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- breaches against environmental leg
punishable, but in practice the role of crij
sanctions of a minor importance

— principle of "administrative accessority”

» WHY? SHOULD SOMETHING BE
CHANGED?




measures> forbid from continuing or repeall
the offence + require that the unlawful sit
shall be correcte&- threat (threat of fine

authority

— Initiated ex officio or by parties suffering from
Inconvenience or NG@
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Advantages of admlnlstratlve/ f
sanctioning 154

» Enables restoring of the object (if possi I )

expertise in environmental cases

+ The decision of the authority shall bL 14l
observed irrespective of appeal v £%:



« Criminal sanctions also relevant in the

entailing major costs

background: regardless of use of administ
force the offender is liable to punishment (¢
fines or even inprisonment) 1

+» Ecocrime directive> Gov't Proposal 157/201
—> all offences covered by Art. 3 already

amendments

punishable, the MS may define the types ang
levels of criminal sanction® no need for radical +
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Discussion 2

Preventive function
— administrative sanctions imply responsibility festoration costs

— criminal sanction% general preventio® would rising of the level of s
prevent destruction of natural value®?environmental criminality often
criminality, cf. crimes against habitats or species

* in Finland crimes agaist CITES Regulation willibeluded in the Penal Code @
corporate fine possible

Repressive function

effective desirable (resources and expertise of pollce proseamnti
courts)



