with municipalities ……….”

d)
Other agencies are taking the leadership role:  Ottawa is identified as having the largest number of deer-vehicle collisions in Ontario. This is primarily because of the substantial greenbelt area that runs through the City.  Additionally, the large expanse of agriculture lands that lie just outside the metropolitan area are undergoing increased development.  However, this development means that increased hunting opportunities will not be the solution to reducing wildlife-vehicle collisions.


The Ministry will not need additional funding or resources to ponder these “complex” problems as other agencies are already providing the effective public education that is a significant part of the solution. The “Speeding Costs You……Deerly” education program launched in eastern Ontario is a prime example of the approach that is necessary to reduce deer-vehicle collisions. It is sponsored by a number of agencies including the Ontario Provincial Police, the Ontario Ministry of Transportation, the Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters, the CAA North and East Ontario. 

e)
The use of human health and safety issues as an excuse to manage wildlife and to maintain wildlife management funding is misleading and completely unacceptable: The Ministry continues to play human health and safety as their trump card to obtain millions of dollars for the least-risk diseases or threats in North America. This unwarranted fear-mongering is amply demonstrated within the proposal by the reference “There is a need for better understanding and awareness of the nature and complexity of factors contributing to vehicle-wildlife collisions, aircraft-wildlife collisions, spread of zoonotic diseases, and direct injury or fatality of humans through contact with wildlife”. 
In reality, vehicle-wildlife collisions constitute a very small fraction of the human fatalities that result from motor vehicle accidents. The vast majority are caused by careless driving, excessive speed, poor driving conditions, inadequate road infrastructure maintenance, road rage, and alcohol consumption. Furthermore, there is already a great deal of research and understanding of how to reduce and/or prevent vehicle-wildlife collisions. Time and money would be better spent on education and public awareness.

We feel the Ministry’s emphasis on wildlife diseases has less to do with risk to humans than it does with the Ministry’s declining funding from traditional sources, such as hunting license fees.  This drop in profits is forcing the Ministry to find new revenue streams. The diseases that it references as “a cause of increased public concern and media attention” should be looked at carefully and objectively.  For example, as indicated by major vaccine manufacturers as well as the Foreign Affairs Canada website, rabies is simply not a risk in North America, primarily thanks to pet vaccination; Chronic Wasting Disease is not in Ontario and West Nile disease in decline and research is already being carried out by the Public Health Agency in Canada.  

Wildlife disease promotion by the MNR has to do with optics, not reality. It is now widely recognized that the unwarranted restrictions imposed on wildlife rehabilitation in Ontario are to give the impression of disease risk.  The Ministry cannot attract millions of funding dollars for virtually non-risk diseases like rabies if rehabilitators are caring for these animals without any documented risk or health consequence.

f)
Wildlife rehabilitation – an example of why the MNR lacks credibility:

· While wildlife rehabilitation organizations are identified in the proposal as filling “a key role in working with homeowners to apply practical solutions to human-wildlife conflicts”, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources has essentially eliminated the majority of wildlife rehabilitation efforts in the province by imposing unworkable and unnecessary regulations and in carrying out a systematic harassment of volunteers providing these services.

· The restrictions that the Ministry has imposed on wildlife rehabilitation organizations with respect to the release of orphaned wildlife are, according to the MNR, to protect public health by ensuring “that risks associated with the transfer of diseases and parasites to humans and wildlife are minimized”.  However, the Ministry’s expressed concern for public health as a result of wildlife transfer is fully exposed as false by the fact that it does nothing to regulate wildlife removal companies or homeowners who annually relocate tens of thousands of adult animals, without any regard for the state of their health. This hypocrisy is further demonstrated by the ineffectual suggestion in the proposal “there may be a need to review and improve licensing (actually none exists) and enforcement of businesses that participate in capture and/or relocation of animals.
· If the MNR was serious about wildlife relocation as a health issue, it could effectively regulate the practice by posting release restrictions in stores selling traps. Rehabilitators have been asking the MNR to do this for years as it would drastically reduce the number of orphans that are left abandoned. Instead, the MNR targets wildlife rehabilitators who release only juvenile animals that have been fully vaccinated and observed under the care of veterinarians so that they, in fact, add to a healthy population of wildlife. 
· The irony is that only wildlife rehabilitators are restricted in releasing wildlife. The MNR does nothing to regulate others and is, itself, responsible for introducing species for hunting purposes that frequently become a problem for farmers and others. 
2) Promote community based solutions:  

It is difficult to understand what the Ministry means by community based solutions when it has made it impossible for wildlife rehabilitators who have provided community based solutions, to operate.  Upon the implementation of the wildlife rehabilitation regulations and restrictions there has been a significant decline in the number of rehabilitators, leaving many urban and rural areas without community based solutions to wildlife conflicts.
a)
Failure of the MNR to build Community-Based Solutions – the Ottawa-Carleton Wildlife Centre example:  While the Ministry states that it wishes to develop community based solutions, it is held in contempt by many in eastern Ontario for having done its utmost to dismantle one such service of proven effectiveness.

In its 15 years of operation, the Ottawa-Carleton Wildlife Centre (OCWC) had established not only a professional wildlife rehabilitation program that had the support and active involvement of local veterinarians but also a highly-regarded Wildlife Conflict Resolution Service. This service was financially supported by the City of Ottawa because it had assumed the calls formerly handled by local municipalities. It was an extremely effective and cost-efficient response system that received upwards of 10,000 calls annually – the majority from urban residents. 


The Ontario Trillium Foundation provided a significant grant to the Conflict Resolution Service in 2001 for its ability to serve as “a potential model for other Ontario and Canadian communities”. 

Yet, in 2002, the Ministry carried out a widely-condemned attack on the OCWC that forced the Centre to close its wildlife rehabilitation and conflict resolution service. 


City of Ottawa Council passed several motions demonstrating its concern about the Ministry’s actions including the following recommendation approved in 2004: “Indicate to the Ministry the urgent need to adopt a cooperative approach with municipalities, community organizations and wildlife rehabilitators in providing effective wildlife response based on realistic and progressive public education, not alarmist fear-mongering and the denial of help for people seeking to assist wildlife in distress”. We understand several other Ontario municipalities approved a similar recommendation based on the loss of wildlife rehabilitation services in their communities.

3) Increased public awareness and understanding:  

Again it is difficult to conceive how the Ministry will carry out this task.  On several occasions this year, people who found orphaned raccoons called the Ministry for assistance and were told to either put the animal back outside and let nature take its course or take it to a veterinarian to be euthanized.  Advice such as this shows a remarkable lack of understanding for the motivations and likely actions of compassionate people who are determined to save the animals they have rescued.  In one case, the person kept the animal in her care for several days before reaching a rehabilitator.  This individual has stated that she will never call the Ministry for assistance again. 

a)
Public Education: There is no question that public education and awareness programs are the key to managing human-wildlife conflicts, particularly in urban settings. In fact, they are the only solution. However, it is very questionable as to whether the MNR is either equipped or willing to provide that education given that such programs have to be based on the principle of “living in harmony with nature”.  

The Ministry’s exclusive focus on wildlife as a resource to be harvested or as a means around which to build careers on managing, not protecting wildlife suggests that the grand principles espoused in this document of increasing public understanding and awareness and in promoting community-based solutions will remain empty rhetoric.

Conclusion:  We ask that you amend both strategies to reflect the recommendations as outlined at the start of our submission.  

For further information please contact Barry MacKay at 905-472-9731, Donna DuBreuil at 613-726-8178 or Liz White at 416-462-9541

On behalf of the above organizations,

Donna DuBreuil

Barry MacKay



Liz White

Appendix #1

Ontario Wildlife Coalition

221 Broadview Avenue, Suite 101

Toronto, ON M4M 2G3

416-462-9541 (p)   416-462-9647 (f)

February 21, 2006.

Mr. Tom Cumby,

Wildlife Services Co-ordinator

Ministry or Natural Resources

300 Water Street, PO Box 7000,

Peterborough, ON K9J 8M5

705-755-1825(p)  705-755-1900(f)

Dear Mr Cumby,

I am writing to you as the spokesperson of the Ontario Wildlife Coalition. I want to thank you for contacting us to discuss the wildlife rehabilitation regulations.  

We would be pleased to be part of a meeting to discuss concerns with the wildlife rehabilitation regulations.  Such a discussion with the broader rehabilitation community is very important because while some rehabilitators say that they are able to comply with the regulations, others, many of whom are experienced, say they cannot comply and at the same time rehabilitate animals humanely.  This has resulted in a serious decline in service to the public in regions where these individuals no longer operate.

As well, previous and current regulations have resulted in an uneven playing field, with some Ministry staff requiring absolute adherence to the regulations while others are less rigid and even quite permissive.  This has resulted in a lack for trust on the part of rehabilitators in how they might be dealt with by Ministry staff.  It acts as an impediment to the building and supporting of a robust rehabilitation service in Ontario.  Such a service is needed to meet growing public demand envisioned in Looking Ahead: A Wild Life Strategy for Ontario that resulted from a broad public consultation undertaken by the Liberal government in 1989. 

Therefore, I urge you to convene an open meeting with currently and previously authorized custodians and foster families.  The meeting should be inclusive not exclusive and although, there are different approaches to wildlife rehabilitation, the discussion should focus on how the regulations need to be changed to accommodate the differences.  A discussion with the broader rehabilitation community would help to bring about a solution, particularly if the meeting is seen by everyone as a real effort to solve the current problem.

In addition, I strongly recommend that Dr. Rick Rosatte attend the meeting.  We have been shadow boxing with the Rabies Unit throughout this discussion.  Instead of seeking assistance from the rehabilitation community, the Unit repeatedly imposed severe and unwarranted release restrictions on rehabilitators.

We suggest three main topics for discussion, all of equal importance.  They are as follows:

1) Release criteria:  The minimum release criteria as suggested by the OWC in previous briefs which reads:  “Orphaned wildlife should be raised with others of their own species, to learn proper conspecific behaviours, and the group should then be released together in appropriate natural areas, with transitional care for those species that require it, generally within the city or county of origin."

2) Inconsistent Application of Standards:  The unfettered authority given to area supervisors, including the approval, denial or cancellation of authorizations without any appeal process or recourse available to the rehabilitator, will eliminate equitable treatment of wildlife rehabilitators and produce an inconsistent application of standards across the province, resulting in a coercive and unfair system.

3) Lack of Appeal:  The total discretionary authority given to area supervisors and the lack of any appeal mechanism for wildlife rehabilitators to argue unreasonable decisions or, for that matter, to even be told what the decision is based on, means that rehabilitators have been stripped of their most fundamental rights, an unprecedented and fully unacceptable situation in any democratic society. 

We look forward to meeting with everyone in the near future.  Thank you again Tom.  I will follow this letter up with a phone call.

Sincerely,

Liz White, Spokesperson

Ontario Wildlife Coalition

Appendix #2

http://www.wildlifeaccidents.ca/SiteCM/U/D/E063E9492A82FBB7.pdf

PAGE  
1

