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Abstract Environmental and wildlife crime appear recently to be benefitting from an
increasing profile amongst those agencies tasked with their control, as well as receiving
growing criminological attention. Despite this, those with responsibilities in this area report
that it remains marginalised, receiving limited resources and suffering from a lack of
political impetus to push such problems higher up the agenda. This is particularly so for
those agencies, such as the police, that may be seen to have many more pressing objectives.
This discussion paper considers the problems of relying on an enforcement approach to
controlling such offences, taking, as an example, those activities that may be termed
‘wildlife crime’, focusing on the situation in England and Wales. Firstly, the legislative
framework that criminalises harm or exploitation of wildlife is presented, alongside the
main enforcement methods used. Next, the problems facing an enforcement approach are
critically considered, the key issues being: under-resourcing and marginalisation, the large
‘dark-figure’ of wildlife crime, the possibility of corruption, the lack of seriousness with
which such crimes are viewed, and the lack of deterrent effect. Finally, responses to the
problems of enforcement are presented, categorised as either methods to improve
enforcement or, as the author advocates, methods which are alternatives to enforcement
(such as adopting a crime prevention approach). The paper concludes with suggestions for
future research in this field.
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Introduction

Crimes committed against the environment and animals other than humans appear to
be experiencing an increasing profile. There have been numerous recent efforts
amongst criminologists to expand the boundaries of their discipline to include what
has been variously termed ‘green criminology’ (e.g. Lynch and Stretesky 2003),
‘conservation criminology’ (e.g. Gibbs et al. 2010; Herbig and Joubert 2006) and
‘environmental criminology’ (White 2008). A debate about this terminology and the
scope of such endeavours is beyond the aims of this paper, but key examples include
elephant (Lemieux and Clarke 2009) and parrot (Pires and Clarke 2010) poaching and
illicit trade in endangered species (Herbig 2010; Schneider 2008; Wellsmith 2010). This
growing interest has also resulted in a number of recent publications on environmental
crime and green criminology, including Bierne and South (2007) and White (2008, 2009,
2010). However, it has been noted (Beirne 1999; Cazaux 2007; Mailley and Clarke 2008)
that mainstream criminology has shown little interest in offences against nonhuman
animals and it may be that environmental harm remains a niche interest amongst
criminologists.

However, concerns over the state of our environment remain significant, permeating
many aspects of society. As such, the profile of environmental crime has also been
increasing, particularly for those agencies tasked with tackling such offences. The second
Annual Environmental Crime Conference, 2009, hosted by the UCL Centre for Security
and Crime Science and sponsored by the Environment Agency for England and Wales,
attracted over one hundred delegates, with speakers representing the Police, the
Environment Agency (EA), the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(Defra), the UK Environmental Law Association (UKELA) and a handful of academics.
Presentations and discussions predominantly considered (a) the profile of environmental
crime within various agencies and (b) techniques and approaches for environmental crime
control. It appeared a generally held opinion that environmental crime was taken seriously
by those involved in tackling it, but that there were limited resources and political impetus
to push this topic higher up the agenda, particularly for those agencies, such as the police,
that are tasked with myriad other laws and regulations to uphold. The recent change in
government in the UK may impact upon this further.

Proceedings from the conference suggested that most attention was being paid to
enforcement activities (predominantly intelligence-driven identification of prolific and
organised offenders, evidence gathering, arrest and prosecution); resulting in a preoccupa-
tion with the role such enforcement could have on reducing offences against the
environment (Wellsmith 2010). In this case, reduction is assumed to result from the
incapacitation of prolific offenders, the disruption of organised networks and, most
significantly, deterrence. Deterrence is seen to act on both the individual offenders (who
will be discouraged from committing further environmental crimes) and the wider public,
who will be deterred from engaging in such activities due to the threat of punishment, as
well as being moralised against environmentally harmful activities as the courts reinforce
the seriousness of such offences (de Prez 2000; Du Rées 2001). However, when
enforcement is weak, such reductions will not ensue. Further, we may question whether
even strong, effective enforcement can offer such reductivist benefits. It is contended that
criminology can actively contribute to endeavours in the field of environmental crime
reduction through a healthy scepticism about the effectiveness of deterrence through
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prosecution and sentencing, and the exploration of alternative approaches, such as
situational crime prevention

This paper therefore considers the problems of relying on an enforcement approach for
controlling offences against the environment. Taking ‘wildlife crime’ in England and Wales
as an example set of criminal behaviours, the terminology is briefly defined and the
legislation relating to such offences is set out. Agencies involved in enforcement activity
are presented along with examples of court disposals, using published research and
publically available material to illustrate the problems of relying on an enforcement
approach. Responses to these problems are then presented, firstly considering how
enforcement can be improved, secondly considering alternative approaches. Finally,
suggestions are made for key areas of future research that may help bring conservation,
crime control and academia together as they focus on ways to reduce environmental harms.

Environmental and Wildlife Crimes

The terms environmental crime and wildlife crime may have different connotations
depending upon their use and underpinning philosophies (White 2003). Within the field of
eco-criminology,1 it is environmental harm that is considered; the approach advocates
moving beyond strict, legalistic interpretations of ‘crime’ in order to encompass much
broader conceptions. White (2008) argues there are three green theoretical frameworks:
environmental rights and environmental justice; ecological citizenship and ecological
justice; and animal rights and species justice. Whichever framework is followed, behaviours
of concern will not be limited to those defined as ‘crimes’ in any given country. However, it
is likely that behaviours which are proscribed by law would be included in such definitions.
It would seem most useful, therefore, to take criminalised harms against the environment as
a starting point for research and intervention.

There is no fixed definition of environmental crime, and the behaviours encompassed are
varied including illegal waste discharges, fly tipping and illegal logging. Environmental law
includes offences relating to neighbour noise, graffiti, littering, dog mess, wildlife and
countryside, planning and rights of way (Environmental Law Association 2009a, b), but
many commentators concentrate on environmental offences concerning pollution and
waste. In legal terms, then, the concept of the environment is much narrower than that
considered by eco-criminologists, and offences involving nonhuman animals are rarely
considered (perhaps with the exception of the illicit trade in endangered species, or the
presence of nonhuman animals that may cause harm to the environment or public health).
This paper concentrates on activities that may be labelled as ‘wildlife crime’ for three main
reasons: (1) a narrower range of offences allows for a more focused discussion; (2) offences
involving nonhuman animals are less apparent in the literature, particularly offences other
than illicit international trade; (3) it is an area of particular interest to the author that has
both global and local dimensions.

1 The use of the differing terminologies for the study of harm to the environment and animals other than
humans by criminologists has not yet been resolved. All the key terms have their weaknesses, but for the
purposes of this paper the term eco-criminology will be used, with due recognition of the equivocal nature of
such labels
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The role of nonhuman animals2 in society may be variously debated and whilst it may be
argued that many harms are perpetrated against animals, this paper will be purposely
limited to a consideration of those criminal offences falling within the definition of wildlife
crime as set out by the National Wildlife Crime Unit (2009: no page): “one or more of the
following: the illegal trade in protected species, crimes involving native species that are
protected or of conservation concern, and the cruelty and persecution of wildlife species.”
This definition does not appear to include harms against animals that are not considered
‘wild’, such as companion (‘pet’) or farm animals. Legislation exists in the UK that
provides some degree of protection for these non-wild animals, for example the recent
Animal Welfare Act 2006, The Pet Animals Act 1951 (relating to pet shops) and legislation
relating to animal boarding, riding and breeding establishments (for more information see
www.defra.gov.uk). Much of this legislation is investigated by organisations other than the
police, including local authorities and charitable organisations such as the Royal Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. That cruelty and abuse of domesticated and farmed
animals is subject to predominantly regulatory legislation, suggests an area of concern that
is marginalised and worthy of further attention, but which is excluded from this paper.

Wildlife crime can be considered as occurring at the micro-level (such as subsistence
poaching and individual acts of cruelty), meso-level (such as domestic trade in resident
vulnerable species and organised illegal hunts) and macro-level (notably import and export
of endangered species for international trade). It would appear from studying the
conservation literature and media reporting, that most attention is paid to macro-level
offending (which is assumed to be highly organised and associated with drug and other
illicit trafficking, see, e.g. Cook et al. 2002; Cowdrey 2002; Zimmerman 2003) and to
particular iconic species (White 2005) or even individual animals (e.g. the alleged killing of
the Emperor of Exmoor, a famously large red stag deer, which was reported widely in the
UK and even abroad, e.g. BBC News (2010), even though the shooting does not appear to
have been illegal).

Wildlife offences in England and Wales are established by a range of statutes and
regulations. The main provisions are summarised in Table 1.

The main aim of legislation such as that summarised in Table 1 is to prevent or reduce
certain behaviours (i.e. those things that are made illegal). On the face of it, these seem to
be activities that cause significant pain or distress to wildlife (predominantly mammals) or
result in loss of biodiversity, except where such activities may be viewed as a kind of ‘self
defence’ (e.g. where there is a threat to public health or to property, including livestock).
That certain species (notably mammals and those which are rare) are subject to such
protection, whilst others are not only excluded, but are actively reared to be subject to some
of the activities which would otherwise be unlawful, is of great concern to those writing
from a species justice, abolitionist or animal rights perspective (e.g. Francione 1996). But
although the author has sympathy with these philosophies, the purpose of the present paper
is not to critique the existing legal framework, but rather to assess the ability of an
enforcement approach to reduce existing criminalised behaviour.

2 Another contentious term, writers in this field have found a need to distinguish human animals and
nonhuman animals, but have not identified a satisfactory nonspeciesist label. Referring to nonhuman or
animals other than humans, tends to raise the importance of humans over other animal species (see, e.g.,
Beirne 1999), thus there is a tendency to fall back on the more common use of ‘animals’ to exclude humans,
which will be adopted for the remainder of this paper.
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Wildlife Crime Enforcement in England and Wales

Wildlife crime legislation in England and Wales is enforced by the regional police services.
All police forces in the UK now have at least one Police Wildlife Crime Officer (PWCO),
although they may often perform this role on a part-time basis alongside other tasks, or
routine patrol. A thematic inspection to assess the arrangements for prevention and
enforcement of wildlife crime in Scotland noted that the PWCO role, whilst clearly
specialist, was not actually treated as such, in comparison to other specialist tasks such as
fraud investigation (Scottish Government 2008). In addition, the current austerity measures
and funding reductions for public services in the UK will negatively impact police budgets
(Chancellor of the Exchequer 2010), and there are already reports of police forces reducing
PWCOs, amongst other non-core policing roles (see, e.g., Hastings 2010).

Investigations are also carried out by other agencies including the independent charities
the Royal Society for Protection of Birds (RSPB), the Royal Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) and the Environmental Investigation Agency (EIA).
Information gathered by the EIA and RSPB (as well as other organisations such as the
League Against Cruel Sports) is passed to the police and/or RSPCA. Prosecutions against
wildlife suspects are brought in England and Wales by either the Crown Prosecution
Service (CPS) (to whom files are passed by the police – who do not themselves have any
prosecutorial powers) or the RSPCA who bring private prosecutions under s6(1) of the
Prosecution of Offences Act 1985. Offences relating to import/export of wild animals
(predominantly COTES offences) may be investigated by the police or the UK Border
Agency (UKBA), prosecutions again being brought by the CPS.

The National Wildlife Crime Unit (NWCU) is a government-funded agency that
employs the National Intelligence Model (NIM) of policing. It does not carry out
operational policing or bring prosecutions, but rather assists in prevention and detection of
wildlife crime through gathering data and intelligence, performing tactical and strategic
analysis and co-ordinating and facilitating co-operation across other agencies and countries.

The Partnership Against Wildlife Crime (PAW) is based on a crime reduction partnership
model. Through the partnership approach, agencies and organisations other than just the
police are tasked with recognising the role they can play in the reduction of crime,
facilitating data sharing, and encouraging inter-agency working. Partnerships can thus draw
on the resources, strengths and areas of responsibility of a number of relevant agencies.
PAW also undertakes awareness raising, publicity and some training (PAW 2010). The
partnership consists of a steering group (selected government agencies including the
police), Secretariat (Defra) and a number of working groups. Partner organisations are
listed on the PAW website (www.defra.gov.uk/paw/partner/default.htm) and number 179
(last updated October 2007).

The executive summary to the NWCU 2010 report points out that the NWCU is the only
unit in the UK fulfilling the role of conduit between those engaged in wildlife crime
enforcement. As such it has helped the UK to “gain an enviable worldwide reputation for
the coordinated and cohesive manner in which it combats wildlife crime” (NWCU 2010: 1).
In 2009/10, the NWCU dealt with 10,000 incident reports (compared to 3,832 in 2008/09),
processed 3,477 intelligence logs and was involved in investigations that led to the seizure
or forfeiture of £400,000 worth of criminal gains. Compared to the previous year, it
conducted 14 times more database checks, received five times as many requests for
analytical products and increased its staffing levels (NWCU 2010: 1-2).

The NWCU, PAW and RSPB include on their websites or in their annual reports,
examples of successful prosecutions. In 2009/10 NWCU recorded 115 convictions
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compared to 51 the previous year, an increase they attribute to better recording practices
(NWCU 2010). In relation to the 3,477 intelligence logs processed, 70% resulted in
intelligence being recorded only (at this stage), 15% relate to ongoing investigations, 4%
resulted in seizure by the UKBA and 3% resulted in convictions. A further 2.1% now have
court cases pending. Finally, the NWCU reports 9,999 incidents relating to possible wildlife
offences (although these may not all be crimes).

The Failure of Enforcement

There have been many calls for tougher enforcement (e.g. Akella and Cannon 2004; Engler
and Parry-Jones 2007; Garstecki 2006; Partnership Against Wildlife Crime PAW 2010),
harsher sentences and for wildlife crime generally to be taken more seriously. What then is
tough enforcement trying to achieve and why is reduction of wildlife crime through
enforcement seen to be failing?

The reductivist aims of environmental legislation are clearly presented and critically
assessed by Du Rées (2001). Reductions in unwanted behaviours are assumed to be
achieved predominantly through ‘general prevention’; that is general deterrence and the
longer-term impact on public morals, or what people believe is ‘wrong’ and ‘right’. In order
to determine the likelihood of criminal law having such effects, Du Rées (2001: 109)
assessed the “regulatory acumen of those applying the law, the likelihood of being
sanctioned for offences and the severity of sanctions imposed” in relation to Swedish
legislation relating to environmentally hazardous activities. Finding, in this case, that
regulatory acumen was not a major problem, she therefore assessed the certainty and
severity of punishment for such offences (using predominantly questionnaire responses
from a number of supervisory agencies, police boards and prosecutors). She found that both
of these were limited in practice, thus there was little general deterrence. Sentencing was
often seen as too mild and supervisory agencies were perceived as ambivalent or tolerant of
offending, giving the message that environmental crime is not a serious offence, thus there
was also unlikely to be a positive moralising effect on the general public.

A different approach to the same issue was taken by Akella and Cannon (2004), who
used case studies in four countries to consider the deterrent effects of conservation
legislation. Using an economic deterrent model (citing Sutinen 1987), they estimated the
enforcement disincentive against particular crimes for each case study. Calculations were
made for the probability of detection, arrest given detection, prosecution given arrest,
conviction given prosecution, value of fine and time from detection to fine (multiplied by a
negative interest rate). In other words, they were assessing the certainty, severity and
celerity of deterrence to calculate an economic risk measure that could be compared to the
benefits of offending. For all four of their case studies, even when very generous estimates
were made for unknown probabilities (in two cases the probability of detection could not be
estimated, so was set at 1) the risk of punishment was low and in the two cases where they
were more confident in their assessments, it was below 1 per cent. Overall the economic
disincentive varied from $0.09 to $6.44, whilst profits from offending varied from $70.57
to $91,967.36.

Both of these studies focused on environmental rather than wildlife crime and the Akella
and Cannon (2004) research took place in countries of biodiversity importance, which are
often developing countries. The punishment structures, including fine tariffs (i.e. the
severity) and the certainty of detection, prosecution and conviction may be different for
other forms of crime and other jurisdictions.
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The best source of wildlife incident data is the NWCU annual report. It is difficult to
calculate attrition rates from the data presented (see above), but it seems safe to assume,
given the probably large proportion of offences not resulting in incidents or intelligence
reports, that these are low, like those environmental crimes researched above. As it is well
established in criminology that attrition rates for traditional crime are generally low, even
more so for ‘hidden’ or ‘victimless’ crime, there is every reason to believe that this is also
the case for wildlife crime in England and Wales.

Most authorities claim wildlife crime, particularly CITES-related offences (i.e. illicit
trade in endangered species), to be big business. The global legal trade in flora and fauna
(which includes timber and fisheries) in the 1990s was estimated by Cowdrey (2002) at
around US$159 billion in exports. A large range of often unsubstantiated estimates have
been published regarding the value of the illicit trade in endangered species (see, for
example, Damania and Bulte, 2001; Ong 1998; Zimmerman 2003), suggesting that a global
annual estimate of $9-$11 billion (NWCU 2009) is unlikely exaggerated (Wellsmith 2010).
Seizure and forfeiture of the proceeds of crime can also provide a useful indicator of the
rewards available to wildlife criminals. Examples include £106,000 (seized in relation to an
offence of going equipped for theft), £50,000 (TAMs), £18,000 (birds of prey), £12,000
(primates and mammals), £2,155 (taxidermy), £1,400 (lemur), £800 (goshawk), £500
(caviar) and £200 (barn owls) (NWCU 2010). Whilst the individuals involved in these
cases have had these proceeds seized (some cases are currently ongoing), thus not gained
the benefits of their offending, many others who remain unconvicted will have reaped
similar, or greater, rewards, for potentially very little risk (Schmidt 2004; Schneider 2008).

These concerns reflect those of enforcement agents world-wide, including those
attending the 2009 Annual Environmental Crime Conference. It seems, therefore, that
enforcement of existing legislation is not producing a sufficiently deterrent effect. The
questions, then, are why might this be and what can be done?

Problems of Enforcement

Many authors, enforcement agents, conservationists and researchers have suggested
problems that hamper the effectiveness of existing enforcement methods. These are also
echoed in the research carried out by Du Rées (2001) and Akella and Cannon (2004). These
can be summarised as:

1. Under-resourcing and marginalisation
2. A large dark figure/true extent not known
3. Corruption
4. Crime not taken seriously (or not even viewed as criminal)
5. Overall lack of deterrent effect (which will be affected by points 1-4)

Each of these issues impacts upon the effectiveness of enforcement, but can also impact
upon each of the other issues. For example, under-resourcing may lead to under-paid staff,
which increases the chances of corruption (Akella and Cannon 2004). Alternatively, if
wildlife crime is not viewed as serious, fewer resources are likely to be channelled into
tackling it. Additionally, the first four problems will all impact negatively upon the overall
deterrent effect of the legislation in question. Quite simply, if no money is put into detecting
wildlife crime, if there is little publicity about it, if most of it is not reported, if those tasked
with its reduction do not care or are willing to turn a blind eye and if sentences are derisory,
then those who may consider committing crime against wildlife will have no reason not to.
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Considering that enforcement is the predominant method employed to control wildlife
crime, these problems, which will now be considered in more detail, are significant.

1. Under-resourcing and marginalisation
Under-resourcing predominantly relates to enforcement and investigation agencies

and is regularly cited as a major problem (e.g. Brack 2002; Garstecki 2006; McMullan
and Perrier 2002; Schmidt 2004). This includes insufficient numbers of personnel as
well as a lack of basic material resources, such as vehicles and other necessary
equipment. It may further result in a lack of data collection and sharing tools, access to
forensic analysis and more advanced assistive technology (such as surveillance
equipment) (Garstecki 2006). Under-resourcing can also manifest as insufficient
training for enforcement agents, prosecutors and the judiciary thus reducing their
capacity to effectively enforce legislation and sentence appropriately. As Akella and
Cannon (2004) point out, although calls may be made for enhanced technology, there is
little point if staff are not trained in its effective use.

Even when specialist roles are created and training is provided, under-resourcing
and marginalisation may make such jobs unattractive (because of a lack of pay or
support). Indeed, such positions may be shunned as not living up to the exciting image
portrayed of enforcement roles or not dealing with ‘real crime’ (Fyfe and Reeves
2008). Further, the majority of crimes dealt with, such as illegal hunts or badger
baiting, involve small scale offending (as opposed to the organised and transnational
nature of endangered species trade), and where agents may receive little support from
the local community (e.g. McMullan and Perrier 2002).

In practical terms, limited funding means that organisations such as the NWCU (in
liaison with other agencies) set biennial wildlife crime priorities. The current priorities
are: badger, bat and Raptor persecution; CITES-related offences (particularly caviar,
ivory, ramin, tortoise and traditional Asian medicines (TAMs)); freshwater pearl
mussels; and poaching. Therefore, the exemplary work of this unit and the agencies it
supports cannot be extended to the full range of wildlife offences.

The current ‘age of austerity’ is likely to only make this situation worse. Indeed,
despite the NWCU being credited by the WWF as being instrumental in doubling the
recorded conviction rate for wildlife crime in the UK in 2009, there are reports that
government funding to the unit will be reduced, or even stopped, as part of the budget
cuts in the coalition government’s Comprehensive Spending Review (Chancellor of the
Exchequer 2010; World Wildlife Fund WWF 2010).

2. Dark figure
The RSPB produces an annual report of bird crime reported to them, and since 2009

the NWCU has produced an annual wildlife crime and strategic (priority setting)
reports for the UK. Reported wildlife crime data should be forwarded to the NWCU,
which is therefore in the position of being able to produce the best picture of wildlife
crime in the UK. These data are not included in annually published Home Office
Statistics. However, it has been estimated that only around ten percent of known
environmental crimes end up in court and that a large proportion of offences will never
come to the attention of authorities (Select Committee on Environmental Audit 2004).
If one considers the nature of wildlife offences, it is probably safe to conclude that the
attrition rate is likely to be even higher.

If a large proportion of wildlife crime is never discovered, reported or recorded, this
will have a significant impact on the deterrent effect of enforcement practices even if
highly punitive sentences were passed against those who were convicted. Wildlife
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crime is technically a ‘victimless’ crime (animals cannot in English law be considered
victims of crime) so there is no direct human victim to report the offence to the
authorities. As such, data relating to wildlife crime is built up from pro-active
investigations and checks, intelligence gathering, accidental discovery and concerned
citizen reports. There can be no victimisation survey to supplement the paucity of
official recorded crime data as there is for traditional forms of crime, and it is highly
likely that the vast majority of wildlife offences are never known to anyone other than
the perpetrators. In relation to offences of illicit trade, the ease with which items can be
globally transported (particularly within the ‘borderless’ EU), the difficulty of
recognising particular, protected species or their parts and the apparent links with
organised crime and experienced illegal traffickers all impact upon the likelihood of
offences being discovered and recorded (Magistrates’ Court 2002; Schmidt 2004).

Not knowing the true extent or patterns of wildlife crime is problematic for
enforcement in a number of ways. Firstly, it is evidence of the low risk of detection.
Secondly, if the extent of crime is underestimated this may impact upon the severity
with which it is viewed, thus the level of punishment it attracts. Thirdly, if the amount
of wildlife crime is severely underestimated and the true nature of it unknown, public
awareness and support for its reduction is likely to be low, leading to continued
marginalisation. Fourthly, if the extent and nature of offending is unknown,
enforcement cannot be effectively targeted, strategic and tactical co-ordination will
be limited and other approaches, such as problem-oriented analysis, cannot be
employed. Finally, without suitable data there can be no performance management
and evaluation (Akella and Cannon 2004). All of these issues are likely to impact on
the funding provided for enforcement activities; if it cannot be shown there is a
problem, resources will not be made available to tackle it.

3. Corruption
Corruption is raised as a problem facing enforcement by many commentators

(Akella and Cannon 2004; Garstecki 2006; Smith and Walpole 2005), but this is
usually in relation to activities in developing countries. It is not known to what extent
corruption of officials (working in enforcement, detection, prosecution, the judiciary or
policy making) may occur in relation to wildlife crime in England and Wales, thus this
issue will be considered in less detail. However, it is important to note that Du Rées
(2001) identified a number of common practices among enforcement/supervisory
agencies in her Swedish research that could be classed as techniques of neutralisation.
This was in part compounded as these agencies often had a dual role supervising,
providing guidance and issuing licences, as well as investigating and reporting for
prosecution. Thus there was often a relationship with those suspected of committing
crimes. Neutralisation techniques noted were: there being no victim or harm caused (a
technique also noted by de Prez 2000, in relation to defences against prosecution for
environmental crimes); there being little point in taking any action; the ‘crime’ being
accidental; and concern over the negative effects that could result from a prosecution.
These included negatively affecting the reputation of an area or of a company (resulting
in possible loss of jobs) and of harming the working relationship, which might be
otherwise utilised to bring about compliance. If further investigation of working
practices in England and Wales with respect to wildlife crime was carried out, such
neutralisations may be apparent.

Corruption and neutralisation will result in weaker enforcement, as crimes are not
recorded and offenders are not brought to justice. However, working practices such as
those described by Du Rées (2001) may actually be more effective alternatives to
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enforcement proceedings in reducing wildlife crime. Further research is required in this
area.

4. Wildlife crime not taken seriously
One of the most common complaints heard regarding the problems facing

enforcement is that policy makers and the judiciary do not take wildlife (or other
environmental) crime seriously enough (Select Committee on Environmental Audit
2004). Despite the environment currently attracting significant attention, the resources
provided for enforcement activities and the sentences passed upon conviction suggest
that environmental crime remains towards the bottom of a large pile of other concerns,
such as more traditional crimes (e.g. personal violence, gun crime and drugs). If this is
the case for environmental crime generally, the situation for wildlife crime is likely
worse. The under-resourcing and marginalising of wildlife crime enforcement over
many years, which has been discussed above, may be taken as further evidence that, as
the Select Committee on Environmental Audit stated: “environmental crime still
remains in some areas far from the priority it ought to be” (2004: para 5). Thus the
cycle of marginalisation, under resourcing and lack of attention to wildlife crime
continues, compounded by the hidden nature of such offending.

It is possible that environmental and wildlife crimes are not taken seriously because
so few prosecutions are brought. In 2004, it was estimated that about 10,000
environmental prosecutions were brought annually compared to, for example, 33,000
for burglary (out of a total of 1.93 million people proceeded against for criminal
offences in 2002/03) (Select Committee on Environmental Audit 2004: para 8). The
NWCU (2010) reported 115 convictions for wildlife offences in 2009/10, although
these figures do not appear complete. This estimate reflects the very large dark figure
of environmental crimes, not the true extent of offending or harm they cause. The
hidden nature of wildlife crime, therefore, negatively affects how serious a problem it is
seen to be. To influence policy in this area, efforts to establish accurate estimates of the
extent of offences against wildlife should be prioritised.

Further evidence often presented to support claims that wildlife and environmental
offences are not taken seriously relates to the level of punishment given to those who
are convicted. This was one of the key points made by Akella and Cannon (2004) in
relation to environmental crimes in biodiversity-rich areas. Table 1 includes the
maximum sentences for the various offences listed. It can be seen that the majority of
offences are summary (tried in the lower, Magistrates’ Court), thus maxima are limited
to a level five fine (currently £5,000) and/or 6 months imprisonment, although
some offences attract a lower limit and no custodial provision. A limited number of
offences, most notably COTES offences are triable either way (they may be heard in
the higher, Crown Court) and attract maximum sentences of an unlimited fine and/or
five years imprisonment. Whilst the legislation discussed covers a wide range of
offences, the summary fines clearly do not reflect the serious harm, pain and distress
that can be caused by wildlife crime (as a point of comparison, assault occasioning
actual bodily harm contrary to s47 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861, is
triable either way, with a maximum penalty in the Crown Court of an unlimited fine
and/or five years imprisonment). Even when the legislation allows for more severe
punishments, it is the sentences passed in court that reflect the true seriousness with
which such crimes are viewed, hence the judiciary have an extremely important role
(Akella and Cannon 2004).

In order to support consistency in sentencing, Sentencing Guidelines are produced
for the judiciary in England and Wales by the Sentencing Council. Crimes against
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wildlife are currently only listed in the general Magistrates’ Court Guidelines, and
relate to offences of animal cruelty under the Animal Welfare Act 2006 ss4, 8 and 9.
There remains, therefore, little current guidance as to how to sentence these rarely
prosecuted offences. However, there is some evidence that cruelty offences are taken
relatively seriously. For example, the starting point sentence for an offender who has
(or has attempted to) killed, tortured or baited a protected animal, used for or
permitted fighting, or engaged in prolonged neglect, is 18 weeks custody, with a
suggested range of 12 to 26 weeks (Sentencing Guidelines 2009: 22). Environmental
crimes (in the main relating to pollution and waste offences) are also included in this
guidance. Magistrates are mandated to pass exceptional fines (of up to £20,000) for
certain environmental offences and custodial sentences may also be appropriate (see
Sentencing Guidelines 2009, for further details). The seriousness of environmental
crimes is reiterated and Magistrates are advised that: “The sentence should...take
account of any economic gain from the offence; it should not be cheaper to offend
than to take the appropriate precautions” (Sentencing Guidelines 2009: 182). Whilst
the guidelines include discussion of the private individual offender, this approach is
clearly targeted at the corporate offender, as they go on to discuss the need for the
fine to have “real economic impact” and “together with the bad publicity...bring home
to both management and shareholders the need to improve regulatory compliance”
(Sentencing Guidelines 2009: 183). This approach is less suited to tackling wildlife
crimes, which are much less likely to be associated with corporate activities.

Earlier guidance produced by the Magistrates’ Court Association is more
comprehensive and includes an insert on sentencing for wildlife trade and
conservation offences (Magistrates’ Court 2002). Again the seriousness of these
offences is reiterated as the guidance calls for strong penalties that reflect the harm
caused by such crimes. Even in these guidelines, however, it was recognised that the
punishments being dispensed were not sufficient to act as a deterrent. Indeed de Prez
(writing in 2000) analysed court proceedings relating to environmental prosecutions
in England and Wales and concluded that: “despite the common belief that
environmental concerns are no longer taken for granted, routine trivialisation of
environmental offences still occurs in the lower courts” (de Prez 2000: 65). Similar
concerns are also raised in relation to wildlife offences, particularly for that most
discussed area, illicit trade in endangered species (e.g. Lowther et al. 2002).

In support of such arguments, most commentators refer not to the maximum
sentences provided in the legislation, but rather the, usually much lower, actual
sentences passed (e.g. Garstecki 2006; Jenkins 2008; Lowther et al. 2002). Lowther
et al. (2002) provide examples of the discrepancy between punishments received and
maximum sentences available for COTES offences (1998-2000). For instance, the
possession (for sale) of 138 shahtoosh shawls (made from critically endangered
Tibetan antelopes) with a value of £353,000 resulted in a fine on conviction of £1,500
(the maximum available was £5,000 and/or 3 months imprisonment). In this case,
neither the actual nor maximum sentence seems sufficient when compared to the
value of the goods being sold. A further example from Lowther et al. (2002) details a
case of forging CITES permits and trading in illegal taxidermy specimens, for which
the offender received six months imprisonment, three months of which were
suspended (the maximum COTES sentence was an unlimited fine and/or two years
custody and the maximum Forgery Act sentence was ten years imprisonment). RSPB
(2009) data relating to bird crime show a greater range of disposals being employed,
such as low level fines/costs (e.g. £125 for the illegal possession of 12 wild birds),
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community sentences and curfews (e.g. an 80 hour community service order and
28 days curfew for illegal possession of 466 wild bird eggs and eight eggs of a
Schedule 1 species3) and custody (e.g. five weeks for intentionally killing nine
protected birds). Longer custodial sentences were regularly suspended (RSPB 2009).

The difficulties facing sentencers in relation to wildlife crimes are further
compounded by the lack of specialist training in relation to such offences, and the
difficulties in assessing the harm that has been caused (Magistrates’ Court 2002).
What value is placed on the life of a rare bird or bat, for example? How do we
quantify the impacts of reductions in biodiversity? It is possible to estimate these
costs, as exemplified by sentencing practices in Finland (see Garstecki, 2006).
Indeed, the Magistrates’ Court Association (2002: 4) guidelines relating to wildlife
crime stated that “a better understanding of the true environmental costs of these
crimes” would lead to more triable either way offences being committed to the Crown
Court, which has greater sentencing powers (albeit, this would not apply to those
summary only offences in the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981).

The evidence presented in relation to punishing wildlife offenders is generally
used to show the ‘derisory’ nature of the sentences passed. Whilst there are clear
examples of this, more up-to-date and comprehensive data, such as that compiled by
the RSPB, suggest that, particularly for nationally based offending (as opposed to
international trade offences), a wider range of sentences are being employed.
However, whether such sentences can have a deterrent effect, remains an unanswered
question.

5. Lack of deterrent effect
All of the issues discussed above will impact upon the ability of legislation to exert

a deterrent effect. Even when enforcement is trumpeted as successful, there is little
evidence that crime is reduced accordingly. For example, the Guardian newspaper
recently published figures relating to convictions under the Hunting Act 2004, as
supplied during parliamentary questions (Guardian 2010). These show convictions to
be at their highest since the legislation was passed, with 57 in 2009. The news is
reportedly welcomed by animal welfare groups, including the International Fund for
Welfare, as showing the legislation is enforceable and can be used effectively.
However, if the aim of criminalising hunting with dogs was to prevent such activities
(which surely it must have been), then increasing convictions, after 5 years in force,
could in fact be indicative that the Act is failing, as people continue to hunt. Clearly,
the situation is more complicated than this, as increasing convictions can also result
from increased reporting, detections and successful prosecutions. It may also be the
case that a number of would be hunters have chosen not to break the law; in which case
hunting – a previously legal activity – will have decreased. However, it is worrying that
an increase in convictions is heralded as a triumph, again evidencing a preoccupation
with catching people for breaking the law, as opposed to reducing the harm caused by
such activities (Wellsmith 2010).

As has been discussed, the requirements for successful deterrence do not seem to be
met for wildlife crimes. The dark figure of wildlife crime is generally believed to be
large (e.g. McMullan and Perrier 2002) (thus there is little perceived certainty of being
detected and convicted) and the severity of the punishments given to those few
offenders who are convicted is often considered low in relation to the harm caused and/
or the rewards gained. Further, decades of criminological research suggest that

3 See http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1981/69
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reductivist sentencing based on deterrence is unsuccessful in reducing crime rates.
This same research suggests that certainty of punishment is more important than
severity in achieving deterrence, yet certainty is the most difficult element to
control. Further, people are more deterred by the sanctions of a personally relevant
collective, than they are by the sanctions of the criminal justice system to their
actions (see Braithwaite 2002; Chan and Oxley 2004; MacKenzie 2002; Tittle 1969;
Zimring and Hawkins 1973).

This raises the question, therefore: why do those mandated to prevent wildlife (and
other environmental) crimes seem so preoccupied with blaming a lack of success on
weak enforcement, rather than recognising that even with improvements, enforce-
ment activities alone are unlikely to reduce such offences? Instead, enforcement
should be seen as just one response to the problem.

Other Issues

Whilst the majority of issues regarding enforcement can be seen to fit into the five points
above, there are other points that should also be mentioned. Firstly, but beyond the scope of
this paper, there is an argument that most wildlife (and environmental) offences are really
regulatory or technical offences, as opposed to crimes (McMullan and Perrier 2002), which
affects how morally culpable prosecutors, the judiciary and the general public perceive the
infringers to be (Magistrates’ Court 2002; Select Committee on Environmental Audit
2004). Some authorities agree that at least some of those behaviours currently criminalised
should be dealt with using alternative, non-criminal, regulatory frameworks (see, for
example, Gunningham and Grabowsky 1998; McMullan and Perrier 2002) and tailored
enforcement (Fortney 2003).

Further, it has been pointed out in relation to the illicit trade in endangered species
(Wellsmith 2010), that even if trade bans (such as CITES) are successful in controlling
exports, poaching is not necessarily reduced (Cantu Guzman 2007; Lemieux and Clarke
2009; Smith et al. 2003). Criminalisation of this trade may even lead to an increase in
rewards, as species become more valuable (e.g. Schneider 2008; Willock et al. 2004).

Controlling offences involving international or cross-border crimes is yet more complex.
Again, problems of combating international crime are beyond the scope of this paper, but
Garstecki (2006) particularly points out problems arising from different legislation, search,
seizure and confiscation powers, and maximum sentences across countries dealing with
offences of illicit trade in endangered species (see also Schmidt 2004, in relation to illicit
waste trade). It is also problematic for investigators pursuing offenders who operate across
international borders.

It is finally worth noting that this paper has discussed the problems of enforcement in
relation to England and Wales. Much of the literature focuses on range states with denser
concentrations of endangered species and areas of rich, but threatened, biodiversity. Many
of these fall within developing countries, for which the problems of enforcement are more
acute, particularly in relation to resourcing, training, collaborative working/data sharing,
corruption and public awareness/support (Akella and Cannon 2004; Schmidt 2004).

Responding to the Problems of Enforcement

Weak and/or ineffective enforcement needs to be addressed in order to have a more
significant impact on the reduction of wildlife crime and the harms associated with it. Such
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responses can be categorised as either (1) improving enforcement or (2) alternative forms of
control. Whilst the former is important, the author argues that, in light of the problems
discussed above, it is now time to focus on alternative approaches to reducing wildlife (and
environmental) crime. First, however, methods of improvement will be briefly considered.

1. Improving enforcement
The literature contains a number of proposals for how to strengthen enforcement of

wildlife and environmental legislation. Predominantly, these involve reducing or
removing the problems discussed above: that is to say providing more resources;
efforts to improve reporting, recording and data and intelligence gathering; dealing
with corruption; increasing the seriousness with which wildlife crimes are viewed; and
improving the deterrent effects of sentencing through greater certainty of conviction
and/or more severe punishments. As Akella and Cannon (2004) point out, however,
simply increasing funding and technology for enforcement agencies will not suffice if
capacity building, training, corruption and marginalisation are not also addressed. In
other words a holistic solution must be applied (Akella and Cannon 2004).

More specific suggestions in relation to EU enforcement of CITES-related
legislation are made by Garstecki (2006) and include communicating the seriousness
of illegal wildlife trade, highlighting the organised nature of such offending (this is
seen to ‘sell’ the problem to policy makers and international organisations, such as
Interpol), establishing specialist environmental prosecution offices, relating penalties to
market and conservation value, allowing seizure of goods and animals even when
acquired innocently, trade license revocations and reducing sentencing discretion.
Some of these suggestions could, however, exacerbate the situation, as they do not
support good working relationships between traders and supervisory authorities (du
Rées 2001), they do not encourage co-operation and reporting from innocent
purchasers, and reducing sentencing discretion may alienate the judiciary.

The international and possibly organised nature of the trade in endangered species
has clearly garnered more attention than other forms of wildlife crime, so many
suggestions, like those made by Garstecki (2006), focus on this type of offending.
International strategic co-operation (Engler and Parry-Jones 2007), alongside capacity
building (Akella and Cannon, 2004) and working closely with international facilitative
bodies are therefore also high on the agenda. Interpol has an environmental crime
programme, which focuses on wildlife and pollution crimes and aims to assist effective
enforcement (Interpol 2010). They recently held their 7th International Environmental
Crime Conference and key enforcement improvements centred heavily on capacity
building and collaborative working, although the extent to which these activities were
being put into practice remains questionable.

A final example of how to improve enforcement provides a quite different
suggestion to the other solutions presented. Schneider (2008) has advocated the use
of a market reduction approach (MRA) for tackling illicit trade in endangered species.
The MRA, first introduced into UK crime reduction strategies by Sutton (1998),
recognises the importance of markets in maintaining acquisitive crime levels; in other
words that property crimes are demand driven. By disrupting these markets, for
example by making it riskier for offenders to sell the proceeds of crime, offending
becomes less profitable, thus less attractive. Enforcement remains the central approach
(albeit situational crime prevention measures, described below, can also be employed
as part of the MRA) but the focus shifts from targeting specific offenders, to targeting
disposal markets, including handlers and consumers. Such an approach therefore also
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requires systematic and detailed analysis of markets and stolen property (Schneider
2008); in the current example, endangered species. Not only, then, does the MRA
provide an alternative focus for enforcement agencies, but it also supports calls for
improved data collection – including qualitative interviews with offenders, data sharing
and analysis, which would provide a much more detailed picture of the specific species
being targeted, how they are obtained and traded and the routes used for transportation,
on a species-by-species or area-by-area basis. This increased knowledge would support
more targeted enforcement, may reduce the dark figure of wildlife crime and could be
used to improve public and policy makers’ awareness of the extent and seriousness of
such offences (Akella and Cannon 2004). However, it may be unreasonable to assume
that the data needed to support this approach are obtainable. Indeed, Schneider (2008:
26) acknowledges that “...the process of applying the [MRA] crime reduction strategy
will most likely be a lengthy, and perhaps, complicated one, as it is with traditional
stolen goods markets”. It would also require focused, collaborative efforts and expert
analysis, thus there may be significant resource implications. It is perhaps therefore
most realistic to see the adoption of such an approach as a complementary, long-term
strategy that can be introduced and tested against a highly specific problem, which has
already received a critical amount of attention and enforcement activity. For such a
case, relatively good data are likely to already exist, relevant agencies may already
have collaborated, there is a greater chance of identifying offenders who can be
interviewed (Schneider 2008) and if the focus is on an iconic species such as the tiger,4

resources are more likely to be available.
In relation to improving enforcement it must finally be noted that even if more

offenders are brought before the courts, the rewards of offending often far outweigh the
punishments received. But as criminological research has shown, even with extremely
draconian punishments (including the death penalty), deterrent effects are rarely
evident (e.g. Chan and Oxley 2004). Thus, we must also consider alternative methods
of reducing wildlife crime.

2. Alternative forms of control
Alternative forms of control can work alongside stronger enforcement or, preferably,

as first choice approaches, with enforcement through prosecution being the final
measure taken (Fortney 2003; Wellsmith 2010). In relation to wildlife crime, the two
key alternatives are: offering viable non-crime alternatives and applying crime
prevention techniques (Akella and Cannon 2004).

Conservation research suggests that much wildlife crime is committed as a normal
response to local conditions. This is particularly the case in developing countries,
where first level crimes (that is killing, trapping, persecuting and poaching animals) are
often committed by subsistence offenders; animals are seen as either food sources or as
threats (e.g. to crops) (Bulte and Rondeau 2007; Engler and Parry-Jones 2007;
McMullan and Perrier 2002; Rao et al. 2002). In England and Wales, wildlife crime
legislation even allows for harming or destruction of animals in defence of agricultural
property. Alternatively, offenders may be part of a larger trade or ‘entertainment’
network to which animals are supplied, in which case they remain incentivised by the
material gain resulting from their offending (McMullan and Perrier 2002).

4 See, for example, discussions regarding the recently held St Petersburg Tiger Summit and the Global Tiger
Initiative, which includes partner organisations such as the World Bank, the Smithsonian Institute and Save
the Tiger Fund (www.globaltigerinitative.org)
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One method of reducing wildlife crime, therefore, would be to make legal activities
the default beneficial position (Brack 2002; Engler and Parry-Jones 2007). In other
words, potential offenders need to perceive not offending as more rewarding than
offending. This may be through the provision of alternative subsistence schemes or
employing members of the local community, including known poachers, as rangers.
Animals need to be more valuable to the community alive and protected in their natural
habitats, than they are captured or killed. Sustainable tourism schemes, again supported
by and employing members of the local community are a further example of this
approach as are other sustainable uses of wildlife, including legal trading (Engler and
Parry-Jones 2007). Where criminalised behaviour relates to supposedly sporting or
entertainment purposes, alternative non-harmful or non-animal activities may need to
be offered, for example drag hunting. However, these will likely require support and
investment from influential participants as well as the general public.

Raising public awareness of the negative impact of wildlife crime, and its true
extent, will underpin many of the responses discussed. This is already a key aim for
many charities involved in animal protection and conservation, and collaborative
efforts between these organisations and enforcement agencies should continue to
be encouraged and, where possible, financially supported. Such charities and non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) are in a much better position to implement
incentivisation schemes for sustainable, non-criminal activities than are enforce-
ment agencies (White 2003). Co-operative networks, such as PAW, will be
paramount in co-ordinating such complimentary activities and sharing necessary
data for their implementation and evaluation, both at a national and international level
(Schmidt 2004).

Providing sustainable, acceptable alternatives to wildlife crime will not be possible
for all types of offence, nor will they discourage all offenders, but before turning to
enforcement action, preventative measures should be considered. As has been argued
elsewhere, whilst prevention of crime is always preferable to reduction through
conviction, in other words waiting to act until after harm has been caused, this is
particularly the case when the harm being perpetrated may result in the loss of native
species, or even their extinction (Wellsmith 2010). With the idea of the precautionary
principle (White 2008) already embedded in conservation and environmental crime,
there should be scope for extending crime prevention efforts in relation to wildlife
crime (Wellsmith 2010). The NWCU and other organisations do seem to recognise
the importance of prevention either over, or alongside, enforcement approaches
(NWCU 2010; Scottish Government 2008), but examples of preventative work in this
field are hard to come by.

Over the last two decades, policing in the UK has seen a move away from
reactive patrol towards problem-oriented policing (Goldstein 1990), the introduction
of the National Intelligence business model and crime problem analysis. This has
resulted in a changing emphasis back to the original purpose for which the police
were instituted in 1829: prevention, and it is situational crime prevention that has
dominated (see, e.g., Tilley 2002).

Situational crime prevention seeks to manipulate the immediate environment in
which offending opportunities are presented, to either prevent the ingredients of crime
coming together in time and space (a motivated offender and a suitable target, in the
absence of capable guardians, handlers or place managers) (Cohen and Felson 1979;
Felson 1995) or to tip the rational offender (Cornish and Clarke 1986) towards a non-
crime decision through increasing the perceived risks or effort of offending,

Wildlife Crime: The Problems of Enforcement 143



decreasing the perceived benefits of offending, removing the excuses for offending
and/or reducing any perceived provocations (Cornish and Clarke 2003). A more
thorough consideration of this approach, or how it could be applied to the problem of
wildlife crime, is beyond the scope of this paper, but is presented elsewhere in relation
to the illicit trade in endangered species (Wellsmith 2010; Wellsmith in progress) as
well being consider by a number of other researchers (e.g. Clarke 2009; Lemieux and
Clarke 2009; Mailley 2008; Mailley and Clarke 2008; Pires and Clarke 2010;
Wellsmith 2008). This approach is included here as the author believes crime
prevention needs to be embraced, not just as an alternative when enforcement is weak,
but as the primary weapon in the arsenal of those tasked with reducing wildlife crime.

Anecdotal evidence (including conversations with PWCOs) and the NWCU (2010)
report would appear to suggest that some organisations are keen to embrace
alternatives to enforcement, including prevention approaches. However, evidence of
such activity is limited. The author can find no published evaluations of situational
prevention of wildlife crime. There are only limited reports of such interventions, most
notably Guy (2008), an entrant for the UK Tilley Awards. This initiative took a
problem-oriented approach to illegal bird trapping in Cyprus and included a detailed
analysis of the nature and extent of the problem using the SARA (Scanning, Analysis,
Response, Assessment) approach. Responses were based on education, partnership
working, intelligence gathering and covert operations, and situational prevention
methods, including:

& Increasing risks: anti-trapping operations and high-visibility policing at hot spots;
raids on restaurants serving illegal birds (which are mainly poached as foodstuffs);
vehicle check points

& Increasing efforts: clearing of trees used to support mist netting in the range area
& Removing excuses: displaying warning signs (including potential punishments);

leafleting; effective media use promoting enforcement achievements
& Other: prioritising criminal proceedings related to bird trapping.

Evaluation showed a decline in bird trapping, with an estimated 35 million birds
saved across Cyprus. Much of this was through reductions in mist netting, but the
evaluation as presented does not make it possible to link this reduction to any of
the specified activities.

Other examples of situational prevention measures that could be used to tackle
wildlife crime are limited to theoretical discussions, as exemplified by Wellsmith
(2010: Table 1). Why examples of these are rarely represented in the literature is
unclear. It may be that a wide range of prevention programmes are in place, but do
not garner media attention in the way that court cases and punishing ‘bad guys’ do.
It may be, as the author suspects, that prevention schemes are being utilised, but in
isolation and with little evaluation or knowledge transfer. Alternatively, under-
resourcing, a lack of training and expertise, and significant time constraints may all
be combining to limit the ability of enthusiastic individuals and agencies to engage
in more problem-oriented methods of crime reduction. Without further research,
particularly in England and Wales (some research assessing the practices and
capabilities in Scotland has already been carried out), it is difficult to know how to
encourage and facilitate the use of alternatives. For that reason the author suggests
that an assessment be carried out of the working practices of wildlife crime
enforcement personnel, particularly PWCOs, in England and Wales.
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Conclusions and Further Work

This paper has considered the role of enforcement in reducing wildlife crime, raising a
number of weaknesses inherent in this approach as well as problems faced when it is put
into practice. Even defining wildlife crime and legislating to protect certain species from
certain harms (as opposed to all species from all harms) is in itself problematic, albeit
beyond the scope of this paper. In relation to those activities that have been criminalised,
even successful examples of increasing convictions, focused enforcement and organisations
such as the NWCU and PAW cannot detract from the fact that enforcement, and particularly
the deterrent effect sought from convicting offenders, remains weak. Key issues include the
under-resourcing and marginalisation of this work, the very large dark figure of wildlife
crime, the possibility of corruption or neutralisation amongst officials, the lack of
seriousness with which such offending is apparently viewed in comparison to more
traditional crimes and, ultimately, the lack of deterrence exerted. These make wildlife crime
a low risk offence that can, in many cases, produce substantial rewards (McMullan and
Perrier 2002). Accordingly, improvements in enforcement, such as adopting a MRA and
capacity building, are necessary. However, even strong enforcement may not result in
significant reductions in wildlife crime and for this reason the author has advocated taking
an alternative approach, focusing on opportunity reduction through measures such as
situational crime prevention.

In order to take this approach further, a number of recommendations are made. Firstly, it
is argued that efforts to establish the true extent and nature of wildlife crime must be
prioritised. This should make use of self-report studies, qualitative interviews with
offenders and quasi-victimisation studies, where the general public are surveyed as to their
knowledge and experience of particular activities (e.g. awareness of illegal poaching or
hunts, ownership of banned specimens and so forth). As well as establishing a baseline of
offending, the more detailed information gathered from interviews would then form the
basis of problem-oriented analyses that could feed into both MRA and situational crime
prevention programmes.

Secondly, an assessment of working practices of wildlife crime enforcers in England and
Wales should be carried out. This would allow for a more detailed understanding of the
barriers to effective enforcement, as well as establishing the feasibility of applying
alternative approaches. It is anticipated that such research would also uncover many
examples of good practice in both enforcement and prevention that are not widely known.

Thirdly, a wildlife crime toolkit should be produced, along the lines of those already
available for many other forms of crime.5 This would be informed by the findings of the
research recommended above, as well as the use of existing criminological expertise, and
act as a repository for knowledge and good practice in the field of wildlife crime.

References

Akella, A.S. and Cannon, J.B. (2004). Strengthening the weakest links: Strategies for improving the
enforcement of environmental laws globally. Washington, DC: Center for Conservation and
Government. In: R. White (Ed) (2009), Environmental Crime; A reader, 528-67. Cullompton: Willan
Publishing.

5 See http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100413151441/http://crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/
toolkits/index.htm

Wildlife Crime: The Problems of Enforcement 145

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100413151441/http://crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/toolkits/index.htm
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100413151441/http://crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/toolkits/index.htm


BBC News (2010). Emperor Exmoor deer kill brings call for protection. 27 October 2010. [online] available
at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-devon-11633614 (accessed 29 October 2010).

Beirne, P. (1999). For a nonspeciesist criminology; Animal abuse as an object of study. Criminology, 37(1),
117–47.

Beirne, P., & South, N. (Eds.). (2007). Issues in Green Criminology. Cullompton: Willan.
Braithwaite, J. (2002). Restorative Justice and Responsive Regulation. New York: Oxford University Press.
Brack, D. (2002). Combatting international environmental crime. Global Environmental Change, 12, 142-7.

In R. White (Ed.), (2009), Environmental Crime; A reader, 485-92. Cullompton: Willan Publishing.
Bulte, E., & Rondeau, D. (2007). Compensation for wildlife damages; Habitat conversion, species

preservation and local welfare. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 54, 311–22.
Cantu Guzman, J. C. (2007). The Illegal Parrot Trade in Mexico; A comprehensive assessment. Washington,

DC: Defenders of Wildlife.
Cazaux, G. (2007). Labelling Animals; Non-speciesist criminology and techniques to identify other animals. In

P. Beirne & N. South (Eds.), Issues in Green Criminology (pp. 87–113). Cullompton: Willan Publishing.
Chancellor of the Exchequer. (2010). Spending Review 2010. London: The Stationery Office.
Chan, J., & Oxley, D. (2004). The deterrent effect of capital punishment; A review of the research evidence.

New South Wales Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research: Crime and Justice Bulletin. Sydney.
Clarke, R.V. (2009). Designing Out Crime from Products. Workshop on Crime Science. University of

Twente, Entschede, May 2009.
Cohen, L. E., & Felson, M. (1979). Social Change and Crime Rate Trends. American Sociological Review,

44, 588–608.
Cook, D., Roberts, M., & Lowther, J. (2002). The International Wildlife Trade and Organised Crime; A

review of the evidence and the role of the UK. Godalming: WWF-UK.
Cornish, D. B., & Clarke, R. V. G. (1986). The Reasoning Criminal. New York: Springer.
Cornish, D. B., & Clarke, R. V. (2003). Opportunities, Precipitators and Criminal Decisions; A reply to

Wortley’s critique of situational crime prevention. In M. J. Smith & D. B. Cornish (Eds.), Theory for
Practice in Situational Crime Prevention. Crime Prevention Studies Vol. 16, 41-96. Monsey, NY:
Criminal Justice Press.

Cowdrey, D. (2002). Switching Channels; Wildlife trade routes into Europe and the UK. AWWF/TRAFFIC
report. Godalming: WWF-UK.

Damania, R. and Bulte, E.H. (2001). The Economics of Captive Breeding and Endangered Species
Conservation. Centre for International Economic Studies. Adelaide: University of Adelaide.

Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) (2010). Wildlife Crime. [online] available at
http://ww2.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-pets/wildlife-crime/ (accessed 28 October 2010).

de Prez, P. (2000). Excuses, excuses: the ritual trivialisation of environmental prosecutions. Journal of
Environmental Law, 12(1), 65-77. In: R. White (Ed) (2009), Environmental Crime; A reader, 656-69.
Cullompton: Willan.

Du Rées, H. (2001). Can criminal law protect the environment? Journal of Scandinavian Studies in
Criminology and Crime Prevention, 2, 109-26. In R. White (Ed.), (2009), Environmental Crime; A
reader (pp. 638–55). Cullompton: Willan.

Engler, M., & Parry-Jones, R. (2007). Opportunity or threat; The role of the European Union in global
wildlife trade. Brussels: TRAFFIC Europe.

Felson, M. (1995). Those who discourage crime. In J. Eck & D. Weisburd (Eds.), Crime and Place. Crime
Prevention Studies Vol. 4, 53-66. Monsey, NY: Criminal Justice Press.

Fortney, D. C. (2003). Thinking outside the ‘black box’; tailored enforcement in environmental criminal law.
Texas Law Review, 81(6), 1609-35. In R. White (Ed.), (2009), Environmental Crime; A reader, 692-715.
Cullompton: Willan.

Francione, G. L. (1996). Rain without Thunder; The ideology of the animal rights movement. Philadelphia:
Temple University Press.

Fyfe, N., & Reeves, A. (2008). The Thin Green Line; The challenges of policing wildlife crime in Scotland.
Stockholm, Sweden: Presentation to the Stockholm Criminology Symposium.

Garstecki, T. (2006). Implementation of Article 16, Council Regulation (EC) No. 338/97 in the 25 member states
of the European Union. A TRAFFIC Report for the European Commission. Brussels: TRAFFIC Europe.

Gibbs, C., Gore, M. L., McGarrell, E. F., & Rivers, L., III. (2010). Introducing Conservation Criminology;
Towards interdisciplinary scholarship on environmental crimes and risks. British Journal of
Criminology, 50(1), 124–44.

Goldstein, H. (1990). Problem-oriented Policing. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Guardian (2010). Hunting Act convictions at their highest. 29 October 2010.[online] available at http://www.

guardian.co.uk/news/datablog/2010/oct/29/hunting-act-convictions-highest-level (accessed 29 October
2010).

146 M. Wellsmith

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-devon-11633614
http://ww2.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-pets/wildlife-crime/
http://www.guardian.co.uk/news/datablog/2010/oct/29/hunting-act-convictions-highest-level
http://www.guardian.co.uk/news/datablog/2010/oct/29/hunting-act-convictions-highest-level


Gunningham, N. and Grabosky, P. (1998). Smart Regulation; Designing environmental policy. Oxford:
Clarendon Press. Cited in: R. White (2003) Environmental Issues and the Criminological Imagination.
Theoretical Criminology, 7(4), 483-506.

Guy, J. L. (2008). Migrants of No Return. Unpublished application to the UK Home Office Tilley Awards
2008.

Hastings, S. (2010). Calls for change to law as attacks on birds of prey soar. Yorkshire Post 16 September
2010. [online] available at http://www.yorkshirepost.co.uk/features/Calls-for-change-to-law.6536538.jp
(accessed 26 December 2010).

Herbig, F. J. W., & Joubert, S. J. (2006). Criminological Semantics; Conservation criminology – Vision or
vagary? Acta Criminologica, 19, 88–103.

Herbig, J. (2010). The illegal reptile trade as a form of conservation crime; A South African criminological
investigation. In R. White (Ed.), Global Environmental Harm; Criminological Perspectives (pp. 110–
31). Cullompton: Willan.

Interpol (2010). Environmental Crime. [online] available at http://www.interpol.int/Public/Environmental
Crime/Default.asp (accessed 1 Nov 2010).

Jenkins, C. (2008). Operation Charm. Investigative Practice Journal, 19, 6–9.
Joint Nature Conservation Committee (2010). UK Legislation. [online] available at http://www.jncc.gov.uk/

page-1376 (accessed 28 October 2010).
Lemieux, A. M., & Clarke, R. V. (2009). The International Ban on Ivory Sales and Its Effects on Elephant

Poaching in Africa. British Journal of Criminology, 49(4), 451–71.
Lowther, J., Cook, D., & Roberts, M. (2002). Crime and Punishment in the Wildlife Trade. A WWF/

TRAFFIC Report. Godalming: WWF-UK.
Lynch, M. J., & Stretesky, P. B. (2003). The Meaning of Green; Contrasting criminological perspectives.

Theoretical Criminology, 7, 217–38.
MacKenzie, D. L. (2002). Reducing the criminal activities of known offenders and delinquents; Crime

prevention in the courts and corrections. In L. W. Sherman, D. P. Farrington, B. C. Welsh, & D. L.
MacKenzie (Eds.), Evidenced-based Crime Prevention (pp. 330–404). Abingdon: Routledge.

Magistrates’ Court Association (2002). Sentencing for Wildlife Trade and Conservation Offences. [online]
available at http://www.eurocbc.org/wildlife_guidelines.pdf (accessed 1 November 2010).

Mailley, J. (2008). Situational Crime Prevention in Wildlife Crime. London: Presentation to the National
Environmental Crime Conference.

Mailley, J., & Clarke, R. V. (2008). Environmental Criminology and Wildlife Crime. Izmir, Turkey:
Presentation to the Environmental Criminology and Crime Analysis Symposium (ECCA).

McMullan, J. L., & Perrier, D. C. (2002). Lobster poaching and the ironies of law enforcement. Law &
Society Review, 36(4), 679-720. In R. White (Ed.), (2009), Environmental Crime; A reader, 412-44.
Cullompton: Willan.

National Wildlife Crime Unit (2009). What is wildlife crime? [online] available at http://www.nwcu.police.
uk/pages/wildlifecrime/whatiswildlifecrime.asp (accessed 29 October 2009).

NWCU. (2010). UK National Wildlife Crime Unit; Annual Report 2010. Livingston: NWCU.
Ong, D. M. (1998). The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES 1973);

Implications of recent developments in international and EC environmental law. Journal of
Environmental Law, 10, 291–314.

Partnership Against Wildlife Crime (PAW) (2010). About us. [online] available at http://www.defra.gov.uk/
paw/what/default.htm (accessed 29 October 2010).

Pires, S., & Clarke, R. (2010). Sequential foraging, itinerant fences and parrot poaching in Bolivia.
Brisbane, Australia: Presentation to the Environmental Criminology and Crime Analysis Symposium
(ECCA).

Rao, K. S., Maikhuri, R. K., Nautiyal, S., & Saxena, K. G. (2002). Crop damage and livestock depredation
by wildlife; A case study from Nanda Devi Biosphere Reserve, India. Journal of Environmental
Management, 66, 317–27.

RSPB (2009). Birdcrime 2009; Offences against wild bird legislation in 2009. Sandy: RSPB.
Schneider, J. L. (2008). Reducing the Illicit Trade in Wildlife; The Market Reduction Approach. Journal of

Contemporary Criminal Justice, 24, 274–95.
Schmidt, C. W. (2004). Environmental Crimes; Profiting at the earth’s expense. Environmental Health

Perspectives, 112(2), A96-A103. In R. White (Ed.), (2009), Environmental Crime; A reader, 269/77.
Cullompton: Willan.

Scottish Government. (2008). Natural Justice; A joint thematic inspection of the arrangements in Scotland
for preventing, investigating and prosecuting wildlife crime. Edinburgh: The Scottish Government.

Select Committee on Environmental Audit (2004). Sixth Report. [online] available at http://www.publications.
parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmenvaud/126/12604.htm (accessed 1 November 2010).

Wildlife Crime: The Problems of Enforcement 147

http://www.yorkshirepost.co.uk/features/Calls-for-change-to-law.6536538.jp
http://www.interpol.int/Public/EnvironmentalCrime/Default.asp
http://www.interpol.int/Public/EnvironmentalCrime/Default.asp
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-1376
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-1376
http://www.eurocbc.org/wildlife_guidelines.pdf
http://www.nwcu.police.uk/pages/wildlifecrime/whatiswildlifecrime.asp
http://www.nwcu.police.uk/pages/wildlifecrime/whatiswildlifecrime.asp
http://www.defra.gov.uk/paw/what/default.htm
http://www.defra.gov.uk/paw/what/default.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmenvaud/126/12604.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmenvaud/126/12604.htm


Sentencing Guidelines Council (2009). Magistrates’ Court Sentencing Guidelines. [online] available at
http://www.sentencingcouncil.org.uk/docs/web_sgc_magistrates_guidelines_including_update_
1__2__3_web.pdf (accessed 1 November 2010).

Smith, R. J., & Walpole, M. J. (2005). Forum; Should conservationists pay more attention to corruption?
Oryx, 39, 251–6.

Smith, R.J., Muir, R.D.J., Walpole, M.J., Blamford, A. and Leader-Williams, N. (2003). Governance and the
Loss of Biodiversity. Nature, 426, 67–70.

Sutinen, J.G. (1987). Enforcement of the MFCMA; An economist’s perspective. Marine Fisheries, 49(3), 36-
43. Cited in Akela, A.S. and Cannon, J.B. (2004). Strengthening the weakest links: Strategies for
improving the enforcement of environmental laws globally. Washington, DC: Center for Conservation
and Government. In: R. White (Ed) (2009), Environmental Crime; A reader, 528-67. Cullompton: Willan
Publishing.

Sutton, M. (1998). Handling Stolen Goods and Theft; A Market Reduction Approach. Home Office Research
Study 178. London: Home Office.

Tilley, N. (2002). Crime prevention in Britain 1975-2010; Breaking out, breaking in and breaking down. In
G. Hughes, E. McLaughlin, & J. Muncie (Eds.), Crime Prevention and Community Safety; New
Directions (pp. 12–36). London: Sage.

Tittle, C. (1969). Crime Rates and Legal Sanctions. Social Problems, 16, 409–23.
UK Environmental Law Association (2009a). Law and Your Environment [online] available at http://www.

environmentlaw.org.uk/rte.asp (accessed 28 October 2010).
UK Environmental Law Association (2009b). Wildlife Offences: General Rules. [online] available at http://

www.environmentlaw.org.uk/rte.asp?id=217 (accessed 28 October 2010).
Wellsmith, M. (2008). Controlling Trade in Endangered Species; A role for crime prevention? British Society

of Criminology Conference. University of Huddersfield, Huddersfield. July 2008.
Wellsmith, M. (2010). The applicability of crime prevention to problems of environmental harm; A

consideration of illicit trade in endangered species. In R. White (Ed.), Global Environmental Harm;
Criminological perspectives (pp. 132–49). Cullompton: Willan.

White, R. (2003). Environmental Issues and the Criminological Imagination. Theoretical Criminology, 7(4),
483–506.

White, R. (2005). Environmental Crime in Global Context; Exploring the theoretical and empirical
complexities. Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 16(3), 271–85.

White, R. (2008). Crimes Against Nature. Cullompton: Willan.
White, R. (Ed.). (2009). Environmental Crime; A reader. Cullompton: Willan.
White, R. (Ed.). (2010). Global Environmental Harm; Criminological perspectives. Cullompton: Willan.
Willock, A., Burgener, M., & Sancho, A. (2004). First Choice or Fall Back; An examination of issues

relating to Appendix III of CITES to marine species. Cambridge: Traffic International.
World Wildlife Fund (WWF) (2010). UK’s Wildlife Crime Unit endangered [online] available at http://

beta.955wwf.org.uk/wwf_articles.cfm?unewsid=4261 (accessed 29 October 2010).
Zimring, F., & Hawkins, G. (1973). Deterrence; The legal threat in crime control. Chicago: University of

Chicago Press.
Zimmerman, M. E. (2003). The Black Market for Wildlife; Combating transnational organized crime in the

illegal wildlife trade. Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law, 36, 1657–90.

148 M. Wellsmith

http://www.sentencingcouncil.org.uk/docs/web_sgc_magistrates_guidelines_including_update_1__2__3_web.pdf
http://www.sentencingcouncil.org.uk/docs/web_sgc_magistrates_guidelines_including_update_1__2__3_web.pdf
http://www.environmentlaw.org.uk/rte.asp
http://www.environmentlaw.org.uk/rte.asp
http://www.environmentlaw.org.uk/rte.asp?id=217
http://www.environmentlaw.org.uk/rte.asp?id=217
http://beta.955wwf.org.uk/wwf_articles.cfm?unewsid=4261
http://beta.955wwf.org.uk/wwf_articles.cfm?unewsid=4261

	Wildlife Crime: The Problems of Enforcement
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Environmental and Wildlife Crimes
	Wildlife Crime Enforcement in England and Wales
	The Failure of Enforcement
	Problems of Enforcement
	Other Issues

	Responding to the Problems of Enforcement
	Conclusions and Further Work
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


