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Veterinary Medical Board

MEMORANDUM

DATE August 7, 2020

TO Veterinary Medical Board

FROM Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst

Agenda Item 4. Public Hearing on Proposed Adoption of Section
SUBJECT 2038.5, Article 4, Division 20, Title 16, of the California Code of
Regulations (CCR), Animal Physical Rehabilitation

Background

Note: For more detailed background and links to all past meeting materials regarding this
issue, see Attachment 1.

Beginning in 2011, the Veterinary Medical Board (Board) and Multidisciplinary Advisory
Committee (MDC) began discussing the expanding veterinary specialty of animal rehabilitation
(AR). Discussions included: the definition of AR; the regulation of AR; who may perform AR;
and, the level of supervision required, when AR is not performed by a veterinarian. In response
to these discussions, proposed regulatory language was considered and approved by the Board
in 2013.

At the January 20 and April 28, 2015 Board meetings, revisions to the proposed language were
considered and approved by the Board, which resulted in the original proposed regulatory action
being published by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) on July 17, 2015. However, in
response to comments received during the 45-day public comment period, testimony provided
at the September 10, 2015 public hearing, and several policy and legal issues raised during that
time, the Board voted to withdraw the proposed regulations from OAL at its October 20, 2015
meeting. Additionally, the Board voted to refer the issue back to the MDC in order to: re-address
the definition of AR; address minimum education requirements and level of supervision required
for individuals performing AR; discuss the premises permit requirement whenever veterinary
medicine is being practiced; and, address barriers and the issue of physical therapists being
exempt.

At its January 19, 2016 meeting, the MDC discussed the issue but refrained from further action
until recommendations were provided as a result of the Board’s Sunset Review process. At its
April 20, 2016 meeting, in response to the Legislature’s recommendation, the Board voted to
create the Animal Rehabilitation Task Force (Task Force), which was comprised of a diverse
group of stakeholders and representatives. The Task Force’s objective was to develop and
provide a recommendation to the Board regarding an approach to regulating individuals who
provide AR. The Task Force met on June 20, 2016, October 4, 2016, and February 2, 2017.



https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20150120_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20150120_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20150428_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20150428_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/arehab_notice_nottoproceed.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/arehab_notice_nottoproceed.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20151020_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20151020_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160119_mdc.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160119_mdc.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160420_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160420_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160620_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160620_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20161004_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20161004_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20170202_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20170202_tfm.pdf
www.vmb.ca.gov

At its April 19, 2017 meeting, the Board reviewed and voted on each of the recommendations
proposed by the Task Force. At its July 26, 2017 meeting, the Board voted on an additional
provision, requiring that a veterinary assistant be under direct supervision of a veterinarian if
they are delegated to provide animal physical rehabilitation (APR). At its October 18, 2017
meeting, the Board voted on final language to again be published by OAL for a 45-day public
comment period.

On February 16, 2018, Assembly Bill (AB) 3013 (Chu, 2018) Veterinary medicine: animal
physical rehabilitation was introduced. This bill, with subsequent amendments on April 2 and
April 17, 2018, proposed to:

e authorize a licensed physical therapist with a certificate in APR to provide APR to an
animal if certain requirements were met, including that the APR is performed in certain
settings and under the supervision of a supervising veterinarian;

e authorize an APR assistant to assist with delegated APR tasks if certain conditions were
met;

e require the Board to create an application form and determine the application process for
the APR certificate;

e require the Board and the Physical Therapy Board of California, in cooperation, to
determine the qualifications necessary for a physical therapist to receive an APR
certificate issued by the Board, as provided, and authorize the Board to charge a fee for
issuance and renewal of a certificate;

e provide that a physical therapist with an APR certificate or an APR assistant is solely
liable for any delegated APR tasks provided under a direct order; and,

e authorize the Board to discipline a physical therapist with an APR certificate.

At the Board’s May 23, 2018 meeting, it was reported that the Board’s Executive Committee had
adopted an opposed position on AB 3013 and submitted an opposition letter. Additionally, it was
explained that the bill would have created a significant fiscal impact to the Board and mandated
that the Board provide accreditation services, inspections, and license physical rehabilitation
premises with no veterinary supervision. At the Board’s August 29, 2018 meeting, it was
reported that AB 3013 had died in committee.

Current Rulemaking Package

In early 2019, the Board’s new rulemaking package was submitted to the Department of
Consumer Affairs (DCA) for the initial phase of review. After approval by the DCA Legal Affairs
Division, Budget Office, DCA Director, and Business, Consumer Services, and Housing Agency,
the package was submitted to OAL on March 3, 2020, and published on March 13, 2020. The
45-day public comment period began on March 13, 2020 and ended on April 27, 2020.

As stated in the package’s Initial Statement of Reasons, the purpose of the regulatory proposal
is to address the following:

...Animal physical rehabilitation (APR) has become a rapidly expanding veterinary
specialty, with some individuals, who are only licensed to practice physical therapy on
humans, expanding their practice to animals. However, the [Veterinary Medicine
Practice Act (Act)] requires a person who practices veterinary medicine or any branch
thereof on animals to hold a valid, unexpired, and unrevoked license issued by Board
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([Business and Professions Code (BPC)] § 4825). The Act defines the practice of
veterinary medicine to include the administration of a drug, medicine, application, or
treatment of whatever nature for the prevention, cure, or relief of a wound, fracture,
bodily injury, or disease of animals, except where the medicine, appliance, application,
or treatment is administered by an RVT or VA at the direction of and under the direct
supervision of a licensed veterinarian (BPC § 4826). As each animal family and breed
have different physicalities, the provision of APR must be performed in accordance with
those physicalities, taking into consideration each animal’s medical needs.

The proposal is intended to address the growing practice of APR performed by
individuals who are not licensed by the Board. Currently, licensed physical therapists
and unlicensed individuals are unlawfully practicing APR on animals. However, licensed
physical therapists are only licensed by the Physical Therapy Board of California to
perform physical therapy treatment on humans, not animals, and persons not licensed
by the Board to perform veterinary medicine on animals are considered veterinary
assistants, who are not licensed or registered with the Board.

... As a consumer protection agency, the Board determined that it must try and prevent
harm before it happens, in addition to addressing the harm that has already happened.
For these reasons, the proposal establishes a clear definition of APR in the Board’s
regulations, clarifies who may perform APR, and clarifies the circumstances under which
a person may perform APR...

On March 12, 2020, the Board received a formal request for a public hearing related to this
proposed regulatory action. While the Board was considering holding the hearing in late

April 2020, after the conclusion of the 45-day comment period, the hearing was postponed due
to the COVID-19 pandemic and resulting building closures. To avoid further delay, in June 2020,
it was decided that the hearing would be held virtually via teleconference/WebEx Events. In July
2020, the date of August 13, 2020, was selected for the public hearing.

45-Day Public Comment Period

During the 45-day public comment period (March 13 through April 27, 2020), the Board
received:

38 comments/letters in SUPPORT of the regulatory proposal - Attachment 2

e 146 comments/letters in OPPOSITION of the regulatory proposal - Attachment 3

e A petition by the California Association of Animal Physical Therapists/Animal Physical
Therapy Coalition in OPPOSITION to the regulatory proposal, signed by 4,117
individuals (at the time of submittal to the Board on April 13, 2020) - Attachment 4

e 1 comment/letter regarding a wildlife rehabilitation exemption - Attachment 5

Summary of Comments/Statements in SUPPORT (from 38 individuals)

Individuals in support of the regulatory proposal indicated that the emerging field of APR needs
oversight and regulation in order to protect consumers and pets. In addition, they argued that
APR falls under the practice of veterinary medicine; therefore, APR should remain under the
supervision of a veterinarian. Proponents of the APR rulemaking stated that all 50 states allow
veterinarians to perform APR without any additional certifications and without restrictions.
Individuals expressed that veterinary care should be directed by a veterinarian who: is
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physically in the facility; determines who provides care and can oversee the level of supervision;
monitors patient response to prescribed treatment; and, responds to medical emergencies
should they arise. Proponents argued that physical therapists working under the direct
supervision of a veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interest of
consumer protection and patient safety.

Proponents also stated that the regulatory proposal would not: monopolize the market on animal
health care; hinder inter-professional relationships and collaboration; or, restrict consumer
access to animal care professionals or APR services. In addition, it was argued that the
proposal retains provisions for the continued inclusion of licensed physical therapists.

Finally, proponents stated that the proposal is reasonable, preserves animal safety, and has
been through three different deliberative vetting processes (including the Task Force).

All comments/letters in support of the regulatory proposal can be found under Attachment 2.

Summary of Comments/Statements in OPPOSITION (from 146 individuals)

Opponents of the APR rulemaking made several arguments (see Attachment 3), which are
categorized below with potential Board responses to each category.

1. APR monopolized by the Veterinary Profession; Physical Therapists not
recognized; reduced job opportunities for Physical Therapists; limited access to
guality animal care. Opponents of the rulemaking argued that: APR will be
monopolized by the veterinary profession (when some veterinarians do not even have
time or the ability to provide APR services); appropriately certified/licensed physical
therapists will not be recognized as legitimate providers of APR services; job
opportunities for physical therapists will be reduced; consumer access to
gualified/licensed animal care providers will be limited; rural areas will continue to be
underserved; and consumers will seek unregulated services.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

The Board’s regulatory proposal does not place additional limitations on existing law or
restrict the current consumer access to APR services. Rather, the proposal clarifies the
authorized practice of APR by physical therapists under the direct supervision of a
licensed veterinarian. In this way, the rulemaking establishes the ability of physical
therapists to practice APR on animals; otherwise, physical therapists are only authorized
to practice on humans by the Physical Therapy Board of California.

2. APR Competency. Opponents stated that the regulatory proposal does not ensure
educational competency of practitioners and that a true provision of consumer protection
would include mandatory educational standards for all who practice AR (the specialty of
AR is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or veterinary technician schools);
the proposed regulation is asserting that a veterinarian is more knowledgeable and
experienced in rehabilitation than an appropriately certified and licensed physical
therapist.



Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

The practice of veterinary medicine includes diagnosing or prescribing a drug, medicine,
appliance, application, or treatment of whatever nature for the prevention, cure, or relief
of a wound, fracture, bodily injury, or disease of animals. (BPC § 4826, subd. (b).) Only
licensed veterinarians can practice veterinary medicine. (BPC § 4825.) Pursuant to
regulations adopted by the Board, individuals not licensed as veterinarians may perform
health care tasks on animals under the supervision of a licensed veterinarian. (BPC §
4836.) Therefore, the California State Legislature established by statute the prohibition
of the practice of APR by anyone other than a licensed veterinarian. The Board’s APR
proposed regulation would authorize non-veterinarians to perform APR under the
supervision of a veterinarian. The Board’s proposed regulation does not go beyond what
is already prohibited by statute.

The Board does not have statutory authority to create a new license type or certificate
for physical therapists that potentially would establish educational standards for
obtaining that license. To provide increased consumer access to APR, the Board is
establishing the ability for physical therapists to provide APR under the supervision of a
veterinarian. The Board’s regulatory proposal is the only law that would allow physical
therapists, who are licensed under the Physical Therapy Practice Act, to practice APR.

Scope of Practice; APR is not established in statute. Opponents argued that APR is
not established within the scope of practice of veterinary medicine and that the proposal
attempts to define APR in regulation without legislative authorization, input, or oversight.
APR should be established by legislative action, not by regulation.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:
See response to Item 2 above.

Alternatives; Task Force Recommendation. Opponents stated that legitimate
alternatives to the proposed regulation have not been considered and that the alternative
recommended by the Task Force was not listed in the Notice of Proposed Regulatory
Action. The Task Force had recommended an “indirect supervision” model that would
have allowed licensed physical therapists with certification in AR to practice on their own
premises under veterinarian direction, but not require that a veterinarian be on site or be
their direct employer.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

The Task Force recommended the creation of a Board-issued APR certificate for
California licensed physical therapists. However, the Board does not have authority to
create certifications through regulations. This would require statutory authority granted
by the Legislature.

Since the Board does not have authority to create certifications, the Board’s proposed
regulation does not include the creation of an APR certification.

Other States and AB 3013. Opponents argued that other states (i.e., Nevada, Utah,
Colorado, and Oregon) have established APR in statute and created successful models
(providing for collaboration between license groups that benefits the pet-owning public);
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the Board should follow in the footsteps of these states. Opponents also stated that AB
3013 was a logical legislative solution in California that would have properly included
physical therapists; however, the bill had an inflated cost estimate.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

As mentioned above in response to Item 2, the Board does not have statutory authority
to create a new APR certification.

6. Human Medical/Physical Therapy Model. It was stated that the human medical model
works well and does not require that a primary care physician be on location with a
physical therapist; indirect supervision is a reasonable option for veterinary patients as
well. Providing a veterinarian-client-patient relationship is established, direct supervision
or having a veterinarian on premise is an unnecessary barrier.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

The Board does not have statutory authority to create a new license type or certificate
for physical therapists that potentially would establish educational, experience, and
safety standards for obtaining that license. To provide increased consumer access to
APR, the Board is establishing the ability for physical therapists to provide APR under
the supervision of a veterinarian. The Board’s regulatory proposal is the only law that
would allow physical therapists, who are licensed under the Physical Therapy Practice
Act, to practice APR.

Further, the human medical model does not apply easily to treatment of animals as
animals are unable to converse about their treatment plan or effectively communicate
pain or discomfort from treatment. Providing APR under indirect supervision and without
the presence of a licensed veterinarian places the animal patient in potential danger if
the physical therapist is not well-versed in complications and side-effects of APR for the
specific animal patient.

Petition in Opposition to APR Rulemaking

In addition to the individual letters of support and opposition received by the Board, on April 13,
2020, the Board received via email a Petition from the California Association of Animal Physical
Therapists/Animal Physical Therapy Coalition (see Attachment 4). The Petition sent to the
Board appears incomplete as the text on page 1 runs off the page. However, the full version can
be found here. As of April 13, the Petition received 4,117 signatures “in opposition to the CVMB
proposal.”

It is important to note that multiple statements made in the Petition are factually inaccurate
and/or misleading and should be corrected for the record, as follows:

e “[The Board’s] objective is to write a law that would allow ONLY veterinarians to provide
animal rehabilitation independently.”

o Correction:
The practice of veterinary medicine includes diagnosing or prescribing a drug,
medicine, appliance, application, or treatment of whatever nature for the prevention,
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cure, or relief of a wound, fracture, bodily injury, or disease of animals. (BPC § 4826,
subd. (b).) Only licensed veterinarians can practice veterinary medicine. (BPC §
4825.) Pursuant to regulations adopted by the Board, individuals not licensed as
veterinarians may perform health care tasks on animals under the supervision of a
licensed veterinarian. (BPC § 4836.) Therefore, the California State Legislature
established by statute the prohibition of the practice of APR by anyone other than a
licensed veterinarian. The Board’s APR proposed regulation would authorize non-
veterinarians to perform APR under the supervision of a veterinarian. The Board’s
proposed regulation does not go beyond what is already prohibited by statute.

The Board does not have statutory authority to create a new license type or
certificate for physical therapists that potentially would establish educational
standards for obtaining that license. To provide increased consumer access to APR,
the Board is establishing the ability for physical therapists to provide APR under the
supervision of a veterinarian. The Board’s regulatory proposal is the only law that
would allow physical therapists, who are licensed under the Physical Therapy
Practice Act, to practice APR.

“Highly trained, certified, and qualified animal rehabilitation physical therapists (PTs)
would be required to work in a veterinarian's office, only under direct supervision from an
on-site veterinarian who may or may not be qualified to render physical rehab services
themselves.”

o Correction:
RVTs may perform specified animal health care tasks under the indirect/direct
supervision of a licensed veterinarian. (CCR, tit. 16, 8 2036.) The Board considers
any individual who is not an RVT or a licensed veterinarian a veterinary assistant.
(CCR, tit.16, § 2034, subs. (c).)

Accordingly, animal rehabilitation physical therapists that are not licensed
veterinarians or RVTs are considered veterinary assistants and may perform
auxiliary animal health care tasks under the direct or indirect supervision of a
licensed veterinarian or the direct supervision of an RVT. (CCR, tit. 16, § 2036.5.)

All licensed veterinarians are qualified to practice veterinary medicine as defined in
BPC section 4826, which includes animal rehabilitation.

“If passed, this law would severely limit the number of specialist physical therapists
willing to practice in California, and deny consumers access to some of the best trained
professionals.”

o Correction:
The Board’s regulatory proposal provides additional clarification of what non-
veterinarian physical therapists can do under the direct supervision of a licensed
veterinarian. It does not place additional limitations on existing law or reduce the
current access to animal physical rehabilitation available to consumers.

“In 2017, a specially appointed task force recommended that certified PTs (i.e. licensed
PT's with advanced training specifically on animals) be allowed to practice under
"indirect" veterinary supervision. This would allow a licensed PT certified in animal
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rehabilitation to provide rehab services to animals, but only AFTER being examined by a
veterinarian who determines the diagnosis and decides that the animal is appropriate to
receive rehab services.”

o Correction:
The 2017 Animal Rehabilitation Task Force recommended the creation of a Board-
issued Animal Physical Rehabilitation certificate for California licensed physical
therapists. However, the Board does not have authority to create certifications
through regulations. This would require statutory authority granted by the Legislature.

Since the Board does not have authority to create certifications, the Board’s
proposed regulation does not include the creation of an Animal Physical
Rehabilitation certification.

o “Restricting consumer access to physical rehabilitation delivered only by a veterinarian or
in a veterinarian's clinic (including for horses) would significantly increase your cost for
these services, put successful and legitimate existing rehab practices out of business,
would not result in increased consumer/pet safety, deny pets/consumers much needed
services, and most importantly, will take away your right to choose who you want to treat
your animals.”

o Correction:
As explained above, the Board’s proposed regulation does not place additional
restrictions on the ability of consumers to access animal physical rehabilitation
services. Rather, the proposal increases consumer access to APR by authorizing the
performance of APR by physical therapists, who otherwise are licensed by the
Physical Therapy Board of California only to practice on humans. Thus, the Board’s
proposed regulation does not negatively impact existing access and should not
increase costs to services already being lawfully provided.

If, however, “legitimate existing rehab practices” are currently providing animal
physical rehabilitation services independent from a licensed veterinarian, they are
engaging in unlicensed practice. Such unlicensed practice is a misdemeanor offense
and deemed by the Legislature to be “a threat to the health, welfare and safety of
California consumers and demands to the criminal sanction be swift, effective,
appropriate, and create a strong incentive to obtain a license.” (BPC § 145.)

Summary of PETITION Comments/Statements in OPPOSITION (signed by 4,117
individuals at the time of submittal to the Board on April 13, 2020)

Aside from the above corrections to the statements in the Petition, below is a summary of
substantive comments made in the Petition and proposed responses for Board consideration. In
many categories below, the arguments against the APR rulemaking are the same or similar
arguments made by individual opponents noted above.

1. APR Monopolized by Veterinary Profession; Physical Therapists not recognized;
reduced job opportunities for Physical Therapists; limited access to quality animal
care. The Petition stated that the proposed regulatory language will solidify a veterinary
monopoly by mandating that qualified physical therapists work under direct supervision
and only on a veterinary premises (this limits the practices of physical therapists,
prevents talent from entering the profession, and subjects those individuals to lower
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pay). It was argued that pet owners should have access to other physical therapy
options and best quality care, not just what is associated with their veterinarian. In
addition, it was stated that most veterinarians do not have the interest or space to offer
physical rehabilitation services directly.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

The Board’s regulatory proposal does not place additional limitations on existing law or
restrict the current consumer access to APR services. Rather, the proposal authorizes
the performance of APR by physical therapists, who are otherwise only licensed to
practice on humans by the Physical Therapy Board of California.

APR Competency. The Petition stated that most veterinarians do not have the
knowledge or skillset to provide physical rehabilitation services; veterinarians are no
more qualified than human physicians to perform rehabilitation on their patients. APR
requires highly trained, qualified, and skilled physical therapists, who are the best
possible providers of this specialized service.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

The practice of veterinary medicine includes diagnosing or prescribing a drug, medicine,
appliance, application, or treatment of whatever nature for the prevention, cure, or relief
of a wound, fracture, bodily injury, or disease of animals. (BPC § 4826, subd. (b).) Only
licensed veterinarians can practice veterinary medicine. (BPC § 4825.) Pursuant to
regulations adopted by the Board, individuals not licensed as veterinarians may perform
health care tasks on animals under the supervision of a licensed veterinarian. (BPC §
4836.) Therefore, the California State Legislature established by statute the prohibition
of the practice of APR by anyone other than a licensed veterinarian. The Board’s APR
proposed regulation would authorize non-veterinarians to perform APR under the
supervision of a veterinarian. The Board’s proposed regulation does not go beyond what
is already prohibited by statute.

The Board does not have statutory authority to create a new license type or certificate
for physical therapists that potentially would establish educational standards for
obtaining that license. To provide increased consumer access to APR, the Board is
establishing the ability for physical therapists to provide APR under the supervision of a
veterinarian. The Board’s regulatory proposal is the only law that would allow physical
therapists, who are licensed under the Physical Therapy Practice Act, to practice APR.

Alternatives. The Petition stated that physical therapists, who have additional training in
AR, should be allowed to work under the indirect supervision of a veterinarian, as long
as a referral is made.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

The Board does not have statutory authority to create a new license type or certificate
for physical therapists that potentially would establish educational, experience, and

safety standards for obtaining that license. To provide increased consumer access to
APR, the Board is establishing the ability for physical therapists to provide APR under
the supervision of a veterinarian. The Board’s regulatory proposal is the only law that
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would allow physical therapists, who are licensed under the Physical Therapy Practice
Act, to practice APR.

Further, the human medical model does not apply easily to treatment of animals as
animals are unable to converse about their treatment plan or effectively communicate
pain or discomfort from treatment. Providing APR under indirect supervision and without
the presence of a licensed veterinarian places the animal patient in potential danger if
the physical therapist is not well-versed in complications and side-effects of APR for the
specific animal patient.

4. Other States; AB 3013. As argued by individual opponents above, the Petition stated
that the model of “indirect supervision” has been in successful practice in many other
states for years, and that legislation consistent with AB 3013 should be passed.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:

As mentioned above in response to Item 2, the Board does not have statutory authority
to create a new APR certification as proposed in AB 3013.

Summary of Comments/Statements Regarding Wildlife Rehabilitation Exemption (from
one individual)

One individual submitted correspondence (Attachment 5) to the Board that wildlife
rehabilitation remains a point of confusion — it is a very active field in this state and nearly
100,000 animals go through the hands of wildlife rehabilitators each year under permits from
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). The individual noted that there is nothing in the Board’s rules that exempts these
animals from falling under the proposed “physical rehabilitation” rules. The individual asked that
the following text be considered for inclusion in the proposed rulemaking language: “This
regulation does not apply to wild animals being rehabilitated under permits from CDFW and
USFWS.” The commenter further explained that wildlife in rehabilitation need physical therapy
all of the time prior to release and neither domestic animal veterinarians nor RVTs are trained to
do it.

Proposed Response for Board Consideration:
TBD

Action Requested:

The Board is asked to consider additional testimony (oral and written comments) presented
during the public hearing on August 13, 2020, regarding the proposed regulatory action to adopt
section 2038.5 of article 4, division 20, title 16 of the CCR, related to APR. Additionally, the
Board is asked to consider and approve proposed responses to written and oral comments
received.

Attachments:
1. Past Meeting Dates when AR/APR was Discussed & Links to Meeting Materials and
Minutes

2. 38 comments/letters in SUPPORT of the regulatory proposal
3. 146 comments/letters in OPPOSITION of the regulatory proposal
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Coalition in OPPOSITION to the regulatory proposal
One comment regarding wildlife rehabilitation exemption
Notice of Proposed Changes

Proposed Regulatory Language

Initial Statement of Reasons

Notice of Public Hearing
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https://www.thepetitionsite.com/142/642/234/animal-physical-therapy-in-california-20182019/
https://www.thepetitionsite.com/142/642/234/animal-physical-therapy-in-california-20182019/
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/apr_notice.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/animal_physical_rehabilitation_proposed_changes.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/apr_language.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/animal_physical_rehabilitation_language.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/apr_isr.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/animal_physical_rehabilitation_isor.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/apr_hearing.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/laws_regs/animal_physical_rehabilitation_public_hearing.pdf

Attachment 1

Past Meeting Dates when AR/APR was Discussed &
Links to Meeting Materials and Minutes

August 29, 2018 - Board Meeting

Agenda Item 7 K - 2018 Legislation Report; Possible Action to Adopt Positions on Legislative
Items / AB 3013 (Chu, 2018) Veterinary medicine: animal physical rehabilitation

Meeting Minutes

May 23, 2018 - Board Meeting

Agenda Item 7K - 2018 Legislation of Interest; Review and Possible Board Action to Adopt
Positions on Legislative Bills / AB 3013 (Chu, 2018) Veterinary medicine: animal physical
rehabilitation

Meeting Minutes

October 18, 2017 - Board Meeting

Agenda Item 6B iv. - Add Section 2038.5 to Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the CCR Regarding
Animal Physical Rehabilitation

Meeting Minutes

July 26, 2017 - Board Meeting

Agenda Item 7 - Review, Discussion, and Possible Board Action on Potential Legislation and
Regulations Proposals Regarding Animal Physical Rehabilitation

Meeting Minutes

April 19, 2017 - Board Meeting

Agenda Item 8A - Review, Discussion, and Possible Board Action on Recommendations of the
Animal Rehabilitation Task Force / Discuss Concepts for Possible Inclusion in Construct of
Animal Physical Rehabilitation Legislation

Meeting Minutes

February 2, 2017 - VMB Animal Rehabilitation Task Force Meeting

October 19, 2016 - Board Meeting

Agenda Item 12 - Discussion and Consideration of Recommendation(s) from Animal
Rehabilitation Task Force

Meeting Minutes

October 4, 2016 - VMB Animal Rehabilitation Task Force Meeting
: :

July 20, 2016 - Board Meeting
Agenda ltem 9A - Board Chair Report - Dr. Mark Nunez / Update on the Animal Rehabilitation
Task Force

Meeting Minutes


https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/082018item7.pdf
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB3013&firstNav=tracking
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20180829_vmbmin.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20180523_vmb.pdf
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB3013&firstNav=tracking
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20180523_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20171018_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20171018_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20170726_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20170726_27_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20170419_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20170419_vmb.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20170202_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20161019_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20161019.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20161004_tfm.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20161004_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160720_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20160720.pdf

June 20, 2016 - VMB Animal Rehabilitation Task Force Meeting
: :

April 20, 2016 - Board Meeting

Agenda ltem 7D - Discussion and Potential Approval of Sunset Review Background Document
and Joint Legislative Committee Recommendations / Discuss Composition of the Task Force to
Examine Goals for Regulating the Practice of Animal Rehabilitation

Meeting Minutes

January 19, 2016 - MDC Meeting

Agenda ltem 5 - Discuss Draft Regulatory Language Regarding Animal Rehabilitation [California
Code of Regulations, Title 16, Division 20, Section 2038.5]; Potential Recommendation to Full
Board

Meeting Minutes

October 20, 2015 - Board Meeting

Agenda ltem 5C - Proposed Regulations / Review Public Comments on the Animal
Rehabilitation Regulations and Consider Modifications to the Proposed Language. [California
Code of Regulations, Title 16, Division 20, section 2038.5]

Meeting Minutes

April 28, 2015 - Board Meeting
Agenda Item 4E - Proposed Regulations / Review Board Approved Language for Animal
Rehabilitation and Discuss Justification for Rulemaking Documents

Meeting Minutes

January 20, 2015 - Board Meeting
Agenda ltem 4E - Proposed Regulations / Review and Possible Approval of Updates to
Approved Proposed Animal Rehabilitation Regulations

Meeting Minutes

April 24, 2013 - Board Meeting

January 30, 2013 - Board Meeting


https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160620_tfm.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20160620_tfm.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160420_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20160420.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20160119_mdc.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20160119_mdc.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20151020_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20151020.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20150428_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20150428.pdf
https://www.vmb.ca.gov/meetings/materials/20150120_vmb.pdf
https://vmb.ca.gov/meetings/minutes/20150120.pdf

Attachment 2

Title 16. Professional and Vocational Regulations Division
Division 20. Veterinary Medical Board
Article 4
Animal Physical Rehabilitation, § 2038.5

45-Day Public Comment Period: March 13, 2020 through April 27, 2020

SUPPORT - 38 COMMENTS RECEIVED

Christine Droessler <cmdroessler@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 3:20 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,
Christine

Christine Droessler

cmdroessler@gmail.com


mailto:cmdroessler@gmail.com
mailto:cmdroessler@gmail.com

gmhead@gmail.com
Mon 4/27/2020 2:17 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

Client letter support regs.pdf
188 KB

Please see attached PDF
George Head

gmhead@gmail.com
510-305-2745


mailto:gmhead@gmail.com
mailto:gmhead@gmail.com

April 27, 2020
George Head
2603 Jacobs St
Hayward, CA 94541

California Department of Consumer Affairs
Attn: Justin Sotelo
Timothy Rodda

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

I am a concerned pet owner in California . | am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the
proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs
oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California
Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to continue with the
inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide services to animals. The
ability to foster inter-professional relationships and collaborate is not currently hindered
and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm
reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, | demand that my pet’s
veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who
provides care and can oversee the level of supervision, monitor patient response to
prescribed treatment, and respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

e M //‘ A

George M. Head
emailed to:

DCA . DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
PT@dca.ca.gov
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov



Sarah Endsley <sarahjoyendsley@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 1:44 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

Client letter support regs.pdf
63 KB

Hello,
Please see our attached letter in support for the Canine Rehab Regulations.

Many thanks,
Sarah and Nick Endsley


mailto:sarahjoyendsley@gmail.com

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California . | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the
California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide
services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a
veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of
consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet
owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and
respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,
Sarah and Nick Endsley



Priscilla Hoffnagle <hoffgar@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 11:00 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

MullerLtrCanineRehabApril2020.pdf
564 KB


mailto:hoffgar@gmail.com

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

I am a concerned pet owner in California . | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the
California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide
services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a
veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of
consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet
owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and
respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,
%@[é&% S
5157 Wlestres Flace
Sen 73,///0/ LN 5

NS




Katherine Bortoli <kbortoli@seiler.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 9:37 AM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

Canine Rehab Regulations Support Letter.pdf
71 KB

Hello,

Please accept the attached letter in support of the new regulations to allow physical therapists to
provide veterinary patients.

Thank you,
Katherine Austin Bortoli


mailto:kbortoli@seiler.com

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the
California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide
services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a
veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of
consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet
owner, | demand that my pet's veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and
respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Katherine Austin Bortoli



Chris McAdams <chris@jswinsurance.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 9:21 AM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA
Client letter support regs .pdf

117 KB

Please see attached.

Thank you,
Chris McAdams


mailto:chris@jswinsurance.com

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California . | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the
California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide
services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a
veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of
consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet
owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and
respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

i W doloms



Trisha Graham <tacg73@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 12:20 AM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. | am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Trisha Graham
Concerned Pet Owner in California


mailto:tacg73@gmail.com

Daniel Lanier <panthersice7@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 9:41 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
VMB@DCA

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and my veterinarian should be able to
continue this without interruption. The California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
support the current regulatory language and not include an exemption for licensed physical
therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals does not limit my choice of and
access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers because they already exist in
regulation.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and enforcing them to work only under the direct supervision of
and for a veterinarian is consistent with previous collaborative approaches in human and animal
healthcare.

The language adopted in this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF). The proposed
language does not move to monopolize the market on animal health care and retains provisions
to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists (or other healthcare providers not
regulated by the veterinary medical board). As a consumer, | want choice of and access to
essential healthcare services for my pet with my veterinarian responsible for my pet’s treatment.

Provision of consumer protection requires licensed professionals to retain enough knowledge and
skill to safely deliver and prescribe treatment to reduce harm to the animal patient. | trust my
veterinarian has the professional integrity to uphold their oath to ‘do no harm’ and retains
educational standards for themselves and all who practice in the specialty niche of animal
rehabilitation in their practice. The teaching and testing of the specialty of animal rehabilitation
in veterinary or vet tech schools continues to grow and there is a growing number of
veterinarians and veterinary technicians attaining additional credentialing endorsed by national
organizations. The only way to ensure competency of all those who practice (physical therapist)
on animals is to mandate proper training and licensing in veterinary medicine before being
allowed to perform treatments on my pet. The proposed regulation preserves this for me and my
pet’s safety or protection.

| support these regulations because it preserves the safety of myself and my pet. My choice of

and access to a qualified animal physical therapist, is not any more limited than it would be for
any of the veterinary specialties. | do not believe requiring additional educational competency

training outside of the current requirements for maintenance of licensure for any of the


mailto:panthersice7@gmail.com

practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal is necessary unless this is required
for all of the branches of veterinary specialties (e.g. dentistry, surgery, internal medicine,
emergency and critical care). It is unreasonable to require this of only one branch of veterinary
medicine.

This has been going on for far too long and the failure of AB 3013 (Animal Physical
Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) in the Appropriations committee revealed the intentions of the bill
supporters, to practice on my animal without a licensed veterinary professional directly
supervising my pet.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory efforts opposing the proposed changes and support the
current language to protect my pet in California.

Sincerely,

Name: Daniel Lanier

Email address: Panthersice7 @gmail.com


mailto:PanthersIce7@gmail.com

Jon Klingborg <drklingborg@me.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 9:28 AM

. VMB@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

APR Letter April 2020- Klingborg.pdf
91 KB

Please accept my letter in Support of the proposed language for 2038.5.

Jon Klingborg, DVM


mailto:drklingborg@me.com

April 26, 2020
Dear Veterinary Medical Board:

As a member of the Multi-Disciplinary Committee for nine years, I've had a front
row seat to the discussions surrounding Animal Physical Rehabilitation. |
understand and respect the Board’s important role in protecting the public and
animals of California.

| support the language being considered for CCR 2038.5 Animal Physical
Rehabilitation. It is important to note that this language has already been though
three different deliberative vetting processes. Scores of hours of testimony,
debate, discussion and committee work went into the language before the VMB.
It began as work performed by an MDC SubCommittee and was refined by the
VMB’s Animal Rehabilitation Task Force. With the exception of the language
pertaining to Veterinary Assistants, this language was also approved by the
Veterinary Medical Board in April 2017.

Unfortunately, | understand that the need to codify this language in the Veterinary
Practice Act creates a predictable opportunity for some individuals to attempt to
“re-litigate” this issue. There has been a small vocal group who have advocated
that the Veterinary Medical Board should create a new pathway for Physical
Therapists to work on animals.

| will attempt to quickly address the most commonly made arguments against the
proposed language that I've heard over the past decade and share some brief
background.

Does this APR language unfairly exclude Physical Therapists from using
their knowledge to help animals?

No. PTs are absolutely allowed to work on animals under direct veterinary
supervision.

Remember: not even the Physical Therapists’ own practice act gives them the
authority to work on animals. Wouldn’t you think that PTs should start with
changing their own practice act before coming to the VMB? They haven't
pursued this because APR is not a mainstream focus of the Physical Therapy
profession. Instead, a small group has been driving this ‘APR bus’ for year.

Page 1 of 3



Access Issues?

It has been stated that there is an Access issue that unfairly disadvantages
animal owners seeking APR services (when APR is restricted to DVM
supervision only.)

The reality is that in California there are more Veterinary practitioners® of Animal
Physical Therapy than there are Veterinary Ophthalmologists, Cardiologists or
Neurologists. Clients aren’t waiting for weeks to see a qualified veterinarian for
APR services.

(*Practitioners= Board Certified Specialists and/or DVMs with a certificate in
Animal Physical Rehabilitation.)

There has never been any proof offered that there is an ‘access’ issue.

Moreover, Access is not the ‘Mission’ of a Licensing Board. The discussion in
front of the Veterinary Medical Board is appropriately focused on maintaining a
Minimum Standard of Care for patients and consumer protection.

“Follow The Income Stream”
It has been suggested that the VMB is simply trying to protect a veterinarian’s
‘income stream’ when attempting to regulate APR.

What is ironic is that the most vocal advocates of additional certification
programs and allowing PTs to provide off-site APR services are the same people
who stand to benefit economically.

One of the strongest advocates for PTs is a veterinarian who manages a
certification course in Colorado ($7,500+ tuition for the program.) Another is a PT
offering a 3 day APR workshop for $1200/person.

These ‘certification’ courses are unaccredited and not overseen by any governing
educational Body. Two years ago, this was pointed out and they were “looking
into becoming accredited. This still hasn’t happened.

Yes, ‘income stream and conflict-of-interest’ are clearly evident . . . ‘nuff said.

The Aggregate

A lot was made of the fact that Nevada has allowed PTs direct access to animal
patients since 2004 and there has only been one complaint (as of 2017.) (Also,
this information was not corroborated.)
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Somehow, this 1 complaint (since 2004) was extrapolated into 73 years (?) of
‘aggregated’ service without any problems.

The reality is that ‘absence of evidence is not evidence of absence’:

1) the sample size upon which to base this aggregate is very small,

2) clients don’t always know when harm has been done,

3) there are multiple barriers to filing a complaint and many clients choose
not to do so.

If COVID-19 has taught us anything, it’s that it is difficult to extrapolate from small
data sets what is really going on in a population.

“Veterinarians are not sufficiently trained to properly perform APR”
All 50 states allow a veterinarian to perform APR without additional certifications
and without any additional restrictions.

Conclusion:
We live in a State that has laws designed to protect animals and consumers.
Sometimes, a Licensing Board has a duty to protect the consumer from himself.

Yes, there are many examples where the consultative relationship between a
veterinarian and a physical therapist has benefitted the consumer and the
patient, but the farther apart these two are geographically (e.g. in different
facilities) the more likely an adverse event will occur. There are major and
significant issues with liability when an animal is harmed by treatment that occurs
outside of veterinary supervision.

APR is the practice of veterinary medicine. As such, it should remain under the
watchful eye and engaged brain of the Supervising Veterinarian. The language
before you accomplishes this quite effectively and clearly.

Respectfully submitted,

Tl LASRIT (DN

Jon Klingborg, DVM
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Tammy Rieser <tamara.rieser@yahoo.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 9:06 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

Client letter support regs .docx
17 KB

Hello,
| have attached a letter for review. Thank you, | want to support them.

Tammy Rieser


mailto:tamara.rieser@yahoo.com

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the
California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide
services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a
veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of
consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet
owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and
respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Tamara C, Rieser
104 emerson Court
Pleasant Hill, Ca, 94523



Roy Swain <w4caster@pacbell.net>
Sat 4/25/2020 5:40 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

rehabilitation regulations.docx
17 KB

For your consideration..
Thank you...

Roy Swain


mailto:w4caster@pacbell.net

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the
California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide
services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a
veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of
consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet
owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and
respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Roy Swain



tbs <ted.stirm@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 4:19 PM

CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL.pdf
468 KB
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RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California . | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the
California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to provide
services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a
veterinarian and in a veterinarian's hospital/clinic is in the best interests of
consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a dedicated pet
owner, | demand that my pet's veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and
respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,




Erin Troy <etroy@mullervet.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 3:37 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

Burk letter.pdf
534 KB

Please accept the attached letter from an interested pet owner.

Erin Troy DVM CCRP CVPP
Medical Director

Muller Veterinary Hospital

The Canine Rehabilitation Center
2735 N Main St

Walnut Creek, CA 94597

925 934 8042
www.mullerveterinaryhospital.com
www.thek9rehabcenter/com


https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.mullerveterinaryhospital.com&d=DwMFAg&c=LHIwbLRMLqgNuqr1uGLfTA&r=TxBNlbwgLI2YiSMIjSxoZihUwrJVdjVkqQ7kLGQaHm4&m=ByPPzi1CBxQ39gCgHRLc4cRjGfgagFwtOhCrcYoz9Pc&s=X5UD7Jo8ktfuwfcgz_PyWFbihuW4k-JGSuY5aWGScb4&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.thek9rehabcenter_com&d=DwMFAg&c=LHIwbLRMLqgNuqr1uGLfTA&r=TxBNlbwgLI2YiSMIjSxoZihUwrJVdjVkqQ7kLGQaHm4&m=ByPPzi1CBxQ39gCgHRLc4cRjGfgagFwtOhCrcYoz9Pc&s=ssiBlm98DW28tIAa2IlyhKeZ0EefWQMOPjDO76O9K-8&e=
mailto:etroy@mullervet.com

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL

REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULAT
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California .
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical re
It is clear that the emerging specialty field 0
oversight and regulation to protect the cons
Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regu
inclusion of licensed physical therapists wis
The ability to foster inter-professional relatic
currently hindered and the consumer’s abili
restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is curr
veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to w
veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital
consumer protection, harm reduction and p
owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary ce
physically in the facility, determines who pr¢
of supervision, monitor patient response to
medical emergencies should they arise.

Respectiully,

IONS

am submitting this letter to
habilitation regulations.
f animal physical rehabilitation needs
umer and their pets and the California
latory language to continue with the
hing to provide services to animals.
nships and collaborate is not
ty to access these professionals is not

ently recognized as an ‘unlicensed
ork under direct supervision of a
clinic is in the best interests of

atient safety. As a dedicated pet

are be directed by a DVM who is
vides care and can oversee the level
prescribed treatment, and respond to

S




Sierra Barnes <ssbarnes@email.wm.edu>
Sat 4/25/2020 12:48 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA,; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
VMB@DCA

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: SUPPORT OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and my veterinarian should be able to
continue this without interruption. The California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
support the current regulatory language and not include an exemption for licensed physical
therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals does not limit my choice of and
access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers because they already exist in
regulation.

Relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and enforcing them to work only under the direct supervision of
and for a veterinarian is consistent with previous collaborative approaches in human and animal
healthcare.

The language adopted in this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF). The proposed
language does not move to monopolize the market on animal health care and retains provisions
to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists (or other healthcare providers not
regulated by the veterinary medical board). As a consumer, | want choice of and access to
essential healthcare services for my pet with my veterinarian responsible for my pet’s treatment.

Provision of consumer protection requires licensed professionals to retain enough knowledge and
skill to safely deliver and prescribe treatment to reduce harm to the animal patient. I trust my
veterinarian has the professional integrity to uphold their oath to ‘do no harm’ and retains
educational standards for themselves and all who practice in the specialty niche of animal
rehabilitation in their practice. The teaching and testing of the specialty of animal rehabilitation
in veterinary or vet tech schools continues to grow and there is a growing number of


mailto:ssbarnes@email.wm.edu

veterinarians and veterinary technicians attaining additional credentialing endorsed by national
organizations. The only way to ensure competency of all those who practice (physical therapist)
on animals is to mandate proper training and licensing in veterinary medicine before being
allowed to perform treatments on my pet. The proposed regulation preserves this for me and my
pet’s safety or protection.

| support these regulations because it preserves the safety of myself and my pet. My choice of
and access to a qualified animal physical therapist, is not any more limited than it would be for
any of the veterinary specialties. | do not believe requiring additional educational competency
training outside of the current requirements for maintenance of licensure for any of the
practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal is necessary unless this is required
for all of the branches of veterinary specialties (e.g. dentistry, surgery, internal medicine,
emergency and critical care). It is unreasonable to require this of only one branch of veterinary
medicine.

This has been going on for far too long and the failure of AB 3013 (Animal Physical
Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) in the Appropriations committee revealed the intentions of the bill
supporters, to practice on my animal without a licensed veterinary professional directly
supervising my pet.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory efforts opposing the proposed changes and support the
current language to protect my pet in California.

Sincerely,

Sierra Barnes

2080 Coombsville Road
Napa, CA 94558
707-812-3784

ssbarnes@email.wm.edu

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Darin Peterson <darinepeterson@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 12:17 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety.

As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level of supervision,
monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical emergencies should
they arise.

Respectfully,

Darin E. Peterson


mailto:darinepeterson@gmail.com

Christine Killory <davikill@pacbell.net>
Sat 4/25/2020 11:08 AM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals.

The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and collaborate is not currently hindered and
the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety.

As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a DVM who is
physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level of supervision,
monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical emergencies should
they arise.

Respectfully,
Christine Killory
1501 37th Avenue, A2

Oakland CA 94601
T 510532 3202


mailto:davikill@pacbell.net

Donna Antraccoli <d.m.antraccoli@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 10:06 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California . | am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,
Donna Antraccoli
42 Pascale Court
Napa CA 94558


mailto:d.m.antraccoli@gmail.com

Janine O'Malley <josoriginal@hotmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 10:04 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA,; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
VMB@DCA

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and my veterinarian should be able to
continue this without interruption. The California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
support the current regulatory language and not include an exemption for licensed physical
therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals does not limit my choice of and
access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers because they already exist in
regulation.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and enforcing them to work only under the direct supervision of
and for a veterinarian is consistent with previous collaborative approaches in human and animal
healthcare.

The language adopted in this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF). The proposed
language does not move to monopolize the market on animal health care and retains provisions
to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists (or other healthcare providers not
regulated by the veterinary medical board). As a consumer, | want choice of and access to
essential healthcare services for my pet with my veterinarian responsible for my pet’s treatment.

Provision of consumer protection requires licensed professionals to retain enough knowledge and
skill to safely deliver and prescribe treatment to reduce harm to the animal patient. | trust my
veterinarian has the professional integrity to uphold their oath to ‘do no harm’ and retains
educational standards for themselves and all who practice in the specialty niche of animal
rehabilitation in their practice. The teaching and testing of the specialty of animal rehabilitation
in veterinary or vet tech schools continues to grow and there is a growing number of
veterinarians and veterinary technicians attaining additional credentialing endorsed by national
organizations. The only way to ensure competency of all those who practice (physical therapist)
on animals is to mandate proper training and licensing in veterinary medicine before being
allowed to perform treatments on my pet. The proposed regulation preserves this for me and my
pet’s safety or protection.

| support these regulations because it preserves the safety of myself and my pet. My choice of

and access to a qualified animal physical therapist, is not any more limited than it would be for
any of the veterinary specialties. | do not believe requiring additional educational competency

training outside of the current requirements for maintenance of licensure for any of the
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practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal is necessary unless this is required
for all of the branches of veterinary specialties (e.g. dentistry, surgery, internal medicine,
emergency and critical care). It is unreasonable to require this of only one branch of veterinary
medicine.

This has been going on for far too long and the failure of AB 3013 (Animal Physical
Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) in the Appropriations committee revealed the intentions of the bill
supporters, to practice on my animal without a licensed veterinary professional directly
supervising my pet.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory efforts opposing the proposed changes and support the
current language to protect my pet in California.

Sincerely,

Janine O'Malley

311 S. Hartson St. Napa, CA 94559
(707) 637-3023

iosoriginal @ i
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Briana O'Malley <bomalley1530@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 10:01 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA,; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
VMB@DCA

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and my veterinarian should be able to
continue this without interruption. The California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
support the current regulatory language and not include an exemption for licensed physical
therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals does not limit my choice of and
access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers because they already exist in
regulation.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and enforcing them to work only under the direct supervision of
and for a veterinarian is consistent with previous collaborative approaches in human and animal
healthcare.

The language adopted in this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF). The proposed
language does not move to monopolize the market on animal health care and retains provisions
to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists (or other healthcare providers not
regulated by the veterinary medical board). As a consumer, | want choice of and access to
essential healthcare services for my pet with my veterinarian responsible for my pet’s treatment.

Provision of consumer protection requires licensed professionals to retain enough knowledge and
skill to safely deliver and prescribe treatment to reduce harm to the animal patient. | trust my
veterinarian has the professional integrity to uphold their oath to ‘do no harm’ and retains
educational standards for themselves and all who practice in the specialty niche of animal
rehabilitation in their practice. The teaching and testing of the specialty of animal rehabilitation
in veterinary or vet tech schools continues to grow and there is a growing number of
veterinarians and veterinary technicians attaining additional credentialing endorsed by national
organizations. The only way to ensure competency of all those who practice (physical therapist)
on animals is to mandate proper training and licensing in veterinary medicine before being
allowed to perform treatments on my pet. The proposed regulation preserves this for me and my
pet’s safety or protection.

| support these regulations because it preserves the safety of myself and my pet. My choice of

and access to a qualified animal physical therapist, is not any more limited than it would be for
any of the veterinary specialties. | do not believe requiring additional educational competency

training outside of the current requirements for maintenance of licensure for any of the
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practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal is necessary unless this is required
for all of the branches of veterinary specialties (e.g. dentistry, surgery, internal medicine,
emergency and critical care). It is unreasonable to require this of only one branch of veterinary
medicine.

This has been going on for far too long and the failure of AB 3013 (Animal Physical
Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) in the Appropriations committee revealed the intentions of the bill
supporters, to practice on my animal without a licensed veterinary professional directly
supervising my pet.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory efforts opposing the proposed changes and support the
current language to protect my pet in California.

Sincerely,

Briana O'Malley
PO Box 585, Napa CA 94559
(707) 627-3705

bomalley1530@gmail.com
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Liz Hughston, RVT, VTS (SAIM, ECC) <liz@vettechxpert.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 8:22 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,;
VMB@DCA

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am submitting this letter in SUPPORT of the currently proposed animal physical rehabilitation
regulations.

As a registered veterinary technician (RVT) in California, | have been monitoring this issue
closely for years. As is often the case, watching non-veterinary groups attempt to infringe on the
restricted tasks assigned to RVTs and veterinary assistants has been disappointing.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. The proposed California Veterinary
Medical Board regulatory language protects my professional license, my ability to perform work
within the profession, and prevents unnecessary educational expense (outside of current licensing
renewal requirements). Including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals in the practice act is unnecessary. | would
encourage those individuals (regardless of licensure or certification in other healthcare areas) to
pursue education and registration as a veterinary professional if they wish to work on animals in
California outside of DIRECT supervision.

As both statute and regulation currently stand, licensed physical therapists who have been
specifically trained on animals may already practice their craft on animals as a "veterinary
assistant’" under the direct supervision of a veterinarian or RVT. This provides consumer
protection and harm reduction for the animal patient and all providers associated with care. |
support the CVMB's definition of animal rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine;
this is consistent with language from the American Veterinary Medical Association and other
national organizations. Under current statute and regulatory authority, a licensed physical
therapist with advanced training on animals has ample job opportunities, numerous opportunities
to earn a living (in TWO different industries), and consumer access to care is not limited.

Other states who have regulated this field (eg, Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) do not have the
same regulatory standards for licensing of veterinary professionals as we do in California.
Specifically, those states do not have statutory TITLE PROTECTION nor DESIGNATED
HEALTHCARE tasks restricted to licensees. Should California regulatory language change, the
RVT will suffer infringement on duties, further title protection violations, loss of potential jobs,
and unfair wage competition. Furthermore, a physical therapist is a licensee of the VMB and,
therefore, does not have the authority to supervise the RVT without veterinarian supervision.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been debated for far too long. | SUPPORT the
regulations as written.
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Liz Hughston, MEd., RVT, CVT, LVT, VTS (SAIM) (ECC)
VetTechXpert

Certified Veterinary Cannabis Counselor

RECOVER Certified Veterinary CPR Instructor

Co-Chair Credentialing Committee and Webmaster, AIMVT
President, National Veterinary Professionals Union
Co-Founder, Veterinary Cannabis Academy



Audra Nilssen <auds777@me.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 7:35 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office

RE: VETERINARY SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a licensed veterinarian in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and the California Veterinary Medical
Board has pursued regulatory language to continue on with the inclusion of licensed physical
therapists wishing to provide services to animals. My ability to foster inter-professional
relationships and collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these
professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of licensed physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a veterinarian | am able to access a trained physical therapist, if deemed
necessary or desired, by having them physically in my facility which enables me to oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

The veterinarian is to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of treatment. It is not
within the currently regulatory language, nor appropriate, to send my patients to an animal
physical therapist without an individual licensed by the CA VMB directly on site. While |
recognize the majority of veterinarians do not have the same skillset as a licensed physical
therapist, in converse, the physical therapist does not have the skillset to evaluate and respond to
animal medical needs. It is the highest standard of professional medical care for me to be able to
refer my patients for professional services by those who are competent in this specialty to a
facility with a veterinarian and physical therapist, who both have appropriate training and
knowledge. I am most comfortable with a DVM providing direct oversight of physical
rehabilitation of my patients to ensure their safety.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that drastically changes the supervision level
from direct to indirect supervision, redefines referral methods to paraprofessional healthcare
providers (such as the physical therapist) and creation of supplementary categories of individuals
who may provide services (animal physical rehabilitation assistant). Specifically, qualified and
licensed physical therapists should continue to work under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian and do not allow them to work on animals at a facility not overseen by a veterinarian
after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a
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diagnosis, and determined that rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal
patients. Allowing qualified physical therapists to practice on their own animal physical
rehabilitation premises under indirect supervision would NOT further increase safe access for
consumers. Veterinarians have been collaborating with other licensed professionals of their
choice, while simultaneously protecting the consumer, within the boundaries of their facilities or
by direct supervision for decades. This approach is consistent with the CA VMB’s current
regulatory language, the outcome of the 2018 Appropriations committee failure to pass AB 3013,
and the CVMA position. Additionally, using recommendations consistent with the other states
that have gone before us (like Colorado, Nevada and Nebraska) is not in the best interests of
California regulatory law in general because our state is unique with demographics, geography
and existing approaches to medicine. Inclusion of properly qualified and licensed physical
therapists in the Veterinary Practice Act is already encompassed by utilizing the “veterinary
assistant” terminology and creation of additional definitions is redundant to our profession and is
confusing to the consumer.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long and

legislative “remedies” have required extensive effort and time without a clear resolution (akin to
AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018). Should there be a legislative fix,
based on a collaborative effort between both professions, to include a licensed professional
regulated by the CA VMB | would support such a change. For example, an animal physical
rehabilitation facility where the CA licensed veterinarian establishes the VCPR and services shall
be provided includes a registered veterinary technician and a qualified and licensed physical
therapist. This is a reasonable compromise for both professions and consumers protection and
reduction of harm to the animal patient is mitigated.

Regards,

Audra Nilssen DVM



simeje01@gmail.com
Fri 4/24/2020 10:44 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California . | am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Jennifer Simeone
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Alex Spoon <aspoon@sonic.net>
Fri 4/24/2020 8:24 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
VMB@DCA

April 24, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov

DCA .DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
PT@dca.ca.gov

vmb@adca.ca.gov

RE: SUPPORT OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and my veterinarian should be able to
continue this without interruption. The California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
support the current regulatory language and not include an exemption for licensed physical
therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals does not limit my choice of and
access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers because they already exist in
regulation.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant” and enforcing them to work only under the direct supervision of
and for a veterinarian is consistent with previous collaborative approaches in human and animal
healthcare.

The language adopted in this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF). The proposed
language does not move to monopolize the market on animal health care and retains provisions
to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists (or other healthcare providers not
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regulated by the veterinary medical board). As a consumer, | want choice of and access to
essential healthcare services for my pet with my veterinarian responsible for my pet’s treatment.

Provision of consumer protection requires licensed professionals to retain enough knowledge and
skill to safely deliver and prescribe treatment to reduce harm to the animal patient. | trust my
veterinarian has the professional integrity to uphold their oath to ‘do no harm’ and retains
educational standards for themselves and all who practice in the specialty niche of animal
rehabilitation in their practice. The teaching and testing of the specialty of animal rehabilitation
in veterinary or vet tech schools continues to grow and there is a growing number of
veterinarians and veterinary technicians attaining additional credentialing endorsed by national
organizations. The only way to ensure competency of all those who practice (physical therapist)
on animals is to mandate proper training and licensing in veterinary medicine before being
allowed to perform treatments on my pet. The proposed regulation preserves this for me and my
pet’s safety or protection.

| support these regulations because it preserves the safety of myself and my pet. My choice of
and access to a qualified animal physical therapist, is not any more limited than it would be for
any of the veterinary specialties. I do not believe requiring additional educational competency
training outside of the current requirements for maintenance of licensure for any of the
practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal is necessary unless this is required
for all of the branches of veterinary specialties (e.g. dentistry, surgery, internal medicine,
emergency and critical care). It is unreasonable to require this of only one branch of veterinary
medicine.

This has been going on for far too long and the failure of AB 3013 (Animal Physical
Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) in the Appropriations committee revealed the intentions of the bill
supporters, to practice on my animal without a licensed veterinary professional directly
supervising my pet.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory efforts opposing the proposed changes and support the
current language to protect my pet in California.

Sincerely,

Alexandria King

1954 Alamo Ln, Santa Rosa, CA
707-790-9492
aspoon@sonic.net

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members


mailto:aspoon@sonic.net

Tarra Robinson <tarraarobinson@gmail.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 8:23 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Tarra Robinson
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Angelise Alexander <angeliservt@gmail.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 7:26 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; VMB@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a registered veterinary technician (RVT) in California, | have been monitoring this issue
closely for years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts from
opposing individuals and groups to undermine the regulatory authority of the Board, the
restricted healthcare duties assigned to the RVT in California and mandate additional training in
a single specialty (advanced certification) in veterinary medicine.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and the proposed California Veterinary
Medical Board regulatory language protects my professional license, ability to perform work
within the profession and prevents unnecessary educational expense (outside of current licensing
renewal requirements). Including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals in the practice act is unnecessary. It is my
recommendation for these individuals to pursue education and licensing in veterinary medicine
should they desire a different level of supervision outside of DIRECT.

Licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals may already practice
their craft on animals as an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant” under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian or RVT. This provides consumer protection and harm reduction for the animal
patient and all providers associated with care. | support the CVMB definition of animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and is consistent with language from the
American Veterinary Medical Association and other national organizations. A licensed physical
therapist with advanced training on animals does not need more reasonable guidelines, job
opportunities and ability to earn a living are not dramatically reduced and consumer access to
care is not limited. This regulation is not a restraint of the trade for a physical therapist because
of the current and proposed language.

Other states who have regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) do not have the
same regulatory standards for licensing of veterinary professionals as we do in California.
Specifically, TITLE PROTECTION and DESIGNATED HEALTHCARE tasks. Should
California regulatory language change, the RVT may suffer infringement on duties, further title
protection violations, loss of potential jobs or unfair wages with the creation of an Animal
Physical Rehabilitation Assistant designation. Furthermore, a physical therapist is not an
appropriate licensee and does not have the authority to supervise the RVT without veterinarian
supervision.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. Assembly Bill
3013 - Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018 failed in Appropriations and I do not support
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the Bill. I am SUPPORT to this regulation as written. Should the time come where a compromise
is needed, | SUPPORT the position of the California Registered Veterinary Technician
Association.

Sincerely,

Angelise Alexander, RVT
Senior Manager of Medical Operations, Humane Society of Sonoma County
Adjunct Faculty, Santa Rosa Junior College, Veterinary Technician Alternate Route

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members



gretchen <gretchen7@gmail.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 7:20 PM

. DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,
Gretchen Pfeffer

3767 Barrington Drive
Concord, CA 94518
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lenoraclark@aol.com
Fri 4/24/2020 7:14 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; mullervetwc@gmail.com

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Lenora & Richard Clark
1747 Dolphin Place
Discovery Bay, CA 94505
925-634-9614

"Vision without Action is a daydream...Action without Vision is a nightmare."
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Sandy Block <drblock@mycaringvet.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 5:42 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

RE: VETERINARY SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo,

| am a licensed veterinarian in the state of California. | am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the
proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and the California Veterinary Medical
Board has pursued regulatory language to continue on with the inclusion of licensed physical
therapists wishing to provide services to animals. My ability to foster inter-professional
relationships and collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these
professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of licensed physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction, and
patient safety. As a veterinarian | am able to access a trained physical therapist if deemed
necessary or desired, by having them physically in my facility which enables me to oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise. The veterinarian is to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best
course of treatment. It is not within the current regulatory language, nor appropriate, to send my
patients to an animal physical therapist without an individual licensed by the CA VMB directly
on site. While | recognize the majority of veterinarians do not have the same skillset as a licensed
physical therapist, in converse, the physical therapist does not have the skillset to evaluate and
respond to animal medical needs. It is the highest standard of professional medical care for me to
be able to refer my patients for professional services by those who are competent in this specialty
to a facility with a veterinarian and physical therapist, who both have appropriate training and
knowledge. I am most comfortable with a DVM providing direct oversight of the physical
rehabilitation of my patients to ensure their safety.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that drastically changes the supervision level
from direct to indirect supervision redefines referral methods to paraprofessional healthcare
providers (such as the physical therapist) and creation of supplementary categories of individuals
who may provide services (animal physical rehabilitation assistant). Specifically, qualified and
licensed physical therapists should continue to work under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian and do not allow them to work on animals at a facility not overseen by a veterinarian
after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a
diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal
patients. Allowing qualified physical therapists to practice on their own animal physical
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rehabilitation premises under indirect supervision would NOT further increase safe access for
consumers. Veterinarians have been collaborating with other licensed professionals of their
choice, while simultaneously protecting the consumer, within the boundaries of their facilities or
by direct supervision for decades. This approach is consistent with the CA VMB’s current
regulatory language, the outcome of the 2018 Appropriations committee failure to pass AB 3013,
and the CVMA position. Additionally, using recommendations consistent with the other states
that have gone before us (like Colorado, Nevada and Nebraska) is not in the best interests of
California regulatory law in general, because our state is unique with demographics, geography
and existing approaches to medicine. Inclusion of properly qualified and licensed physical
therapists in the Veterinary Practice Act is already encompassed by utilizing the “veterinary
assistant” terminology and creation of additional definitions is redundant to our profession and is
confusing to the consumer. The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far
too long and legislative “remedies” have required extensive effort and time without a clear
resolution (akin to AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018). Should there be
a legislative fix, based on a collaborative effort between both professions, to include a licensed
professional regulated by the CA VMB | would support such a change. For example, an animal
physical rehabilitation facility where the CA licensed veterinarian establishes the VCPR and
services shall be provided includes a registered veterinary technician and a qualified and licensed
physical therapist. This is a reasonable compromise for both professions and consumer
protection and reduction of harm to the animal patient is mitigated.

Sandy Block, DVM

Bollinger Canyon Animal Hospital
400 Montgomery St.

San Ramon, CA 94583

(925) 866-8500

877-821-9288 FAX

drblock@mycaringvet.com
Www.mycaringvet.com
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Kristen Hagler <goldengaitk9@gmail.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 5:23 PM

. Kristen Hagler <goldengaitk9@gmail.com>; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda,
Timothy@DCA,; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; VMB@DCA

April 24, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
4 fice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

vmb@dca.ca.gov

RE: SUPPORT OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a registered veterinary technician (RVT) in California, | have been participating in this issue
intimately for years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts from
opposing individuals and groups to undermine the regulatory authority of the Board, the
restricted healthcare duties assigned to the RVT in California and attempts to mandate additional
training in a single specialty (advanced certification) in veterinary medicine.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and the proposed California Veterinary
Medical Board regulatory language protects my professional license, ability to perform work
within the profession and prevents unnecessary educational expense (outside of current licensing
renewal requirements). Including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals in the practice act is unnecessary. It is my
recommendation for these individuals to pursue education and licensing in veterinary medicine
should they desire a different level of supervision outside of DIRECT.

Licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals may already practice
their craft on animals as an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian or RVT. This provides consumer protection and harm reduction for the animal


mailto:Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
mailto:Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
mailto:DCA.DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
mailto:PT@dca.ca.gov
mailto:vmb@dca.ca.gov
mailto:goldengaitk9@gmail.com
mailto:goldengaitk9@gmail.com

patient and all providers associated with care. | support the CVMB definition of animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and is consistent with language from the
American Veterinary Medical Association and other national organizations. A licensed physical
therapist with advanced training on animals does not need more reasonable guidelines, job
opportunities and ability to earn a living are not dramatically reduced and consumer access to
care is not limited. This regulation is not a restraint of the trade for a physical therapist because
of the current and proposed language.

Other states who have regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) do not have the
same regulatory standards for licensing of veterinary professionals as we do in California.
Specifically, TITLE PROTECTION and DESIGNATED HEALTHCARE tasks. Should
California regulatory language change, the RVT may suffer infringement on duties, further title
protection violations, loss of potential jobs or unfair wages with the creation of an Animal
Physical Rehabilitation Assistant designation. Furthermore, a physical therapist is not an
appropriate licensee and does not have the authority to supervise the RVT without veterinarian
supervision.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. Assembly Bill
3013 - Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018 failed in Appropriations and | do not support
the Bill. I am SUPPORT to this regulation as written. Should the time come where a compromise
is needed, | also SUPPORT the position of the California Registered Veterinary Technician
Association in their position of support for the practice of animal physical rehabilitation in
California.

Sincerely,

Kristen Hagler

PO BOX 875

Cotati, CA 94903
Gdengaitk9@gmail.com

Kristen L Hagler BS(An.Phys) RVT VTS (Physical Rehabilitation-OC) CCRP CVPP COCM
CBW VCC

- California Veterinary Medical Board (MDC) Animal Physical Rehabilitation Task Force
Member

- CVMA, CaRVTA, REVTA, and NAVTA member

- Academy of Physical Rehabilitation Veterinary Technicians/ Organizing Committee/President
- American Association of Rehabilitation Veterinarians - past technician associate member board
member

- Penn HIP Associate Member

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California
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Physical Therapy Board of California Members
Notice to Recipient:

Information contained in this message may be privileged, confidential and protected from
disclosure. If you are not an intended recipient, it is strictly prohibited to use, disseminate or
copy this communication. If you have received this in error, please reply to the sender and then
delete the message.



Angela Ortiz <ortiz.rvt@gmail.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 4:37 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA,; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
VMB@DCA

April 24, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: SUPPORT OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a registered veterinary technician (RVT) in California, | have been monitoring this issue
closely for years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts from
opposing individuals and groups to undermine the regulatory authority of the Board, the
restricted healthcare duties assigned to the RVT in California and mandate additional training in
a single specialty (advanced certification) in veterinary medicine.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and the proposed California Veterinary
Medical Board regulatory language protects my professional license, ability to perform work
within the profession and prevents unnecessary educational expense (outside of current licensing
renewal requirements). Including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals in the practice act is unnecessary. It is my
recommendation for these individuals to pursue education and licensing in veterinary medicine
should they desire a different level of supervision outside of DIRECT.

Licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals may already practice
their craft on animals as an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant” under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian or RVT. This provides consumer protection and harm reduction for the animal
patient and all providers associated with care. | support the CVMB definition of animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and is consistent with language from the
American Veterinary Medical Association and other national organizations. A licensed physical
therapist with advanced training on animals does not need more reasonable guidelines, job
opportunities and ability to earn a living are not dramatically reduced and consumer access to
care is not limited. This regulation is not a restraint of the trade for a physical therapist because
of the current and proposed language.
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Other states who have regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) do not have the
same regulatory standards for licensing of veterinary professionals as we do in California.
Specifically, TITLE PROTECTION and DESIGNATED HEALTHCARE tasks. Should
California regulatory language change, the RVT may suffer infringement on duties, further title
protection violations, loss of potential jobs or unfair wages with the creation of an Animal
Physical Rehabilitation Assistant designation. Furthermore, a physical therapist is not an
appropriate licensee and does not have the authority to supervise the RVT without veterinarian
supervision.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. Assembly Bill
3013 - Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018 failed in Appropriations and | do not support
the Bill. I am SUPPORT to this regulation as written. Should the time come where a compromise
is needed, | SUPPORT the position of the California Registered Veterinary Technician
Association.

Sincerely,

Angela Ortiz
251 Samantha Ct
Windsor, Ca 95492

Ortiz.rvt@gmail.com
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Sandy Block <drblock@mycaringvet.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 3:52 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo,

| am a concerned veterinarian and pet owner in California. | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation is that physical therapists are currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under the direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction, and
patient safety. As a dedicated veterinarian and pet owner, I demand that my pet’s veterinary care
be directed by a DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can
oversee the level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to
medical emergencies should they arise!

Sandy Block, DVM

Bollinger Canyon Animal Hospital
400 Montgomery St.

San Ramon, CA 94583

(925) 866-8500

877-821-9288 FAX

drblock@mycaringvet.com
www.mycaringvet.com
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sandy gregory <sandragregory@mac.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 2:56 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office

APPROVAL OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS.docx
20 KB

Hello,
Thank you for your considerations in my approval for this regulation.

Kind regards,
Sandy Gregory

Sandy Gregory, M.Ed, RVT, VTS (Physical Rehabilitation), CCRA
Instructor

Veterinary Technology Program

Foothill College

12345 El Monte Rd

Los Altos Hills, CA 94022

Cell 650-520-8436

sandragregory@mac.com
gregorysandy@fhda.edu
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April 24, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
- fice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: APPROVAL OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to APPROVE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and regulation to
protect the consumer and their animals.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals does not mean that
they are merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’. What it is stating is that they have to have the
supervision of the veterinarian to assist with skills that veterinarians are licensed to do. That is Diagnose,
Prescribe and Prognose (as it pertains to physical rehab).

I have personally worked with human physical therapists in the animal physical therapy world and agree
absolutely that they have a part in this field. They have a wealth of knowledge that can be applied to the
canine world. My concerns that I have seen first hand is they don’t know the simple, basic skills or
understandings of veterinary medicine like a DVM or even in my case, a veterinary technician. Simple
things like figuring out what a tick is, how to remove it, dealing with a rabbit, cat, behavior for a challenging
dog, etc. are not skills that they posses. | can say first hand, we did not have a vet on the premise of a former
rehab facility and multiple questions came up repeatedly. | was that person to answer them because there
was no other skilled person in veterinary medicine on the premise. Thankfully, I was there when the dog
collapsed in the doorway, another had blood coming from the nose and was sent away to the vets, the senior
dog with an abnormally low heart rate, or the anxious dog that | was able to calm. Not the physical therapist
but the veterinary technician.

A number of times, | have heard cases where the physical therapist was recommending medications and
supplements. They are not licensed to do that! | have seen them casting, splinting and bandaging dogs,
which again they are not licensed to do.

According to Code 2036 Animal Health Care Tasks for a R.V.T. in California, we are licensed to apply casts
and splints. This is a skill that would be taken away from us as a veterinary technician, that we went to
school for and a PT is not licensed to do on an animal.


mailto:Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
mailto:DCA.DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
mailto:PT@dca.ca.gov
mailto:Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

I was on the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF), and heard all
sides including the consumers view. | feel like while they have their understanding of how a PT has helped
them as an individual, it does not give a complete picture of the education that a physical therapist goes
through to convert their knowledge to the canine. Which in those courses IS only the canine patient and the
education is not extensive enough to begin to understand the canine patient.

I strongly encourage the APPROVAL of a physical therapist being under the Direct Supervision of
Veterinarian for the safety of the patient and keeping the skills to the veterinary team that are licensed
to do so.

There are only a handful of stand-alone physical therapist in the state of California who would be
affected by this regulation. 1 feel like it is within the interest of the consumer and the consideration of
the years of education of a veterinarian that this regulation be APPROVED.

I urge you to finalize the regulatory efforts, consider the safety of the animals and preserve the role of the
veterinary technician.

Sincerely,

Sandy Gregory, M.Ed, RVT, VTS (Physical Rehabilitation), CCRA
Instructor

Veterinary Technology Program

Foothill College

12345 EI Monte Rd

Los Altos Hills, CA 94022

Cell 650-520-8436

gregorysandy@fhda.edu


mailto:sandragregory@mac.com
mailto:gregorysandy@fhda.edu

DS Friedman <dsfaec@gmail.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 2:20 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

RE: VETERINARY SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a licensed veterinarian in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and the California Veterinary Medical
Board has pursued regulatory language to continue on with the inclusion of licensed physical
therapists wishing to provide services to animals. My ability to foster inter-professional
relationships and collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these
professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of licensed physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a veterinarian | am able to access a trained physical therapist, if deemed
necessary or desired, by having them physically in my facility which enables me to oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

The veterinarian is to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of treatment. It is not
within the currently regulatory language, nor appropriate, to send my patients to an animal
physical therapist without an individual licensed by the CA VMB directly on site. While |
recognize the majority of veterinarians do not have the same skillset as a licensed physical
therapist, in converse, the physical therapist does not have the skillset to evaluate and respond to
animal medical needs. It is the highest standard of professional medical care for me to be able to
refer my patients for professional services by those who are competent in this specialty to a
facility with a veterinarian and physical therapist, who both have appropriate training and
knowledge. I am most comfortable with a DVM providing direct oversight of physical
rehabilitation of my patients to ensure their safety.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that drastically changes the supervision level
from direct to indirect supervision, redefines referral methods to paraprofessional healthcare
providers (such as the physical therapist) and creation of supplementary categories of individuals
who may provide services (animal physical rehabilitation assistant). Specifically, qualified and
licensed physical therapists should continue to work under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian and do not allow them to work on animals at a facility not overseen by a veterinarian
after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a


mailto:dsfaec@gmail.com

diagnosis, and determined that rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal
patients. Allowing qualified physical therapists to practice on their own animal physical
rehabilitation premises under indirect supervision would NOT further increase safe access for
consumers. Veterinarians have been collaborating with other licensed professionals of their
choice, while simultaneously protecting the consumer, within the boundaries of their facilities or
by direct supervision for decades. This approach is consistent with the CA VMB’s current
regulatory language, the outcome of the 2018 Appropriations committee failure to pass AB 3013,
and the CVMA position. Additionally, using recommendations consistent with the other states
that have gone before us (like Colorado, Nevada and Nebraska) is not in the best interests of
California regulatory law in general because our state is unique with demographics, geography
and existing approaches to medicine. Inclusion of properly qualified and licensed physical
therapists in the Veterinary Practice Act is already encompassed by utilizing the “veterinary
assistant” terminology and creation of additional definitions is redundant to our profession and is
confusing to the consumer.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long and legislative
“remedies” have required extensive effort and time without a clear resolution (akin to AB
3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018). Should there be a legislative fix, based
on a collaborative effort between both professions, to include a licensed professional regulated
by the CA VMB | would support such a change. For example, an animal physical rehabilitation
facility where the CA licensed veterinarian establishes the VCPR and services shall be provided
includes a registered veterinary technician and a qualified and licensed physical therapist. This is
a reasonable compromise for both professions and consumers protection and reduction of harm
to the animal patient is mitigated.

Sincerely,

Deborah Friedman, DVM, Dipl ACVO



mona <monasdvm@aol.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 10:57 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office

DVM support of Regis.docx
10 KB

Hi Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
Please find attached my letter to support the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.
Thank you for your consideration,

Mona S. Miller, DVM
CA license #10840


mailto:monasdvm@aol.com

RE: VETERINARY SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a licensed veterinarian in California. | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and
the California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue on with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to
provide services to animals. My ability to foster inter-professional relationships
and collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of licensed physical therapists is currently recognized as an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct
supervision of a veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the
best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a
veterinarian | am able to access a trained physical therapist, if deemed
necessary or desired, by having them physically in my facility which enables
me to oversee the level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed
treatment, and respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

The veterinarian is to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of
treatment. It is not within the currently regulatory language, nor appropriate, to
send my patients to an animal physical therapist without an individual licensed
by the CA VMB directly on site. While | recognize the majority of veterinarians
do not have the same skillset as a licensed physical therapist, in converse, the
physical therapist does not have the skillset to evaluate and respond to animal
medical needs. It is the highest standard of professional medical care for me
to be able to refer my patients for professional services by those who are
competent in this specialty to a facility with a veterinarian and physical
therapist, who both have appropriate training and knowledge. | am most
comfortable with a DVM providing direct oversight of physical rehabilitation of
my patients to ensure their safety.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that drastically changes the
supervision level from direct to indirect supervision, redefines referral methods



to paraprofessional healthcare providers (such as the physical therapist) and
creation of supplementary categories of individuals who may provide services
(animal physical rehabilitation assistant). Specifically, qualified and licensed
physical therapists should continue to work under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian and do not allow them to work on animals at a facility not
overseen by a veterinarian after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-
Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a diagnosis, and determined that
rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal patients.
Allowing qualified physical therapists to practice on their own animal physical
rehabilitation premises under indirect supervision would NOT further increase
safe access for consumers. Veterinarians have been collaborating with other
licensed professionals of their choice, while simultaneously protecting the
consumer, within the boundaries of their facilities or by direct supervision for
decades. This approach is consistent with the CA VMB'’s current regulatory
language, the outcome of the 2018 Appropriations committee failure to pass
AB 3013, and the CVMA position. Additionally, using recommendations
consistent with the other states that have gone before us (like Colorado,
Nevada and Nebraska) is not in the best interests of California regulatory law
in general because our state is unique with demographics, geography and
existing approaches to medicine. Inclusion of properly qualified and licensed
physical therapists in the Veterinary Practice Act is already encompassed by
utilizing the “veterinary assistant” terminology and creation of additional
definitions is redundant to our profession and is confusing to the consumer.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long
and legislative “remedies” have required extensive effort and time without a
clear resolution (akin to AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of
2018). Should there be a legislative fix, based on a collaborative effort
between both professions, to include a licensed professional regulated by the
CA VMB | would support such a change. For example, an animal physical
rehabilitation facility where the CA licensed veterinarian establishes the VCPR
and services shall be provided includes a registered veterinary technician and
a qualified and licensed physical therapist. This is a reasonable compromise
for both professions and consumers protection and reduction of harm to the
animal patient is mitigated.



Erin <mullerl@earthlink.net>
Fri 4/24/2020 9:30 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a licensed veterinarian in California and a member of the CVMA.. | am submitting this letter
to SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and the California Veterinary Medical
Board has pursued regulatory language to continue on with the inclusion of licensed physical
therapists wishing to provide services to animals. My ability to foster inter-professional
relationships and collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these
professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of licensed physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a veterinarian | am able to access a trained physical therapist, if deemed
necessary or desired, by having them physically in my facility which enables me to oversee the
level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

The veterinarian is to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of treatment. It is not
within the currently regulatory language, nor appropriate, to send my patients to an animal
physical therapist without an individual licensed by the CA VMB directly on site. While |
recognize the majority of veterinarians do not have the same skillset as a licensed physical
therapist, in converse, the physical therapist does not have the skillset to evaluate and respond to
animal medical needs. | have many experiences that | can share of a patient requiring veterinary
care when coming in for APR. These pets would have suffered if a DVM had not been on the
premises. Please prevent this from happening to any pet in California.

Thank you for keeping our patients cared for and safe.

Erin Troy DVM. CCRP CVPP
Medical Director

Muller Veterinary Hospital

The Canine Rehabilitation Center
2735 N Main St

Walnut Creek, CA 94597


mailto:muller1@earthlink.net

Ashley McCaughan DVM <amccaughandvm@gmail.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 8:24 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

RE: CONSUMER SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a concerned pet owner in California. I am submitting this letter to SUPPORT the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their pets and the California Veterinary Medical Board
has pursued regulatory language to continue with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists
wishing to provide services to animals. The ability to foster inter-professional relationships and
collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access these professionals is
not restricted.

The regulation of physical therapists is currently recognized as an ‘unlicensed veterinary
assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and in a
veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and
patient safety. As a dedicated pet owner, | demand that my pet’s veterinary care be directed by a
DVM who is physically in the facility, determines who provides care and can oversee the level
of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed treatment, and respond to medical
emergencies should they arise.

Respectfully,

Dr. Ashley McCaughan
Dr Ashley McCaughan

Marina Village Veterinary
943 Marina Village Parkway, Alameda, CA 94501

www.marinavillagevet.com

Office: 510-939-8340
Fax: 510-939-8342

amccaughandvm@gmail.com
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Stephen Atwater <Stephen.Atwater@vca.com>
Fri 4/24/2020 6:58 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

DVM support of Regis.docx
18 KB

Please see the attached letter I have signed.

Stephen Atwater, DVM, MS, DACVIM
VCA Encina Veterinary Medical Center
2803 Ygnacio Valley Road, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925-937-5001voice | 925-937-8519 fax

Stephen.Atwater@vca.com


mailto:Stephen.Atwater@vca.com
mailto:Stephen.Atwater@vca.com

RE: VETERINARY SUPPORT TO CA VMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL
REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a licensed veterinarian in California . | am submitting this letter to
SUPPORT the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation
needs oversight and regulation to protect the consumer and their animals and
the California Veterinary Medical Board has pursued regulatory language to
continue on with the inclusion of licensed physical therapists wishing to
provide services to animals. My ability to foster inter-professional relationships
and collaborate is not currently hindered and the consumer’s ability to access
these professionals is not restricted.

The regulation of licensed physical therapists is currently recognized as an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjects them to work under direct
supervision of a veterinarian and in a veterinarian’s hospital/clinic is in the
best interests of consumer protection, harm reduction and patient safety. As a
veterinarian | am able to access a trained physical therapist, if deemed
necessary or desired, by having them physically in my facility which enables
me to oversee the level of supervision, monitor patient response to prescribed
treatment, and respond to medical emergencies should they arise.

The veterinarian is to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of
treatment. It is not within the currently regulatory language, nor appropriate, to
send my patients to an animal physical therapist without an individual licensed
by the CA VMB directly on site. While | recognize the majority of veterinarians
do not have the same skillset as a licensed physical therapist, in converse, the
physical therapist does not have the skillset to evaluate and respond to animal
medical needs. It is the highest standard of professional medical care for me
to be able to refer my patients for professional services by those who are
competent in this specialty to a facility with a veterinarian and physical
therapist, who both have appropriate training and knowledge. | am most
comfortable with a DVM providing direct oversight of physical rehabilitation of
my patients to ensure their safety.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that drastically changes the
supervision level from direct to indirect supervision, redefines referral methods



to paraprofessional healthcare providers (such as the physical therapist) and
creation of supplementary categories of individuals who may provide services
(animal physical rehabilitation assistant). Specifically, qualified and licensed
physical therapists should continue to work under the direct supervision of a
veterinarian and do not allow them to work on animals at a facility not
overseen by a veterinarian after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-
Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a diagnosis, and determined that
rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal patients.
Allowing qualified physical therapists to practice on their own animal physical
rehabilitation premises under indirect supervision would NOT further increase
safe access for consumers. Veterinarians have been collaborating with other
licensed professionals of their choice, while simultaneously protecting the
consumer, within the boundaries of their facilities or by direct supervision for
decades. This approach is consistent with the CA VMB'’s current regulatory
language, the outcome of the 2018 Appropriations committee failure to pass
AB 3013, and the CVMA position. Additionally, using recommendations
consistent with the other states that have gone before us (like Colorado,
Nevada and Nebraska) is not in the best interests of California regulatory law
in general because our state is unique with demographics, geography and
existing approaches to medicine. Inclusion of properly qualified and licensed
physical therapists in the Veterinary Practice Act is already encompassed by
utilizing the “veterinary assistant” terminology and creation of additional
definitions is redundant to our profession and is confusing to the consumer.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long
and legislative “remedies” have required extensive effort and time without a
clear resolution (akin to AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of
2018). Should there be a legislative fix, based on a collaborative effort
between both professions, to include a licensed professional regulated by the
CA VMB | would support such a change. For example, an animal physical
rehabilitation facility where the CA licensed veterinarian establishes the VCPR
and services shall be provided includes a registered veterinary technician and
a qualified and licensed physical therapist. This is a reasonable compromise
for both professions and consumers protection and reduction of harm to the
animal patient is mitigated.

Sincerely,
Stephen Atwater, DVM, MS, DACVIM (O)



Richard Sullivan <sullydvm@gmail.com>
Fri 4/17/2020 11:56 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA

VMBletterAPR0420.pdf
652 KB

Dear Justin,
Attached is my letter of support for the APH as proposed.

Thank you and thank you for all of the work that you do for the public and the profession
especially in this difficult time.

Dick Sullivan


mailto:sullydvm@gmail.com

Richard J. Sullivan, DVM
Bay Cities Pet Hospital
20447 Hawthorne Blvd.
Torrance, CA 90503
April 17,2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: Written Comment on the Proposed Animal Physical Rehabilitations (APR)
regulations.

Dear Ms. Sotelo,

I am a small animal practitioner in Torrance, CA. I am presently on the Veterinary
Medical Board’s (Board) Multi-disciplinary Advisory Committee (MDC.) I am a past
member of the Board and have been involved in every MDC and VMB meeting that
discussed this issue. I also attended the first APR public hearing in 2015 and later the
first two of the three task force meetings that was requested by the Senate Business and
Professions Committee. Although I was unable to attend the third task force meeting, I
was able to listen to it entirely on the webcast. I also made it my responsibility to visit a
practice the was dedicated to APR that had a staff of veterinarians, licensed physical
therapist, Registered Veterinary Technicians (RVT), and veterinary assistants (VA.) This
was an unannounced visit and I spent about four hours there observing the patients and
reading the medical records of these patients. The timeframe from our first MDC
meeting, an all day public hearing, Board meetings, and the three task force meetings was
a period of over eight years.

After a number of meetings in 2012-14 of the MDC, we proposed regulations to the
Board that had some problems. After a full day public hearing in 2015, it was apparent
that we did not have the correct wording; it needed more work. That regulation was
withdrawn and we addressed all of the deficiencies that we heard at the hearing by
defining terms better, by narrowing what APR was and what it wasn’t. The revamped
regulation was a great improvement and was forwarded to the Board but was stalled by
the requirement of a senate committee that required the Board to form a task force to
bring in stakeholders to review the proposed regulations. Those same stakeholders were
at all of the publicly held MDC and Board meetings. The task force met three times over
the course of about 9 -10 months and made some recommendations to the Board which
were thoroughly discussed over the course of two meetings with the final vote approving
the present language. Most of the recommendations made by the task force were
approved but some were not.



From this background, I believe that I did my due diligence in studying, researching,
investigating, listening, and understanding the issues that went into making my decision
to vote for the regulations as written. I believe that the rest of the Board did likewise.

My decision to approve direct supervision for physical therapist was based on several
important facts:

1. There was testimony of several clients who had animals that had an emergency
medical issue during APR at a clinic with no veterinarian present and the client
was under the impression that they were on the premises.

2. In my visit to a clinic that was dedicated to APR only I observed that the majority
of patients had significant medical conditions that did need supervision when they
were being treated. In human clinics, if a patient has a problem, they call 911;
that is not available in veterinary medicine. Besides, instinctively, animals
suppress their symptoms of pain or illness because in the wild that would attract
predators. Veterinarians are trained and have experience in determining this and
physical therapists are not.

3. Another common comment was that access was a problem. However, it was
pointed out that there are three times more APR practices with direct supervision
of a veterinarian in California than there are clinics specializing in dermatology,
or clinics specializing in cardiology, or clinics specializing in neurology. So in
the world of veterinary medicine, there is not a problem with access to APR.

4. There is nothing in this language that says a physical therapist cannot own a
business as long as they have a veterinarian on staff and present. As a matter of
fact, there is just such a practice up the street from our practice that we refer to.

When I voted to pass this regulation as proposed, my decision was based upon what is
best for our patients. This is the practice of veterinary medicine and in my opinion, there
needs to be veterinarian on the premises to make sure the patient is diagnosed correctly,
is healthy enough for the task being done, and is present if there is an emergency. For the
Board to do anything less is not protecting the public.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
loctaicl [ lorarl P07

Richard J. Sullivan, DVM



ADDED 8/14/2020

SUPPORT
Additional APR Comments Received: 7/27/2020 — 8/12/2020

Number Received: 59

Rod Libbey <rodlibbey88@gmail.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 3:04 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| fully support Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Rod Libbey


mailto:rodlibbey88@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

tommy steele <tommysteele@me.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 1:29 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

August 13th 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 N. Market Boulevard, Suite 230

Sacramento, California 95834-2987

Via Email @ justin.sotelo@dca.ca.gov or FAX @ 916-928-6849

Re: SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation

| am submitting this letter in SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 related proposed animal physical
rehabilitation regulations.

The field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and regulation by a veterinarian to
protect me as the consumer and my animals.

Allowing licensed physical therapists to work unsupervised or without direct supervision
negatively impacts me as a consumer as | would have to take additional time and spend
additional money on follow up care with a veterinarian related to my pet developing infections
and pain. Most importantly, this risks my pet’s safety!

| ask for you to uphold Section 2038.5 and to pursue proper legislative remedies that help
animals get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Thomas and lolanda Steele


mailto:justin.sotelo@dca.ca.gov
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ADDED 8/14/2020

STEPHANIE STEPHENS <stephanie.stephens@mac.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 12:47 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Thank you so much.

I’'m in support of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. We demand safe care for our pets and
family members. I've personally seen the valuable and dramatic difference that physical
therapy, WITH Veterinarians, can make in our dogs lives.

Please support this!
Stephanie


mailto:stephanie.stephens@mac.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Edward Fries <eafries1754@att.net>
Wed 8/12/2020 10:01 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

The only care provided for animal physical therapy is under supervision of a Veterinarian. No
physical therapist should be allowed animal care without Veterinary Supervision.

Edward A. Fries D.V.M.


mailto:eafries1754@att.net

ADDED 8/14/2020

Keri Wilson <kspwilson@gmail.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 9:57 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| am writing to you to voice my support of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. | believe a
Veterinarian must be on site supporting the care of animals in rehabilitative care. |took my
French Bulldog to 3 separate facilities when rehabbing his spinal condition. It is expensive
care. It wasn’t until | visited CARE in Santa Monica that we started to see a marked
improvement—the only of the 3 places we tried where we saw a doctor every time. It made a
major difference. | would not go anywhere again unless we are seen and cared for by a Vet.

Keri P. Wilson.


mailto:kspwilson@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Clayton Kau <clayton.kau@cox.net>
Wed 8/12/2020 9:30 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

My wife and | whole-heartedly support the approval of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20,
Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation


mailto:clayton.kau@cox.net

ADDED 8/14/2020

Jerald Friedman <jfriedman@friedmandevelopers.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 9:28 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

My wife and | are in support of proposition that all animal rehab be supervised by a veterinarian.
Please make this mandatory thank you Jerald and Judith Friedman


mailto:jfriedman@friedmandevelopers.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Roxanne Paulson <roxp.32@gmail.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 9:03 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

I am in support of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code
of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Thank you
Roxanne Paulson


mailto:roxp.32@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Jack Luftman <dentj10@yahoo.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 8:48 AM

To:
e Sotelo, Justin@DCA

¢ Jessica Luftman <jhwaldman@gmail.com>

As animal lovers we are in total SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4 Division 20, Title 16 of
the California Code of Regulations related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Sincerely,

Barbara and Jack Luftman


mailto:jhwaldman@gmail.com
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Clayton Kau <clayton.kau@cox.net>
Wed 8/12/2020 7:52 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

My wife and | whole-heartedly support the approval of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20,
Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation

Clayton and Jaimie Kau
Palos Verdes Estates


mailto:clayton.kau@cox.net

ADDED 8/14/2020

Sheila Maher <mahersailor@yahoo.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 6:50 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| support the approval of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California
Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Thanks, Sheila and Chris Maher


mailto:mahersailor@yahoo.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Debie Gibson <dkg53@comcast.net>
Wed 8/12/2020 1:15 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| SUPPORT Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Thank you,

Debie Gibson


mailto:dkg53@comcast.net

ADDED 8/14/2020

Paula N. Miller <paulanissenmiller@gmail.com>
Wed 8/12/2020 1:05 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

I, as a lifelong dog owner, strongly support the approval of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division
20, Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Therapy.

Having gone through five TPLO surgeries with various dogs over the years | know very
personally the value of proper physical therapy under the direction and watchful eyes of a
qualified veterinarian. All surgeries and recoveries were very successful enduring my beautiful
pets and long and healthy life.

Please help our loving pets by strengthening the regulations.

Thank you.

Paula L. Miller


mailto:paulanissenmiller@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Christine Halley <georgejackandtheboy@yahoo.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 9:57 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

I demand safe care for our four-legged family members. | SUPPORT Section 2038.5 of Article
4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical
Rehabilitation.

Thank you,
Ms. Chris Halley


mailto:georgejackandtheboy@yahoo.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Brian Fielding <hdwredes@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 9:43 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

I am unable to attend the meeting, but wish to express our support of Section 2038.5 of
Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations, related to Animal
Physical Rehabilitation.

Sincerely,
Brian Fielding


mailto:hdwredes@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Leslie Berger <leslie@leslieberger.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 9:01 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Leslie Berger


mailto:leslie@leslieberger.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Jessica Smialek <jessica.smialek@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 8:54 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Hi,

I would like to register my support for Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. My dog receives
physical therapy, and | feel much safer knowing trained vets are there to oversee her care.
Thank you!

-Jessica
Sherman Oaks, CA


mailto:jessica.smialek@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Keri Wilson <kspwilson@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 8:06 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| am writing to you to voice my support of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. | believe a
Veterinarian must be on site supporting the care of animals in rehabilitative care. |took my
French Bulldog to 3 separate facilities when rehabbing his spinal condition. It is expensive
care. It wasn’t until | visited CARE in Santa Monica that we started to see a marked
improvement—the only of the 3 places we tried where we saw a doctor every time. It made a
major difference. | would not go anywhere again unless we are seen and cared for by a Vet.

Keri P. Wilson.


mailto:kspwilson@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Mike Sioson <michael.a.sioson@gsk.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 3:30 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Dear Mr. Sotelo,

I am writing you to express my strong support to always have a licensed veterinarian present or
supervising a physical rehabilitation session for a pet. Having an animal doctor ultimately
responsible for the work and actions of the rehab center automatically raises the qualifications
and training that will be available and carried out at these rehab centers.

Our pets are family members and we would never take short cuts or risk their health
unnecessarily to potentially save a few dollars.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Mike Sioson
Concerned pet parent


mailto:michael.a.sioson@gsk.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Annette Odello <aodello@bluedevils.org>
Tue 8/11/2020 2:34 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Please protect my pets.
Annette Odello


mailto:aodello@bluedevils.org

ADDED 8/14/2020

merisimon@gmail.com
Tue 8/11/2020 1:35 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| SUPPORT Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

| strongly believe that Vet should be on hand while a pet is receiving physical therapy.
Thank you,

Meri Simon


mailto:merisimon@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

vpbrian@aol.com
Tue 8/11/2020 1:13 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Office of Justin Sotelo

I am in support for the approval of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

This allows Physical Therapists to work collaboratively with veterinary professionals and
requires a veterinarian to be present in the facility when therapies are done.
We need to implement safe care for our animals and ALL animals.

Respectfully,

Victoria Brian


mailto:vpbrian@aol.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Barbara Sage <BSAGE@BZBM.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 1:02 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Please consider this as my statement of support with regard to approval of the Section 2038.5
of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the CA Code of Regulations related to Animal Physical
Rehabilitation. 40 hours of unaccredited training in dog therapy pales in comparison with the
schooling and experience required to become a veterinarian. | would want to know that my pet
was getting the very best care when it comes to physical rehabilitation. Thank you.

Barbara Sage


mailto:BSAGE@BZBM.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Kate Yanov <kyanovl@hotmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 12:44 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Dear Justin,

We have a dog that has had neurologic issues since 2015. | have also personally worked in
"human" physical therapy for 6+ years. | do not believe that a human PT can properly administer
quality care to animals as they are completely different species with different baselines of vitals
and anatomic makeup. A critical point in human PT is that the patient can verbally communicate
if they are in pain to the provider. This is not possible in working with animals. Only a skilled
veterinarian can determine this.

| fully SUPPORT Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Please consider the affect your vote will have on animals (& lawsuits) across the state if this

article is passed. Feel free to contact me if you'd like to talk about this issue in further detail.

Be well,
Kate Yanov Birtch


mailto:kyanov1@hotmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Laura Untiedt <laura_untiedt@yahoo.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 12:40 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Justin,
| support having a vet in attendance during an animal’s physical therapy.
Safety first over profit and unsafe practices.

Thank you.


mailto:laura_untiedt@yahoo.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Rick Gala <ricg1660@yahoo.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 12:14 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Hello sir,

| just wanted to voice my opinion on the APT with a Vet present. My dog is so important to me
that | think a Veterinary Doctor should always be present anytime any animal has to have APT.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Rick Galande


mailto:ricg1660@yahoo.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Julie McGill <jamcgill@kilowattmktg.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 12:11 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

It is unsafe for Physical Therapists to practice on pets without a veterinarian on site.
| SUPPORT Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Julie McGill

Julie McGill
Kilowatt Marketing


mailto:jamcgill@kilowattmktg.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Lindsay Levin <misslindsay76@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 12:06 PM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

I vehemently SUPPORT Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code
of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation

Veterinarians are uniquely trained and the most capable professionals to provide rehabilitation
therapy to animals. Would you want a vet treating your child?

Lindsay Levin


mailto:misslindsay76@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Donald Allin <donymudge@icloud.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 10:30 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

I am writing in support and approval of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. Please vote
affirmative on this issue. It will insure that a veterinarian is present and controlling all aspects of
AR. Failing this measure would be equivalent to allowing nurses to write prescriptions for a
doctor. That can’t happen, just as what can happen if this AR measure fails. Thanks for
listening.


mailto:donymudge@icloud.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Nancy Ehrlich <nehrlichrvt@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 10:08 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

August 11, 2020

Veterinary Medical Board
1747 N Market Blvd Ste 230
Sacramento CA 95834

Re: Support for Animal Rehabilitation Regulation
Dear Veterinary Medical Board:

I am writing on behalf of the California Registered Veterinary Technicians Association in support
of the proposed regulation regarding Animal Rehabilitation (AR). We believe that the Veterinary
Medical Board’s (VMB) proposal to allow RVTs to perform AR under the level of supervision
determined by the prescribing veterinarian is appropriate. RVTs are trained and licensed to deal
with veterinary emergencies, so they are qualified to treat animals when a veterinarian is not
present. We also concur with the decision to require Direct Supervision for veterinary assistants.

We realize that human Physical Therapists (PTs) would like to be able to perform AR under
Indirect Supervision, but as the VMB determined, PTs cannot be treated any differently than
other veterinary assistants under current law. As the VMB does not regulate the licensing of
PTs, they have no ability to give PTs any special consideration - just as they could not allow a
human dermatologist or ophthalmologist to see animal patients without a veterinarian present.

Physical Therapists can be very helpful as part of a team providing AR. The regulation as
proposed allows PTs to work with their veterinary colleagues to provide Animal Rehabilitation.

We urge the VMB to approve the proposed regulation as written.
Regards,

Nancy Ehrlich, RVT
Regulatory/Legislative Advocate, CaRVTA


mailto:nehrlichrvt@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Bob Brensel <Bob@scriptworksrx.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 9:24 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Dear Justin,

I am extremely concerned that a group of physical therapists with 40 hours of education wants
to replace a veterinarian who has a much wider scope of professionalism and expertise in
handling pets.

As a compounding pharmacist that deals with both humans and animals, | can tell that there is a
tremendous difference in the ways animals metabolize medicine as well as the profound
differences in anatomy.

If my dog needs rehabilitation services, | want it done under supervision of a veterinarian period.

In my business, | rely on the expertise of veterinarians every day. | also learn from them every
day. In our present day culture, our pets are of utmost importance and we need a veterinarian to
be responsible for every part of the care given to our pets.

| support section 2038.5.

Best Regards,

Bob Brensel, RPh
ScriptWorks

480 N. Wiget Ln

Walnut Creek, CA 94598

www.scriptworksrx.com
https://vimeo.com/398276425/1182cccbhcf
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mailto:Bob@scriptworksrx.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Kimberly <kberlyk75@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 8:58 AM

To:
Sotelo, Justin@DCA

| want to express my SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Animals do not have a voice if things go wrong. Supervision and consultation are important
from a veterinarian given the physical therapists don't have the same training.

Kimberly Kerlin


mailto:kberlyk75@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Rebecca Bhatt <beckybhatt@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 8:45 AM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: beckybhatt@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

I am contacting you in SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

My dog has degenerative disc disease and had emergency surgery at UC Davis 2 years ago.
Since then we have been seeing Dr.Erin Troy and her staff for our dog's rehabilitation care. The
detail of care and oversight of our dog's wellness plan have been outstanding. Dr. Troy is able
to monitor her medications and progress and the therapy team supports the daily routines and
exercises that have changed our dog's quality of life. 40 hours of unaccredited training in dog
therapy is NOT enough to replace the care of a professional veterinary team with a much wider
scope of training.

| thank you for considering my experience in your decision,

Rebecca Calzia-Bhatt


mailto:beckybhatt@gmail.com
mailto:beckybhatt@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Susan Marquez <chuloboy@yahoo.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 8:26 AM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: chuloboy@yahoo.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

| would not let my pet get rehabilitation unless a veterinarian was present to oversee and have
input. The pet cannot speak for itself. So the veterinarian needs to be there to be the animals
advocate thank you Susan Marquez


mailto:chuloboy@yahoo.com
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Jane Doe <lavacity@comcast.net>
Tue 8/11/2020 8:08 AM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: lavacity@comcast.net

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

My dog Kai is 8. She was seriously injured as a puppy and has been in pt therapy for 8 years. A
good maintenance routine, with vets and pt, keeps Kai happy, healthy and moving.. thank God
for the team of physical therapists and vets. There have been many times when something
would come up requiring vet support. And so, | continue to support vets on site of physical
therapy work.

Thank you
Laura Sinclaire


mailto:lavacity@comcast.net
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Sherry Untiedt <sherry.untiedt@betahg.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 8:06 AM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: sherry.untiedt@betahg.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

Good morning Justin,

It's been brought to my attention that physical therapist with 40 hours of uncredited training for
dogs think they can care for our pets without a veterinarian on site. That is a dangerous
practice. Why don’t they want a veterinarian on-site because it cost more money to run the
practice. You can’t take money over the lives of human or K-9 lives. Would you allow a child to
go to someone who has 40 hours training that is uncredited? Absolutely not.

Therefore, | SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California
Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. Please keep our dogs safe
and give them the care they deserve. That is the least we can do. Don’t let our pets down.

Thank you,
Sherry Untiedt

Sherry Untiedt
Underwriter
Professional Liability

BETA Healthcare Group

1443 Danville Boulevard, Alamo, CA 94507
925.838.6070 MAIN 925.314.7652 DIRECT
sherry.untiedt@betahg.com
www.betahg.com
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ADDED 8/14/2020

John D Curry <johndcurry@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 7:48 AM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: johndcurry@gmail.com
CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.
NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

Dear Mr Sotelo

Please register my support for

Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations,
related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Thank you.

Dr. John D Curry
Concord, CA, 94518


mailto:johndcurry@gmail.com
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Linda Drattell <lindadrattell@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 7:47 AM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: lindadrattell@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

Hello,

| am writing to voice support for Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Dr. Erin Troy has provided vital physical therapy for the past eighteen months for our dog, Lucy,
who had been injured before we adopted her. The physical therapists who treat Lucy regularly
confer with the veterinarian on site, which has helped guide whether a particular therapy is
working, if we need to step back a bit, or if Lucy is strong enough to proceed to the next level of
physical therapy. | cannot imagine a physical therapist without the proper training and guidance
from a veterinarian being able to make the same proper determinations.

Thank you.

Linda Drattell


mailto:lindadrattell@gmail.com
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Kathleen Nelson <katylnelson@gmail.com>
Tue 8/11/2020 7:31 AM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: katylnelson@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Mary fitzhugh <mfitzhugh4l@gmail.com>
Mon 8/10/2020 11:06 PM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: mfitzhugh4l@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

| want to write to you in SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. When it comes
to my furry baby | want to be sure people are dully licensed/accredired and under supervision of
a veterinarian. | am a speech pathologist and work with some amazing physical therapists, but
know that they do not know animals, did not learn on animals and having a short course is not
adequate to fully understand animals.

Thank you for your time.

Mary Fitzhugh
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Van Rylander <vanrylander@gmail.com>
Mon 8/10/2020 10:42 PM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: vanrylander@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

HI Justin,

Need to voice my opinion for proper representation in the state of California that i reside, |
support Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. DO NOT let untrained (40hrs is a
true joke) 'therapists' profit from "treating" animals...

Also as my dog and | are innocent victims of a vicious pitbull attack, | urge you to join the
progressive mindset of Miami-Dade County and institute a pitbull ban and severe punishments
for offenders.

As | struggle a to overcome both mentally and physically from the life altering pitbull attack, |
urge you to follow the socratic method and use factual data use it to help save our loved one's
life and prevent tragedies by supporting Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation and towards working
on the movement to remove literal weapons off the street known as pitbulls..

Sincerely,

Carl V.B. Rylander

p.s. please advise on where i how i may personally help these causes.
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Michele Duffy <spaceharmony@gmail.com>
Mon 8/10/2020 10:13 PM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA
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[EXTERNAL]: spaceharmony@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

Dear Mr Sotelo

I'm writing in SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation

Pls do not allow PT with little training replace Vet MDS we need credentialed support of
our petsl!

Thanks
Michele Duffy
Error! Filename not specified.

Michele Duffy, BTB M.F.S.
Principal & Founder
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Albione Becnel <abecnel@gmail.com>
Mon 8/10/2020 10:10 PM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: abecnel@gmail.com
CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.
NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

To whom It May Concern,

I am writing to support Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California
Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. | owe a dog and only
want a safe and a good standard of care for my pet.

Thank you,

Albione Becnel
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Marie Morris <kingsamazon@gmail.com>
Mon 8/10/2020 9:53 PM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: kingsamazon@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

Dear Mr Sotelo:

As a former employee of a specialty and emergency veterinary practice (Sage Veterinary
Specialty Internal Medicine and Surgery), and as a client of Muller Veterinary Hospital for many
years, and a pet owner all of my life, | feel it is important to make you aware of my feelings on
the above-referenced California regulation.

Please consider that while the pets are undergoing their physical therapy, possible unforeseen
and urgent issues may arise. For the safety of the animals, it is important to realize that they
deserve to have a licensed veterinarian on site during any rehabilitation or physical therapy
treatment. | would no more want my animal to be treated in an urgent situation by a

physical therapist whose experience is limited to practicing on humans without a veterinarian
close at hand, than for my child to be treated in a similarly urgent situation by a

veterinarian. The needs could be similar, but in no way are they the same.

From my years of experience at the veterinary hospital, | know that a human doctor would not
be able to practice the same medicine on my pets that they do on humans, and | do not feel that
40 hours of unaccredited training for dog therapy is any substitute for specialized training that
may be necessary to treat an animal should they need care urgently.

Please communicate my support of this measure and see that the regulation remains part of
California code.

Sincerely,

Marie Morris
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ADDED 8/14/2020

Susan Hollingshead <susanm.hollingshead@gmail.com>
Mon 8/10/2020 9:45 PM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: susanm.hollingshead@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
AFFAIRS!

DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

Dear Mr. Sotelo, my husband and | would like to vigorously express our strong support for the
approval Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations,
related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation. After a 10-year process of investigating what would
be the safest way for pets to receive Animal Physical Rehabilitation (APR) therapies in
California, a consensus has been reached. All parties involved have had an opportunity to be
heard in multiple forums. However, a group of Physical Therapists want to practice on pets
without a veterinarian on site. They believe that 40 hours of unaccredited training in dog therapy
is enough to replace the care of a professional veterinary team with a much wider scope of
training. No one in the last 10 years has been able to disprove one very important fact - pets will
be safer receiving APR if a veterinarian is on site.

Please make note of our support.
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ADDED 8/14/2020

kristin biechler <biechlerk@gmail.com>
Mon 8/10/2020 9:42 PM
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To:

Sotelo, Justin@DCA

[EXTERNAL]: biechlerk@gmail.com

CAUTION: THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER
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DO NOT: click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe.

NEVER: provide credentials on websites via a clicked link in an Email.

| SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation
Please have a veterinarian on site for all APR.

Sincerely.

Kristin Biechler

4833 Proctor Rd

Castrop Valley, CA 94546


mailto:biechlerk@gmail.com
mailto:biechlerk@gmail.com

ADDED 8/14/2020

Annette Odello <aodello@bluedevils.org>
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| am very concerned that my pets get the very best care. Please protect them.
Annette Odello

925-383-0424

Martinez, Ca 94553
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SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of
Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation.

Thank you
Nalini George
Lafayette CA
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| vehemently SUPPORT Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California
Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation

Veterinarians are uniquely trained and the most capable professionals to provide rehabilitation
therapy to animals. Would you want a vet treating your child??

Sherrie Klein
PO Box 1787
Lafayette, CA 94549
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Dear Justin:

| have been a long time animal lover who has rescued many animals and provided them with
the love, training and care to allow them to live the best life possible. Part of that love and care
is of course appropriate veterinary care, which includes at times physical therapy. In fact, one
of my dogs had to undergo surgery on both knees. To complicate matters, she had special
needs and required particular veterinary care during her recoveries, which included physical
therapy. Were it not for skilled veterinary supervision of that therapy, my dog would not have
made the amazing recoveries she did.

| am therefore writing to you in support of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of
the California Code of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation that would require
professional oversight for physical therapy.

Animals are so much a part of our lives and families. Perhaps because they cannot speak
on their own behalves, we must stand to protect them and provide them with the safe medical
care they truly deserve. Allowing unlicensed medical care for our pets is unconscionable and
must not be permitted. Please do the right thing and vote to approve this section of the CA
Code of Regulations.

Very truly,
Luanne Rutherford, on behalf of Kahani, Faust, Shadow, Noodge and Maly
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Would you want your children treated for a disease by an untrained doctor?

Our pets are also our children and deserve to be treated by a trained veterinarian.
Let's make sure that the laws don't allow otherwise.

Rick Silvey.
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| completely support the intent of the proposed law below:

Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code of Regulations,
related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation

My last dog, a fantastic golden retriever named Cody who lived 12 1/2 years, was

the beneficiary of long term care at Muller Veterinary Hospital's Canine Rehabilitation
Center in Walnut Creek, CA. | cannot imagine any therapeutic setting for a dog with his
issues - seizures and severe arthritis - other than one that is part of a veterinary
practice.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this and be heard.

Kathleen LaCross
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I am in SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the California Code
of Regulations, related to Animal Physical Rehabilitation to ensure that my pets are
protected and only treated and rehabilitated under the care of a licensed DVM.

Melissa Guariglia, PsyD
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers
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Good afternoon

| want to show my SUPPORT of Section 2038.5 of Article 4, Division 20, Title 16 of the
California Code of Regulations, related to Animal PhysicalW Rehabilitation.

My dog Penny has been going to hydrotherapy and laser sessions every other week for at least
4 years now. The treatments she has received there by the therapist under the direction of Dr
Troy at Canine Rehabilitation Center has been fantastic. Penny has a spine disease and has
had to have two neurological surgeries. 4 years ago the neurologist told me that Penny would
only be mobile for about 6 months. | take Penny for a walk every day. Her mobility is getting a
bit worse but | know that the reason she is still walking is because of the sessions and excellent
care she gets at Canine Rehabilitation Center. Please don’t change this!

Pam Thompson
Hayward, CA
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Dear Mr. Sotelo and Members of the California Veterinary Medical Board,

Regarding objections to current language regulating APR, | offer the following input. My
credentials include private veterinary practice for the last 35 years, CCRP certification
and APR practitioner, and past president, governor and delegate of the CVMA.

The first question to answer is:
Is Animal Physical Rehabilitation (APR) a component of veterinary practice?
And the more controversial second guestion is:

What is the best way to serve and protect animal physical rehabilitation patients and their
owners?

Here is a succinct analysis that | believe provides the answer to those questions:

* Veterinary Practice: It has been established that Animal Physical
Rehabilitation is a component of veterinary medical care because it requires the expertise,
technology, oversight and regulatory compliance that only veterinarians can provide. As
such, APR needs to be performed under the supervision of a veterinarian.

Dentistry is a very analogous service that has faced the same challenges and same arguments
from non-veterinary providers. In the final analysis both veterinary (animal) physical
rehabilitation and veterinary (animal) dentistry should be under the direct supervision of
licensed veterinarians because only DVM’s have the education, training, equipment,
experience, authority, regulatory oversight, and malpractice protections that California
consumers are entitled to for those allowed to practice veterinary medicine.

* Human Training: Suggesting that that human-trained physical therapists
should be able to independently practice on animals would by extension allow human dentists to
perform veterinary dentistry, or human surgeons to perform veterinary surgery, or human
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psychiatrists to perform veterinary behavior therapy--all without the direct supervision of a
licensed veterinarian. Likewise, if crossing from human care to veterinary care were to be
sanctioned, then the reciprocal of crossing from veterinary care to human care would logically
follow--meaning that veterinary physical rehabilitation practitioners should be allowed to practice
PT on humans (since DVMs are licensed to provide PT on non-human primates this would be
much less of a leap than the reverse)! Clearly, the reason we have distinct human and
veterinary fields is because each require their own extensive knowledge base, their own
specialized equipment and facilities, and their own insurance and regulatory compliance.

* DVM Training: What APR requires but human PT training lacks:

DVM's are trained in the behavior of animals

DVM's are trained in pain management of animals

DVM's can prescribe both pharmaceutical and non-drug therapies for animals
DVM's are trained in anatomy and physiology of animals

DVM's are trained in lameness and locomotion--4 legged versus 2 legged

DVM's have diagnhostic equipment available—like x-rays, ultrasound, and MRI
DVM's have access to emergency and resuscitation capabilities

DVM's can diagnose problems, monitor recovery, and prescribe therapy for animals
DVM's are licensed, insured, and regulated to care for animals

There ARE myriad dramatic differences between humans and animals AND there are
further remarkable differences between different species like dogs, cats, and

horses. Here are just three dramatic differences between humans and animals: Animals use
quadrupedal locomotion (4-legged) versus bipedal locomotion which creates entirely different
locomotive forces and adaptations; Animals walk on their “toes” instead of on their “heels”
which requires completely different structural and anatomic architecture; Animal skeletal muscle
recovery and response is functionally and quantitatively much different than humans, while
tendinous and ligamentous tissues respond asynchronously. Every one of these factors has a
dramatic impact on any rehabilitation plan.

APR certification of even 200 hours for non-DVMs (equal to 5 weeks of the first year of
veterinary school) is inadequate and does not begin to scratch the surface of the
knowledge and experience held by licensed Doctors of Veterinary Medicine. Learning the
so called “Red Flags” does not begin to adequately prepare PT’s to recognize or respond to the
huge range of potential problems and non-human diagnoses that veterinary patients can
present with. Suggesting that because PT’s practicing APR in other states have not been
subject to complaints or malpractice claims (assuming this is even true or comprehensive) gives
them proof of competence, in no way demonstrates the expertise, effectiveness, or
accountability of those practitioners. APR trained PT’s would be a most welcome addition to the
veterinary care team as long as they are under the direct supervision of a licensed DVM.

* Public Need: ACVSMR, CCRP, CCRT, and other certified and/or supervised
veterinary rehabilitation specialists are available for those seeking advanced expertise in APR
while also being DVM supervised or administered. More than 100 of these specialists are
available in California with a large number of general practices also offering rehabilitation
services—so there is no scarcity of care.

* Public Oversight: Veterinary practice (including APR) needs to be regulated by the
VMB. Other agencies within the Department of Consumer Affairs (Physical Therapy,
Dentistry, etc.) simply do not have the expertise to regulate veterinary facilities,
veterinary practitioners, or veterinary patients. Again, the differences between human
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practice and veterinary practice are so dramatic that the standards from one do not apply to the
other. This point is significant insofar as the argument that the PT Board should somehow still
be responsible for regulating and overseeing PT’s practicing APR.

Conclusion: Non-DVM PT’s should practice under the supervision of a DVM since APR is
a component of veterinary practice and since this provides consumers the proper care
and protection guaranteed by the Practice Act. The potential for harm to patients and
consumers is high when rehabilitation is managed without proper veterinary training—
the IVDD dog with a disc compressing the spinal cord, the young kitten with a fractured
femur developing a quadriceps contracture, or the lame horse with a hairline fracture
extending into a joint are but a few good examples of high risk cases. Intermittent or
infrequent off-site monitoring by a DVM is inadequate to manage these cases because
they require ongoing reassessment and readjustment of their status and therapy.

Thank You,

Jeff Smith DVM, CCRP

Middletown Animal Hospital

All Valley Equine
Dlgamﬂmﬁlguallhﬂmaumagmg_ | PEME
21503 Highway 29

Middletown, CA 95461
707-696-9000 cell

707-987-2000 clinic

707-987-2082 fax

myvet@mac.com
middletownvet.net
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July 27, 2020
To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is my personal request for the Board to consider the adoption of the proposed
modifications with regards to the regulatory action CCR, Title 16, Section 2038.5 including
subsections A-E.

As the board is aware Animal Physical Rehabilitation is a rapidly growing field in our industry
and currently there are individuals practicing that have little to no medical training with regards
to non-human species care. As a California licensed RVT, as well as a Certified Canine
Rehabilitation Practitioner, | have acquired hundreds of hours of training and instruction in order
to best serve the veterinary community that | live in. | work under the supervision of a
veterinarian that knows my abilities and her patient’s medical needs. | cannot express how
strongly | oppose layman or human physical therapists expanding their practice into the animal
medical field when no standardized qualifications currently exist to verify their competency to be
able to do so. This lapse in regulation does not serve in the best interest of our profession nor in
the patients we treat. Instead, | enthusiastically request that the proposed regulations set forth in
the action be brought before you for consideration as soon as possible.

It has long been established in veterinary medicine that the licensed veterinarian with the VCPR
would be the one to determine what levels of care the RVT is permitted to perform with regards
to each patient and client. This standard, rightly so, relies on the veterinarian’s expertise and
personal knowledge of the patient, the owner, and the support staff. In medical care, it is the
veterinarian who determines the degree of supervision of the RVT, requiring this same standard
with regards to APR would be consistent with the Board and its standard of care policies.

The same is true currently with VA’s. Most VA tasks require direct supervision of the
veterinarian and the proposed action would be in line with our states current policies regarding
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supervision of VAs including human physical therapists. This new policy not only serves the
best interest of our patients, but is consistent with the boards 2015 AR rule-making and would
therefore be easily implemented into our practices.

And finally, | would like to commend the Boards rulings regarding the rejection of authorizing
PT’s to perform APR with indirect veterinary supervision. It is an honor and privilege to be
counted among this state’s distinguished group of trained, licensed RVT’s. | am grateful to the
Board for recognizing the value in an RVT’s training and knowledge and the distinction made
between the RVTs training and qualifications to recognize pain, discomfort, and provide
emergency medicine above the Physical Therapists knowledge. This ruling is yet again a
reminder that this Board is wholly dedicated to the pursuance of best practices that can be
afforded in our medical profession.

Thank you for your time,

If I can be of service to you regarding this issue, please feel free to contact me.
Lauryn Harker RVT, CCRP

Laurynmayo@usa.net

714-552-1511
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Victor Johnson <vjohnson44@sbcglobal.net>
Mon 4/27/2020 11:15 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA,; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 28, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
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rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,
Victor Johnson

216 Baldwin Ave
Ventura CA

805-647-7420
vjohnson44@shcglobal.net

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE choice
of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do I OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Jeanine Freeberg

10501 S. St. Louis Avenue
Chicago, IL 60655
(773)531-4350

jeaninefreeberg@yahoo.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members


mailto:jeaninefreeberg@yahoo.com

Samara Love <samaratullia@yahoo.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 8:44 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE choice
of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.
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| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Samara Love

2918 Florence St. #3 Berkeley, CA
510-508-0079

Samara T. Love

510-508-0079

laughingdogs.net
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April 27, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov

DCA DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, I have been monitoring this issue closely for years and
have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has taken to monopolize this
area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and regulation to
protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals limits my ability to practice my craft under reasonable

guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being merely
an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct supervision and for
a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal rehabilitation as the practice of
veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a licensed physical therapist with
advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable guidelines, my job opportunities and
ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This regulation would be a restraint of my
trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much more
appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. I am OPPOSED to this
regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that provides a more
sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have undergone the appropriate
training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that have gone before us on this
matter.).

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was AB 3013
(Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the legislatively-mandated
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force language and would have properly
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included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB opposed that bill largely based on the
misrepresentations by members of the veterinary profession who successfully were able to sway Board
opinion.

I urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical therapist as a
legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow qualified and licensed
PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined
by the veterinarian) and allow them to work on animals affer a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and
determined that rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the
decision up to the veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow increased safe
access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed professionals of their choice, and
allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This approach is consistent with the CVMB’s
Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is consistent with the other states that have gone before us.
Exempting properly qualified and licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the
pathway outlined previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the
CVMB’s meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the benefit of the
consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Amber Heckler, PT, CCRT
920 E Virginia Ave, Denver, CO 80209

amheckler@hotmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Kelley Mattos <toadberry21@hotmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 6:54 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA

VMB Opposition letter Watkins4.22.2020.docx
18 KB

Thank you for reviewing and considering my letter.

Amy Watkins
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April 22, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

Re: Opposition to VMB Animal Rehab Regulations
Dear Mr. Sotelo, Mr. Rodda and the California Veterinary Medical Board Members,

| have been following the issue of regulating Physical Therapists practicing on animals. | testified at the VMB'’s
Animal Rehab Regulations public hearing in Sacramento in 2015 (and after traveling for hours to attend, | was
disappointed that the Board was not present to listen to my comments). | was happy to hear that since then,
the language was withdrawn and | commended your effort to appoint a Stakeholder’s Task Force to help
create a more suitable solution. | submitted another letter on April 4, 2017 to show my support for the
solution that your Task Force came up with to allow physical therapists with certification in animal rehab to
practice on their own premises as long as the pet has been seen by a veterinarian first to determine the
animal is a good candidate for such services.

But now you have reversed everything again and you discarded the good work your Stakeholder’s Task Force
did in determining an appropriate solution for including animal physical therapists. Now you are attempting
to do what we all objected to back in 2015 by relegating qualified and licensed PT’s to “unlicensed veterinary
assistants” and forcing them to work under direct supervision of a veterinarian and only in a veterinary
hospital/clinic. Why is that? Thousands of California consumers have already voiced our desires for more
choice of and access to PT’s for our animals. Why are you not listening us?

| currently reside with my wife and dog Lacey in the city of Hanford, CA. Our three-year-old dog suffered a torn
ligament in her left knee back in January of 2015. We visited our local veterinarian for a diagnosis and solution.
After three trips to the vet, which included sedation and two sets of x-rays, we were instructed to kennel our
dog and she was prescribed an anti-inflammatory. After two months and a worsening condition, | requested a
referral to UC Davis Veterinary Hospital for a second opinion.

May of 2015, we arrived to UC Davis and met our doctors who immediately diagnosed Lacey with a torn
ligament. She underwent TPLO surgery. When we received our discharge instructions and treatment plan, the
Dr. handed us a list of certified rehab therapists in California. The surgeon strenuously objected to us taking
Lacey therapist that was not certified as it could derail the TPLO surgery and her ability to recover properly.

As we viewed the list of potential CCRT’s we noted that all of the options were located three or more hours
away. | discussed with the surgeon that | knew of a local veterinary clinic in Fresno claiming to provide physical
therapy to dogs, under a veterinarian’s license. | noticed though, that the Fresno location was not on the list
my surgeon provided. The surgeon offered to call the business and ask the necessary questions. After vetting
the Fresno location, the surgeon called us and advised that she spoke with an employee who knew little to
nothing about the proper physical therapy treatments for a TPLO patient. She strongly urged us to choose
another location that had a certified professional.



After viewing several locations, we chose to drive 3.5 hours each way to Santa Barbara for Lacey’s rehab. We
chose Santa Barbara because they had many stories of success with all cases but more specifically TPLO
patients. After a referral from the surgeon, we received approval to begin a treatment plan. When we arrived
to the rehab clinic in Santa Barbara, we were astonished by the level of proficiency and depth of knowledge
displayed by the certified animal physical therapist and her staff. It was immediately obvious that the
treatment was going to be vital to Lacey’s recovery. The certified PT treated the injury and the other parts of
Lacey’s body that were affected by the body compensating for the injury. In all my years of owning dogs, | had
never seen a professional more equipped to handle the care of my animal. | truly feel that this type of practice
is valuable and necessary for the continuing advancement of proper pet health and treatment.

| have been the victim of two woefully under practiced and uninformed veterinarians who the VMB says will
“be safer” for my dog when seeking physical therapy. | can tell you with overwhelming certainty that this is
not the case. If the physical therapist is licensed and shows a clear level of education and training on animals,
then those CCRT’s should have the ability to practice independent of a veterinarian.

As a consumer, it is my right and frankly my responsibility to make sure | am receiving the best care for my

pet. My story is an example of how restricting access to qualified professionals is a disservice to the consumers
and pets of California. | had to drive 7 hours in one day just to get treatment by a qualified physical therapist
for Lacey. Clearly there are not enough of these professionals around. Access MUST be broadened to Physical
Therapists certified in animal rehabilitation.

As my family and | look back to our decision to treat Lacey with Karen Atlas, it is undeniable that we made the
right decision, as Lacey never had another issue with her legs. We truly believe that the treatment given to
Lacey by Karen Atlas made all the difference in our animal’s ability to not only heal but to be fully restored to
her quality of life prior to the injury. Friends of mine with animals, who suffered the same injury, have
undergone surgery and not recover in the same manner after remaining under a veterinarians care only. The
animals maintained obvious limps and never returned to their mobility enjoyed prior to injury.

| strongly oppose the animal rehabilitation regulations being proposed by the Veterinary Medical Board.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was AB 3013
(Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified your Stakeholder’s Task Force language.

Please do the right thing and abandon these regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative
remedy so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California. Itis long overdue.

Sincerely,
Amy Watkins

Visalia, CA

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members



Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California
Physical Therapy Board of California Members



Jenny Moe <jenjonesdpt@me.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 6:14 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 27, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
g Hice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, |1 have been monitoring this issue closely for
years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has
taken to monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. | am OPPOSED
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to this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

I urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically,
allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe
and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the
veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow
increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This
approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is
consistent with the other states that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and
licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined
previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s
meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Moe
2606 31st Ave
San Francisco, CA 94116

jenjonesdpt@me.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board

California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members Jenny Moe, PT, MS, DPT, CCRT, APT
Doctor of Physical Therapy

Certified Canine Rehabilitation Therapist

Animal Physical Therapist (Nevada)
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Pawesome PT

www.pawesomept.com (under construction)
pawesomept@icloud.com

(775) 292-9544 Pawesome PT (call or text)
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Jeff Atlas <jdatlas2@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 5:51 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA

Opposition of VMB APR Regulations.pdf
166 KB

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
Please see attached opposition letter for the APR regulations. Thank you for your consideration.
Jeff Atlas, Exec. Producer

www.backhandproductions.com
(626) 351-4390 (O)
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April 27, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary Medical
Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for licensed
physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my choice of and
access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product
of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF), the proposed
language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including the licensed
physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. [ want MORE choice of and access
to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all who
practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal rehabilitation is
not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way to ensure
competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical therapist) is to
mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The proposed regulation
does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do I OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was AB
3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF language.

[ urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy so
more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.



Sincerely,

Jeff Atlas

4864 Payton Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93111
909-227-3310
jdatlas2(@gmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Francisco Maia <francisco@thek9pt.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 4:49 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in lllinois and have my own canine rehabilitation business.
Here in Illinois we are allowed to practice with general supervision of a veterinarian, which
has worked extremely well for all parties involved. In addition, I also serve as the current
Vice-President for the Animal Physical Therapy Specialty Interest Group within the
American Physical Therapy Association.

I have been monitoring this issue closely for years and have been repeatedly disappointed
with the egregious attempts this Board has taken to monopolize this area of animal
healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. 1f the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. If such
changes happen in California, it could potentially lead into other states doing the same. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade if something similar was ever implemented in
Ilinois.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. 1 am OPPOSED
to this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
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opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

I urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically,
allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe
and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the
veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow
increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This
approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is
consistent with the other states, including Illinois. Exempting properly qualified and licensed
PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined previously by
the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s meeting in
October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.
Sincerely,

Dr. Francisco Maia, PT, DPT, CCRT
4521 W. Lawrence Avenue, Suite 108
Chicago, IL, 60630
francisco@thek9pt.com
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Heidi Hutmaker <redwoodanimalacupuncture@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 4:24 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA,; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

I am a licensed veterinarian in California and have been certified in and practicing animal
rehabilitation for over a decade. I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

I have worked in multiple animal rehabilitation facilities in multiple states over the last ten years.
And | can unequivocally state that the physical therapists that | have had the honor to work with
have been a phenomenal addition to the care of my patients. Supporting these regulations is
dismissing the years of training that physical therapists have committed to improving animal
rehabilitation. We owe physical therapists a debt of gratitude for expanding this field and
improving the care of our companion animals and will only continue to advance this field with
their help.

Physical therapists are well trained in their role in medicine. They have developed a good
working relationship with physicians, and countless people have benefited from this relationship
as most physicians are not trained in physical rehabilitation skills. Similarly, most veterinarians
are not trained in animal rehabilitation. The best way to improve the access of animal
rehabilitation is to create a good working relationship between veterinarians and physical
therapists that have additional training in animal rehabilitation. These regulations will do the
exact opposite of what has been proven to work in human medicine. These regulations will limit
my ability to collaborate with physical therapists and will further limit companion animals from
receiving animal rehabilitation by a trained professional. The wait time for a companion animal
to be seen by a rehabilitation veterinarian in the Bay Area is often at least 1-2 months.
Unfortunately, I can tell you that I have personally known multiple people who have made the
agonizing decision to euthanize their companion animal because they were unable to wait that
long to receive care for their beloved pet.

One of the veterinarians supporting these regulations has supplied her clients with form letters
that she has asked them to send you. A couple of those clients felt manipulated by her and
decided against sending the letter stating that they did not understand the purpose of the

letter. One of those clients questioned me about the proposed regulations because she incorrectly
presumed that the staff who worked on her dog at this veterinarian's rehabilitation facility were
physical therapists or at least registered veterinary technicians who were certified in animal
rehabilitation. We cannot expect the public to understand the education or licensing that goes
into what we do; that is the role of the veterinary medical board. Oversight and regulation is
important to protect the consumer and their companion animals. And the best way to do that is
make every effort to ensure that all practitioners (not just veterinarians) are licensed and have
received adequate training. The mission statement of the California Veterinary Medical Board
(CVMB) is not to protect the financial interests of veterinarians. Itis "To protect consumers and
animals..." And these regulations fail to do that.
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| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow
qualified and licensed physical therapists to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR),
made a diagnosis, and determined that rehabilitation would be a safe and beneficial intervention
for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the veterinarian and allowing qualified
physical therapists to practice on their own APR premises under INDIRECT supervision (after
the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow increased safe access for consumers,
allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed professionals of their choice, and allow for
Board oversight to protect the consumer. This approach is consistent with the CVMB’s
Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is consistent with the other states that have gone
before us (Colorado, Nevada and Nebraska). Exempting properly qualified and licensed physical
therapists from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined
previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s
meeting in October 2015.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. A legislative
remedy is the clear solution (akin to AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018)
which would have codified the legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation
Stakeholder’s Task Force language and would have properly included the physical therapists.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Heidi L. Hutmaker, DVM, CVA, CCRT, CVTP, CVSMT, CVCH, CTPEP, CVFT
Redwood Animal Acupuncture

2151 Salvio St. Suite A2-562

Concord, CA 94520

DrH@redwoodanimalacupuncture.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Margery Walker <margery.holman@ascension.org>
Mon 4/27/2020 3:25 PM

. Rodda, Timothy@DCA,; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 21, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. Hice@d
PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist and licensed veterinary technician in New York, I have been
monitoring this issue closely for years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious
attempts this Board has taken to monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. | am OPPOSED to
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this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow
qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a veterinarian
(level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work on animals
after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe and
beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the veterinarian
and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under INDIRECT
supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow increased safe
access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed professionals of their
choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This approach is consistent with
the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is consistent with the other states
that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and licensed PT’s from the Veterinary
Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined previously by the Senior Attorney of
the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Margery Walker
2232 Slaterville Rd
Ithaca, NY 14850

Margery.Holman@yahoo.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Peak Animal Wellness Services <info@pawsvet.ca>
Mon 4/27/2020 2:38 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
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Please see the attached letter.

Raceeta MacKenzie, B.Sc., DVM
with Certification Courses in Veterinary Acupuncture, Animal Chiropractic, and Canine
Physical Rehabilitation

Peak Animal Wellness Services
Unit 1 - 6280 202 St.
Langley, BC. V2Y 1N2

Phone: 778-955-PAWS (7297)

Website: www.pawsvet.ca
Email: info@pawsvet.ca
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ANIMAL WELLNESS SERVICES

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: VETERINARY OPPOSITION TO CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Members of the California Veterinary Medical Board,

I am a licensed veterinarian in Langley, British Columbia. I am submitting this letter to
OPPOSE the California Veterinary Medical Board’s proposed animal physical rehabilitation
regulations.

While completing my veterinary degree at the Ontario Veterinary College in 2012, I realized
that I have a passion for canine physical rehabilitation. In 2018, I completed the Certified
Canine Rehabilitation Therapist program through the Canine Rehabilitation Institute. One
of the requirements of this certification program is the completion of a 40 hour internship
with a certified canine rehabilitation therapist. I was fortunate to complete my internship
with licensed physical therapist (certified in canine rehabilitation), Karen Atlas at Atlas
Rehabilitation for Canines in Santa Barbara.

While learning under Ms. Atlas, I was surprised to hear how the California Veterinary
Medical Board was choosing to regulate the specialty field of animal rehabilitation,
particularly that it does not allow a licensed physiotherapist with additional training in
veterinary physical rehabilitation to practice on animals without direct supervision of a
veterinarian. As a veterinarian, I know how challenging it is to stay up to date on the
latest techniques and therapies available to help our patients, and I feel that it is
impossible for any one veterinarian to be knowledgeable in every single aspect of
veterinary medicine, let alone additional integrative therapies that are not taught in
veterinary school. It is unreasonable to believe that veterinarians have the same skillset
as a PT, much less even want to offer specialty rehab services themselves.

Allowing the veterinarian to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of
treatment is appropriate. If the best course of treatment is to send my patients to an
animal physical therapist, then I would like the choice to be able to do that for my
patients and clients. It would be the highest standard of professional medical care for
me to be able to refer my patients out to the professionals who are competent in this
specialty. I have personally seen the differences in outcomes from the services of a
licensed physical therapist certified in canine rehabilitation and therefore recognize the


mailto:info@pawsvet.ca

778-955-PAWS (7297)
info@pawsvet.ca

Unit 1 - 6280 202 St.
Langley, BC. V2Y 1N2

m Date: April 27, 2020

ANIMAL WELLNESS SERVICES

important role these professionals play in the care and well-being of our companion
animals.

I urge you to allow experts in different fields to work together with us veterinarians by
putting a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical therapist as
a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow qualified
and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a veterinarian (level of
supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work on animals after
a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a
diagnosis, and determined that rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their
animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s
to practice on their own APR premises under INDIRECT supervision (after the
veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow increased safe access for consumers,
allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed professionals of their choice, and
allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer.

I encourage you to abandon your regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative
remedy to get this ongoing issue resolved.

Sincerely,

ANy e

Raceeta MacKenzie, B.Sc., DVM, CAC, CCRT
Unit 1 — 6280 202 St.

Langley, BC. V2Y. 1N2

info@pawsvet.ca

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members


mailto:info@pawsvet.ca
mailto:info@pawsvet.ca

Jess Kirksey <leila525@hotmail.com>
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. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA

KirkseyPTletter.pdf
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April 27, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: VETERINARY OPPOSITION TO CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda, |

| am a licensed veterinarian in California and a member of the CVMA. | am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed
animal physical rehabilitation regulations. ‘

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and regulation to protect the
consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without
including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my ability to

inter-professionally collaborate and hinders the consumer’s ability to access these professionals. ;

Allowing the veterinarian to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of treatment is approprlate If the best
course of treatment is to send my patients to an animal physical therapist, then | would like the choice to be able to do that
for my patients and clients. It is unreasonable to believe that veterinarians have the same skillset as a PT, much less even .
want to offer specialty rehab services themselves. It would be the highest standard of professional medlcal care for me to
be able to refer my patients out to the professionals who are competent in this specialty. | have personally seen the
"differences in outcomes from the services of a licensed physical therapist certified in canine rehabllltatlon and therefore
recognize the important role these professionals play in the care and well-being of our companion anrmals

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical therapist as a legitimate
provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR
indirect supervision of a veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow thfem to work on
animals after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a diagnosis, and determined
that rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the veterinarian and
allowing qualified PT's to practice on their own APR premises under INDIRECT supervision (after the. vetennarran s consent and
order to treat), would allow increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This approach is consrstent with the CVMB's
Stakeholder's Task Force recommendations and is consistent with the other states that have gone before us (like Colorado,
Nevada and Nebraska). Exempting properly qualified and licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with
the pathway outlined previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs durlng the CVMB s meeting in
October 2015.

|




The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. A legislative remedy is the clear solution (akin to
AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the legislatively- mandated CVMB's Animal
Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder's Task Force language and would have properly included the physical theraplsts

Sincerely,

Wiy (-
Jessica Kirksey, DVM
436 Skyhigh Drive
Ventura, California 93001

Leila525@hotmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members




Katharina Hromas-Wood <katharina.hromaswood@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 10:53 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Katharina Hromas-Wood
418 Winding Way, San Carlos, CA 94070
650.455.8397

katharina.hromaswood@gmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California
Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Grant Harvey <p.grant.harvey@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 10:24 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.
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| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,
Grant Harvey

P. Grant Harvey
230 Family Farm Rd, Woodside, California, 94062
650-814-31100

P.Grant.Harvey@gmail.com
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Jennifer Benton PT <beinginbalancept@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 9:37 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, I have been monitoring this issue closely for
years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has
taken to monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. 1 am OPPOSED to
this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).


mailto:beinginbalancept@gmail.com

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

I urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically,
allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe
and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the
veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow
increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This
approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is
consistent with the other states that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and
licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined
previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s
meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Benton
1185 Keeler Ave Berkeley Ca 94708

beinginbalancept@gmail.com

Jennifer Benton, PT, CCRT

Being In Balance Physical Therapy
Phone/Text: 510-543-1637

1498 Solano Ave.

Albany, Ca. 94706

Check out my reviews on Yelp
Find helpful information on my Facebook Page
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Cici Lipset <lipset@comcast.net>
Mon 4/27/2020 12:42 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.
Sincerely,

Name Cici Lipset
Address 4250 El Camino Real, D-136, Palo Alto, CA 94306
Phone 650-465-5419

Email address lipset@comcast.net

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Jennifer Benton PT <beinginbalancept@gmail.com>
Mon 4/27/2020 12:26 AM

. Rodda, Timothy@DCA,; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, I have been monitoring this issue closely for
years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has
taken to monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. I am OPPOSED to
this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).


mailto:beinginbalancept@gmail.com

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

I urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically,
allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe
and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the
veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow
increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This
approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is
consistent with the other states that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and
licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined
previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s
meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Benton
1185 Keeler Ave. Berkeley, Ca. 94708

beinginbalancept@gmail.com

Jennifer Benton, PT, CCRT

Being In Balance Physical Therapy
Phone/Text: 510-543-1637

1498 Solano Ave.

Albany, Ca. 94706
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Scott <spinsam@aol.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 8:31 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA

Please see letter below — NOT LEGIBLE DUE TO IMAGE QUALITY
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heart regi <elsaregina6@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 7:16 PM

. DCA Director's Office; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; PT@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA
April 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. Hice@d
PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
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therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.
Sincerely,

Name Elsa regina
Address 20617 hartland
Phone 8184412882

Email address elsaregina6@gmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Ashlee <ashleezombie@aim.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 6:55 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and
access to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language


mailto:ashleezombie@aim.com

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Ashlee mcdougall

205 geneive circle Camarillo, CA 93010
8052050021

Ashleezombie@aim.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members


mailto:Ashleezombie@aim.com

Cindy Maurer <maurercc@aol.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 6:52 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April, 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
g Hice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, |1 have been monitoring this issue closely for
years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has
taken to monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. 1f the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. | am OPPOSED to
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this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.). The certification process is rigorous for Vets, PT’s or
Vet Tech’s, this DOES INSURE SAFETY for our animals. | encourage you to familiarize
yourselves with the programs through the University of Tennessee and Canine Rehab
institute The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long.

The solution was AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have
codified the legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task
Force language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the
CVMB opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

I urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically,
allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe
and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the
veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow
increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. . This
approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is
consistent with the other states that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and
licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined
previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s
meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Cindy Maurer PT, DPT, OCS, CCRP in progress
Board Certified Orthopedic Clinical Specialist
5145 Whitecap St

Oxnard CA, 93035

maurercc@aol.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Bushnell, Laura <LBushnell @ KSLAW.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 6:16 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Laura Bushnell

1015 Sherman Ave
Menlo Park, CA 94025
650.888.6240
labushnell@gmail.com

Ibushnell@kslaw.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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katherine millar <millark@sbcglobal.net>
Sun 4/26/2020 5:59 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. Hice@d
PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’” and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
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therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do I OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Katherine Millar

2530 Lincoln Avenue
Belmont, 94002-1426
650-759-3585
millark@sbcglobal.net

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Molly Clement <Molly @kitkaufman.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 4:32 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Carlyn Clement

19 Blue Ridge Lane, Woodside, CA 94062
650 851 5172

molly@kitkaufman.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Chris Carter <crcarterl0@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 3:54 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. fice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.
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So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Chris Carter

4043 Dean Drive
Ventura, CA 93003
805-746-6601
Email address

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Howard Dorre <howard.dorre@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 2:16 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language
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| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Howard Dorre
14934 Valley Vista Blvd, Sherman Oaks, CA, 91403

217-637-7390
howard.dorre@gmail.com
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Mari Bukofsky <marshobu@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 2:10 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. fice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.
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So not only do I OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Mari Bukofsky
1020 Glenneyre St, Laguna Beach, CA 92651
949-715-5133

marshobu@gmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California
Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Ward Bukofsky <wardbukofsky@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 2:00 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26,2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. Hice@d
PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
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therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Ward Bukofsky
1020 Glenneyre St, Laguna Beach, CA 92651
310.480.2212

wardbukofsky@gmail.com
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Erin Bukofsky <erinhbee@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 1:28 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
g Hice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, I have been monitoring this issue closely for
years and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has
taken to monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. | am OPPOSED


mailto:Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
mailto:Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
mailto:DCA.DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
mailto:PT@dca.ca.gov
mailto:erinhbee@gmail.com

to this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

I urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically,
allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe
and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the
veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow
increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This
approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is
consistent with the other states that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and
licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined
previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s
meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Erin Bukofsky, PT, DPT, CCRT

Doctor of Physical Therapy

Certified Canine Rehabilitation Therapist
18837 Hawthorne Blvd, Torrance, CA 90504

ebukofsky@beachanimalrehab.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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JIM WASYLEWSKI <rocnruthwas@comcast.net>
Sun 4/26/2020 12:49 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office

OPPOSITION to CVMB Animal Physical Rehab Proposed Regulations .pdf
1 MB

Dear Sirs

We oppose the proposed animal physical regulations, our pet had an FTO performed on her left
hip last September and required physical therapy as part of her recovery process. We were taking
her to Atlas Rehabilitation for Canine's in Santa Barbara for physical therapy prior to Governor
Newson's COVID-19 "Shelter-In-Place™ edict. Atlas is highly regarded by Central Coast
Veterinarians as one of the best places for animal physical therapy.

Atlas' staff are state certified animal physical therapist, they are very professional, compassionate
toward the animals and their owners, and are knowledgeable with regards to animal rehab
protocols and programs having the animal's best interests in mind. These attributes are not
always found in a vet's office when it comes to physical therapy for animals.

Attached please find my letter opposing the proposed animal physical regulations.

Thank you

Jim & Ruth Wasylewski


mailto:rocnruthwas@comcast.net

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst April 26, 2020
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager

California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
DCA.DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and regulation
to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach
to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals limits my choice of and access to these qualified and licensed
animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being merely an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct supervision and for a
veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF), the proposed language
essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including the licensed physical therapists.
This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE choice of and access to a licensed PT for my
animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all who practice
in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal rehabilitation is not currently
taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way to ensure competency of all those who
practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical therapist) is to mandate proper training before being
allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or
protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a qualified
animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational competency of the
practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to animal
physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for services can be



competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not want to see this area of
animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was AB 3013
(Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF language

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy so more
animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

“___lim & Ruthie Wasylewski
665 Hope Terrace Ct.
Santa Maria, CA. 93455
(805) 937-1532
rocnruthwas@comcast.net

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members



San Buenaventura Physical Therapy <sbvpt@aol.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 12:45 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
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services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Sierra Meyers

7027 La Fonda Ct.
Ventura, CA 93003
805.415.6436
Sierram23@aol.com
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San Buenaventura Physical Therapy <sbvpt@aol.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 12:42 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26,2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, I have been monitoring this issue closely for years
and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has taken to
monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. | am OPPOSED to
this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
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opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow
qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a veterinarian
(level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work on animals
after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe and
beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the veterinarian
and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under INDIRECT
supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow increased safe
access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed professionals of their
choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This approach is consistent with
the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is consistent with the other states
that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and licensed PT’s from the Veterinary
Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined previously by the Senior Attorney of
the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Ryan Meyers, PT, DPT, MTC

2807 Loma Vista Road Suite 104
Ventura, CA 93003

San Buenaventura Physical Therapy
805.641.3843



Sandy Orlando <sandy01267@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 12:23 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.
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| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Sandy Orlando



MARY WHITEHILL <marydvm@aol.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 12:11 PM

. DCA Director's Office; Rodda, Timothy@DCA,; Sotelo, Justin@DCA

1 urge you o put a stop to any regulatory effort that drastically changes the supervision
level from direct 1o indirect supervision, redefines referral methods to paraprofessional
heaithcare providers (such as the physical therapist) and creaton of supplementary
categories of individuals who may provide services (animal physical rehabilitation
assistant). Specifically, qualified and licensed physical therapists should continue 10
work under the direct supervision of a voterinarian and do not allow them to work on
animals at a facility not overseen by a veterinarian after a velerinarian has established a
Veterinasry-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a diagnosis, and determined that
rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. Allowing
qualified physical therapists 1o practce on their own animal physical rehabilitation
premises under indirect supervision would NOT further increase sale access for
consumers. Veterinarians have been collaborating with other kcensed professionals of
their choice, while simultaneously peotecting the consumar, within the boundaries of
their facilities or by direct supervision for decades. This approach is consistent with the
CA VMB's current regulatory language, the cutcome of the 2018 Appropaations
committee fallure 1o pass AB 3013, and the CVMA position, Additionally, using
recommendations consistent with the other states that have gone belore us (like
Colorado, Nevada and Nebraska) is not in the best interests of California regulatory law
in general because our state is unique with demographics, geography and existing
approaches to medicine. Inclusion of properly quaified and licensed physical therapists
in the Veterinary Practice Act is already encompassed by utilizing the “veterinary
assistant” tarminology and creation of additional definitions is redundant 1o our
profession and is confusing 10 the consume:,

The issue of animal physical rehabiitation has been going on for far too long and
legisiative “remedies” have required extensive effort and time without a clear resolution
(akin to AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018). Should there be a
legisiative fix, based on a collaborative effort between both professions, to include a
Icensed professional regulated by the CA VMB | would support such a change. For
example, an animal physical rehabilitation facility where the CA licensed veterinarian
establishes the VCPR and services shall be provided includes a registered veterinary
technician and a qualified and licensed physical therapist. This is a reasonable
compromse for both professions and consumers protection and reduction of harm to
the animal patient is mitigated.


mailto:marydvm@aol.com

Inna Magner <magner@innavet.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 12:08 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
karen.atlas@yahoo.com; Krista Niebaum <krista@scoutshouse.com>

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative &amp; Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. fice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: VETERINARY OPPOSITION TO CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION
PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,

| am a licensed veterinarian in California and a member of the CVMA.. | am submitting this letter
to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to inter-professionally collaborate and hinders the consumer’s ability to access these
professionals.

Allowing the veterinarian to evaluate, diagnose, and determine the best course of treatment is
appropriate. If the best course of treatment is to send my patients to an animal physical therapist,
then 1 would like the choice to be able to do that for my patients and clients. It is unreasonable to
believe that veterinarians have the same skillset as a PT, much less even want to offer specialty
rehab services themselves. It would be the highest standard of professional medical care for me
to be able to refer my patients out to the professionals who are competent in this specialty. | have
personally seen the differences in outcomes from the services of a licensed physical therapist
certified in canine rehabilitation and therefore recognize the important role these professionals
play in the care and well-being of our companion animals.
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| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow
qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a veterinarian
(level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work on animals
after a veterinarian has established a Veterinary-Client-Patient-Relationship (VCPR), made a
diagnosis, and determined that rehab would be a safe and beneficial intervention for their animal
patients. By leaving the decision up to the veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on
their own APR premises under INDIRECT supervision (after the veterinarian’s consent and
order to treat), would allow increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to
collaborate with other licensed professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to
protect the consumer. This approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force
recommendations and is consistent with the other states that have gone before us (like Colorado,
Nevada and Nebraska). Exempting properly qualified and licensed PT’s from the Veterinary
Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined previously by the Senior Attorney of
the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s meeting in October 2015.

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. A legislative
remedy is the clear solution (akin to AB 3013—the Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018)
which would have codified the legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation
Stakeholder’s Task Force language and would have properly included the physical therapists.

Sincerely,

Name:Inna Magner DVM, CVA, CVTP
Address:1074 Tiller Lane, Foster City, CA

Email address: magner@innavet.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members


mailto:magner@innavet.com

Ben Tychsen <btychsen311@yahoo.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 12:00 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

Tychsen, Ben Consumer Oppositon Letter.docx
16 KB

Dear Mr. Sotelo,

Please see my attached opposition to the CVMB's proposed regulations on animal physical
rehab.

Thank you for your time,

Ben Tychsen


mailto:btychsen311@yahoo.com

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst April 6, 2020
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager

California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. Hice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and regulation to
protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals limits my choice of and access to these qualified and licensed
animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being merely an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant” and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct supervision and for a
veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF), the proposed language
essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including the licensed physical therapists.
This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE choice of and access to a licensed PT for my
animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all who practice
in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal rehabilitation is not currently
taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way to ensure competency of all those who
practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical therapist) is to mandate proper training before being
allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or
protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational competency
of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to animal
physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for services can be
competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not want to see this area
of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.
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This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was AB 3013
(Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF language

I urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy so more
animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Benjamin Tychsen

1049 EIm Ln

Carpinteria, CA 93103
(562) 895-8821
Btychsen311@yahoo.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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kaley mcdougall <kaleymcdougall@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 11:39 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA

McDougall, Kaley Consumer opposition letter.pdf
67 KB

Hello Mr. Sotelo,

Here is my attached letter opposing CVMB's proposed animal physical rehab regulations. As a
consumer | believe there should be more access to Certified Canine Rehab Therapists. Please see
my letter of opposition attached.

Thank you for your time,

Kaley McDougall


mailto:kaleymcdougall@gmail.com

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst April 6, 2020
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager

California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:
Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov
Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov

DCA .DirectorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and regulation to
protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary Medical Board’s approach to
pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the necessary training on animals limits my choice of and access to these qualified and licensed
animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being merely an
‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct supervision and for a
veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a product of the
CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF), the proposed language
essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including the licensed physical therapists.
This negatively impacts me as a consumer. [ want MORE choice of and access to a licensed PT for my
animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all who practice
in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal rehabilitation is not currently
taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way to ensure competency of all those who
practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical therapist) is to mandate proper training before being
allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or
protection.

So not only do I OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure educational competency
of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to animal
physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for services can be
competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not want to see this area
of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.
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This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was AB 3013
(Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF language

[ urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy so more
animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Kaley McDougall
1049 Elm Ln Apt #1

Carpinteria, CA 93103

(805) 509-0635
Kaleymcdougall@gmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Sun 4/26/2020 11:05 AM
. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.



Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

T

1. Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
2. Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
3. California Veterinary Medical Board Members

4. Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

5. Physical Therapy Board of California Members



katherine millar <millark@sbcglobal.net>
Sun 4/26/2020 9:27 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; PT@DCA; DCADirectiorsOffice@dca.ca.gov; Rodda,
Timothy@DCA,; karen.atlas@yahoo.com

To: Katherine Millar <millark@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2020, 8:22:46 AM PDT

Subject: RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 N. Market Boulevard, Suite 230

Sacramento, California 95834-2987

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.


mailto:millark@sbcglobal.net
mailto:karen.atlas@yahoo.com
mailto:DCADirectiorsOffice@dca.ca.gov
mailto:millark@sbcglobal.net

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and
access to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Katherine Millar

Address 2530 Lincoln Ave.

Phone 650-759-3585

Email address millark@sbcglobal.net

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members


mailto:millark@sbcglobal.net

Ria Acciani <dogpt@mac.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 9:21 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 23, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

As a licensed physical therapist in California, I have been monitoring this issue closely for years
and have been repeatedly disappointed with the egregious attempts this Board has taken to
monopolize this area of animal healthcare.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
ability to practice my craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, my job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically reduced. This
regulation would be a restraint of my trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. I am OPPOSED to
this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before us on this matter.).


mailto:dogpt@mac.com

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists. Unfortunately, the CVMB
opposed that bill largely based on the misrepresentations by members of the veterinary
profession who successfully were able to sway Board opinion.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically, allow
qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a veterinarian
(level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work on animals
after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe and
beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the veterinarian
and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under INDIRECT
supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow increased safe
access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed professionals of their
choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This approach is consistent with
the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is consistent with the other states
that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and licensed PT’s from the Veterinary
Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined previously by the Senior Attorney of
the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Ria Acciani, PT, MPT, CCRP
& David Acciani, PT, CCRP

Ria Acciani, MPT, CCRP

David Acciani, PT, CCRP
Advanced Canine Rehabilitation
166 Mountainview Road

Warren, NJ 07059

www.dogpt.com
908-447-3876/ 908-337-5842
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Katherine Miller <ksharkyshark@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 9:12 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 23, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE choice
of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.


mailto:ksharkyshark@gmail.com

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Katherine Miller
7424 Mitchell Dr., Rohnert Park, CA 94928
530-386-6575

ksharkyshark@gmail.com


mailto:ksharkyshark@gmail.com

Elizabeth Day <eday@feinday.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 8:58 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.


mailto:eday@feinday.com

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Day

136 Felton Drive
Menlo Park, CA 94025
650-324-1154

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members



Christine Talbott <talbott707 @gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 8:54 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.


mailto:talbott707@gmail.com

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

On a personal note, my dog suffered spinal and nerve damage four years ago, and loss the use
of a back leg. There was nothing more the vets could or would do. (We even tried UCDavis)
Physical Therapy and some wonderful therapists have given Kaylee back more than 85% use
of her leg.

Sincerely,

Name Christine Talbott

Address 16 Middlebury Lane Los Altos CA 94022
Phone 650.941.5956

Email address talbottcm@aol.com


mailto:talbottcm@aol.com

Cecilia Macchiavelli <macchiavelli.cecilia@gmail.com>
Sun 4/26/2020 8:05 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and
access to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.


mailto:macchiavelli.cecilia@gmail.com

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Cecilia Perkins
1345 prevost st.

San Jose, CA 95125
510-334-1168



auggiedoggie@startmail.com
Sun 4/26/2020 7:29 AM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@dcac.a.gov
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.


mailto:PT@dcac.a.gov
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Gregory A. Auger

109 Hobart Avenue

San Mateo, CA 94402

(650) 242-6618
iedoggie@ i

P.S. I have used the services of Scouts House in San Mateo for my dog's PT for well over a year
now (partially torn CCL) with fantastic / positive results. To restrict or reduce this practice would
be a great loss and a huge disservice in my opinion. Please DO NOT restrict or limit the law to
what these fine people do for our animals...they are a big value and asset to the animal
community.
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Terri Cooper. MA, LMFT <terricooper@verizon.net>
Sat 4/25/2020 11:52 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 26, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am writing this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.


mailto:terricooper@verizon.net

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Terri Cooper, M.A.,LMFT
3739 Mariana Way

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93105
805 682-3025
terricooper@verizon.net

cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Alice Wight <wight.alice@yahoo.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 10:31 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
karen.atlas@yahoo.com

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure


mailto:karen.atlas@yahoo.com
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educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Alice Wight

1013 Woodborough Court San Jose Ca 95116
408 438 1513

Wight.alice@yahoo.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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bfeagins <bfeagins@aol.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 9:35 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
karen.atlas@yahoo.com

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do I OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF

language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Brian Feagins
470 Munich Street
415515 5319
Bfeagins@aol.com
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Pat Lavender <twohandsforpaws@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 8:55 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHABILITATION PROPOSED
REGULATIONS

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits their
ability to practice their craft under reasonable guidelines.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd. If the CVMB is successful with defining animal
rehabilitation as the practice of veterinary medicine and not create a pathway of exemption for a
licensed physical therapist with advanced training on animals to work under more reasonable
guidelines, their job opportunities and ability to earn a living would be dramatically

reduced. This regulation would be a restraint of their trade.

Other states have successfully regulated this field (i.e. Nevada, Colorado and Nebraska) in much
more appropriate ways that serve the consumer, pets, and professionals alike. | am OPPOSED to
this regulation as written and urge that it be withdrawn and replaced with legislation that
provides a more sensible solution which includes licensed physical therapists who have
undergone the appropriate training specifically on animals (just as the other states have done that
have gone before on this matter.).

The issue of animal physical rehabilitation has been going on for far too long. The solution was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) which would have codified the
legislatively-mandated CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force
language and would have properly included the physical therapists.

| urge you to put a stop to any regulatory effort that fails to include the licensed physical
therapist as a legitimate provider of animal physical rehabilitation services. Specifically,
allow qualified and licensed PT’s to work under the direct OR indirect supervision of a
veterinarian (level of supervision to be determined by the veterinarian) and allow them to work
on animals after a veterinarian has made a diagnosis and determined that rehab would be a safe
and beneficial intervention for their animal patients. By leaving the decision up to the
veterinarian and allowing qualified PT’s to practice on their own APR premises under
INDIRECT supervision (with the veterinarian’s consent and order to treat), would allow
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increased safe access for consumers, allow veterinarians to collaborate with other licensed
professionals of their choice, and allow for Board oversight to protect the consumer. This
approach is consistent with the CVMB’s Stakeholder’s Task Force recommendations and is
consistent with the other states that have gone before us. Exempting properly qualified and
licensed PT’s from the Veterinary Practice Act is also consistent with the pathway outlined
previously by the Senior Attorney of the Department of Consumer Affairs during the CVMB’s
meeting in October 2015.

A legislative remedy (akin to AB 3013) is the clear solution to solve this ongoing debate for the
benefit of the consumer, the animals, and all the professionals involved.

Sincerely,

Pat Lavender

1274 Tanemura Cres,
Kelowna B.C.
Canada

V1P1R5

twohandsforpaws@gmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California
Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Carmen Kwong <kwongcarmen@yahoo.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 8:25 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA,; Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Timonthy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
<timonthy.rodda@dca.ca.gov>; Timonthy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
<timonthy.rodda@dca.ca.gov>; DCA Director's Office; DCA Director's Office+3 others

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do I OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
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educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Carmen Kwong

1161 Schooner Street
Foster City, CA 94404
415-609-3909
kwongcarmen@yahoo.com
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Isteensmall79@gmail.com on behalf of Lynne Steensma <Lynne@steensma.net>
Sat 4/25/2020 7:55 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda:
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access to a
qualified animal physical therapist, but | oppose it because it does not ensure educational
competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do not
want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language
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| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Lynne Steensma
5224 Beachcomber St
Oxnard, CA 93035
Lynne@Steensma.net
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Jeanny <chenjeanny888@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 7:25 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Jane
Brown <harperswoods@sprintmail.com>; karen.atlas@yahoo.com

Consumer oppose template letter 4.6.2020F.docx
16 KB

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

E-Mail Addresses:

Justin.Sotelo@dca.ca.gov

Timothy.Rodda@dca.ca.gov
. fice@d

PT@dca.ca.gov

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.
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True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Jeanny Chen
6518 Kauffman Avenue
858-204-0254

heni ; |
Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California
Physical Therapy Board of California Members

Jeanny Chen
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Shannon Herdegen <shanherdegen@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 4:35 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,; Jill
Marti <jillrkuhl@gmail.com>

April 25, 2020
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.
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This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Shannon Scofield
Shanherdegen@gmail.com
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Julie Bolanos <jsbolanos@shbcglobal.net>
Sat 4/25/2020 3:46 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA; Julie
Bolafios <jsbolanos@sbcglobal.net>

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
I am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Julie Bolanos, MSPT
2026 Hull Avenue
Redwood City, CA 94061

jsbolanos86@gmail.com

Cc: Kimberly Kirchmeyer, Director, California Department of Consumer Affairs
Jessica Sieferman, Executive Officer, California Veterinary Medical Board
California Veterinary Medical Board Members

Jason Kaiser, Executive Officer, Physical Therapy Board of California

Physical Therapy Board of California Members
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Lydia Eve Stein <stein.lydiaeve@gmail.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 3:27 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Lydia Eve Stein
2811 Newlands Ave
Belmont CA 94002
650-922-2598

stein.lydiaeve@gmail.com
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Annamarie Traver <a_traver@yahoo.com>
Sat 4/25/2020 3:06 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA,
karen.atlas@yahoo.com

April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
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educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.

Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Name: AnnaMarie Traver
Address: 501 8th Ave, Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone: 408 375 3617

Email address: a_trave@yahoo.com
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Beth McLellan Alvarez <fwabma@pacbell.net>
Sat 4/25/2020 3:04 PM

. Sotelo, Justin@DCA; Rodda, Timothy@DCA; DCA Director's Office; PT@DCA
April 25, 2020

Justin Sotelo, Lead Administrative & Policy Analyst
Timothy Rodda, Administration/Licensing Manager
California Veterinary Medical Board

1747 North Market Blvd., Suite 230

Sacramento, CA 95834

RE: OPPOSITION OF CVMB ANIMAL PHYSICAL REHAB PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Dear Mr. Sotelo and Mr. Rodda,
| am submitting this letter to OPPOSE the proposed animal physical rehabilitation regulations.

It is clear that the emerging specialty field of animal physical rehabilitation needs oversight and
regulation to protect the consumer and their animals. However, the California Veterinary
Medical Board’s approach to pursue regulatory language without including an exemption for
licensed physical therapists who have undergone the necessary training on animals limits my
choice of and access to these qualified and licensed animal care providers.

By relegating licensed physical therapists who have been specifically trained on animals to being
merely an ‘unlicensed veterinary assistant’ and subjecting them to work ONLY under direct
supervision and for a veterinarian is absurd.

Though much of the language adopted into this proposed regulation is reasonable and was a
product of the CVMB’s Animal Physical Rehabilitation Stakeholder’s Task Force (APRSTF),
the proposed language essentially monopolizes the market on animal health care by not including
the licensed physical therapists. This negatively impacts me as a consumer. | want MORE
choice of and access to a licensed PT for my animal, not less.

True provision of consumer protection would include mandatory educational standards for all
who practice in the specialty niche of animal rehabilitation. Since the specialty of animal
rehabilitation is not currently taught and tested for in veterinary or vet tech schools, the only way
to ensure competency of all those who practice (veterinarian, registered vet tech, or physical
therapist) is to mandate proper training before being allowed to perform rehab on my pet. The
proposed regulation does nothing for me or my pet’s safety or protection.

So not only do | OPPOSE these regulations because it takes away my choice of and access
to a qualified animal physical therapist, but I oppose it because it does not ensure
educational competency of the practitioners who would be allowed to practice on my
animal.
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Consumers have spoken loud and clear on this issue for years. We want increased access to
animal physical therapists in California so more rural areas will be better served, costs for
services can be competitive, and we can have more choice of qualified practitioners. We do
not want to see this area of animal rehab monopolized by the veterinary profession.

This has been going on for far too long. The solution to properly include physical therapists was
AB 3013 (Animal Physical Rehabilitation Bill of 2018) and would have codified the APRSTF
language.

| urge you to put a stop to the regulatory efforts and instead pursue the proper legislative remedy
so more animals can get the care they need, where they need it in California.

Sincerely,

Beth M