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1 Mr Neil Wells, on behalf of !@! We@ itute of New Zealand (AWINZ) has
applied to you for a declaration an approved organisation under section 121 of
the Animal Welfare Act }999 (the Ac e application meets all the criteria in the Act
apart from the financia

gem @ 1ch incorporate funding from territorial
authorities. | /( 7 J

7 XS |
2 Before you e%[ cision it is recommended that you invite Mr Wells, on behalf
of AWINZ, to. s thi mendation with you and invite AWINZ to consider
submitti X ended ap}ﬁbaﬁ'on.
L

The Apphi ati%n/ o
Vs %

\/
~ 3 _ <%ga@}b®a{hose principal purpose is the promotion of the welfare of animals
/;\c\ pp!&(to Ou;"as the Minister responsible for the Animal Welfare Act 1999, to be an
q\f ““appr 'grée{.nisation” under section 121 of the Act. Apart from MAF inspectors and

“app
\Spo_ i %rs, only inspectors and auxiliary officers appointed on the recommendation
proved organisations can exercise enforcement powers under the Act. Your

ssor received a formal' application from Mr Neil Wells on behalf of AWINZ, on
ovember 1999, to become an approved organisation under the Act. If its

.:f.(\\}pplication is successful, AWINZ will be able to deliver animal welfare services.
o e

4 Inorder to approve the application you must be satisfied that the application meets all
the requirements provided in sections 121 and 122 of the Act. The requirements set a
high threshold as inspectors (in particular), and auxiliary officers, have considerable
powers under the Act. For example, inspectors may search premises or seize or destroy
an animal. The organisation supporting these persons must have appropriate
accountability, financial and management arrangements.

I Mr Wells discussed an early draft of his proposal with MAF in late 1998.
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A report evaluating AWINZ's application against the requirements of these sections of
the Act is attached ag Appendix 1.

Approved Organisations

6

Currently the RNZSPCA (SPCA) is the only approved organisation through&\

transitional provision in the Act. [t undertakes almost 90% enforc mr %
animal welfare legislation. In 1999 the Primary Productio omn( PSC)
questioned the high degree of dependence on the SPC f@ovisi n\c?mb‘ ing an
organisation to apply for approval as an “approved (& n”ise lsdftfy designed
S S,

to lessen the reliance on MAF and the SPCA.

requirements of the Act. [t considers ation does not meet the

LD
Assessment of the Application %{\; @
7 The MAF analysis concludes that Awmz%m‘ \\55211 but one of the
p
n 122

—

Q
10

!
@a this year MAF asked Mr Wells to obtain an assurance from the WCC that the
>

financial arrangements requirement i

legal ability of territorial authorité&gl

[n the budget provided by A ‘
Q} it

authorities (TAs) represents

source of revenue. The ather 80% wz@e from donations, fund raising and
sponsorships. The prope ate INZ would enter into an “arrangement” with
the Waitakere c& Ké f employed by the WCC, chiefly in animal

t( 0 (1)(b)). The key issue is the
ix@[fare services.

lication, funding from territorial
annual income and is the only assured

control work, wo memorandum of understanding (MoU) with

AWINZ to en to b‘c\c\ animal welfare inspectors.

The WCC ’W@td nte <CQW::-U2 with AWINZ whereby AWINZ would provide

anima gw comwices in both that city and in North Shore City (NSCC)°.

The uld'pay fees to AWINZ for quality control and assurance purposes. The TAs
Y@ M and provide support services for the inspectors. They would

would n
ﬁw{y all Recessary equipment and undertake prosecutions (with AWINZ
@ sation) other “employer related” activities. AWINZ would be responsible
ve 1

t
Seei '~\Lhe inspectors’ animal welfare work and be responsible to MAF and to

~.the Minister)for the performance of the inspectors.

ad the legal power to spend funds on animal welfare work as envisaged in the

_—_[Proposed arrangement with AWINZ.

[ i
\\HJ /The WCC obtained a legal opinion which concluded that sufficient authority could be

e

ound in the Local Government Act 1974 (LGA) to support the proposed arrangement.
MAF was not satisfied that the opinion covered all the relevant issues and sought a
Crown Law Office opinion.

The WCC and the NSCC are referred to as “linked organisations”
The WCC currently carries out animal control work under contract to the NSCC
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14  Additional aspects of this application t
Views of the RNZSPCA g S

CA is no longer the only

15 Although the pilot programme h \e‘.am
organisation outside of MA the Poli ed in animal welfare enforcement,
there is no evidence that 'I-QQJ:C 0 o@ i6n in this area although it expressed some
concerns initially. It is @ is state of affairs would continue if AWINZ

became an approved/orga an wider more public operations, including

public fund raising

public as anim@ : / ionally been the domain of the SPCA.
COMAN
Policy relating t @Bp e anisations”
16  Secti a) of the Ac? makes it clear that an approved organisation must have the
promot ani are as its principal purpose. This requirement has the effect of

plying to be approved organisations. It reflects the policy

ious government and was considered and accepted by the PPSC. If

t le Act should be amended to allow TAs to undertake such activities,

@pj}ed a specific direction from you to seek the necessary policy approvals
inet’and legislative priority.

cal'Government Act. The former could be initiated by yourself whereas the latter
Id become the responsibility of the Minister of Local Government and would

17
Qequire you to approach that Minister.

Conclusion

@1{0 change could be effected by amending either the Animal Welfare Act or the

18 AWINZ's application meets all but one of the requirements of the Act. Under the Act,
however, you must, as the responsible Minister, be satisfied that the application meets
all the requirements.
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bl
20 MAF notes, however, that if the application was amended s % c&a}j@at the
TAs were neither funding animal welfare work nor e imahwel
inspectors, then this application might more closely he eq{ujr<

Yiﬁsﬁlst the analysis of

e guidelines state

of the Act.

21 Following passage of the Act, MAF prepared
applications to become an approved organis
that “the applicant will be provided with a
a reasonable period of time (60 days) to
to the proposed decision”.

mendation and given

éﬁ&@ to the Minister in response

c}{ provide AWINZ with a copy of
fice opinion. A draft letter, which
your letter of 12 May 2000 to meet
signature, if you agree. The letter

after receipt of this briefing, is a ch
invites Mr Wells to m@ mi he MAF report and to consider making an
amended application; Ei/

23 Given the pos;:ﬁl“e i st @g::lleague, the Hon Pete Hodgson, in this issue, MAF
j& of your interim position and enclosing a copy of

proposes that
Recomme@
el

22 To meet this undertaking, MAF
this briefing, the MAF report an
reiterates your invitation to c

gW n appllcanon from AWINZ meets all but one of the criteria in sections
COXN 1 1 2 of the Animal Welfare Act 1999;
. noted

application meets all the requirements of the Act;
noted

/\
Qg%wte that you, as the Minister responsible for the Act, must be satisfied that the

\

.,_,/




agree to sign the attached letter to Mr Wells inviting him to consider and make a
submission on the MAF report prior to you making a final decision;

agreed/not agreed

(¢)  note that the letter also invites Mr Wells, on behalf of AWINZ, to cons*&

whether to submit an amended application: and
£
(f)  agree to sign the attached letter to the Hon Pete H st 1 the
advice you have received from MAF.
agreed/not agreed
P R Kettle @ @

for Director-General

_— Q@@Q@)

Hon Jim Sutton
Minister of Agriculture

S

/12000




APPLICATION BY THE ANIMAL WELFARE INSTITUTE OF NEW ZEALAND TO

BE AN APPROVED ORGANISATION UNDER SECTION 121 OF THE ANIMAL
WELFARE ACT 1999

Summary

New Zealand (AWINZ), applied to the then Minister for Food,

ose
Border Control for a declaration that AWINZ be an approved on u @cuon
[21(1) of the Animal Welfare Act 1999 (the Act).

\\> -
2 MAF believes that AWINZ’s application meets all but omhe n‘fa\ftqrs in’sections
121 and 122 of the Act.,

| On 22 November 1999 Mr Neil Wells, on behalf of the Animal W. %kare In:.mu

= < Nt

/i_\;\\t)

Z
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The Application :;\f\%) _
(_/"_“\
4 On 22 Nove g@)% }pplled on behalf of the Animal Welfare Institute of
An

</

New Zealand 0y Z to be declared to be an approved organisation
under s;c/,ui/on f the Animal Welfare Act 1999 (the Act). Such a declaration would
enable imal welfare services, including enforcement. The

app@% atte:m;:endm L.

(?fl;ﬁ tion was made in two parts: an “application” and appendices
\i pr ed Deed of Trust. Where there is any conflict or ambiguity between
& twé%ggthe application, MAF has placed the emphasns on the Deed of Trust in
rmine the purposes of AWINZ. AWINZ is in the process of being
? ed as a charitable trust.
/D

G/j?‘l December 1999 the Minister sought additional information and Mr Wells replied

5 March 2000. Mr Wells and MAF officials met on two occasions and also

“.exchanged correspondence to clarify aspects of the application.

7 Inorder to approve the application the Minister must be satisfied that it meets the
matters set out in sections 121 and 122 of the Act (Appendix 2). This report evaluates
the application against all those matters.

Approved organisations

8  Any organisation whose principal purpose is the promotion of the welfare of animals
can apply to the Minister for approval as an “approved organisation” under section 121




ofthe Act. Apart trom MAF inspectors and police ofticers, only inspectors and '
auxiliary ofticers appointed on the recommendation of approved organisations can
exercise enforcement powers under the Act. Currently, the RNZSPCA (SPCA) is the ' ‘
only approved organisation through a transitional provision in the Act. The SPCA, a ‘ .
voluntary organisation, undertakes almost 90% of the enforcement work under the Act. :

{

> an “approved
AF and-the A for

9 The provision enabling an organisation to apply tor approval
organisation” is explicitly designed to lessen the dependenc
enforcement activity under the Act. An applicant must, T/ meet the m@ters in
sections 121 and 122 of the Act. Inspectors (in particu xjltary offieers, have
considerable powers under the Act. For example, i c e@z&emises or
seize or destroy an animal. The organisation supp hese persons\must have

ent a

appropriate accountability, financial and man}gf:qn
~ )

ASSESSMENT OF THE AWINZ APPLICA%@ a‘m@

THE APPLICATION: (S.121)(2) (A

V),

10 AWINZ’s application meets th <\féments ’@ﬁ'on 121(2)(a), (b) and (c) of the
Act in that it contains the full namg; corftact address of AWINZ, and the area in which
the organisation proposes t : S to operate nationally.

perate’ A
PRINCIPAL PURPOSE (S,122(1)(a)) (O}\\;
NS

)

11 The principal pu ose, of arf org n seeking to become an approved organisation
iy

under the Act must beto'p > the Welfare of animals. Clause 4 of the AWINZ Trust
Deed states tﬁg"/ p e Trust is to promote the welfare of animals. The
balance of claus p the means by which AWINZ will achieve its purpose.
Y N, . -
12 As w;ﬂ’; viding theservices required of an approved organisation, AWINZ

proﬁo: perate in a number of ways including providing the services required of a
a[ity\ass/ur ce directly accountable for the performance of inspectors rather
/%ﬁfploym‘gyt inspectors itself. “To attain the objects of the Trust”, AWINZ may
\@«9 y/g;%\l luding inspectors.

( i
o) @che application meets this requirement.

o
AC ILITY AND FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS AND MANAGEMENT OF
T NISATION (SECTION 122(1)(b))

l/{f'Tﬁ)\\}his provision requires that the accountability and financial arrangements and
e
a T

; // management of the organisation are such that, having regard to the interests of the
public, the organisation is suitable to be declared to be an approved organisation.

Accountability arrangements

L5 The proposal states that AWINZ would enter into an “arrangement” with the Waitakere
City Council (WCC). Staff employed by the WCC, chiefly in animal control work,
would sign individual memoranda of understanding (MoU) with AWINZ to enable
them to undertake animal welfare work should they be appointed as animal welfare
inspectors under the Act. There is potential for the accountability processes associated




17

18

Financial arrangeme@

19

/,’“\

M &%:

with such a complex arrangement to breakdown. A complaint against an inspector, for
example, may need to be investigated by both AWINZ and the WCC. The
organisations may reach ditferent conclusions and, as a result, take contlicting action,

The WCC would enter into a MoU' with AWINZ whereby AWINZ would provide |
animal weltare and control services in both the WCC and North Shore City Council '
(NSCC) areas”. They would pay fees to AWINZ for quality control and assufance

purposes. . The territorial authorities (TAs) would continue t loy an _/oC

support services for the inspectors. They would also sup @nec@?quipmem

and undertake prosecutions (with AWINZ authorisatio Othér “em related”

activities. AWINZ would be responsible for oversgﬁg inspect Fs?‘; imal welfare

work and would be responsible to MAF and to the terfor he pe ance of the
inspectors.

=
The arrangement means that if an animal ¢ % cer g’x incident that they
believe is effectively an animal welfare i oceed under section
126(2) of the Act, that is, proceed as a ector While doing so the

inspector would continue to be emplé Q y a
for any decisions they make and the.actia th

\zsould be accountable to AWINZ

T
ent wi C is complex and is marginally

Conclusion: the proposed
satisfactory in terms of the% ct. It would, however, need to be
tested in practice and subject to before the success (or otherwise) of th

proposed arrangement could be meas with any degree of certainty.

The assessm nancial arrangements of AWINZ raises two matters.

</?
The long4érm robustaess of AWINZ cannot be fully assessed as AWINZ s
r nt[ noperdtion. The veracity of its draft budget can only be tested over time.

7.0

c of fundraising, grants and donations is dependent on AWINZ
roved organisation. MAF notes that this income stream is 80% of

jected income but that it is not guaranteed. However, the SPCA and its

IetICS which have existed since the 1800s, operate under similar

s with any new organisation, especially one with charitable purposes, it is difficult to
certam whether the projected financial arrangements will prove to be robust in the
long term. MAF believes that AWINZ should have the opportunity to prove that it can
* generate sufficient funds to enable it to function successfully. This conclusion is,

however, subject to the conclusion reached below on funding from TAs.

The WCC and the NSCC are referred to as “linked organisations”
The WCC currently carries out animal control work under contract to the NSCC.




Legitimacy of funding

22

Background /\2@) (\fﬂ//\)

23

24

25

26
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The second, and more critical aspect of AWINZ's proposed tinancial arrangements, is
the legitimacy of provided by the TAs. AWINZ projects that the remaining 20% of
income would come from fees paid for by linked organisations, initially the WCC and
NSCC. The question as to whether TAs have the ability to fund animal welfar
activities has been canvassed by MAF and the TAs themselves (/fi

A
In 1995 MAF entered into an arrangement with the eréby tlge:W‘ was given
permission to run a pilot programme to ascertain w TAs g\agld sﬁpﬁfnlly
provide animal welfare enforcement services. T e progr: -was'subject to regular
audits and was found to work well. Despite sofr® Initial r tions about how the

arrangement would be received by the Auc PCA ip@ulﬁr, the pilot
ft i%}on amongst the public.
re

programme did not appear to create fricti

[t appeared that the two organisationsg'ams\ d)'if% imal welfare matters.
z\/’\

)

The legal basis of the programme \&\@Lﬁ&%d@%’iﬁ%g as part of the policy
fare Bill

development process for the Ani &bﬁ/«e .2 (the Bill). MAF believed that

the WCC was not empower h e out of its rates and was operating

in a manner that was contrary-to. ocall\ ent Act 1974 (LGA). This concern O
was raised with Mr Wells-in 19 wl< nvited MAF to review a draft of the

L
AWINZ proposal. ./\\/\ Prealy

/, \.) :
The Department &\%{;ﬁal @{ﬁédministrator of the LGA) advised’ MAF that
otgi

the LGA pro s the authority to fund animal welfare enforcement.
The Departme thig pr could be managed while the pilot programme was

operating a.r@@rx%ent was to become more permanent the position should be

clarified in legislation.
5
The th v \:Efcided that, as a matter of policy, TAs should not be able to
1

an veltare enforcement work. It concluded that such a situation would

t6 a blurring(of the responsibilities and functions of central and local government.
i auise animal welfare work would be funded by local rates while performance
would be to central government rather than to the ratepayers. There was

il
al 0%1 m that central government would be seen to be delegating some of its
@on to local government (albeit on a voluntary basis), without any accompanying

2? ing.
(/H\\ﬁ’lis decision was incorporated into the Animal Welfare Bill (No.2). The principal
\\‘47 purpose of an organisation seeking to become an approved organisation under the Act

S

must be to promote the welfare of animals. This policy was debated by the PPSC
which, after hearing evidence from MAF, agreed with the policy as expressed in the
Bill. That is, the PPSC agreed that TAs should not be able to be approved organisations
under the Act.

1

Internal A ffairs,

This was primarily verbal advice during telephone conversations between MAF and the Department of




%,
%

Management

36 AWINZ will be managed by a Trust Board. The terms of reference are established in
the Deed of Trust. There will be at least four but not more than seven Trust Board
members. The Board may appoint a chief executive who will be responsible for the day




to day management of the Trust. It is understood that Mr Wells will be the chief
executive,

37 Conclusion: MAF believes that the management arrangements described in the AWI[NZ \

Deed of Trust are satisfactory.
(")
r://\\
' %nd @gs}that may
isation, ~AWINZ

CONFLICT OF INTEREST (SECTION 122(1)(c)

38  Under this section of the Act, an applicant must not have
result in a conflict of interest should it become an approve
states in its application that it will not adopt policies ga imal welfacs issues that are
aligned with animal rights strategies and that its in K)s illnot be'agtively involved
with any animal rights organisation. ey

39 Itis noted in the application that AWINZ \2% egistered un e1> the Charitable T

Act and not the Incorporated Societies Act ave “ordinary

members”. The mechanisms used to ?pl are.quite different for a chari

trust compared to organisations regisﬁ*\z@ incorporated societies. Thus, the Bo
%

7 : . ¢
Trustees will always be in contrgl;\ﬂ\k

S
40 No information is provided on \ﬁste
interests might conflict with 0 INZ. MAF notes, however, that the B
trustees have a legal % er @%« ves of the Trust (clause 9 of the Trust
L)) A~

W

Deed).

41 Prior to receivin on, MAF and Mr Wells canvassed the question
as to whether n in law between animal control and animal welfare
activities. Th i cause those animal control officers, who have

that ¢ i i . i
wel@ Spectors have significantly wider powers than animal control officers have
under h@ao C%:%ct.

4 42 (/}dr 1l li\:f?s that there is no distinction and that “Parliament itself has inherently
' o~ d dog ¢ and dog control”. MAF does not agree. MAF believes that any
/) ks &Ow eh the two activities are minor (for example, an offence against section 54 of
\3 th
3
/n

\
5 trol Act is deemed to be an offence under Part 1 of the Act) and not
1ently strong to support an argument that the two are inextricably linked. MAF
that the PPSC declined to support Mr Wells’s personal submission on the Animal
@/e are Bill (No.2) for a greater link between the two pieces of legislation.
@ Despite the different views, MAF notes that section 126 (2) of the Act requires that

- where there is a conflict between the powers, duties and functions of an inspector under
that Act and the powers, duties and functions of an inspector under another Act, then the
Animal Welfare Act prevails. The formal training given to an animal welfare
inspector/animal control officer would assist them in identifying which piece of
legislation is appropriate for a particular incident.

44 Conclusion: There do not appear to be any other conflicts of interest in the AWINZ
application. The application complies with this requirement.



EMPLOYMENT CONTRACTS OR ARRANGEMENTS BETWEEN THE
ORGANISATION AND ITS INSPECTORS AND AUXILIARY OFFICERS (SECTION

122(1)(d)

45 Having regard to the interests of the public, under this requirement the Minister must
consider whether the proposed employment contracts or arrangt.mentb are s @ that the
applicant is suitable to be declared to be an approved or;_.a on AWIN AN

application includes draft memoranda of understanding bet /aﬁ \\I?l\t,d
organisations” (being TAs initially) and inspectors. At t d}%‘. not
intend to employ inspectors directly and there are no ént L‘G\Wﬁ to be
considered.
46 The question then is whether the proposed arranggments be@e\ bWINZ and the TAs,
and between AWINZ and the animal weltar t0 be employed by the
TAs, are “such that the organisation is su d§ gtn approved
organisation.”
_ : /‘\\\
) 47  An inspector will be accountable t o?\her actions when acting under the
' powers, duties and functions i imp CQ; inspector fails to perform as
»AWINZ (and thence to MAF and the

required under the Act, they cco n
Minister), not the employe Q@}} case QL\\* If the failure by an inspector is also a
breach of an employment con ment aspect of the breach will be a matter
strictly between the T the i msp\

48  Where an issue of 7 Ewr m &%ﬁt arises in respect of the exercise of a power,
duty or ﬁlnctxcm—;hadgfﬂ? Z will be responsible to MAF for any initial
mvestlganon /ot m%léx\ he animal control officers presently employed by the

WCC an the N. n to the Minister stating that if they were to be
appomte E;p?ators e Act, they would enter into a formal arrangement with
0 Eﬁle purposéé\@f this requirement.
Q\Q?chgi/ sed arrangements between AWINZ, the TAs and the inspectors
/3’ ld result in confusion as to roles and responsibilities between the
ms\ F accepts, however, that this approach could work in practice but

l ;aeédjckﬁe momtorlng by MAF.
‘/ (\)"\\/
Ig \C@MPE TENCE AND EXPERTISE (SECTION 122(1)(e)(i))

currently requires inspectors appointed under the Act to hold the National
\\‘Qemf icate in Compliance and Regulatory Control (Animal Welfare). The UNITEC
." /-\ ) nstitute of Technology in Auckland provides the training for this qualification.
\ ~/ AWINZ has undertaken to ensure that each inspector will undertake a 4-hour refresher
workshop every six months.

31 Conclusion: The proposed arrangement is satisfactory to MAF.

INSPECTORS AND AUXILIARY OFFICERS MUST BE PROPERLY ANSWERABLE
TO THE ORGANISATION (SECTION 122(1)(e)(ii))

52 This provision provides for situations where inspectors and auxiliary officers are not
employees of an approved organisation; for example, they may be volunteers. In these



situations there needs to be strong accountability links between the inspector, the
organisation, MAF and the Minister.

53 AWINZ proposes that it would be responsible for the performance of inspectors when
they are carrying out the powers, duties and functions of an animal welfare inspector
through a MoU. A turther MoU would link AWINZ to MAF. To ensure compliance
with the respective arrangements and agreements MAF woul%ndenakc pe,r\fa ic audits

ot the performance of AWINZ. 06, D= \\\)
W ()

54 Should an audit find the arrangements are not being compl ith, the Qljﬁié}ér could

~—

revoke the declaration that AWINZ is an approved organisation. Su yocation
would, however, have to be on the basis that the or&o ne- ongﬁﬁzts one or
more of the matters in section 122 or has failed m\compl with-any condition imposed
on it under section 122(2) of the Act. </<’) b N

\g‘;are complex but, taken as
officers would be “properly

55 Conclusion: Again, the proposed accountabil

a whole, MAF believes that any inspzof‘fs>
answerable”. Q %
SN%
OTHER ISSUES & 9
RN\

SN

56  There are a number of addit?@in \ o this application which MAF believes
are relevant to its asst?me\ %

nt.

57 MAF considered mi @ssible to declare AWINZ to be an approved
organisation, but'n in mployed by TAs as animal welfare inspectors or
auxiliary offi i uld, at first glance, appear to resolve the question of
how to enabl \ nce operations while separating out the legal
difficultiés a atedQ funding and involvement. The difficulty with this

appro /ever, is e Minister could not refuse to appoint a person to be an
insp% ly on the basis that the person was employed by a TA and because the
angenient etMVINZ and the TA is ultra vires the LGA. As this would not
¥ %e th&h%t problem of TA funding and involvement, MAF did not pursue
this opt

/ his option further.
\/<j T—_?fr&

——

— F

<< e phic%gg@rage
N % S —
Y e :
58 f@%ﬁhcation was approved, AWINZ would recommend suitable persons to be
ﬁ inted as animal welfare inspectors’. AWINZ proposes to operate nationally but
. 4ith the initial area of its activity being in the greater Auckland area. MAF notes that as

I,r"l}’“ e inspectors will be using the equipment and facilities of the WCC and NSCC this
X% /) might create some confusion amongst the local authorities and public outside of those
T cities. MAF notes that the potential for conflict with the work of other local authorities

will need to be carefully managed by AWINZ and the WCC and NSCC.
Other “linked organisations”

59 The concept proposed by AWINZ would enable organisations or persons not associated
with MAF or the SPCA to be nominated as animal welfare inspectors. Organisations

: The power of appointment has been delegated to persons holding certain positions in MAF.




with an interest in animal welfare could recommend persons for appointment as
inspectors under the auspices of AWINZ without incurring the obligations of being an
approved organisation. AWINZ could be an umbrella organisation and be the link
between the inspectors and MAF. The concept would also accommodate individuals
wanting to provide the services of an inspector; examples may include veterinarians and
officials of kennel or pony clubs. ?

/ '\\

\V

Duties of approved organisations @ ( (2
? ( (“-.

60  Section 141 of the Act enables an approved organiaauo ]\uia/custody
r othe
d 51

The approved organisation may then sell, rehome or <d¢&pose of the
animal. [f AWINZ becomes an approved organisati th bit has a place

where inspectors can receive animals. Mr Wells adv1 al shelter
facilities owned by the WCC will be made av ta nommal rent of
$1.00 per year. MAF notes that an inspecto owev r t a.h>1mals that have been
seized to a place chosen by the inspector; @ animal shelter.

61  MAF considers this to be an approp &

Q

CONCLUSION b <\V

f\\s /\\\

62  The Animal Welfare Act 199 lires inister must be satisfied that the
application meets all the requirement e Act. MAF believes that AWINZ'’s
application to become /rzq\ove 15ation under the Act meets all but one of the
requirements in sectio) 2 of the Act.

<

.

roposed accountability arrangements because of their
s that they could work in practice but with regular

i Nﬁ{ a reservation about the forecast level of non-TA
owlecig:%‘l\} this could only be tested if AWINZ’s application was

63 MAF has rese
complexnty

MAF notes, however, that if the application was amended so that it was clear that TAs
were neither funding animal welfare work nor employing animal welfare inspectors
then this application might more closely meet the requirements of the Act.




