Hi

In definitions used by the Act:
"poison means any substance that might endanger the life or health of an animal;"
is in my view insufficient - it should include plants as poisons affect them as well.

In:

Part 3—Administration
Division 1—General
12—Delegation by Minister

(4) A person to whom functions have been delegated under this section who has a direct or indirect
personal or pecuniary interest in any matter in relation to which the person proposes to perform
those functions must disclose the nature of the interest in writing to the delegator.

Maximum penalty: $20 000.

| consider this penalty too smallin relation to the value of the potential conflict of interest.

In my view it should be in the same order as other individual penalties viz. $250,000 - $500,000 and/or
5 years imprisonment.

A maximum of $20,000 is insufficient and does not serve a deterrent, particularly for high value
breaches of the Act. An example would be bribing an official for granting of permits for capture of
native animals that are subsequently trafficked overseas at high (illegal) returns.

Penalties under the Act.

In my view the maximum penalties under the Act don't have a review period - they should be
increased at least every 5 years. Legislative penalties and fees are often left behind in the general CPI
increases and serve less deterrence in future years.

The penalties should have a greater 'bite' for corporate bodies. The corporate bodies could offend
and then consider the penalty as just 'a cost of doing business'.

If the individual maximum penalty is $500,000 or 5 years imprisonment, then the corporate penalty
should be at least ten fold, otherwise there will be little incentive for that corporate body to not re-
offend.

If there has been an offence under a previous Act then the increase in penalties for the corporate
body is not proportionate with the increase in penalties for the individual. This means corporate
bodies do not have similar increase in disincentives to offend compared to individuals.

Similarly the expiation fees are far too low to serve as an effective disincentive to offend.
An expiation fee of $1500 for a potential penalty of $500,000 for an individual or corporate body
would be seen as just the cost of doing business.



If alandowner cleared (say) 40 hectares of land and admitted to the offence quickly to officials, they
could potentially pay the expiation fee of $1500. This would be far less than their cost of employing a
contractor to do the actual clearing.

If the possible penalty is $100,000 then the expiation should be of the order of $10,000 to still serve
as a deterrent.

There is a wide discrepancy between the respective penalties and the expiation fee (as a percentage).
Perhaps all expiation fees should be around 10% of the possible penalty.

There doesn't appear to be penalties applied to people acting as 'servants' to the corporate body. As
an example, a landowner employs a contractor to clear protected vegetation. The landowner can be
penalised, but the contractor has obligations to sight any possible permits before commencing work.
If the contractor doesn't do this then they are also liable for penalties.

There doesn't appear to be any provision for ordering remediation activities or
enforceable undertakings as part of the penalties under the Act.





