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1.

INTRODUCTION
1.1.

Purpose of the evaluation

As Directive 1999/22/EC relating to the keeping of wild animals in zoos1, referred to as the
Zoos Directive, neither contains monitoring or reporting obligations nor the need for an expert
group or committee to steer implementation, the performance of the Directive hasn't been
formally evaluated since its adoption. Therefore, the Directive was included in the
Commission's 2015 work programme2 as part of the Commission's Better Regulation agenda3.
This evaluation examines the extent to which the Zoos Directive is fit for purpose, looks into
what works and what does not, including to what extent objectives have been achieved and
why some elements or features are successful or not. It examines the performance of the Zoos
Directive according to the five standard evaluation criteria effectiveness, efficiency,
relevance, coherence and EU added value as well as lessons learned.
The findings of the evaluation are intended to inform any future decisions on the Directive.
1.2.

Scope of the evaluation

The scope of the evaluation, as set out in its roadmap4, is the Zoos Directive. Evaluation
covers all aspects of the Directive and assesses its impact from its adoption in 1999 until
2016, across the European Union5. In Member States that have joined the European Union
after the Zoos Directive entered into force, the evaluation focusses on the period since their
accession.
The evaluation also considers relevant commitments under the EU Biodiversity Strategy6 and
under the Convention on Biological Diversity7. It also takes into account other relevant EU
environmental Directives as appropriate.
2.

BACKGROUND TO THE INTERVENTION

The intervention logic (IVL), setting out the rationale and approach for the operation of the
Zoos Directive, is given in Figure 1. The IVL provides a description how the Zoos Directive
was expected to work. It visualises the different steps and actors involved and their
dependencies – thus presenting the expected "cause and effect" relationships. This includes
the Directive’s general and specific objectives, the activities and inputs required to achieve
these objectives, and the outputs, results and impacts that were expected to be achieved
through their implementation.

1

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1999:094:0024:0026:EN:PDF

2

http://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/work-programme-commission-key-documents-2015_en

3

http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/democratic-change/better-regulation_en

4

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/roadmaps/docs/2016_env_071_zoos_directive_evaluation_en.pdf

5

The targeted consultation (online questionnaires and interviews) relied on a representative sample of 14
Member States. Literature research, open public consultation and workshop covered all Member States.

6

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0244

7

https://www.cbd.int/
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Figure 1: Intervention Logic (IVL)

Needs

Increasing number of species of wild fauna are threatened by extinction, contributing to
stop global biodiversity loss
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in its Article 9 requires that parties adopt
measures for ex situ conservation



General objectives
Protect wild fauna and conserve biodiversity by strengthening the role of zoos in the
conservation of biodiversity

Specific objectives
Objectives
of the
Directive

A.

Ensure that all licenced zoos participate in research, and/or training and/or
exchange of information on species conservation and/or in captive breeding,
repopulation or reintroduction of species into the wild

B.

Ensure that all licenced zoos promote public education and awareness in relation to
the conservation of biodiversity, in particular by providing information about the
species exhibited in zoos and their natural habitats

C. Ensure that all licenced zoos accommodate their animals under conditions which
aim to satisfy their species' biological and conservation requirements and maintain
high standards of animal husbandry
D. Ensure that all licenced zoos prevent escape of animals and intrusion of outside
pests and vermin
E.

Inputs

Ensure that all licenced zoos keep up-to-date records of their collections

Financial, human and institutional resources allocated by the EU and Member States

Activities by
Member
States

Outputs
from
Member
States'
activities

1.

Designate competent authorities

2.

Grant licences to existing zoos by 9 April 2003 and to new zoos before they are
open to the public, with conditions ensuring that they meet the requirements of
specific objectives A to E

3.

Carry out inspections before granting, refusing, extending or significantly
amending licences; ensure compliance with licence conditions through regular
inspections

4.

If a zoo is not licensed or does not meet the licencing conditions, close the zoo or
part thereof to the public or impose requirements to ensure that the licensing
conditions are met; if those requirements are not met within maximum 2 years,
withdraw/modify the licence and close the zoo or part thereof

5.

Take measures with a view to ensuring that if a zoo or part thereof is closed, the
animals are treated or disposed of under appropriate conditions

6.

Determine effective, proportionate and dissuasive penalties applicable to
breaches of national provisions

1.

Competent authorities designated

2.

Licencing system established and licenses granted to new and existing zoos

3.

Inspections carried out before granting, refusing, extending or significantly amending
licences; regular inspections carried out to ensure compliance with licensing
conditions

4.

Closure of zoos or part thereof that are not licensed or do not meet licensing
conditions or requirements within maximum 2 years

5.

Measures taken to ensure that if a zoo or part thereof is closed, the animals are
treated or disposed of under appropriate conditions

6.

Effective, proportionate and dissuasive penalties determined and applied to
breaches of national provisions
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A.

Zoos take part in research and/or training and/or exchange of information and/or
captive breeding, repopulation, reintroduction of species into the wild

B.

Zoos promote public awareness in relation to biodiversity conservation, in particular
by providing information about the species of wild fauna exhibited and their natural
habitats

Results

C. Zoos accommodate their animals under conditions which aim to satisfy their species'
biological and conservation requirements and maintain high standards of animal
husbandry
D. Zoos prevent escape of animals and intrusion of outside pests and vermin
E.

Zoos keep up-to-date records of their collections

External Factors: Zoo associations, NGOs, nature conservation organisations,
wider public etc.

Impacts





2.1.

Zoos play an increased role in biodiversity conservation
Knowledge and public awareness in relation to the conservation of biodiversity are
improved
Species of wild fauna are protected and biodiversity loss is averted

Description of the Directive

With current extinction rates 1,000 times higher than natural background rates8 and natural
habitats disappearing because of land use change, climate change, overexploitation, pollution
and invasive alien species, there was a growing need to protect ecosystems and
biodiversity and to prevent a sixth mass extinction. This resulted in the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) that was signed at the Earth Summit in Río de Janeiro in 1992.
Though most conservation actions still aimed at conservation measures in the wild, there was
a growing rationale to complement in situ9 by ex situ10 measures to ensure biodiversity
protection and species' survival. This was recognized in CBD's article 911, on which the Zoos
Directive is based. Article 9 requires CBD parties to adopt ex situ conservation measures,
predominantly for the purpose of complementing in-situ measures, preferably in the country
of origin and also mentions measures for the recovery of threatened species and their
reintroduction.
Responding to these needs and challenges, the Zoos Directive's main objective is to protect
wild fauna and to conserve biodiversity, thereby strengthening the role of zoos as ex situ
8

Background rate: 0.1 to 1 species extinction per million species per year. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.
Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Biodiversity Synthesis. World Resources Institute, Washington, DC
(2005)

9

The conservation of species in their natural habitats

10

The conservation of species outside their natural habitats

11

https://www.cbd.int/kb/record/article/6885?RecordType=article
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conservation entities in the conservation of biodiversity. However, zoos are often SMEs12
with different focuses and strategies, fund conservation activities from their own budget and,
besides their conservation activities, also play an important role as places where people can
encounter wild animals. Given this range of roles, the Directive rather than setting precise
targets lays down minimum requirements applicable to zoos across all Member States in order
to improve zoos' contribution to biodiversity protection.
To achieve the Directive's general and specific objectives, Member States have to establish
competent authorities as well as a functional licencing and inspection system in order to
guarantee that all zoos falling under the Directive's Article 2 definition of zoos are licenced13.
Article 2 of the Zoos Directive defines "zoos" as "all permanent establishments where animals
of wild species are kept for exhibition to the public for seven or more days a year, with the
exception of circuses, pet shops and establishments which Member States exempt from the
requirements of the Directive on the grounds that they do not exhibit a significant number of
animals or species to the public and that the exemption will not jeopardise the objectives of
the Directive".
The Directive does not explicitly require Member States to set up a registry of all zoos that
might fall under the definition of Article 2.
In order to obtain a licence, zoos have to comply with all Article 3 conservation
requirements14. Given the diversity of zoos, in its first indent, the Directive leaves zoos the
choice between different conservation activities, of which they have to carry out at least one15.
Competent Authorities have the discretion to assess whether the combination of the actions
undertaken is adequate to the nature and capabilities of zoos and fulfils all requirements of
Article 3. It also has to be noted that, in contrast to Article 9 CBD, Article 3 of the Zoos
Directive makes no particular reference to threatened species but only to species in
general.
The Directive leaves the frequency of inspections and the licence duration to Member States.
In case of non-compliance, authorities have to impose requirements to ensure that licence
conditions are met or to close the zoo or part thereof16. Further to this, penalties have to be
applied in case of breaches of the national law transposing the Zoos Directive17.
The implementation of conservation measures by zoos in order to obtain and keep a licence is
expected to have positive impacts18 addressing the identified needs, notably zoos playing an
increased role in biodiversity conservation, the protection of wild species and an improved
public knowledge and awareness in relation to the conservation of biodiversity.
The Directive does neither contain monitoring and reporting obligations to the Commission or
the national authorities nor a committee or expert group to steer implementation. Therefore,
12

Small and medium-sized enterprises

13

IVL: Activities and Outputs 1-3

14

IVL: Specific Objectives and Results A-E

15

Participating in research from which conservation benefits accrue to the species, and/or training in relevant
conservation skills, and/or the exchange of information relating to species conservation and/or, where
appropriate, captive breeding, repopulation or reintroduction of species into the wild

16

IVL: Activities and Outputs 4 + 5

17

IVL: Activities and Output 6

18

IVL: Impacts
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the role of the Commission in the functioning of the Directive is limited. However, in its 9th
recital the Directive refers to guidelines produced by a number of organisations that could
assist in the development and adoption of national zoo standards. The Commission has
produced the EU Zoos Directive Good Practices Document19 to further clarify and detail the
Directive's provisions.
2.2.

Baseline20

As impact assessments were not carried out when the Zoos Directive was being proposed,
there is neither a systematic EU wide baseline nor an estimate of the benefits the Directive
was expected to bring about.
However some information about the historical situation of zoos in the EU, their conservation
efforts and the overall situation of biodiversity conservation has been extracted from literature
and documents during the period of the Directive's drafting process.
The baseline period stretches from 1991, the year of the first draft of the Zoos Directive, to
1999, the year of its adoption. It was a time when growing concerns were voiced that zoos
were living museums, purely exhibiting animals for entertainment purposes, keeping them in
poor conditions not respecting animal welfare standards. Increased participation of zoos in
conservation and improvements of animal welfare conditions were demanded by the
wider public, animal welfare organisations and legislators.
In light of growing concerns about standards in EU zoos, the Commission in 1987, 12 years
before the adoption of the Directive, co-funded an "European Survey of Zoological
Collections"21. Together with developments in the field of conservation, this became a
catalyst for adoption of EU legislation on zoos.
The study took stock of the number of zoos in the EU and legislation existing on zoos in the
then 12 Member States22. It also reviewed the conditions in 23223 visited zoos in relation to
animal husbandry, species conservation and public education. Whereas the 1987 issue of the
International Zoo Yearbook, published by the Zoological Society of London, had listed 218
zoos, the study located 1012 collections. There was no widely used definition of a zoo and
therefore the survey listed the variety of different collections of animals that were open to the
public24.
Overall, the Survey of Zoological Collections considered that only a few zoos "broadly met
the standards required by international guidelines of modern zoo practice in the areas of
19

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/pdf/EU_Zoos_Directive_Good_Practices.pdf

20

For more information please refer to Study, section 2.1:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/index_en.htm

21

European Survey of Zoological Collections: Final Report, William Travers and Richard Straton, EEC Contract
No 6681 (87)07, 31 August 1988

22

Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain
and the UK. 9 of them are covered by the targeted survey of this evaluation (not included: Greece,
Luxembourg, UK).

23

The report gives different figures of the number of zoos visited (232 stated in the foreword, 217 given in the
section 1 summary)

24

Zoological gardens or parks, menageries, wildlife parks, and safari parks, as well as more specialised exhibits
such as monkey sanctuaries, deer parks, sealaria, aviaries, bird gardens, hawk conservancies, wildfowl
reserves, vivaria, crocodile farms, aquaria, butterfly houses
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animal husbandry, species conservation and public education", whereas a considerable
number did not meet any acceptable minimum standards.
Referring to this survey, the Commission gave the following outline in its 1995
Communication and Proposal for a Council Recommendation relating to the keeping of wild
animals in zoos 25:
"It is estimated that there are over a thousand zoos in the European Community today,
exhibiting a wide variety of exotic and non-exotic animals. Collections vary considerably
from one establishment to another and there are important differences in professionalism,
experience, financial and staffing resources, facilities and the conditions in which animals are
kept. This is of course mainly due to the significant differences in the legislation of Member
States on the subject. Over the years the keeping of animals in zoos has become subject to
increasing criticism from the general public, the media and animal welfare organizations and
from European Parliament. The Commission is of the opinion that the overall situation in
zoos in the Community can only be drastically improved if Member States adopt
legislation on the subject, providing for the licensing of zoos and based on a set of accepted
guidelines."
Specific legislation regulating zoos existed in only five out of the then 12 Member States
(Belgium, Denmark, France, Spain, UK)26. The other seven countries had no legislation
specifically targeting zoos, although a general regulatory framework on animal welfare or
imports of animals could regulate their activities. The explanatory memorandum to the 1991
Commission proposal for a Council Directive laying down minimum standards for the
keeping of animals in zoos27 states that "Countries with specific legislation on zoos, such as
Denmark, France, United Kingdom and Belgium, require that they be registered with a
competent authority in order to operate and are therefore subject to a series of conditions
spanning the whole of zoo management, including animal welfare and public safety aspects.
Many Member States also impose further restrictions on the granting of state subsidies to zoos
in view of their essentially commercial nature. Zoos in all countries are subject to basic
animal welfare laws, veterinary health restrictions on imports and, in cases where threatened
species are involved, the regulation of their trade and acquisition."
The Commission concluded that "This variation in national laws has many potentially
negative consequences. Not only are wild animals kept in captivity subject to very
different conditions but international efforts for conserving threatened species may also
be jeopardised as a result."
Therefore the aim of a Zoos Directive at that time was to "to ensure that all European zoos
meet minimum harmonised standards for the keeping of wild animals and for public
safety, in order to facilitate the application of EEC legislation on nature conservation".
Summarising the Baseline
Specific legislation regulating zoos existed in 5 out of the then 12 Member States, mainly focussed on
animal welfare and security aspects. Wild animals kept in captivity were subject to very different
conditions. Only a few zoos broadly met the standards required by international guidelines of modern
25

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:51995PC0619&from=FR

26

Second report of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protection on the
Commission proposal for a Council Directive laying down minimum standards for the keeping of animals in
zoos (COM(91)0177 final-C3-0340/91). ISBN 204.618/fin., Annex 2

27

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:51991PC0177&from=EN
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zoo practice in the areas of animal husbandry, species conservation and public education. The aim of
the intervention was to ensure that all European zoos meet minimum harmonised standards for the
keeping of wild animals in order to facilitate the application of EEC legislation on nature conservation.

3.

METHOD
3.1.

Evaluation work28

The evaluation started in 2015 and was supported by an external study (hereafter referred to
as "the Study"29). The work was governed and overseen by an Interservice Steering Group
(see Annex 1, chapter 7.1 for details). The Commission established a dedicated web page30
to share information and provide feedback to stakeholders about the evaluation.
Given the lack of a monitoring and reporting system in the Zoos Directive, the Study could
not benefit from already existing data. No national reports could be identified31. Therefore, an
extensive gathering of information was undertaken.
The evaluation work of the Study ran from May 2016 to July 2017 and was based on
literature/desk research32, a targeted online survey, targeted interviews, a 3-month
stakeholder open public consultation and a workshop to present and discuss the draft
findings of the Study. Literature/desk research started in May 2016 and ran in parallel with
consultation activities. The targeted consultations consisting of an online survey and
interviews were carried out between August 2016 and December 2016. The public
consultation was open from September – December 2016. The draft final Study report was
received in March 2017 and provided the basis for presenting the emerging findings for
feedback and validation at the workshop in May 2016. The feedback from the workshop was
taken into account in the final report which was provided in July 2017.
Given the lack of a monitoring and reporting system, MS and stakeholders were required to
collect a huge amount of data and information covering the 17 years that had passed since the
adoption of the Directive in 1999. In order to keep the burden for consulted stakeholders to a
manageable level, a targeted consultation (online questionnaires and interviews) to 14
representative Member States33. was conducted. In order to ensure that these countries were
representative of the situation in all 28 EU Member States, the following criteria were
applied34:
28

More detail about the literature/desk research and the stakeholder consultation, including separate reports, can
be found in Annex 2, section 7.2 of this document as well as in Annexes II, IVa and VI – X of the Study.

29

The Study will be published on the evaluation website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/index_en.htm

30

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/index_en.htm

31

Only central databases on zoo inspections exist in 5 MS (Czech Republic, Cyprus, Ireland, Poland and
Portugal)

32

The research resulted in 14 country fiches (Study, Annex II) and in a reference database containing 236
documents (Study, Annex IVa)

33

Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Germany, Lithuania, The
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Spain

34

For more information on the criteria please consult the evaluation roadmap, section D(4) Consultation, p.6:
http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/roadmaps/docs/2016_env_071_zoos_directive_evaluation_en.pdf
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A mix of both smaller and larger (or densely populated) Member States, with a significant
number of zoos
Geographical coverage of the EU (balancing North/South, West/East) and of different
administrative models (e.g. federal and centralised states, etc.)
A combination of older and newer EU Member States 35, to assess different
implementation periods
General availability of information on the implementation of the Zoos Directive, including
Member States where issues of compliance have been raised

The Member States chosen also included several with the highest number of zoos in the EU36.
The approach aimed to ensure that countries with a particularly significant experience of
implementing the Directive were taken into account.
The information gathered through the targeted consultation in the 14 representative Member
States was, as outlined above, complemented by consultation activities which applied to
Member States across the EU (literature/desk research, public consultation, validation
workshop, evidence provided by stakeholders operating at EU level).
Consultation
Three different targeted online surveys were sent to competent authorities, NGOs, zoo
associations, experts, and zoos. In total, the study team contacted 14 competent authorities, 53
NGOs, associations and experts; 19 EU and international stakeholders and 514 zoos.
All competent authorities of the 14 selected Member States responded as well as 13 zoo
associations, 13 NGOs, 1 expert and 70 zoos. 68 of the zoos replying to the targeted survey
were licenced, for two zoos the licence procedure was still pending. 53% of the 70 zoos were
members of the European Association of Zoos and Aquaria (EAZA), 23% belonged to other
national or international associations. Organisations active in the field of biodiversity
conservation (IUCN37, CITES38, CBD) were non-responsive to repeated invitations to
contribute to the Study.
44 stakeholders took part in the in-depth interviews: 13 competent authorities, 8 zoo
associations, 6 NGOs, 9 zoo operators and 8 EU and international stakeholders.
The 12 weeks public consultation39 ran from 15 September 2016 to 8 December 2016 and
received 2297 answers. The main categories of respondents were individuals (e.g. zoo
visitors) with 1944 answers, and zoo operators with 148 answers. 105 respondents chose the
category "other" types of respondents. The largest groups of respondents were from Germany,
the United Kingdom, Non-EU countries, Spain and the Netherlands. German and British
respondents represented 60% of the respondents. Other countries showed a very low number
of replies, with only one to three respondents (Luxembourg, Estonia, Croatia, Malta,
Lithuania, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Slovakia).
Campaigns launched by animal welfare NGOs in the form of online guidance on how to
35

Member States having accessed the EU in 2004 and 2007 are considered new: Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Lithuania, Poland

36

France, Italy, Germany, Spain. UK was not selected as the country will leave the EU in 2019.

37

International Union for Conservation of Species

38

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora: https://www.cites.org/

39

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/REFIT-Zoos-Directive_en.htm
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answer the questions could be identified for the closed questions. However, the overall impact
of replies that were made in line with guidance of these campaigns was very limited (40 of the
2,297 respondents or 1.74%). Responses to semi-open fields also revealed the presence of
additional campaigns by other interest groups. Only a limited number of stakeholders
provided input to semi-open fields, most of which appears to have been influenced by interest
groups40. These campaigns were made by various stakeholder categories: individuals, NGOs,
associations and zoo operators.
The purpose of the workshop41 which took place on 16 May 2017 was to present the main
findings of the Study's draft final report and to provide an opportunity for stakeholders to
ensure that important findings were not overlooked in the conclusions, that there was no
misrepresentation of evidence and that adequate regard was given to the different inputs and
the evidence that supported different views. The workshop was attended by 69 participants
from 18 Member States and international organisations, covering all stakeholder groups.
Drawing upon the Study, the Commission in this Staff Working Document assesses and
concludes on the evaluation questions set out in the Roadmap, taking into account the quality
of evidence available and extent to which views were corroborated from different sources.
3.2.

Challenges, mitigation measures and robustness of findings42

The key evaluation questions were outlined in the Roadmap43 and structured around the five
evaluation criteria effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added value44. The
evaluation questions and data analysis methods are presented in Annex 3, section 7.3.
Although the Study encompassed a wide range of data, information and views of stakeholders
and Member States, some methodological limitations remained. These are described below,
together with an outline of how they were addressed.
Table 1: Challenges, mitigation measures and remaining limitations
Key challenges

Mitigation measures and remaining
limitations

Paucity of data/available information on contextual
elements, implementation and enforcement actions in
Member States and conservation measures carried out
by zoos to support the analysis of effectiveness and EU
added value.

Extensive collection of primary data with very detailed
questionnaires, adapted to different stakeholder groups
having regard to the information they were expected to
provide. Additional interviews with zoos were
conducted.
Remaining limitations concern gaps in historical data
and partly low quality and quantity of evidence.
Therefore, available information was combined with
the data on perceptions expressed by stakeholders. The
reasons behind the opinions expressed were
investigated, by substantiating the findings with
examples and specific argumentations. Some evidence
was only used for illustrative purposes. Solid

40

Depending on the question, from 56% to 84% of the respondents provided replies affected by campaigns.

41

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/workshop_en.htm

42

Study, section 3.5

43

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/roadmaps/docs/2016_env_071_zoos_directive_evaluation_en.pdf

44

Annex 3, section 7.3
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Broad framework provisions of the Directive, without
quantifiable objectives or estimation of benefits limits
conclusions on effectiveness and efficiency

Lack of information on the baseline situation, no
impact assessment

Data gaps in cost/benefit analysis (efficiency):
Lack of independent assessments, paucity and low
quality of data provided in consultations, stakeholders'
problems to provide quantitative cost information and
to disentangle costs linked to the Zoos Directive from
business-as-usual costs, non-quantifiable and nonmonetary benefits

Self-selecting, non-representative sample of zoos in
the targeted online survey. EAZA zoos represent
nearly 20% of the total number of licensed zoos48 in
the 14 selected Member States, but 53% of the
respondents to the targeted survey. Furthermore, the
survey is likely to have captured mainly conservation
focussed zoos.
Campaigns affecting the public consultation49

conclusions could be drawn based on bringing facts
together, as well as stakeholder and expert judgements.
In most cases triangulation45 from different sources
was possible.
The EU Zoos Directive Good Practices Document 46
which explains and specifies the Directives'
provisions, as well as exploratory interviews and initial
desk/literature research were used in order to define
success criteria and indicators to measure progress
towards achievement of the Directive's objectives and
to clarify expected benefits.
The "European Survey of Zoological Collections" 47
was the most comprehensive document to describe the
baseline. However, it merely takes stock of the number
and nature of zoological collection existing in Europe
at that time and makes only very broad statements
about the conditions in European zoos (e.g. animal
husbandry, species conservation, public education).
Some information about the situation in European
zoos, their conservation efforts and legislation
applying to them, could be extracted from literature
and documents prepared during the period of
development of the Directive.
Further interviews were set up with zoos in order to
collect additional information for a more
comprehensive assessment of costs, and particularly
administrative costs.
The approach taken to evaluate efficiency is largely
based on the combination of quantitative with
qualitative information. It partly draws on the
perceptions expressed by the stakeholders involved,
and uses illustrative examples. Overall, the analysis
remains largely qualitative.
Zoos not belonging to a zoo association were recontacted several times with a view to increasing their
response rate. However most of them didn't reply.
Replies to the survey are not used to extrapolate data
on the share of EU zoos implementing conservation
measures. When they are used to draw conclusions on
zoos' conservation performance, the information is
corroborated by additional evidence from other
sources and the limitation is mentioned.
The overall impact of replies that followed all
recommendations of the identified animal welfare
group campaigns for the closed questions is very

45

Triangulation is an analytical technique that facilitates validation of data through cross verification from two
or more sources

46

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/pdf/EU_Zoos_Directive_Good_Practices.pdf

47

European Survey of Zoological Collections: Final Report, William Travers and Richard Straton, EEC Contract
No 6681 (87)07, 31 August 1988

48

Section 4.1: As reported by competent authorities in the targeted survey: 195 EAZA members of 1006 zoos

49

Public consultation report, Study, Annex VIII and
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/pdf/public_consultation_report_april_201
7_clean.pdf
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limited (1.74% of all replies) Therefore, regarding
closed questions, identical reply patterns have not been
analysed separately.
Additional campaigns affected the replies in the semiopen text fields and were followed by various
stakeholder categories. Repeated comments were
categorised according to their topics, which were taken
into account in the analysis. Campaigns were clearly
marked in the public consultation report.

IMPLEMENTATION / STATE OF PLAY50

4.

Annex II of the Study provides a full overview of the implementation situation in each of the
14 representative Member States.
4.1.

Overview of EU zoos51

In the majority of Member States, there is no official information on the number of zoos nor
on the nature of zoo ownership (public, private, and other). This lack of data is often the
consequence of the absence of a zoo registry at national level (e.g. as in Germany; France).
Even when data is available on the number of zoos at national level, it is unclear which
criteria are used to identify zoos (i.e. exclusion of non-licensed zoos; inclusion of
establishments displaying both domestic and wild species).
Based on data presented by competent authorities in the online survey, it can be concluded
that there are at least 1,000 licensed zoos in the 14 representative Member States52 (Figure
2)53.

50

Study, sections 4.1.1, 4.1.2 and 5.1.1

51

Study, sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2

52

Data on the number of zoos provided by competent authorities for the targeted survey. These numbers do not
include non-licensed zoos, which could be zoos for which the license has been refused, zoos for which the
licensing procedure is pending. Moreover, exempted zoos are not considered. In some Member States, other
sources (e.g. Born Free) tend to report a higher number of zoos (which could not be detected by the Member
States authorities, or considered exempted from the zoo legislation).

53
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Figure 2: Number of licensed zoos in the 14 representative Member States in 201554

No reliable figures on the overall number of EU zoos falling under the Zoos Directive exist55.
Across the 14 Member States surveyed, 195 zoos (19% of the licensed zoos) are EAZA
members56 whereas 53% of zoos replying to the targeted survey are EAZA members (section
3.2).
Literature from 2014 estimates the percentage of EAZA zoos across the EU: "...EAZA
affiliates (in the category of full members) 290 zoological gardens. This probably constitutes
approximately 10% of the total number of European institutions which meet the definition of

54

Study, section 4.1.1, Figure 8
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Animal welfare NGOs often circulate a number of 3500 EU zoos: The EU Zoo Inquiry 2011: Report Findings
and Recommendations:
https://www.bornfree.org.uk/storage/media/content/files/Publications/FINDINGS%20%26%20RECOMMEN
DATIONS.pdf.
However, there is no information on how this figure was established and it is not reflected in the numbers
given in "Table 2 implementation" of the EU Zoo Inquiry report.

56

Study, section 4.1.1
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a zoo within the meaning of the European Union criteria57." However, no information is
presented to which overall number of zoos this relates and how it was calculated.
Globally, there are an estimated 10,000–12,000 zoos and animal parks (WAZA, 2005), of
which about 650–1000 (7.5% on average) are recognised internationally for their good
practice in animal management and species conservation58.
It is estimated that more than 140 million visits59 to zoos that are members of EAZA60 are
made each year and that some 700 million visits to zoos are made worldwide annually61.
Official figures on the number of zoo visits in the 14 Member States surveyed were not
available. Nonetheless, information on the number of zoo visits exists for members of zoo
associations in some countries. For instance, in Germany (population of 81 million), 33.4
million visits were made to zoos belonging to the Association of Zoological Gardens in 2014.
In Denmark (population of 5.6 million), 4 million visits to zoos belonging to the Danish
Association of Zoos and Aquaria in 2015 were registered.
4.2.

Transposition

Data for transposition exists for all 28 EU Member States.
Existing Member States were required to bring into force national laws not later than 9 April
2002. Accession countries had to transpose the EU acquis including the Zoos Directive at the
time of accession.
In response to non-communication of the national transposition measures the Commission
launched 12 infringement procedures. The European Commission referred four of these cases
to the Court of Justice (Germany, Spain, Ireland and Italy)62. The Court decided in favour of
the Commission in two cases (Germany and Italy). In the remaining two cases, the European
Commission withdrew its application following the notification of their transposing national
measures by the Member States (Spain and Ireland).
Delays in transposition occurred in 11 out of then 16 "old" Member States63. In 6 of these
Member States the delay was one year or longer. The reasons for the delays are in most cases
unknown. In the case of Italy and Spain they were related to disagreements between
57

Andrzej G. Kruszewicz: Zoological gardens on a mission to preserve endangered fauna – what more can we
do? In: Gardocka, S., Grusczcynska, A., Maslak, R., Sergiel, A. The Welfare of animals in Zoos and EU Legal
Standards. Dom Wydawniczy ELIPSA (2014)

58

Corazon Catibog-Sinha: Zoo Tourism: Biodiversity Conservation through Tourism. Journal of ecotourism
Vol.7, No. 2&3 (2008)

59

Note that reports and studies refer usually to a number of visitors rather than a number of visits. The numbers
provided can hardly take multiple visits of a same person into account. This report therefore refers preferably
to the number of "visits".
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http://www.eaza.net/about-us/
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Barongi, R., Fisken, F.A., Parker, (eds) Gusset, M: Committing to Conservation: The World Zoo and
Aquarium Conservation Strategy. Édité par WAZA Executive Office (2015)
http://www.waza.org/files/webcontent/1.public_site/5.conservat.
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Judgement of 14 October 2004 in Case C-339/03 Commission v Germany ECLI:EU:C:2004:634; Case C256/03 Commission v Ireland; Judgement of 10 June 2004 in Case C-302/03 Commission v Italy
ECLI:EU:C:2004:368; Case C-298/03 Commission v Spain
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Section 7.5, Annex 5, Table 1
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authorities at federal and regional level. Germany first adopted a federal act which then had to
be enacted into implementing laws in each of the 16 Federal States.
12 of 13 Member States which joined the EU between 2004 and 201364 had adopted national
law governing zoos before or during the accession year.
To date, all cases are closed and the Directive is transposed into national law in all 28
Member States.
Four infringement cases were launched for non-conformity against Austria, Italy, Slovakia
and Latvia. All of these procedures were closed following legislative measures put in place by
Member States to correctly transpose the Directive.
Further analysis of 14 representative Member States
In two Member States transposition also occurs at Länder/Regions level (Germany,
Belgium). In Belgium, the transposition of the Directive originally took place at federal level.
However, since 2014, regions are competent to enact legislation on animal welfare but until
they do so, federal legislation continues to apply to zoos. In Germany, transposition takes
place both at federal and Länder levels. Full transposition of the Directive was delayed by
more than three years.
In Italy and Spain, there was disagreement between the federal level and the regions about the
competency to transpose the Directive. Ultimately, national courts ruled that State authorities
are the competent transposing authorities.
In transposing the Directive, 12 of the 14 Member States introduced stricter or more
detailed provisions in their national legislation65.
Five Member States (Bulgaria, Belgium, Italy, Lithuania, Poland) have included minimum
standards for animal accommodation in their national law.
Two Member States (Belgium and Cyprus) are currently reviewing their national legislation,
also taking into account the experience developed during the implementation of the Zoos
Directive (Belgium), and with the aim of addressing problematic areas of the current
legislation (e.g. zoo closure, establishment of an advisory committee, use of expert advice,
clarification of the current legal requirements, penalties) (Cyprus).
4.3.

Implementation66

Section 4.3.1 as well as section 4.3.2, “Training and exchange of information” and “Keeping
up-to-date-records” cover the implementation in 14 representative MS as information was
available only from the targeted survey. The other parts of section 4.3 cover all EU Member
States.

64

Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania,
Slovakia, Slovenia

65

Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Spain
Study, Annex III, Table 42 and EU Zoos Directive Good Practices Document – Annexes, chapter 6.4
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/pdf/EU_Zoos_Directive_Good_Practices.pdf

66

Further details can be found in Section 7.6, Annex 7.6.1
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4.3.1. Licencing and inspection system
Competent authorities67
Across the 14 representative Member States, competent authorities for the implementation of
the Zoos Directive are in of various ministries, either dealing with environmental and
biodiversity issues or focused on food security and agricultural matters.
In 10 of the 14 Member States68, veterinary and animal welfare services (at national, but
also regional and local level) are involved in enforcement of the legislation on the ground, by
supporting the competent authority in the inspection of zoos (for the issuance of licenses and
for monitoring purposes)69, or in detection of potential irregularities and breaches of the
legislation.
Member States have set up quite different systems for implementation and enforcement of the
Zoos Directive, bringing together authorities with different competences and acting at
national, regional and local level70.
In addition to the application of the Zoos Directive, zoo inspectors are usually responsible for
a range of different duties.
As a consequence, the skills of zoo inspectors are generally broad and not necessarily
focused on wild fauna, species specific issues or conservation.
Licencing and inspection process71
The 14 representative Member States have established inspection processes with different
features (e.g. in relation to frequency of inspections, the use of inspection forms, guidance
and trainings offered, etc.).
Structured inspection forms exist in seven of the 14 Member States, while in some countries
the law itself contains detailed guidance72.
Article 3 conservation measures are taken into account in the inspection forms by eight of
the 14 Member States. Conservation requirements are rarely detailed and specified in terms
of operational criteria and measurable parameters. However, a variety of criteria are
applied to assess the implementation of Article 3 requirements.
Six Member States73 use external experts, mostly from zoo associations or retired zoo
experts that participate on a personal basis in zoo commissions, to ensure independence. In
other cases74 external experts are mobilised depending on the need or the local body
competent for the inspections. A specific case is represented by Ireland, where the zoo
inspectorate is appointed on a contract basis.

67

IVL: Output 1

68

Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, France, Italy, the Netherlands and Portugal

69

IVL: Outputs 2+3

70

IVL: Outputs 1-3

71

IVL: Outputs 2+3

72

Bulgaria, Lithuania, Italy and Poland

73

Bulgaria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, the Netherlands and Poland

74

France, Spain, Germany and Portugal
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Six countries75 have a public website that specifies the licensed zoos and five Member
States76 run a central database of zoo inspections.
Indications of the time for completing a licensing procedure (including preliminary and
follow-up activities) also vary, from one day to seven days or more77.
7 of 14 Member States provided information on the training activities organised regularly for
zoo inspectors, often including both legal and technical aspects.
Evidence suggests that animal welfare and prevention of escapes are key considerations in
zoo inspections, also triggered by the fact that five Member States have minimum
accommodation standards incorporated in their national legislation and two further Member
States established guidelines which are used during inspections.
Zoo closure and penalties78
Two closures have been reported in Belgium, around nine in Germany between 2011 and
2016 (including complete and partial closures), three in Bulgaria and two in Italy.
Ten Member States have specific action plans or arrangements in place, in order to ensure
relocation of animals in case of closure. In order to obtain a licence, in Italy zoos are
required to enter into an agreement with other entities that are able to keep the animals in case
of closure.
Penalties established in the Member States in case of breaches of the legislation are highly
variable across Member States. This depends on the type of offence and on other elements,
such as the repetition of the illicit action or the differentiation between private person and
legal persons. There can be monetary penalties and/or imprisonment. Financial penalties
range from €25 - €300,00079.
Infringement cases relating to bad application
Three infringement cases for bad application have been launched by the Commission. One
related to Limassol Zoo (Cyprus) operating without a licence and one addressed the living
conditions in Valencia Zoo. Both cases were solved by the Member States and the files are
closed. The subject of the third infringement procedure was the failure of the Spanish
licencing system to address poor animal conditions in several Spanish zoos. In this case the
ECJ ruled in favour of the Commission in 201080.

75

Czech Republic, Denmark, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal and Spain

76

Czech Republic, Cyprus, Ireland, Poland and Portugal
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Based on the estimates provided by the Member State authorities in the targeted questionnaire. Very different
estimates were provided. For example, Poland indicated up to two weeks and Portugal around 60 days for
completing all the procedure (including one day for the inspection).
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IVL: Outputs 4-6
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Study, section 5.1.1.1, Table 17
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Judgement of 9 December 2010 in Case C-340/09 Commission v Spain
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4.3.2. Implementation of Article 3 conservation measures by EU zoos81 82
EU zoos in their entirety implement all Article 3 conservation measures requested by the
Zoos Directive, however in a variable way, adapted to their capacity and level of involvement
in conservation.
The results from the targeted survey in 14 representative Member States strongly point to the
fact that zoos that are members of a zoo association are more likely to fulfil Article 3
requirements and even go well beyond. A study from 2012 on the fulfilment of the
Directive’s Article 3 measures by Spanish zoos came to the same conclusion. Being a member
of a zoo association was the variable that best explained fulfilment of Article 3 requirements
among the evaluated zoos83. This finding is explained by the fact that membership helps
ensure that a zoo adheres to the highest industry standards, through accreditation processes
carried out by a group of experts designated by the Association. "Belonging to a zoo
association promotes the fulfilment of the EC Zoos Directive 1999/22/EC, constituting
therefore an adjunct indicator of the performance of zoos toward conservation"84.
Research85
Literature as well as information provided by zoos in the targeted survey show that zoos are
involved in many different research topics that frequently indirectly benefit conservation,
including but not restricted to: population genetics, ethology, nutrition, physiology, anatomy,
microbiology, reproduction including in vitro fertilisation techniques, animal training for
captive purposes, animal health and welfare issues, veterinary care, enclosure design,
environmental and social enrichment86, technologies to apply in the field (remote sensing,
camera trapping), public education.
A smaller share of research presented in the targeted survey deals with direct conservation
issues, e.g. monitoring and management of wild populations, reintroduction, ecology and
conservation of wild populations, wildlife conflict mitigation measures. This is corroborated
by studies that found a very small share of zoo research being concerned with direct
conservation topics like ecology, field biology, conservation or reintroduction87 (0.6% and
1.8% for the Rees and Anderson paper respectively).
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IVL: Specific objectives and results A-E
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Study, sections 5.1.1.3 and 5.1.2.1
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Membership to a zoo association (AIZA in the specific case) was the indicator that explained more than 70%
of fulfilment of Article 3 requirements, except the requirement related to record keeping
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Fabregas, M.C., Guillen-Salazar, F., Garces-Narro, C.: Unraveling the Complexity of the Zoo Community:
Identifying the Variables Related to Conservation Performance in Zoological Zoo Biology 31 (2012)
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Study, sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.1 a)
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The husbandry provision of species-specific opportunities within an animal’s environment to enable it to
express a diversity of desirable and natural behaviours. This implies but is not restricted to improved
landscaping of enclosures (stimula, increasing the foraging behaviour of the animal, keeping animals with
socially compatible individuals).
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Rees, P.A.: The EC Zoos Directive: A Lost Opportunity to Implement the Convention on Biological Diversity.
Journal of International Wildlife Law & Policy Vol. 8, Iss. 1 (2005)
Anderson, U. S., Kelling, A. S., Maple, T. L.: Twenty-five years of Zoo biology: a publication analysis. Zoo
Biology, 27 (2008)
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A 2016 study by Born Free found that only 7.14% of the examined zoos were taking part in
scientific research88.
Training and exchange of information
A large majority (93%) of zoos that replied to the targeted survey are engaged in the
exchange of information: usually by communicating with other zoos, or through
participation in meetings with other regional or national stakeholders (e.g. zoo associations,
national authorities), or with international stakeholders (e.g. IUCN, EAZA). It is also worth
mentioning that a significant share of zoos (57%) uses "Species 360"89, a tool developed to
facilitate international collaboration in the collection and sharing of knowledge on wild
animals in zoos and aquaria (involving around 1,000 members across 90 countries).
9 of 10 zoos were only involved in information sharing and did not participate in any other
Article 3, 1st indent activity are small zoos.
Half of the zoos taking part in the targeted survey are involved in training activities in
conservation skills and out of them 74% are EAZA zoos. Training is usually addressed to
zoos' own employees, employees of other zoos, students, veterinarians and biologists, and
volunteers.
Captive breeding, repopulation and reintroduction90
Captive breeding in is a process of reproducing animals in human controlled environments.
Often, but not always, the goal of captive breeding is to save species from extinction by
reintroducing captive bred individuals or by supplementing small wild populations.
However captive breeding can also serve other conservation as well as more general purposes,
like breeding animals for research, education, fundraising that benefits conservation or
simply for displaying animals for entertainment.
Captive breeding has for example been instrumental in the development and application of
approaches for small-population management, health assessment and treatment, sedation and
transport, contraception, reproductive studies, vaccine development, remote sensing
technologies, behavioural enrichment, and training and conditioning91.
As corroborated by evidence from the Study and literature, zoos participate in a variety of
captive breeding programmes and have contributed to a few reintroductions that could
actually save species from extinction in Europe and globally (black-footed ferret, red wolf,
wild/Przewalski's horse, Pere David's deer, Wisent/European bison, scimitar-horned oryx,
Californian condor, Guam rail)92 93. Zoos replying to the targeted survey have reintroduced
88

Findings of the EU Zoo Inquiry 2016 submitted to the consultant before publication of the Inquiry. The project
is an assessment of 55 zoological collections in seven EU Member States: Italy, France, Lithuania, Germany,
Malta (which were also included in the EU Zoo Inquiry 2011), Denmark and Croatia.
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http://www.species360.org/about-us/mission-history/.

90

Study, sections 5.1.1.3 and 5.1.2.1 b)
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Redford, K.H., Jensen, D.B., Breheny, J.J.: Integrating the captive and the wild. Science 30 Nov 2012: Vol.
338, Issue 6111(2012)
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Fa, J.E., Funk, S.M., O'Connell, D: Zoo Conservation Biology. Cambridge University Press (2011).
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/zoo-conservation-biology/F7750FFD785E450400985E0DEFB1B14A
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Fa, J.E., Gusset, M., Flesness, N., Conde, D.A.: Zoos have yet to unveil their full conservation potential.
Animal Conservation Volume 17, Issue 2 (2014)
and Conde, D.A., Flesness, N., Colchero, F., Jones, O.R., Scheuerlein, A. :Zoos and Captive Breeding—
Response. Science Vol. 332, Issue 6034 (2011)
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individuals of a great variety of species at European (e.g. European sea eagles, Iberian lynx,
European hamster, white stork, Alpine ibex, European bison,) and global scale (e.g. scimitarhorned oryx, serval, Mohr gazelle, Ural owl, black rhino, golden lion tamarin). In the majority
of reported captive breeding projects, zoos contribute through ex situ and in situ
conservation activities.
Ongoing captive breeding and reintroduction programmes involving zoos at the EU scale
target, among others, the Iberian lynx, European mink, European hamster, corncrake,
Hungarian meadow viper, field cricket94, white stork, black vulture, bearded vulture and Ural
owl95. In the targeted survey, 23% of zoos indicated that species have been down listed in
Global/European/Regional red lists (i.e. moved to a lower threat category) because of
conservation programmes involving the zoo (e.g. Iberian Lynx, European bison, Przewalski's
horse, Arabian oryx, giant panda, Sibirian tiger).
According to scientific literature, zoos hold around 15% of the world's threatened
terrestrial vertebrates96. 23% of species in zoos belonging to Species 36097 are threatened.
The number of threatened species in Species 360 zoos, broken down by order, shows that
most collections are not distinguishable from what would be expected if the species were
selected at random98.
In the targeted survey, zoos hold on average 35.35% of threatened species in their collections.
As mentioned under section 3.3, the sample of replying zoos is biased by a high share of
conservation focussed EAZA zoos.
Also results from the targeted survey show that the vast majority of large zoos (250
employees or more) and medium-sized zoos (50-249 employees) have a formal conservation
strategy whereas this is only the case for 30% of smaller zoos (up to 49 employees).
However, evidence from the same survey shows that also small zoos can contribute
substantially to resource intensive captive breeding programmes, often at local or
regional scale rather than participating in global conservation projects.
Zoos and aquariums that are part of the World Association of Zoos and Aquariums (WAZA)
are the third largest financial supporter of species conservation in their natural habitats
(providing US$350 million/year [€286 million/year]), while also being actively involved in
many of those projects99. WAZA includes more than 330 zoos and aquariums from over 50
countries, 113 of them being EU zoos located in 20 EU Member States.
94

Ex-situ conservation programmes for wild species in Europe. Contract number:
07.0307/2009/550466/SER/B3. Final report. June 8th, 2011
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∼2.5 million animals among the member institutions
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A presentation by EAZA from 2012 indicates that its members contribute about €80-100
million annually to conservation (ex-situ breeding programmes excluded)100. The latest
figures published in 2017 mention a contribution to conservation projects made by 87 out of
more than 340 EAZA members of €25.4 million annually101.
Conservation work is mainly funded by zoos own income, rather than from external
funds102. Although the Zoos Directive doesn’t provide for EU-co-financing, over the so far
entire LIFE funding period, zoos have been involved in 17 LIFE projects that included ex
situ measures, in particular by hosting breeding centres, or by providing expertise on
breeding.
Promoting education and awareness raising
The Study as well as literature103 104 105 106 confirms that zoos undertake many different
education and awareness raising activities, for a variety of audiences.
Most of the zoos responding to the targeted survey have set up formal education strategies.
Some zoos have also set up dedicated education services and projects, and/or are engaged at
different level in formal education processes with schools. The most frequent education
activities are the provision of species information boards and zoo maps, literature provided at
the zoo entrance, guided tours and keeper talks107.
Accommodation of animals and animal husbandry
In implementing Article 3 of the Zoos Directive, many of the 14 evaluated Member States
have placed particular attention on adequate conditions for accommodation and animal
husbandry (section 4.3.1). In some cases108, specific standards or non-binding guidelines
for keeping animal in zoos have been defined. Across the Member States, major emphasis is
placed on the size of the enclosures and animal health (e.g. provision of veterinary medical
care, feeding plans, measures for hygiene).
77% of the zoos answering the questionnaire use standards for animal accommodation and
husbandry, mainly referring to EAZA standards109, or standards defined by national
100
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23

associations or national authorities. In Germany, animal welfare guidance documents are
used, even if not specifically part of the legislation implementing the Zoos Directive.
56% of responding zoos mention they have implemented environmental enrichment measures.
However, in its 2011 Zoo Inquiry the Born Free Foundation often found a lack of enrichment
in zoos they visited110.
57% of responding zoos require animal keepers to have a specific qualification on animal
care. Moreover, most of the zoos have set up several measures to ensure their capacity to
properly manage animal husbandry. Zoos tend to have hygiene plans and nutrition and health
programmes. However, it is generally more difficult for zoos to have in-house qualified
veterinarians, and this capability existed especially among members of EAZA or other
associations111.
It has to be considered that the sample of replying zoos is likely to be biased towards zoos that
are overall compliant with the Directive and thus also with the requirement to keep animals
under appropriate conditions.
The 2011 Born Free Zoo Inquiry112 which evaluated 200 zoos in 20 EU countries between
2009 and 2011 detected substandard conditions in the majority of zoos. A follow-up of this
inquiry in 2015 found that animals in five re-evaluated Member States "remain in
substandard conditions" and that enrichment measures are not widespread 113. 48% of
respondents to the public consultation agreed that animals in European zoos are kept under
appropriate conditions, with this share dropping to 35% for NGOs but reaching 95% for
zoos114.
Preventing the escape of animals and intrusion of pests
Most of the zoos involved in the targeted survey have a formal plan/protocol to prevent both
the escape of animals and the intrusion of outside pests and vermin. This is confirmed by the
public consultation with 74% of all stakeholders agreeing that Zoos are adequately designed
to prevent the escape of animals, with the lowest level of agreement among NGOs (65%)115.
The Born Free 2011 Zoo Inquiry116 highlighted the fact that enclosure fencing in zoos was
frequently in a poor state such that it could allow the escape of non-indigenous species into
the natural environment. Also the targeted survey addressed to zoos showed that escapes still
happen, even of invasive alien species like raccoons or nutrias which were however safely
recovered and did not establish a population in the wild.
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Keeping up-to-date-records
The large majority of zoos (97%) in the targeted survey have a record keeping system. In
most cases, the system is electronic and includes records per individual animal (rather
than group records per species).
Only 57% of the zoos responding indicated that the complete collection is covered.
As already mentioned, more than half of the zoos in the targeted survey use the database
Species 360 in order to exchange information about their collection that can be used in
captive breeding planning.
The record-keeping system of zoos is in many instances also used for permits and transport
certificates (64% of zoos), and for animal identification in line with the CITES Regulation
(59% of zoos) which facilitates animal transfers for captive breeding programmes as well as
the fight against unauthorised wildlife trafficking.
5.

ANALYSIS AND ANSWERS TO THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS

This chapter replies to the evaluation questions and sets out the supporting arguments to
underpin findings. Further details are available in chapters 5 and 6 of the Study.
5.1.

Effectiveness117

This section assesses progress towards and the extent to which the general and specific
objectives of the Zoos Directive have been achieved118, identifies any significant factors that
may have contributed to or inhibited progress towards meeting those objectives and
investigates any negative or positive changes produced, beyond the intended effects of the
Zoos Directive.
In order to assess the achievement of the objectives pursued with the Zoos Directive, the
analysis is based on the intervention logic presented in section 2 above (Figure 1) and the
related indicators of outputs, results and impacts. More specifically, the following aspects
were analysed:
 The actions taken in the 14 representative Member States for implementation of
the different conservation measures foreseen by the Directive across European zoos, to
address cases of non-compliance, and to handle zoos closures119;
 The results achieved, in response to implementation of conservation measures by
zoos operating in the 14 Member States120;
 The broader contribution of the Zoos Directive to the protection of wild fauna and
conservation of biodiversity121.
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5.1.1. Adequacy of licensing and inspection systems122
Based on the established licensing and inspection systems, Member States were requested to
complete the process of licensing every zoo within four years from the entry into force of the
Zoos Directive (9 April 2003).
Table 2 below shows the number of zoos (already existing at the time of entry into force of
the Zoos Directive) that have been granted a license within and after four years from the
application of the zoo legislation123.
Except for Belgium and the Czech Republic, all the remaining 10 Member States have
licensed a significant or a major part of the existing zoos only after the four-year
transitional period established by the Zoos Directive. In some cases, no license was issued
within the four-year period (the Netherlands, Ireland and Italy).
Table 2: Number of zoos licensed within and after four years of entry into force of the
legislation, in 12 Member States that provided data124
Zoos licensed later than 4 years (excluding new
zoos)

MS

Zoos licensed within 4 years

BE

33

BG

14

1

CY

1

3

CZ

17

0

DE

79

182

DK

4

24

IE

0

6

IT

0

24

LT

2

0

NL

0

47

PL

16

10

PT

15

10

Reasons for this differ and depend on several factors specific to each Member State, including
delays in transposition (section 4.2). In general, the Zoos Directive has prompted the
introduction of a new system for all the Member States (except Belgium, which continued to
apply their existing system). This implied time and efforts for identification of the entities
qualifying as zoos according to the new definition, the setting up of the inspection regime and
the actual application of the new rules.
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123

Information provided by 12/14 Member States

124

Study, section 5.1.1.2, Table 18
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Other issues that might have contributed to the delays at the start of zoo licensing in many
countries were the absence of guidance such as inspection protocols, and a lack of
knowledge on zoos specific issues among enforcement staff which took time to develop.
Licensing overall may take a long time because competent authorities favour dialogue with
zoos to allow them to address deficiencies, rather than quickly taking directly the decision to
close the zoos125.
Table 3 below presents the data on status of licensing procedures for the 14 Member States
that provided information.
In 12 of 13 Member States for which information was available, the share of licensed zoos
increased between 2010 and 2015.
Not all zoos are licensed yet, because of pending procedures, but also exemptions from
licencing according to Article 2 and refusals by the authorities. 10 Member States refused the
issuance of licenses because conditions were not met, or initially refused the license and
granted it only after improvements were made by the zoo. In 2015, only three Member States
reported exempted zoos according to Article 2. Compared to the number of licenced zoos in
these countries, two exempted zoos in Ireland and 18 exempted zoos in Germany do not seem
to jeopardise the Directive’s overall objective. Italy has a particularly high share of 16
exempted zoos compared to 23 licenced entities.
Table 3: Targeted survey addressed to competent authorities: Number of zoos (licensed,
not licensed, licence refused, exempted) in 14 Member States126

40

NA

0

0

BG

20

17

0

0

2

21

14

0

0

NA

CY

4

1

0

0

0

4

4

0

1

0

CZ

19

19

0

0

0

25

25

0

1

0

DK

21

21

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

31

31

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

125

Interview with competent authority.

126

Study, section 5.1.1.2, Table 19 and analysis of competent authorities' replies to targeted questionnaire,
question 28.

Nb. of Zoos with licence refused

40

Nb. of Zoos with licence initially
refused but granted after
improvements

1

Nb. of exempted zoos

1

Nb. of Licensed zoos

NA

Nb. of Zoos with licence initially
refused but granted after
improvements

37

Nb. of exempted zoos

39

Nb. of licensed zoos

BE

MS

Nb. of Zoos (licensed and not
licensed)

Nb. of Zoos (licensed and not
licensed)

2015
Nb. of Zoos with licence refused

2010
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Nb. of Zoos with licence refused

Nb. of Zoos with licence initially
refused but granted after
improvements

Nb. of exempted zoos

Nb. of Licensed zoos

Nb. of Zoos (licensed and not
licensed)

Nb. of Zoos with licence refused

2015

Nb. of Zoos with licence initially
refused but granted after
improvements

Nb. of exempted zoos

Nb. of licensed zoos

MS

Nb. of Zoos (licensed and not
licensed)

2010

FR

NA

NA

0

NA

NA

288

288

0

NA

NA

DE

319

290

16

42

7

364

337

18

29

10

IE

NA

10

NA

NA

NA

17

2

NA

NA

IT

20

4

4

0

0

40

23

16

0

2

LT

2

2

NA

NA

NA

5

5

NA

2

4

NL

85

47

NA

1

37

107

54

NA

1

47

PL

18

18

NA

NA

NA

24

24

NA

PT

20

20

0

0

6

25

25

ES

NA

108

NA

NA

NA

NA

119

127

30

128

4

0

0

6

NA

NA

NA

1

The fact that only one out of 14 Member States in the targeted survey indicated the
application of penalties and that only a few zoo closures were reported in four Member States
(section 4.3.1), demonstrates that authorities prefer to grant zoos the possibility to respond
to their findings and improve rather than to apply penalties or close zoos129. Moreover,
the targeted survey addressed to competent authorities in 14 Member States shows that
breaches are detected and addressed130. This overall soft approach is also mentioned in an
essay about the British zoo licencing system that has been implemented long before the Zoos
Directive entered into force (Zoo Licencing Act 1981): "But with the backup of law behind it,
encouragement rather than litigation is probably the best way to achieve improvements –
127

Approximately- (no definitive figure available as an assessment of unlicenced premises is being carried out
this year

128

Statement from Polish authorities: the answer for the last question is insufficient, because many future
requests for the licence were initially refused after preliminary consultation with the applicant.

129

According to Article 4, zoos have to comply with appropriate requirements imposed by the competent
authority within maximum two years. Otherwise the authority shall withdraw or modify the licence and close
the zoo or part thereof.

130

Section 7.5, Annex 5, Table 3
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carrots are generally better than sticks"131. The most common breaches detected with high or
medium incidence concern animal accommodation and husbandry, followed by education
and awareness raising.
Overall, the increase in licenced zoos, the refusal of licences, the overall low number of
exempted zoos and the detection of breaches suggest that Member States have made good
progress in implementing adequate licensing and inspection systems.
However, remaining issues that could not entirely be solved in all Member States are factors
still hindering proper implementation. Main factors are limited capacity and resources in
competent authorities and coordination issues between different authorities.
According to section 5.2.1, Member States appear to invest limited resources in their
inspectorate in terms of full time equivalents. However, many also rely on external advisory
bodies and/or zoo associations to reduce the workload (section 4.3.1). The majority of
stakeholders replying to the targeted survey in 14 Member States, with the exemption of
competent authorities, somewhat or totally disagree that sufficient financial and human
resources are dedicated to national licencing and inspection systems132.
Limitations in updated and comprehensive knowledge to properly inspect wild/exotic animals,
and particularly the wide variety of species exhibited in zoos, has been raised as a weak point
across all stakeholder groups and consultation activities. Zoo inspectors are usually
responsible for a range of different duties (section 4.3.1 and Annex 7.6.1), in addition to the
application of the Zoos Directive. As a consequence, the skills of zoo inspectors are quite
broad and not necessarily focused on wild fauna or species-specific issues. Given the variety
of areas of expertise to be covered, it might be difficult for zoo inspectors to perform
detailed and holistic licensing inspections. In the targeted survey, all stakeholders except
competent authorities only somewhat agree or disagree that inspectors have sufficient
knowledge and training133. The replies of competent authorities are more balanced with 47%
somewhat agreeing or disagreeing and 53% totally agreeing. These stakeholder perceptions
are consistent with the conclusions of a 2016 Born Free survey134 addressed to Member
States' competent authorities, concluding that authorities lack sufficient knowledge and
expertise to properly implement the Directive's requirements. Authorities welcomed training
and additional guidance, in particular in the assessment of housing and husbandry
requirements for different species of wild animals, evaluation of conservation programmes
and development of effective inspection procedures. This is consistent with the main topics of
interest of zoo inspectors surveyed in 2011 prior to a training course organised by the Spanish
Environment Ministry. Inspectors were most interested in inspection procedures and
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Brian Bertram: How the zoo licencing system in Great Britain works. In: Gardocka, S., Grusczcynska, A.,
Maslak, R., Sergiel, A. The Welfare of animals in Zoos and EU Legal Standards. Dom Wydawniczy ELIPSA
(2014)
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Born Free, Identifying the training needs of EU Member State competent authorities - Survey to assess
implementation of legislation and need for training: wild animals kept in captivity, July 2016, available at:
http://www.veteffect.nl/nl/node/461
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standardisation of inspection criteria, programmes zoos have to carry out and animal welfare
and enrichment135.
As described in section 4.3.1, competent authorities for the implementation of the Zoos
Directive are found within various departments, either dealing with environmental and
biodiversity issues or focused on food security and agricultural matters. Veterinary and animal
welfare services are normally involved in the enforcement of the legislation on the ground by
supporting the competent authority in the inspection of zoos. Problems in coordination
between different authorities were considered as a negative factor for the achievement of
the Directives’ objectives mainly by zoo associations, experts and NGOs.
Following from the described shortcomings is the fact that not all zoos are licenced yet and
and sometimes long licencing procedures occur. Several Member States' authorities in the
interviews reported that gaining an overview of zoos existing in the country that would fall
under the Directive was a problem. There is also a lack of measurable criteria for Article 3
measures in zoo inspections, incomplete inspection forms not covering all Article 3
criteria and problems to close non-compliant zoos (section 4.3.1). When more detailed
criteria for assessing the fulfilment of the Directive's requirements have been established,
these relate mainly to animal accommodation, and other aspects, such as safety of visitors,
that do not have a direct relevance to the conservation objectives pursued by the Zoos
Directive. This might be explained by the fact that animal welfare issues and escape of
animals are more likely to disturb the general public than a lack of conservation activities
which are less prominent. Furthermore, results of the efficiency analysis indicate that the main
share of zoos' one-off expenditures attributable to the Directive goes to prevention of animal
escape and renovation of enclosures (section 5.2.1), which is likely to be triggered by the
focus placed on these issues during inspections.
Animal welfare NGOs in particular claim negative knock-on effects regarding
implementation issues, for example zoos holding a valid licence though not being compliant,
zoos operating without a licence and closure of non-compliant zoos having occurred only in a
few cases. These concerns are echoed by some zoos, across different Member States that have
replied to the survey136.
The latest Born Free EU Zoo Inquiry 2016 argued that in terms of implementation little
improvement was identified in those five Member States (Italy, France, Lithuania, Germany
and Malta) that were also included in 2010 investigations137.
However, the vast majority of individual zoos in the targeted survey (60/70 or 86%)
somewhat or fully agreed that an appropriate licencing and inspection system is operating in
their Member State138.
135

EU Zoos Directive Good Practices Document –Annexes- chapter 6.2.1
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/pdf/EU_Zoos_Directive_Good_Practices.pdf
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In the targeted consultation, zoos were asked to state whether they agree with the statement “Every zoo is
licensed”. 15 zoos (out of the 70 in the sample, and the 49 that provided an opinion) disagreed with this
statement. Moreover, in the open comments accompanying the questions about the licensing and inspection
system, the concern about the presence of non-licensed zoos has been raised in 6 cases.
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Findings of the EU Zoo Inquiry 2016 submitted to the consultant before publication of the Inquiry. The
project is an assessment of 55 zoological collections in seven EU Member States: Italy, France, Lithuania,
Germany, Malta (which were also included in the EU Zoo Inquiry 2011), Denmark and Croatia.
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The picture is different for zoo associations, NGOs and experts with only 15 of 26 or 58%
somewhat or fully agreeing, reflecting the concerns mentioned by NGOs above139.
Factors that contribute to the establishment of an effective licencing and inspection
system are those that could also be used to overcome the remaining issues. The following
actions have been already implemented in several Member States to various degrees (section
4.3.1 and Annex 7.6.1):
guidance on inspections, the use of structured inspection forms covering all Article 3
measures, development of detailed criteria to assess the fulfilment of Article 3 measures,
review of documentation before on-site inspection, guidelines and standards on animal
accommodation, the involvement of external advisory bodies and/or zoo associations,
trainings for competent authorities, establishment of a central zoo database140.
Summary of findings for section 5.1.1 on the adequacy of licencing and inspection systems
Compared to the baseline situation with legislation on zoos existing only in 5 out of the then 12
Member States, important progress was achieved in establishing licencing and inspection systems
in all Member States, ensuring that all licenced zoos apply minimum standards and are prompted to
carry out conservation measures.
Member States have established functional licencing and inspection systems resulting in increased
numbers of licenced zoos, with zoos licences granted only after improvements being made by the zoos
or being completely refused and breaches being addressed.
National licensing and inspection systems differ widely in their overall organisation and
requirements imposed on zoos with a risk of inconsistent application of the requirements on
conservation measures across Member States.
Remaining issues still hindering more effective implementation are limited capacity (particularly in
relation to specialised knowledge in zoo animals and conservation issues) and resources in Member
States' competent authorities. The division of competences between different authorities may also lead
to impaired coordination.
Some Member States have taken measures to remedy these shortcomings which can serve as good
practice examples.

5.1.2. Progress made over time in achieving the conservation measures set out in
Article 3 and in achieving the general objectives of the Directive 141
The evidence presented in chapter 4.3.2 shows that the European zoo community as a whole
carries out the full range of conservation measures requested by the Directive142. However,
this is achieved by different zoos to varying extents, in line with their capacity and strategies.
The promotion of education and awareness raising143, captive breeding, repopulation and
reintroduction and information exchange144 are largely achieved145.
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Education and awareness raising
Several studies146 147 confirm that the education activities of zoos are effective in leading to
increased knowledge and public awareness of biodiversity topics and are therefore
effective. The huge outreach of EU zoos in terms of numbers of visits has been highlighted in
section 4.1.
The respondents to the public consultation also acknowledged a link between a zoo visit and
their level of awareness148:
 on species: 66% of the respondents agreed that they know more about wild animals
and protected species after a visit to the zoo;
 on biodiversity conservation in general: 54% agreed that they know more about
biodiversity and conservation after a visit to the zoo.
The 2015 global study found that just over half of the respondents reportedly saw or heard
biodiversity information during their visits, thus revealing that the potential effect of
education measures isn't fully realised. In contrast, 72% of respondents to the public
consultation in this evaluation have received information on species and conservation during a
visit, and 74% considered (fully or partly) information of species and their habitats was well
presented149. Given the geographical coverage and the samples of the two studies150, this
indicates a significantly higher rate of information in the EU, which could be attributed to
the Zoos Directive.
Participants to the public consultation also considered that they receive sufficient education
on biodiversity (57%) and on species, wild animals and their natural habitats (62%)151. In
addition, a high proportion of respondents (69%) observed improvements in the educational
activities provided by zoos over the last 15 years since the Directive was adopted152.
The positive effect of the Zoos Directive on biodiversity knowledge and public awareness is
corroborated by the results of the targeted survey showing that a majority of stakeholders,
regardless of type, considered the Directive to contribute positively to Aichi Target 1 (By
2020, at the latest, people are aware of the values of biodiversity and the steps they can take to
conserve and use it sustainably)153.
The evidence presented above suggests that the specific objective of ensuring that zoos promote
public education and awareness in relation to the conservation of biodiversity has been reached.
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The Zoos Directive's expected impact of improving zoo visitors' knowledge on biodiversity issues
could be clearly demonstrated.

Captive breeding, repopulation and reintroduction154
Section 4.3.2 constitutes that zoos in their entirety take part in captive breeding
programmes (CBPs) like EAZA's European Endangered Species Programmes (EEPs).
Participation of non-EAZA zoos in these programmes has increased in the last years. In
2015, almost 50% of zoos participating in these programmes were non-EAZA facilities. This
trend, in the view of EAZA, can be attributed to the existence of the Directive and its
provisions requiring participation in conservation. In this regard zoos have successfully
reintroduced animals, saving species from extinction. They also participate in many
captive breeding programmes aimed at future reintroductions. Zoos in the targeted survey also
provided evidence that species were downgraded in the IUCN red list due to improved
conservation status as a result of conservation programmes they had supported.
The Born Free Zoo Inquiry 2016 found that 25% of species in the 55 analysed zoos are
engaged in captive breeding programmes and that 29% of zoos included in the study
supported conservation and species reintroduction programmes155.
The financial contribution of zoos to in situ conservation has been shown in section 4.3.2.
According to Fa et al. this support has increased in UK zoos since adoption of the Directive,
with UK federated zoos spending approximately $ 4.5 million on in situ projects in 1995,
rising to over $ 16 million by 2008156.
Though the amounts spent on in situ conservation appear to be substantial, other literature
sources point to only < 5% of zoos' income being spent on overall conservation157. This
finding is corroborated by Fa et al. They found that in 2009 the amounts spent on
conservation for a sample of UK zoos (n = 66) was on average 3.6%. Only two institutions
invested more than 20% of their gross income158. WAZA in its 2015 strategy recommended
that zoos should spend at least 3% of their annual operating budget on conservation159. It has
been argued by some authors that, in order to make a real contribution to overall biodiversity,
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Captive breeding, repopulation or reintroduction are one of the conservation measures of Article 3, first
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requirements
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a minimum amount of an institution's income should be dedicated to conservation with
suggestions ranging from 10% to 25%160.
In this evaluation it was not possible to quantify the impact of zoos' contribution to in situ
conservation.
Only one study could be identified, that looked more particularly at the impact of zoos'
contribution to 113 WAZA conservation projects161. The study observed that the main source
of project support from zoos and aquariums was monetary funding (48%). It concluded that
"thanks to the investments made by zoos and aquariums, particularly financial, such projects
reached overall impact scores of a magnitude suggestive of an appreciable contribution to
global biodiversity conservation". On the other hand, the study also indicated that the
resources allocated by most zoos to in situ conservation projects was relatively small.
Another aspect not covered expressly in the Directive, but enshrined in Article 9 (c) CBD
(section 2.1 ) and also mentioned in the 1991 Commission memorandum accompanying the
legislative proposal (section 2.2), is the captive breeding of threatened species.
As outlined in section 4.3.2, globally, zoos hold about 15% of the world's threatened
terrestrial vertebrates and 23% of 3955 species in zoos belonging to Species 360162 are
threatened. 42 out of 70 zoos responding to the targeted survey hold on average of 35.35% of
threatened species in their collections.
In zoos taking part in Species 360, there have been clear improvements over the last 20
years regarding the number of threatened species kept. The most substantial increase has
been for threatened amphibians, rising from just 5 species in 1990 to 56 species in 2009 (an
increase of 1020%), followed by birds (509% increase) and reptiles (424% increase)163.
It is however also established that zoos still usually hold species (in particular mammals and
birds) that are less threatened than closely related species in the wild164.
The evidence suggests that the specific objective of ensuring captive breeding, repopulation and
reintroduction is met. The overall conservation impact of zoos' reintroduction work in relation to
species extinct in the wild is limited. On the other hand, zoos are involved in reintroductions of
animals to supplement populations of threatened species. They also support in situ conservation
projects directly financially or by providing expertise, techniques, personnel and other resources,
which goes beyond the Directive's ex situ requirements. The different conservation activities
described above certainly contribute to the protection of wild fauna and to averting biodiversity
loss (e.g. by saving species from extinction, increasing wild populations of certain species which are
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consequently down-listed in red lists) and therefore meet the expected impact of the Directive set out
in the intervention logic. However, the extent of this impact was impossible to assess.

Information exchange165
Information plays an important role in the overall management of captive breeding
programmes, in research and especially in integrated conservation projects that combine in
situ and ex situ measures. It is frequently mentioned that conservation project success depends
on effective cooperation between all involved stakeholders, for which information exchange
is indispensable. The use of databases like Species 360 is of outmost importance for the
sustainable management of zoo collections in order to keep viable captive populations and
avoid inbreeding.
It can also be assumed that information exchange within the frame of stakeholder meetings
helps to involve more entertainment focussed zoos to become better engaged in conservation
and to offer opportunities to smaller zoos to take part in conservation work, adapted to their
capacity.
Evidence presented under section 4.3.2 suggests that the specific objective of ensuring information
exchange is broadly met. However, the impact on the conservation of biodiversity was impossible to
measure in this evaluation.

The specific objectives to ensure research, training166 (keeping animals under appropriate
conditions167, preventing the escape of animals 168 and keeping up-to-date-records 169 have not
yet been entirely achieved.
Research170
As outlined in section 4.3.2, the extent to which zoos carry out research is hard to quantify.
The number of research publications in peer reviewed journals is not a fully reliable indicator
of zoos' research activities. It was mentioned at the stakeholder workshop that zoos' research
might not always be immediately visible as it is not published and zoos are often not
considered as co-authors by academics. Whereas the majority of zoos in the targeted survey
take part in research activities, a limited extent of research carried out by zoos was found in a
2016 Born Free study, with only 7.14% of examined zoos taking part in scientific research. In
the public consultation, only 44% of respondents agree that research is sufficiently promoted
in EU zoos171.
The results in section 4.3.2 show that zoos' research is focussed on topics more indirectly
related to conservation. Research relating to animal welfare, animal training, enclosure
design and enrichment is relevant for implementation of the Directive's requirement on proper
165
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animal care and accommodation. Research on other indirect conservation topics might also
support the management of populations in the wild. However, it often remains unclear to what
extent this kind of research is applied in the wild afterwards. Hence the overall conservation
impact of zoo research is impossible to judge on the basis of available evidence.
There seems to be limited cooperation between zoos and academics. While there are
outstanding examples of successful collaborations172, this relationship appears to be restricted
to the more modern zoos committed to conservation goals.
In the public consultation, 56% of respondents (of which 38% fully) noticed improvements
in research activities carried out by zoos over the last 15 years173. This increased to a 93%
positive perception rate among zoos operators174. Also Fa et al. state that "there has indeed
been a steady increase in the number of zoos undertaking research"175.
Though it can be safely stated that zoos made progress in implementing research activities,
there's also evidence that this conservation measure could be improved. Consequently, this
objective has not yet been fully achieved.

Training176
It is obvious that not all zoos will possess the knowledge and the expertise to offer training.
However, as established in section 4.3.2, only half of the more conservation-focussed zoos in
the targeted survey take part in training activities. This is backed by the public consultation in
which only 41% of respondents found training on relevant species conservation skills
sufficiently promoted177. Training less advanced zoos would improve conservation and animal
accommodation standards in these zoos and therefore boost their conservation performance.
The objective of ensuring training which benefits conservation is not fully achieved.

Accommodation of animals and animal husbandry
Keeping animals under appropriate conditions forms the basis for conservation activities in
which zoos take part directly, such as captive breeding, repopulation and reintroduction,
education and research.
Clear progress has been made in relation to keeping animals in appropriate conditions and a
high standard of veterinary care. As a result of the Zoos Directive, many Member States have
introduced guidelines or legally binding standards for keeping animals in zoos. They also
emphasise animals' conditions during the licencing and inspection process (section 4.3.1).
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Examples: Antwerp Zoo, the Centre for Research and Conservation (CRC) and the research institute of the
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Furthermore, the efficiency analysis shows that zoos invest in enclosure renovation and in
measures to improve the standard of animal husbandry and enclosures.
A majority of stakeholders across all consultation activities acknowledges that the Zoos
Directive was instrumental in improving the conditions of animals in European zoos.
This is well reflected in the results of the public consultation where 67% of participants have
noticed improvements in the size and design of spaces where animals are kept over the last 15
years, and 57% agreed that the Directive has provided benefits for conditions under which
animals are kept178. Comments in the open text fields of the public consultation also
highlighted the Directive's ability to help raise standards for animal keeping and introducing
stricter rules for animal welfare.
Despite this progress, many animal welfare NGOs consider that there are still many zoos that
keep animals in sub-standard conditions (section 4.3.2).
Also respondents in the public consultation were rather critical about the conditions under
which animals are kept, with less than 50% agreeing that zoos keep animals under appropriate
conditions179. This is further corroborated by the finding that the vast majority of breaches
detected by competent authorities concern animal accommodation and husbandry (section
5.1.1)180.
In summary, while good progress has been achieved, the objective of keeping animals in
appropriate conditions with high standards of animal husbandry has not entirely been reached.

Preventing the escape of animals and the intrusion of pests
Most zoos responding to the targeted survey have a protocol/strategy to prevent the escape
of animals as well as the intrusion of pests. In the European Code of Conduct on Zoological
Gardens and Aquaria and Invasive Alien Species (2016)181, the authors conclude that no
analysis exists that differentiate between escape episodes occurring before and after the
implementation of the Zoos Directive. The authors assume that escapes have likely
diminished, especially in the institutions with the highest standards. However, evidence
provided by stakeholders in the targeted survey as well as literature182 shows that animal
escapes from zoos, including invasive alien species (IAS) of Union concern, as provided
for in Regulation (EU) 1143/2014, such as raccoons, nutrias or sacred ibis still occur. Even
though there was no evidence provided that IAS escaping from zoos had established
populations in the wild after the adoption of the Directive, it can be assumed that escapes
from zoos are still an active pathway of introduction of IAS. This may lead under certain
178
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conditions to the establishment of populations in the wild or to increase the pressure of IAS
species already present in an area.
It can be concluded that the objective of preventing the escape of animals in order to avoid
possible ecological threats to indigenous species has not been fully met.

Keeping of up-to-date records
Only 57% of zoos in the targeted survey indicated that the complete collection is covered
by their record system. While this can be explained by the effort required to record accurate
and detailed information, it can limit the possibility of zoos to adequately manage their animal
collection and collaborate in research activities and breeding programmes
To date the most developed, computer based zoo collection management system is Species
360, which also includes a record keeping software package. Though more than half of the
zoos responding to the targeted survey use Species 360, it was mentioned that smaller zoos
might not have the budget to invest in such a system. Participation of a higher share of zoos
using the same database system would facilitate conservation planning and their contribution
to biodiversity conservation.
In summary, evidence suggests that the specific objective of keeping-up-to-date records of the zoos'
collection is not entirely reached.

Achievement of general objectives: strengthen the role of zoos in the conservation of
biodiversity/protect wild fauna and conserve biodiversity
Overall, the effectiveness analysis confirms that considerable progress has been made in
order to ensuring that zoos carry out Article 3 conservation measures, but this is limited
in relation to some of these specific objectives.
It could be established, that, besides the fact that some specific objectives are not yet fully
achieved, many zoos go beyond the Directive's ex situ requirements and support in situ
conservation projects. They do this through direct financing or by providing expertise,
techniques, personnel and other resources.
Although zoos were already moving towards an improved conservation role at the time the
Directive was developed (see section 2.2 and Annex 4, section 7.4), only a few zoos "broadly
met the standards required by international guidelines of modern zoo practice in the areas of
animal husbandry, species conservation and public education." Comparing this baseline
scenario with the current state of play, the Zoos Directive has without doubt strengthened
the role of zoos in conservation183. To date, the licencing and inspection systems
established in the Member States guarantee that all licenced zoos carry out various
conservation measures and therefore contribute to protecting wild fauna and conserving
biodiversity. While the Directive provides a margin of discretion to zoos in relation to the
types of conservation measures to be applied, such a duty applies to all zoos, including those
that are not members of associations. As such it has helped close the gap between more and
less conservation oriented zoos (section 5.5).
However, evidence also suggests that the Directive was not the only driver of the detected
changes.
In the targeted survey (Figure 3), on average 44% of zoos confirmed that the Directive has
183
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somewhat or fully contributed to implementing new conservation measures or improving
existing ones in their zoo, with a share of 38% among EAZA zoos and 50% among zoos not
belonging to any zoo association. It has to be kept in mind that the responding sample was
comprised of 53% EAZA zoos that follow even stricter rules than those laid down in the Zoos
Directive. The Zoos Directive would be expected to have triggered more substantial changes
in less conservation focussed zoos who didn’t reply to the survey.
Figure 3: Responses of targeted zoos to the question "In your zoo, to what extent has the
Zoos Directive contributed to implementing new conservation measures or improving
the existing ones?" (total = 70 zoos)184
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All stakeholder groups in the targeted survey agree that the Directive has partly contributed to
improving the role of zoos in biodiversity conservation:
Figure 4: Response of competent authorities, associations, NGOs, experts and zoos to the
question "In your opinion, has the role of zoos in the conservation of biodiversity been
strengthened over the last 15 years? Can this be attributed to the Zoos Directive?" (in
absolute numbers)185
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Therefore, other external factors contributed to achieve the general objectives (section 5.1.4).
These included increasing pressure of the wider public on zoos to change to a more
conservation-oriented role, the commitment of zoo managements as well as the work of zoo
184
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associations, NGOs and conservation organisations such as IUCN.
Finally, it can be concluded that zoos' conservation activities in their entirety contribute to
the main objective of protecting wild fauna and conserving biodiversity. 56.7% of
respondents across all stakeholder groups in the targeted survey186 and 56.6% of participants
in the public consultation187 considered that the Directive produced benefits in terms of
overall biodiversity conservation.
However, the overall extent to which zoos' conservation activities have contributed to the
protection of species or halting the biodiversity loss is unclear188.
Similar problems in defining the impact of zoos' conservation measures have also been
encountered in other studies: “Quantitative assessments tend to be carried out on zoos
belonging to zoo associations, such as membership of the American Association of Zoos and
Aquariums (AZA) for zoos in the United States, or even internationally, with zoos belonging
to the World Association of Zoos and Aquariums. Not all zoos belong to zoo associations, so
studies focussing on those zoos may yield misleading results”189.
As discussed in sections 4.3.1 and 5.1.1, clear and measurable inspection criteria, evaluation
of progress on these criteria and better inspectorate's knowledge of conservation issues would
be helpful.
Summary of findings for section 5.1.2
a) Progress to achieve the conservation measures set out in Article 3.
Good progress has been made in order to ensuring that zoos carry out Article 3 conservation
measures, but this is limited in relation to some of these specific measures. Captive breeding and
reintroduction, information exchange and public education are well implemented, whereas research,
training, keeping animals in appropriate conditions, preventing the escape of animals and recordkeeping are less well addressed.
Many zoos go beyond the Directive's ex situ requirements by supporting in situ conservation
projects through direct financing or by providing expertise, techniques, personnel and other resources.
b) Progress towards achieving the general objectives set out in the Directive.
Although some Member States' licencing and inspection systems still have several shortcomings,
they broadly ensure that all licenced zoos take part in conservation activities. This strengthens
zoos' role in the conservation of biodiversity and in the protection of wild fauna.
The Directive is not the only driver in improving the role of zoos in biodiversity conservation but has
acted jointly with external factors. However, its legally binding nature makes it a strong catalyst
for the expected change of zoos' role in the conservation of biodiversity (section 5.5.1). In
particular, the Directive is important to closing the gap between more and less conservation
oriented zoos.
c) Extent to which progress is in line with initial expectations
Compared to the baseline situation, when only a few zoos broadly met the standards set out in
international guidelines for zoo practice in the areas of animal husbandry, species conservation and
public education, considerable progress has been made in ensuring that licenced zoos in the EU
carry out conservation measures. The Directive has been a strong facilitator for strengthening zoos'
186
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role in conservation. Therefore, the initial expectation that all European zoos meet minimum
harmonised standards for the keeping of wild animals to achieve biodiversity conservation goals
has been met (section 2.2). Whereas the Directive has facilitated a stronger contribution of zoos to
conservation, it was however impossible to measure the extent of this expected positive impact.
In order to fully reach all specific conservation objectives and therefore further increase zoos'
contribution to the protection of wild fauna, national licencing and inspection systems have to be
improved.

5.1.3. Contribution of the Directive towards ensuring the protection of wild fauna and
the conservation of biodiversity in the EU and globally (including its
contribution to implementing the EU Biodiversity Strategy and EU commitments
under international conventions such as the Convention on Biological Diversity)
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)
Given the results and impacts of zoos' entire conservation actions, as shown in section 5.1.2,
the Directive fulfils its obligations under Article 9 of the CBD. In addition to direct ex situ
conservation in the form of captive breeding and reintroductions, zoos also perform research
that strengthens the knowledge base. However, the overall impact of this research is still
unclear. Zoos also support ex situ and in situ projects financially and through providing
expertise, technologies and qualified personnel.
The Directive does not expressly require zoos to participate in captive breeding and
reintroduction of threatened species, as requested per Article 9 (c) CBD but takes a broader
approach and refers to species in more general terms. However, as discussed in section 4.3.2
and 5.1.2, there is clear evidence that zoos keep a certain share of threatened species (figures
vary between around 15% of threatened species globally and more than 30% of threatened
species in collections of zoos responding to the targeted survey), and that this share has
increased over the last 20 years. Furthermore, some zoos breed and reintroduce species extinct
in the wild. There's an ongoing debate about whether zoos should focus more on threatened
species or keep a mixed approach, also relying on non-threatened species for research,
education and fund raising.
Regarding the CBD Aichi Targets190, and taking account of the results and impacts of zoo
conservation measures presented in chapter 5.1.2, the Zoos Directive exerts its strongest
positive effects on Aichi Targets 1191 through its education obligations and on Target 12192
which is supported by all Article 3 activities.
EU Biodiversity Strategy193
The Zoos Directive contributes especially to Target 6194 which in turn is linked to Aichi
Target 12. Zoos' conservation efforts target species globally and are not restricted to
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biodiversity in the EU. Many zoos support conservation projects in other parts of the world,
particularly through financing as underpinned by the results in sections 4.3.2 and 5.1.2.
Some zoos also contribute to reach Target 1195 through participation in LIFE projects and by
supporting the conservation of species protected under the Birds and Habitats Directive. Zoos
have been involved in 17 (out of the so far more than 80) LIFE projects that included ex situ
measures196 197. The Commission report concludes that even though ex situ actions were not
always successful and have faced a range of challenges, it was "clear that many of the ex situ
programmes supported by LIFE have effectively meant the recovery of species that would
otherwise have become extinct if only habitat management measures had been applied".
Zoos are also involved in the reintroduction of endemic species not covered by LIFE
projects. (e.g. griffon vulture, European pond turtle, birds of prey, hamsters) and keep species
included in the Birds and Habitats Directive (e.g. bearded vulture, corncrake). Moreover, zoos
participate in surveys and overall conservation efforts for some endemic species.
Also educational programmes in some zoos address biodiversity and Natura 2000. For
instance, in Ireland, zoos have used materials on Natura 2000 from the Ministry in their
educational programmes.
6 of 70 zoos (8.6%) responding to the targeted survey indicated they have participated in
projects in the context of the Birds and Habitats Directive, pointing to a rather limited
participation in such projects, or a limited awareness of the link with the Nature Directives.
One competent authority also mentioned during interviews that the contribution of zoos to
conservation programmes relevant to the Birds and Habitats Directives was at the level of
individual actions, and that the link would need to be enhanced.
Summary of findings for section 5.1.3 on the contribution of the Directive towards ensuring the
protection of wild fauna and the conservation of biodiversity in the EU and globally
Given the results and impacts of zoos' entire conservation actions under the Directive, it fulfils its
obligations under Article 9 CBD and also positively contributes to achieving Aichi Targets 1 on
public education and awareness and Aichi Target 12 on the protection of threatened species.
Zoos in their entirety breed, reintroduce and perform education on EU endangered species and
therefore contribute to achieving Target 1 of the EU 2020 Biodiversity Strategy. However, this
work could be enhanced. Zoos also support global conservation projects to protect species and habitats
in other parts of the world and hence help achieve target 6 of the EU Biodiversity Strategy.

5.1.4. Main factors (e.g. implementation by Member States, action by stakeholders)
that have contributed to or stood in the way of achieving the objectives
Constraining factors
The Directive's framework character leaves a lot of margin to Member States, both
regarding the features of the licencing and inspection systems as well as their level of
195
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ambition for conservation measures to be implemented by zoos. This might hamper a more
effective achievement of the Directive's goals. Different stakeholder groups raised issues
regarding the Directive's terms and definitions, which could constrain the achievement of
the objectives (section 5.3.1). The Good Practice Guidance Document provides an in-depth
explanation on how to interpret the provisions of the Directive but was issued a long time
after the entry into force of the Directive (see "contributing factors" below).
Furthermore, the lack of monitoring and reporting requirements in the Directive results in
scarcity of data and makes it difficult to assess progress achieved under the Directive. The
absence of a forum for exchange among competent authorities and stakeholders, such as a
European Commission Steering Group or stakeholders’ group dedicated to zoos and
aquariums, comparable to those in place for other EU acts (e.g. CITES Regulation) has been
raised across different stakeholder groups as a constraining fact achieving the Directive's
objectives.
Delays in transposition have also impeded the proper implementation of the Directive in
some Member States (sections 4.2 and 5.1.1).
Although the majority of stakeholders responding to the targeted survey agree that functional
licencing and inspection systems have been established, several impeding factors have been
highlighted. The main issues are limited resources and knowledge in competent
authorities and coordination problems between different authorities. These cause the
existance of unlicenced but operational zoos, a lack of inventory of all establishments falling
under the Directive, long licencing procedures, a lack of measurable criteria for Article 3
measures in zoo inspections, incomplete inspection forms not covering all Article 3 criteria
and problems to close non-compliant zoos (section 5.1.1).
A lack of commitment to the Directive's conservation objectives of certain zoos has been
observed by several stakeholders either due to the lack of capacity or because of reluctance to
abide by the rules. This is corroborated by the Born Free Zoo Inquiry findings198.
Economic aspects might have further hampered the effective implementation of conservation
measures. As demonstrated in section 5.2.2, about half of the zoos replying to the public
consultation don't see benefits of the Zoos Directive for them as economic operators.
Instead of investing in costly captive breeding programmes they might prefer to exhibit nonor less-threatened flagship animals that increase visitor numbers and zoos' profits. In the
targeted survey addressed to NGOs, zoo associations and experts, only three respondents
agreed that dedicated funding and resources contributed to the implementation of the
Directive, while 15 respondents considered the impact negative (11) or non-existent (four).
The problem of funding conservation activities was also raised as an issue by stakeholders in
the public consultation199. Participation of zoos in the EU LIFE funding programme has so far
been limited (section 5.2.1).
Zoos, depending on their size, can generate significant revenue and/or employ large numbers
of local people. The economic influence of zoos at local level is considered by some
stakeholder groups as detrimental to the proper implementation and enforcement of the
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Directive 200.
Contributing factors
12 of 14 Member States (section 4.2) introduced additional or more detailed requirements
in their national legislation in order to strengthen or clarify the Directives provisions201.
The Commission's infringement actions (section 4.2 and 4.3.1) have speeded up
transposition and proved beneficial for proper implementation.
In order to support Member States and practitioners in the implementation of the Directive
and to promote good practices, the Commission issued an "EU Zoos Directive Good
Practices Document"202 in 2015. The document is considered to be extremely useful by all
stakeholder groups. However the need for it to be translated into all EU languages in order to
improve its visibility and use was raised by different stakeholders.
Some authorities expressly confirmed that they use the Good Practices Document (e.g.
France, Denmark, the Netherlands), while others found it less useful because of the level of
detail of their national legislation or national guidelines (e.g. Belgium, Germany). It is directly
mentioned in the Zoos Standards document in Ireland.
Furthermore many Member States have taken actions to address the implementation
problems with their licencing and inspection systems (as outlined in sections 4.3.1, 5.1.1 and
Annex 7.6.1).
Supporting actions by different stakeholders groups were regarded as highly beneficial in
order to achieving the Directive's objectives:


Zoos and aquaria associations have been very active in supporting the implementation
of the Directive, through their membership requirements, standards, training, breeding
programmes, workshop and conferences, guidelines and public awareness raising
activities. The role of EAZA’s standards is expressly mentioned in the Directive’s
Preamble.



EU and national NGOs have been instrumental in monitoring the implementation of the
Directive, flagging issues to the authorities, and informing the public, though animal
welfare NGOs put the focus more on animal welfare than on conservation.



International stakeholders (IUCN and its Conservation breeding Specialist Group
(CBSG), WAZA) have published key documents directly relevant to achieving the
Directive's objectives.



More conservation oriented zoos have played a key role in implementation by sharing
their knowledge with less advanced zoos, e.g. through the drafting of guidelines and
technical standards for ex situ management, or with visits and training involving other
zoos.

Summary of findings for section 5.1.4 on main factors that have contributed to or stood in the
way of achieving the Directive's objectives
200
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Constraining factors
- The Directive's framework character/some terms and definitions (broad provisions, definition of
zoos, exemption clause, alternative options of conservation measures)
- Lack of monitoring and reporting requirements
- Absence of a forum of exchange for competent authorities and stakeholders
- Delays in transposition
- Limitations in resources and knowledge in competent authorities and coordination issues between
authorities at different levels
- EU Zoos Directive Good Practices Document not available in all languages
- Economic factors (zoos don't see compliance with the Directive as economically beneficial, limited
funding and resources, economic influence of zoos at local level sometimes detrimental to proper
implementation)
Contributing factors
- Additional or more detailed requirements introduced in national legislation
- Commission's infringement actions
- EU Zoos Directive Good Practices Document issued by the Commission in 2015
- Member States' actions to improve their licencing and inspection systems
- Supporting actions by different stakeholder groups (zoos and their associations, NGOs,
international stakeholders like IUCN or WAZA)

5.1.5. Other significant changes beyond the general and specific objectives that can be
linked to the Directive
Beyond the contribution to the protection of biodiversity 203 through the specific conservation
measures 204other positive changes could be observed.
The Directive has helped increase awareness among the public in relation to the role
played by zoos in biodiversity conservation. This view is backed by zoo associations in the
targeted survey and a number of stakeholders participating in the public consultation.
The wider public increasingly expects zoos to participate in conservation and keep animals
under appropriate conditions. The EU legislation combined with this increased public
awareness has amplified the possibility for stakeholders to mobilise the opinion of the public
and other players, at both EU and national levels, in order to make sure that an improved role
of zoos in conservation is actually achieved.
Regarding negative effects, NGOs expressed concerns that the Directive might legitimise
zoos that only bring a limited contribution to conservation of biodiversity.
Summary findings for section 5.1.5 on other significant changes linked to the Directive
Positive
-- Increased awareness among the public in relation to the role played by zoos in biodiversity
conservation which amplified the possibility for stakeholders to mobilise the public opinion and
other players
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Negative:
Might legitimise zoos that only bring a limited contribution to conservation of biodiversity

5.2.

Efficiency205

The key question addressed in this section is whether the range of regulatory costs arising
from the implementation of the Directive are reasonable and proportionate compared to the
benefits delivered.
Therefore, the range of costs incurred and benefits achieved in implementing the Directive are
assessed. Since the costs and benefits may differ according to the size of zoo, it is important to
assess whether costs are higher for small zoos. Furthermore, the question if costs are
proportionate to the benefits, the factors driving costs and benefits and the criterion of
unnecessary regulatory burden or complexity are analysed.
The evaluation looks at costs accrued by both Member State authorities (responsible for
setting up and implementing the licensing and inspection system), and zoos (required to
implement a set of conservation measures and undergo inspection and licensing procedures).
The possibilities to quantify the costs and benefits remains limited due to the following
factors:






Lack of literature and any independent assessment of the topic, which would have
provided a point of reference.
The paucity and low quality of information provided by stakeholders and the difficulty
to attribute costs and benefits to the Zoos Directive. Both Member State authorities
and zoos were, in most of the cases, unable to identify the costs directly due to the Zoos
Directive. Moreover, there has been no systematic gathering of data on the provisions of
the Directive over time that would allow independent analysis of benefits over time.
Non-quantifiable and non-monetary benefits: most of the benefits (e.g. public
awareness, species conservation) cannot be expressed in quantitative terms. This also
implies that a comparison in monetary terms between costs and benefits is considered
neither feasible, nor appropriate.

Hence the results of the analysis remain largely qualitative.
5.2.1. Costs and benefits (monetary and non-monetary) associated with the
implementation of the Directive for the different stakeholders, at local, national
and EU level, and estimate of costs broken down by size of enterprises
(micro/small/medium-sized enterprises)
Costs for Member States
Authorities face no administrative costs206 stemming from information obligations as the
Zoos Directive doesn't include a monitoring and reporting system.
205
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Better regulation toolbox, Tool #59: Administrative costs are defined as the costs incurred by enterprises, the
voluntary sector, public authorities and citizens in meeting legal obligations to provide information on their
action or production, either to public authorities or to private parties.
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/sg/better_regulation/Documents/tool_59.pdf
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As shown in Table 4, responses were received by 15 competent authorities from the 14
representative Member States207. Of those that were able to give an opinion (13-14, depending
on the cost category), the majority considered that the Zoos Directive actually implied
increased efforts and, thus, new implementation and enforcement costs208 in relation to
all aspects of the licensing, inspection and monitoring processes, although no competent
authority was able to provide quantification.
An exception is represented by Belgium, which has a legislation on zoos since 1998 and for
which the Zoos Directive had the effect of enhancing the existing system. This implied only a
minor increase in efforts and related costs. For the remaining Member States, increased costs
are reported especially with reference to the treatment of license applications, and to the need
for preparing, carrying out and following-up on the inspection (cost categories from a) to
e)209:
Table 4: Targeted survey: Competent Authorities' opinion on increased enforcement
costs triggered by the Directive for licensing, inspection and monitoring (absolute
numbers, total number of respondents = 15)210
Yes

No

Don’t know

No Answer

a) Treating license applications

8

3

3

1

b) Preparing the inspection necessary for
granting the license

9

2

3

1

c) Desk based inspections (e.g. analysis of
records)

9

3

3

1

d) On-site inspections

9

3

3

1

e) Follow-up of inspections

9

3

3

1

f) Training of inspectorate staff

5

4

4

2

g) Monitoring compliance, providing
information to the European Commission,
and other authorities

7

4

3

1

Costs

In practical terms, the introduction of the Zoos Directive has required all competent
authorities in the 14 targeted Member States (except Belgium) to dedicate new resources to
the inspection of zoos, by mobilising internal staff and/or engaging with external contractors
and experts.
However, as mentioned in sections 4.3.1, 5.1.1 and Annex 7.6.1, zoo inspectors are usually
responsible for a range of different duties, including the enforcement of other types of
legislation concerning biodiversity protection and animal welfare and health. As a result, most
207

For Belgium, two replies from two regional authorities were received
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Better regulation toolbox, Tool #59: Implementation and enforcement costs are those costs direct borne by
public authorities in implementing, administering and enforcing regulatory requirements.
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/sg/better_regulation/Documents/tool_59.pdf
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Regarding the cost categories a) to e), no cost increase was generally reported by three Member States.
However, based on the information collected during the interviews and other questions of the survey, it can
be assumed that two of the three Member States have actually recorded increased costs (compared to the
situation in place before the entry into force of the Directive). While this table reflects the replies provided in
the survey, the analysis is adjusted in order to take that into account.
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Member States could not calculate the staff allocation to zoos licensing and inspections
(expressed in Full Time Equivalent - FTE – units). Where estimates have been provided, the
resources fully dedicated to the implementation and enforcement of the Zoos Directive
appear relatively limited with, for example, less than one FTE in Denmark, and between
one and two FTE in Italy, Portugal and Belgium211. However, if the involvement of external
experts or bodies is included, the number of staff dedicated or costs borne by MSCAs is
obviously higher.
The average time needed to carry out an inspection also varies considerably, depending on the
size of the zoo and the nature of the inspection (i.e. monitoring inspection versus inspection to
grant a licence). Accordingly, indications of the time for completing a licensing procedure
(including preliminary and follow-up activities) also vary, from one day to seven days or
more212. In addition, each inspection involves teams of different sizes, generally ranging from
a minimum of two to four or more inspectors, depending not only on the size of the zoo or the
type of inspection, but also on the system set up in each Member State, whether involving
different authorities and organised in a centralised/decentralised manner213.
No competent authority was able to quantify the costs linked to the closure of a zoo and,
according to Article 6 of the Zoos Directive, the relocation and accommodation of animals.
Zoo closure had incurred a cost in the order of thousands of euros for one competent
authority, but otherwise costs were thought to be zero or were unknown, due to the fact that
few cases were reported in the Member States214. Again, the burden placed on Member States
in case of a zoo closure is expected to be variable, depending on agreements set up at national
level and, for example, reliance on NGOs (supported through private funding) for relocation
of animals, or the obligation placed on zoo operators to provide for the expenses for
relocation and accommodation of animals in case of closure.
Costs for zoos
In order to comply with the requirements of the zoos legislation, zoos are expected to bear
direct, substantive compliance costs215, such as those related to one-off investments and
211

The number of FTE dedicated to inspection of zoos depends, primarily, on the number of zoos in the Member
State and the frequency of the inspections. The number of licensed zoos in the Member States that provided
estimates varies from 23 (in Italy) to 54 (in the Netherlands). A higher effort in terms of resources might be
expected in Member States with a significant number of Zoos (i.e. Germany, France and Spain); however,
these Member States did not provide estimates of the effort, in terms of FTE, needed for the inspection of
zoos.
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Based on the estimates provided by the Member State authorities in the targeted questionnaire. Very different
estimates were provided. For example, Poland indicated up to two weeks and Portugal around 60 days for
completing all the procedure (including one day for the inspection).
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The number of inspectors involved in each on-site visit may depend on several factors, including the system
set up at national level. In Member States where several authorities are involved (e.g. in Italy, three different
Ministries are involved), the number of inspectors taking part in the visits is established in order to ensure
representation of all the authorities.
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Closures reported by competent authorities during the stakeholder consultation, or reported by other sources,
include two in Belgium; around nine in Germany between 2011 and 2016, including complete and partial
closures; three in Bulgaria and two in Italy.
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Better regulation toolbox, Tool #59: An important category of direct costs are the so called compliance costs,
i.e. those costs incurred by businesses and other parties in undertaking the actions necessary to comply with
the new regulatory requirements. Compliance costs are often the aggregate of all direct costs generated
by legislation. Substantive compliance costs are the incremental (i.e. non-business as usual) costs to the
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recurrent expenses. They also incur administrative costs, related to the procedures to be
followed in order to obtain the license and charges paid to obtain the license.
It was difficult for zoos to disentangle business-as-usual costs (BAU costs) from costs
caused by the Directive and many zoos were not in a position to provide information on
costs at all. However, some trends could be identified.
One-off investments are usually not seen as a direct consequence of the Directive. One-off
investments for which the highest proportion of zoos in the 14 examined Member States could
attribute some costs to the Directive are systems to prevent escape (41%) and renovation of
enclosures (39%):
Table 5: Substantive compliance costs. Number of zoos reporting one-off investments
and, for those reporting some costs, estimates of the proportion that is attributable to
the Directive. Zero costs (i.e. zoos reporting no investments or none attributable to the
Directive) are also included216.
No. zoos reporting incurred costs
No. zoos giving estimates

No. zoos reporting “some cost” and allocation
of costs to the Directive

Zero cost

Some cost

0% of costs
attributable

Some costs
attributable

No answer

Renovation of the
enclosures

2

31

15

12

4

Provision of
information on
exhibited animals

4

25

17

5

3

Improved standard of
animal husbandry and
enclosures

3

23

12

7

4

Systems to prevent
escape

4

17

8

7

2

Record keeping/animal
identification systems

3

19

10

7

2

Type of expenditure

The same pattern holds for recurrent expenditures, where some zoos reported a wide range
of expenditures, but only few of them attributed some share of the costs to the Zoos Directive.
The items of expenditures with the highest proportion of zoos attributing part of the costs to
the Directive are preventing the escape of animals (66.7%) training activities (40%),
record & animal identification systems (38.5%) and animal accommodation and animal
husbandry (37.5%):

target group of complying with regulation other than fees and administrative costs.
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/sg/better_regulation/Documents/tool_59.pdf
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Table 6: Substantive compliance costs. No of zoos reporting recurrent expenditure and,
for those reporting some costs, estimates of the proportion that is attributable to the
Directive. Zero costs (i.e. zoos reporting no investments or none attributable to the
Directive) are also included217.
No. zoos reporting incurred costs
No. zoos giving estimates
Type of expenditure
Zero cost

Some cost

No. zoos reporting “some cost” and allocation of
costs to the Directive
0% of costs
attributable

Some costs
attributable

No answer

Research and
conservation projects

2

16

10

4

2

Training activities

2

15

7

6

2

Information exchange
activities

4

11

6

3

2

Education and
awareness raising
activities

3

15

9

4

2

Information on
exhibited animals

3

17

8

6

3

Animal
accommodation and
animal husbandry

1

16

8

6

2

Preventing escape of
animals

4

9

2

6

1

Preventing pests and
vermin

4

7

4

2

1

Record & animal
identification systems

2

13

6

5

2

Where quantitative estimates of costs were reported, the amount spent could be significant,
especially when investments related to the renovation of enclosures was concerned.
Table 7 provides quantitative information collected among zoos through the targeted survey,
including the magnitude of the cost estimates provided by a limited number of zoos. To sum
up, 15 out of 37 zoos (40.5%) reported one-off investments, ranging from hundreds to
millions of Euros that they considered directly attributable to the Directive. Ten out of 34
(29.4%) reported recurrent expenditures ranging from tens to hundreds of thousands of
Euros arising from the requirements of the Directive.
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Table 7: Zoos' estimates of one-off investments and recurrent zoo expenditure
attributable to the Zoos Directive218
Amount attributed to the Zoos Directive (€)
Type of
cost

0

1-100

1011000

100110,000

10,001100,000

100,0011,000,000

1,000,000+

No
estimate

One-off capital costs
No. zoos

22

0

3

1

4

4

3

33

1

0

3

3

3

0

36

Recurrent costs
No. zoos

24

Only 9 of 70 zoos replying to the targeted survey had to employ new staff, in order to obtain
and keep the license (veterinarians, biologists or personnel for promotion and education).
The fact that only a small share of zoos attributes only part of the analysed compliance
costs to the Directive might be explained by the fact that these costs are business-as-usual
costs as part of modern zoos' conservation commitments. As such, some zoos might have
incurred even high costs related to conservation measures and the renovation of enclosures,
but the Zoos Directive has probably been only one of the triggering factors for this
These results are very much in line with the conclusions of the effectiveness analysis, pointing
to the fact that the Zoos Directive acts jointly with other factors strengthened zoos'
conservation role (sections 5.1.2 and 5.1.4).
As the Zoo Directive doesn't foresee EU co-financing, conservation is mainly funded by
zoos own income, rather than from external funds219. The LIFE programme has provided
financial support for conservation projects involving zoos on 17 occasions, indicating that this
source of potential financing is not widely used. In the interviews one EU stakeholder
mentioned that applications for EU funding are considered too burdensome and timeconsuming for zoo operators. In the public consultation the need to increase EU funding for
zoos was highlighted by German respondents across different respondent categories220.
Stakeholders at the workshop also indicated that the visibility of available funding
instruments for zoos should be increased.
Administrative costs221 placed on zoos to operate the procedures to request, obtain and keep
the license, are quite variable. This is due to the high variability among Member States in
terms of procedures (e.g. request of documentation before the inspection, detail of the
information requested) and the size of the zoos and their collections.
According to information provided in response to the targeted survey from 20 zoos across
218
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Zimmerman, A., Wilkinson, R.: The conservation mission in the wild: zoos as conservation NGOs? Zoos in
the 21st Century: Catalysts for conservation? Cambridge University press: 303-321 (2007)
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80 respondents referred to the need to increase EU funding for zoos in the semi-open fields of Question 29 of
the Public Consultation.
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Better regulation toolbox, Tool #59: Administrative costs are, together with substantive costs and charges,
part of direct compliance costs: Costs of complying with information obligations stemming from policy
option under consideration.
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/sg/better_regulation/Documents/tool_59.pdf
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different Member States, there is considerable variation in the amount of time in preparing an
application for the license. This ranges from no time (two zoos), through 0.5-5 person days
(six zoos), 6-20 (five zoos) person-days, 30-40 person-days (four zoos) to 100-300 person
days (three zoos)222. This type of cost, however, should be incurred only once or additionally
in case there is any significant amendment to the license. Only two zoos were able to estimate
the cost financially: €5,000 (a German zoo) and € 6,000 (a French zoo).
The same 20 zoos reported a similar effort with regard to the inspection phase. This involves
preparatory work for the inspection, sending documents to authorities, filling-in preinspection questionnaires, taking part in the visit of the competent authorities, providing
answer to the inspection report. The administrative burden varies from Member State to
Member State, in line with the frequency of inspections, which range from every three years
to up to twice per year.
Charges to obtain the license also have varied greatly across Member States but rarely exceed
€ 1000223:
Only a few zoos have experienced long licencing procedures of several years and delays
in licencing as also mentioned in section 5.1.1. Out of the six zoos experiencing problems
two zoos reported foregone opportunities: One zoo lost the opportunity to exhibit a
threatened species and another zoo had to postpone renovations.
Eight out of 40 (or 20%) responding zoos in the micro (<10 employees) and small (10-49
employees) enterprise categories reported that it was very or moderately difficult for them to
comply with and finance Article 3 requirements. This compares with no medium-sized zoos
(of 21) and 11% (one of nine) of large zoos. Though the difference is not statistically
significant, this finding suggests that it might be slightly more difficult for small zoos to
finance the Zoos Directive's requirements. Differing views prevail on this issue among
competent authorities, associations, NGOs and zoos. In replying to the targeted survey, while
most authorities (9 out of 12 replying) considered that smaller zoos (<10 employees) did find
it more difficult to comply with and finance the requirements listed in Article 3, most of the
zoo associations, NGOs and experts (14 out of 20 replying) considered that it was not more
difficult.
In summary, the Directive triggers increased costs for zoos only to a limited extend. This
is also confirmed by zoo associations in response to the targeted survey with only 8/13 stating
that costs slightly increased. Financing was difficult for only a very small share of zoos
overall, with a slight indication that this was more so the case for small zoos.
Benefits associated with the Directive
The main direct regulatory benefits have been identified on the basis of the effects of the
Directive. These are the enhanced role of zoos in biodiversity conservation, knowledge and
public awareness in relation to the conservation of biodiversity, and protection of wild fauna
and biodiversity. These benefits could not be expressed in monetary terms. In parallel, the
potential indirect benefits of the Directive for zoos as economic operators, and on the local
economy are also considered. The assumption is that the enhancement of zoos as institutions
that also play a conservation and educational role would have a positive impact on the number
222

Replies have been provided by zoos from the nine Member States. However, the size of the samples does not
allow to provide an analysis by Member State.
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of visitors and consequently zoos' income, the economic activities established around zoos
(e.g. restaurants), as well as on cultural and recreational offers for citizens.
Figure 5 shows the replies to the surveys addressed to competent authorities, zoos, zoo
associations, NGOs and experts. The results suggest that major or moderate benefits have
been attributed to the Zoos Directive especially in some areas:






contribution to public education and knowledge on biodiversity
improved accommodation of animals and standards for animal husbandry
contribution to ex situ conservation
higher engagement of the public and stakeholders in biodiversity protection
contribution to protecting species and overall biodiversity conservation

This is confirmed by the public consultation, where > 50% of respondents saw significant or
crucial benefits across all conservation categories. Promoting public education and better
knowledge on biodiversity scored highest, along with two more important areas of benefit224:
 Ensure a coherent legal framework for zoos to operate across the EU;
 Ensure improved licensing and inspection schemes of zoos.
On the contrary, it clearly emerges from Figure 5 that the Zoos Directive only brought minor
benefits, or no indirect benefits, in terms of:



zoos as economic operators
boosting local economy (triggering further recreational activities, tourism, etc.)

When looking at zoos as economic operators, the only benefits that seem to be recognised by
stakeholders are related to the creation of an EU wide legal framework for zoos and a level
playing field across Member States (see also section 5.3.3).
This is again confirmed by the public consultation with less than 50% of respondents rating
economic benefits as crucial or significant225. However, a slight majority of 148 zoo operators
that replied to the public consultation saw benefits of the Zoos Directive in the economic
dimension226. Also in the interviews, several zoos and associations argued that increased
commitment of zoos towards conservation and education activities has indirectly led to their
increased attractiveness to visitors in their entities, even if the link is difficult to demonstrate
and to quantify.
The fact that the Directive is not necessarily perceived as triggering higher visitor numbers
and increasing zoos' profits might hamper more effective implementation by less conservation
oriented zoos. The problem of "conservation doesn't sell tickets" is also emphasized by Fa et
al.227: Without a proven link, some zoos seem reluctant to fully realise their conservation
potential, apparently believing that money spent on conservation will not be compensated for
by increased visitor revenues.
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Figure 5: Stakeholder opinions on the extent of the benefits associated with the Zoos
Directive (absolute numbers, number of replies = 111)228
d) Public education and better knowledge on biodiversity
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Summary of findings for section 5.2.1 on costs and benefits associated with the implementation
of the Directive
Costs to Member States
Member States face no administrative but increased implementation and enforcement costs. No
competent authority was able to provide quantification. The extent of resources invested varies greatly
between Member States, depending on the organisation of the licencing and inspection system.
Resources fully dedicated to implementation of the Zoos Directive appear relatively limited and
range between less than one and two full-time-equivalents. Duration of licensing procedures also vary,
from one day to seven days or more.
Costs to zoos
Zoos bear direct, substantive compliance costs and administrative costs only to a limited extend.
Only a small share of zoos attributes part of their one-off and recurrent costs to the Directive. Where
quantitative estimates of costs directly attributed to the Directive are reported, the amount spent can
be significant, especially when investments related to the renovation of enclosures are concerned.
Administrative costs are highly variable, depending on the size of the zoo and the licencing and
inspection system. Only a few zoos experienced long licencing procedures of several years or
delays in licencing. Two zoos report foregone opportunities.
There is only very limited indication that smaller zoos face more difficulties to finance
implementation of the Zoos Directive requirements than bigger zoos, with 20% of small and micro
enterprise zoos reporting difficulties compared to 11% of large zoos.
Conservation is mainly funded by zoos' own income and zoos' participation in the LIFE
programme has so far been limited, possibly because the application procedure might be too
burdensome for many zoos or because of their limited knowledge about this EU funding instrument.
Benefits
The Directive brings about clear, however non-monetized benefits in the following areas: public
education and knowledge on biodiversity, improved accommodation of animals and standards for
animal husbandry, ex situ conservation, protecting species and overall biodiversity conservation, a
228

Study, section 5.2.1.2, Figure 24

54

coherent legal framework for zoos to operate across the EU, improved licensing and inspection
schemes of zoos.
There is evidence of only minor benefits for zoos as economic operators and the local economy.

5.2.2. Extent to which costs associated with the Directive are proportionate to the
benefits that it has brought
As discussed in sections 3.3 and 5.2.1 it has proven difficult to attribute costs directly to the
Zoos Directive or to quantify them. Moreover, the Directive triggers regulatory benefits that
are not quantifiable.
The emphasis, therefore, is on understanding the extent to which the costs are seen by the
concerned stakeholders as proportionate to the benefits.
For the majority of competent authorities, enforcement costs had increased following the
introduction of the Zoos Directive due to efforts required for regular and follow-up
inspections, documentation and record keeping. Only one authority considered that there were
any aspects that were not in proportion to the benefits. These were the costs of licensing and
inspections, costs relating to closure of zoos and to monitoring compliance. The Member
State indicated resource constraints in its very small administration as a reason to rate costs
disproportionate.
The remaining authorities in the targeted survey support the view that costs remain
proportionate to the detected benefits like increased efforts by zoos for biodiversity
conservation, improved standards for animal accommodation and husbandry, and increased
knowledge and awareness of biodiversity among the public.
However evidence from the effectiveness analysis (sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.4) and from section
5.2.1 demonstrates that Member States invest limited resources separately to the Zoos
Directives' implementation, often relying on already existing veterinary services for
inspections. This strategy might keep costs moderate and support a favourable
cost/benefit ratio but also hampers more effective implementation.
The cost analysis concluded that the Zoos Directive triggered only a slight increase in direct
compliance costs for zoos. This is reflected in the cost/benefit ratings provided by zoos in the
targeted consultation. Of the 70 responding zoos in the sample, the majority did not consider
that costs were disproportionate (Table 8). Only 10% considered investment costs, 7%
considered recurrent costs and 13% considered administrative costs needed to comply with
licensing and inspection requirements as disproportionate.
Table 8: Perceptions on whether the Directive implies disproportionate costs for
investments, recurrent, administrative and other costs (% of number of replies)229
Yes

No

Don’t know

No Answer

a) Investments in order to ensure compliance with
the licensing requirements

10%

67.1%

10%

12.9%

b) Recurrent costs triggered by the licensing
requirements in your zoo

7.1%

67.1%

11.4%

14.3%

c) Administrative costs, in relation to the
procedures for licensing and inspection

12.9%

60%

11.4%

15.7%
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These results do not vary if disaggregated by size of zoos. No significant difference is
recorded between smaller (up to 249 employees) and larger zoos (> 250 employees)230.
Where costs have been considered as directly due to the Zoos Directive, these sometimes have
been significant, especially in relation to the renovation of enclosures (section 5.2.1). In
parallel, the benefits of increased visitors have been rated as minor or less important
compared to other benefits by most of the zoos responding to the targeted and public
consultation. Still, most zoos seem to see these costs as a necessary contribution to
conservation and therefore rate them as proportionate.
These results are also supported by the opinions expressed by NGOs, zoo associations and
experts in the targeted survey231 and by the results of the public consultation. The majority of
respondents to the public consultation (53%) support the opinion that benefits exceed the
costs of implementation232. The majority of zoos operators declare that the benefits far exceed
or are somewhat greater than the costs (63.5%). In parallel, only 24 (16% of 148) zoos
explicitly consider the costs as exceeding the benefits (the remaining did not answer or
expressed the opinion that costs are more less equal the benefits)233.
The same opinion is shared by public authorities, with four respondents (out of seven) state
that benefits far exceed the costs.
Summary of findings for section 5.2.2 on the extent to which costs associated with the Directive
are proportionate to the benefits
For the majority of competent authorities, enforcement costs had increased following the introduction
of the Zoos Directive. However, these were regarded as proportionate to the detected benefits.
The Directive triggered only a slight increase in direct compliance costs for zoos. Sometimes costs
related to the Directive have been significant, especially in relation to the renovation of enclosures.
Zoos considered investment costs, recurrent costs and administrative costs needed to comply with
licensing and inspection requirements as proportionate to the benefits.

5.2.3. Factors influencing the efficiency with which the achievements observed were
obtained
Many factors impacting negatively or positively on efficiency are inherent in the national
licencing and inspection systems.
Evidence suggests that issues hindering the proper and efficient functioning of the
licensing and inspection system are mainly associated with the capacity of the national
inspectorates (in terms of resources available to competent authorities, but also in terms of
the competences of the inspectors)234, rather than with specific requirements of the national
legislation (such as the frequency of inspections). As competencies are often shared across
different Ministries (e.g. environment, health and agriculture), there is a risk of lack of
coordination and exchange of information between authorities, creating bottlenecks and
230
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inefficiencies in the process235.
Resource constraints in competent authorities may also lead to a lack of zoo inventories with
zoos that would fall under the Directive not being inspected. Moreover, sometimes long
licencing procedures with pending licences occur, as well as still unlicenced zoos. Resource
shortages also pose problems for zoo closures in light of the high administrative burden
placed on competent authorities to make sure that animals are re-located under appropriate
conditions.
Several factors have positively influenced the efficiency of licencing and inspection
systems:
The use of advisory bodies or committees, involving several authorities in addition to the
veterinary services (e.g. environment authorities), and/or experts in different fields and/or zoo
associations. This builds capacity and makes inspections more efficient.
In the Netherlands and Denmark, the national zoo associations are involved in the licensing
process, helping reduce the administrative burden for authorities. However it was stressed at
the workshop that this should not result in zoos inspecting themselves and that the decision
has to stay in the hands of the authorities. The Netherlands represents a good practice example
in this respect: EAZA and NVD (Nederlandse Vereniging van Dierentuinen, Dutch
Association of Zoos and Aquaria) member zoos are inspected by EAZA/NVD inspectors who
send the reports to the Dutch authorities. On this base, authorities decide if they have to carry
out further inspections and grant licences, also involving an advisory board in the final
decision. Suggestions at the workshop included the establishment of a committee of experts to
support authorities in the implementation of the Directive, or advisors with no decisionmaking role, to ensure impartiality.
The Irish authorities mentioned their newly established system of outsourcing the
inspectorate. The competent authority specifies the required expertise and working methods
for adequate zoo licensing and inspection in public tendering to ensure inspections are in line
with existing legislation. According to the Irish authorities, this not only increases
effectiveness but also efficiency, as the tendering system resulted in good value for money.
One competent authority sought to ensure that requirements were proportional to the size of
the establishment (e.g. in information programmes) and another authority reported that in one
Member State guidelines were provided for local zoos, with a list of measures for
improvement.
Another example of making inspections more cost-effective, stated by competent authorities
and zoo associations, is to undertake joint inspections for several legislations that cover
zoos. This is especially relevant as some of them set out similar requirements to the Zoos
Directive (see coherence section 5.3). For each inspection, zoos need to devote time and
resources to gather the necessary documentation and to be able to demonstrate compliance
with the applicable legislation. The same applies for competent authorities in order to prepare
and carry out inspections. Joint inspections have been mentioned for the Zoos Directive,
Regulation (EC) No 338/97 on the protection of species of wild fauna and flora by regulating
trade therein, and Directive 92/65/EEC on animal health requirements for trade in and imports
into the EU. The organisation of joint inspections prevents duplication of work for zoos and
the competent authorities. However, some competent authorities stressed that joint inspections
have to recognise the specificities of each legislation and the different competences needed by
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inspectors for correct application of the different rules. Otherwise the benefit of saving time
and work will be at the expense of the quality of inspection.
Regarding the closure of non-compliant zoos, a multi-stakeholder approach, involving the
concerned zoo, other zoos, zoo associations, rescue centres and sanctuaries and NGOs could
reduce the administrative burden for authorities and increase efficiency of this requirement
where necessary. Two Member States have explicitly indicated that they use such a network.
A good practice example of increasing efficiency beyond improving the licencing and
inspection system was mentioned in literature and by stakeholders responding to the targeted
survey likewise: The collaboration between zoos, even at regional or national scale to
improve capacity for conservation projects. Conde et al. make the case "that zoos within a
particular region can most efficiently increase their conservation contribution by developing
collectively managed conservation breeding programmes devoted towards a smaller number
of focal species"236. This is more aspirational than a description of what happens at present.
Many zoos are too small to have a significant conservation benefit on their own, whereas if
they were able to work together they would be able to, for example, pool resources so that
they would have sufficient "critical mass" to be able to play a more substantial role in field
conservation.
Summary of findings for section 5.2.3 on factors influencing the efficiency with which the
achievements observed were obtained
Factors negatively influencing efficiency
Resource constraints and limitations in knowledge of national competent authorities
Factors positively influencing the efficiency/good practices
- Use of advisory bodies or committees, and/or experts in different fields and/or zoo associations
builds capacity and makes inspections more efficient.
- Outsourcing the inspectorate resulted in good value for money
- Joint inspections for several pieces of legislations that cover zoos can save time and money for
authorities and zoos

- Multi-stakeholder approach for closure of non-compliant zoos
- Collaboration between zoos to build critical mass in order to play a more substantial role in
conservation

5.2.4. Unnecessary regulatory burden and/or complexity
There is no evidence of unnecessary regulatory burden and no bad practices have been
identified by stakeholders. Administrative burden strictly relates to the necessary procedures
for obtaining or issuing the license.
As the Directive doesn't contain a reporting obligation to the Commission, there's no
additional administrative burden placed on competent authorities besides their own inspection
reports.
Isolated cases of lengthy licencing procedures, as mentioned in section 5.2.1, don't reflect
general excessive complexity or administrative effort but rather authorities' approach of
encouraging zoos to increase their standards and give them time to comply with the Directive
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rather than to close them.
5.3.

Coherence237

This section evaluates the extent to which the Zoos Directive complements or interacts with
the EU legal and policy framework on biodiversity conservation as well as EU acts laying
down health requirements for the trade, transport and accommodation of animals.
Furthermore it examines the extent to which the Directive has supported the EU internal
market and the creation of a level playing field for zoos across the EU.
The legal analysis, supported by evidence gathered through consultation, confirms that the
Zoos Directive is coherent with the overall EU legislative framework targeting similar
goals.
5.3.1. Internal coherence
No issues of internal coherence were signalled in the consultation.
However, several elements have been raised as problematic as not clearly defined in the
Directive.
The definition of zoos was considered mainly by EU zoo associations as too broad, including
too many facilities not dedicated to conservation, and as too narrow, with establishments like
sanctuaries not being covered by associations and NGOs. However, no consensus exists if and
to what extent the definition of zoos would warrant a re-phrasing. Entities not dedicated to
conservation and not displaying a significant number of animals can be granted an exemption.
The exemption clause of Article 2238 has also been criticized by zoo associations and NGOs
and has indeed been interpreted differently across Member States. The threshold of a
maximum, "significant" number of species to be kept, allowing for an exemption, varies
between five (Germany) and 20 (Czech Republic) in the countries under study, and the
number of specimens between five (Germany) and 100 (Ireland). Some countries transpose
the definition literally (e.g. Bulgaria) or assess the exemption on a case by case basis
regardless of the number (e.g. Italy and Cyprus). Several stakeholders, from associations and
NGOs likewise, consider that the criterion of "number of species" is not relevant, having
observed that "excellent facilities with programmes of biodiversity conservation can focus on
one single species". However, as pointed out in section 5.1.1, with the exception of Italy, not
many exemptions were reported by Member States. A stakeholder pointed to good practices
in Austria239 and the United Kingdom, where zoos are categorised based on the number of
species, on the proportion of specific taxa and, or on species conservation status.
The alternative options provided under Article 3, first indent, that give the possibility to
choose between participating in research, training, exchange of information and captive
breeding, repopulation or reintroduction are regarded by some stakeholders (one competent
authority, two NGOs) as not being strict enough to produce measurable impacts on
conservation However, these options acknowledge the fact that zoos have different
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capabilities and objectives, and consequently leave some discretion to them. Furthermore, the
requirements do not prevent zoos from pursuing more than one option. The Zoos Directive
Good Practices Document also acknowledges that the alternative options are "a consideration
of the huge diversity and considerable differences found among zoos. It would not be
reasonable to expect the same type, volume or complexity of conservation activities to be
undertaken by zoos of different sizes and nature"240. This view was supported by some
stakeholders in the interviews (zoo association, competent authority, EU stakeholder) At a
broader scale, it is the cumulated activities of all members of the zoos community in their
variety that produce an impact on biodiversity conservation, rather than activities of each
zoo taken in isolation. This is also recognised in the literature: "It may therefore be acceptable
for zoos to comply with the Zoos Directive's minimal obligations as long as the state complies
with the convention overall by requiring its national zoo community collectively to fulfil its
treaty obligations"241.
Overall, the Directive has to be broad enough to be adapted not only to a hugely
divergent zoo community but also to the constantly changing role of zoos in
conservation. As outlined in sections 5.1.2 and 5.4, due to increasingly available knowledge
as well as scientific and technical progress in the field of ex situ and in situ conservation, zoos
nowadays are shifting from keeping as many different species as possible to better integrating
different conservation activities and an increasing support for conservation in the wild.
Member States are free to introduce stricter provisions in their national legislation and
to further specify requirements.
5.3.2. Extent to which the Zoos Directive complement or interact with other EU sectoral
policies affecting biodiversity conservation and relevant animal welfare issues at
Member States and EU levels, in particular as regards wild animals kept in captivity
for commercial reasons (notably circuses).
5.3.2.1. The Nature Directives
The Nature Directives constitute the most important acts adopted by Member States of the EU
to implement the Union’s in situ conservation obligations under the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD). As the Zoos Directive is the only EU instrument providing for ex situ
conservation, as required by Article 9 of the CBD, it plays a complementary role.
Overall, the legal analysis shows that the Zoos Directive and the Birds242 and Habitats243
Directives are coherent and mutually supportive. In terms of strategic objectives, they all
aim at the protection and conservation of biodiversity. The Nature Directives require Member
States to reach "favourable conservation status" of protected habitats and species. Likewise,
the Zoos Directive's main objective is to protect wild fauna and conserve biodiversity.
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The legal analysis was supported by the results of the targeted and public consultation in
which there was strong agreement across all stakeholders groups that the Zoos Directive and
the Nature Directives are consistent and mutually supportive244.
There are particular synergies between provisions in the Zoos and the Habitats Directive
regarding education and awareness and reintroduction of species.
Article 3, 2nd indent of the Zoos Directive and Article 22(c) of the Habitats Directive require
zoos and Member States respectively to promote education and awareness about biodiversity
conservation and the need to protect species of wild fauna. This contributes to the
achievement of the first Aichi Target by the EU245. With regard to synergies in the practical
implementation of the two Directives, the Irish authorities indicated that zoos use education
materials about Natura 2000, prepared by the state’s Environment Office, in their programmes
(section 5.1.3).
There are strong synergies between the Zoos Directive Article 3, 1st indent and Article 22(a)
of the Habitats Directive. Article 22(a) calls for Member States to study the desirability of reintroducing species that are native to their territory and listed in Annex IV as in need of strict
protection, provided that an investigation indicates that re-introduction will effectively
contribute to recovering those species to a favourable conservation status. Evidence presented
in section 5.1.3 confirms that in practical terms, zoos keep species listed in Annex IV and
are also involved in reintroduction projects for these species. However, the fact that only
8.6% of zoos responding to the targeted survey participate in conservation projects linked to
the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directive highlights that synergies with these
directives could be enhanced.
5.3.2.2. Regulation (EC) No 338/97 on the protection of species of wild fauna
and flora by regulating trade therein (Wildlife Regulation)246
Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97 is the main EU act implementing CITES247 at EU level.
Both the Zoos Directive and the Wildlife Regulation, which pre-dates the Directive, aim to
conserve biodiversity. To achieve this aim, the Regulation regulates trade in wild species of
fauna and flora through a system of procedures and documents regulating imports, exports, reexports, as well as intra-EU trade of the species listed in its annexes.
Many zoos keep species listed in Annex A of Regulation 338/97 for which commercial trade
is prohibited. However, according to Article 8 of the Regulation, zoos may be granted
derogations for the purpose of research, education and breeding aimed at the
conservation of species.
NGOs considered there is a risk that some zoos might argue their conservation role to obtain a
derogation from prohibition to import animals, while using them for entertainment instead of
research, training or captive breeding to support conservation.
Both the Zoos Directive and the EU Wildlife Regulations entail inspections by the competent
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authorities. Zoos hosting CITES species in five Member States benefit from joint inspections
for the two legislations248. This potential synergy was also discussed under efficiency (section
5.2.4). Furthermore section 4.3.2 shows, that within the frame of the Zoos Directive's Article
3 record keeping provision, animal identification is in line with the CITES Regulation in 41
out of 70 zoos replying to the targeted survey. To that extent, the Zoos Directive and
Regulation 338/97 are mutually reinforcing.
5.3.2.3. Directive 92/65/EEC249 laying down animal health requirements for trade
in and imports into the EU of animals, semen, ova and embryos not
subject to other specific rules
Directive 92/65/EEC is not part of the EU environmental acquis on biodiversity but concerns
trade in all animals for which no health requirements are provided under other, more specific
EU legislation.
Intra-EU trade of domestic as well as wild animals requires a health certificate issued by the
competent authority. This is a process which entails some administrative and compliance
costs for zoos. However, Directive 92/65/EEC also establishes a special, simplified trade
regime for "approved bodies, institutes or centres" (ABICs) that can also comprise zoos. The
approval as an ABIC is voluntary and mainly used by zoos that want to benefit from that
simplifies regime, e.g. those that trade animals.
Both directives contain requirements addressing veterinary care, the keeping of records,
the prevention of escape of animals as well as the respective licencing and inspection
systems. As health issues and disease control are the major objectives of Directive
92/65/EEC, its provisions concerning veterinary care, record keeping and inspections are
more detailed.
Some stakeholders considered that the existence of two inspection procedures for ABICs zoos
could lead to confusions and duplication of the administrative work for both the zoos and the
competent authorities.
Audits performed by the Commission Directorate for Health and Food Safety (DG SANTE)
in a sample of five Member States during 2014/2015250 revealed that in two Member States
there appeared to be some confusion regarding the similar requirements of the two directives.
In one Member State authorities considered that their obligations under Directive 92/65/EEC
were met through the legal decree giving effect to the Zoos Directive. In another Member
State authorities in charge of licensing and inspecting zoos according to the Zoos Directive
and those carrying out approval and inspections of ABICs were different and the respective
responsibilities for approval of such establishments had not been clear. However, this problem
was restricted to two out of five Member States and has been subsequently resolved.
The similarities between the two directives are on the other hand used to reduce
administrative burden through joint inspections for the two legislations. Four Member States
already implement joint inspections for the Zoos Directive, Directive 92/65/EEC and the EU
Wildlife Regulation.
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Overall, the two Directives are consistent in the requirements they impose on zoos and there
is a potential to exploit these synergies to render the inspections system more efficient.
5.3.2.4. Regulation 1143/2014 on invasive alien species (IAS)251
Article 3, 4th indent of the Zoos Directive requires zoos to prevent the escape of animals "in
order to avoid possible ecological threats to indigenous species". This suggests that even prior
to the adoption of the IAS Regulation in 2014 the Zoos Directive recognised the need to take
measures to prevent the spread of potentially invasive species in view of their detrimental
impact on local biodiversity.
The two acts are mutually supportive. The Zoos Directive is a sector-specific instrument
aiming to establish minimum requirements for zoos across the EU whereas the IAS
Regulation was designed as an overarching act to tackle comprehensively the problem of
invasive alien species, without targeting any particular sector.
As the keeping of 49 species listed as being of “Union concern" under IAS Regulation is
banned, zoos will have to gradually phase out listed species, but the Regulation allows them
to keep animals already in their collection until the end of their life, provided that they take
steps to prevent escape and reproduction.
However, Regulation 1143/2014 provides zoos with the possibility to continue keeping IAS
for research or ex situ conservation purposes. This is dependent on a permit issued by the
competent authorities and subject to strict conditions. These include the physical isolation of
the specimens, a continuous surveillance system, the design of a contingency plan covering
possible escapes and the existence and implementation of cleaning, waste handling and
maintenance protocols to ensure that species cannot escape or be removed by unauthorised
persons. The Zoos Directive already has an escape prevention measure and as the analysis in
section 5.1.2 recognises, most zoos involved in the targeted survey also have a formal
plan/protocol to prevent escapes, which addresses one of the permit conditions. Section 5.1.2
also shows that escapes of IAS still happen which justifies the strict conditions related to a
permit under Regulation 1143/2014. There is no evidence available on the numbers of zoos
that have obtained a permit allowing them to include IAS in their collections since the
adoption of the IAS Regulation.
Only a few zoos and their associations and some competent authorities in the targeted
consultation found that the Zoos Directive and the IAS Regulation are not coherent in so far
as the Zoos Directive requires zoos to implement educational measures. Zoos argued they
could play an important role in bringing the risks from IAS to the wider public's attention by
exhibiting IAS, but are prevented from doing so as they are obliged to phase them out.
However, the ban on keeping and breeding IAS does not impair the educational role of zoos,
who may still raise awareness of the IAS problem through other means such as keeping
species that are threatened by IAS or displaying European native species that are invasive in
other areas of the world. Furthermore, the Zoos Directive doesn't require zoos to carry out
education specifically on IAS but asks for education in relation to the conservation of
biodiversity in general, leaving the choice of the education topics to the zoos.
Some zoos also argued that the prohibition to keep and breed IAS could negatively impact the
diversity of zoo collections. However, the Zoos Directive doesn't give any detailed provisions
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regarding the diversity of zoo collections. It is entirely up to the zoos to decide which animals
they keep in their collection and which conservation purposes particular species serve.
In summary there is thus full coherence between the overarching objectives of the Zoos
Directive and the IAS Regulation, as well as potential for synergies.
5.3.2.5. Commission Regulation (EC) No 1739/2005 laying down animal health
requirements for the movement of circus animals252
Some potential issues with Regulation 1739/2005 on the movement of circus animals (Circus
Regulation) were raised mainly by NGOs and individuals responding to the public
consultation. They considered that the absence of a conservation objective in the Circus
Regulation could compromise the achievement of the conservation objective of the Zoos
Directive and other conservation-oriented legislation. However, similar to Directive
92/65/EEC, the Circus Regulation is not part of the environmental legislation aimed at
biodiversity conservation but lays down animal health rules that will facilitate intra-EU
movement of those animals.
In order to be registered by competent authorities in the Member State where they are legally
resident, circuses have to comply with animal health rules under the Regulation. Before the
movement of a circus to another Member State, an official veterinarian in the Member State
of departure is required to verify the accuracy of the animal passports and of the circus
register, as well as to inspect all animals to ensure that they are clinically healthy.
Concern was also raised that the obligation to ensure the “clinical health” of circus animals
does not go as far as the obligations imposed on zoo operators under the Zoos Directive to
accommodate their animals under conditions that satisfy the biological and conservation
needs, to provide species specific enrichment of the enclosures and maintain a high standard
of animal husbandry.
However, Article 2 of the Zoos Directive, which defines zoos for the purposes of the
Directive, explicitly excludes circuses from its scope of application. Therefore, from a legal
perspective, there is no interaction between the Directive and Regulation 1739/2005. Due to
the different scope of application and different objectives of the two acts, no issues of
coherence can be concluded.
Summary of findings for section 5.3.2 on Zoos Directive's complementarity and/or interaction
with other relevant EU sectoral policies
The Zoos Directive is coherent with the majority of the overall EU legislative framework. Only
minor issues have been identified for Regulation 1143/2014 on invasive alien species (IAS). As for
Commission Regulation (EC) No 1739/2005 laying down animal health requirements for the
movement of circus animals, as Article 2 of the Zoos Directive exempts circuses from its scope,
there’s no interaction between the two pieces of legislation and no coherence issues can be concluded.

5.3.3. Support to the EU internal market and the creation of a level playing field for
economic operators, especially SMEs
The Zoos Directive is not among the EU acts aimed at harmonisation of the internal market.
Trade and intra-EU movement of animals is covered by different legislation, aimed at
completion of the internal market. The legal basis for adoption of the Zoos Directive was
Article 130s of the Treaty establishing the European Communities, providing for the
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competence of the -at the time- European Communities to adopt non-market related measures
for preserving, protecting and improving the quality of the environment.
By establishing minimum requirements for all zoos across the EU, the Directive has
positively contributed towards achieving a level playing field for zoos. The Directive's
framework character leaves discretion to Member States in relation to implementation
approaches as long as they meet the minimum standards set out in the Directive. Some
Member States go beyond the minimum requirements by introducing stricter measures and/or
including minimum standards for animal accommodation in their national law (sections 4.2
and 5.1.4). Also regarding licencing and inspection systems, the Directive leaves room for
Member States to establish systems with different features in order to ensure that zoos meet
Article 3 conservation obligations (sections 4.3.1 and 5.1.1).
However, this is not considered by most of the stakeholders as a major obstacle to the creation
of a level playing field. In the targeted survey, 46% of respondents across all stakeholders
groups reported that the Directive has brought moderate or major benefits in establishing a
common, EU-wide legal framework and a level playing field for zoos in different Member
States (section 5.2.1, Figure 5), although this was true for only 34% of zoos. This negative
view of zoos was not corroborated by the replies from the public consultation to a similar
question. 63% of all respondents and 90% of zoo operators confirmed that the Directive
ensured a coherent legal framework for zoos to operate across the EU253. Moreover, 86% of
zoos held the view that the Zoos Directive created legal certainty for zoos as businesses254.
The evidence base for the cost analysis does not allow analysis of possible variation in costs
borne by zoos in different Member States. However, costs were perceived as proportionate to
the benefits across all zoo entities with only very limited evidence that smaller zoos might
face more difficulties in financing the Directive's licencing requirements (section 5.2.1).
Summary of findings for section 5.3.3 on the extent to which the Directive supports the EU
internal market and the creation of a level playing field for economic operators
The Directive harmonised conditions under which zoos operate by setting minimum standards
Member States and zoos have to comply with. Hence it supported the creation of a level playing
field for zoos as economic operators. There's only a slight indication that smaller zoos might
experience more problems to comply with the Directive than bigger ones.

5.4.

Relevance

The relevance analysis compares the current needs and objectives with those defined at the
time of adoption of the Directive and examines the relevance of the Directive to achieving
legal and policy biodiversity objectives at EU and global levels. It also assesses technical and
scientific progress achieved during the implementation period of the Directive, and the
correspondence of the Directive’s objectives to this progress.
5.4.1. Extent to which objectives correspond to the needs within the EU and globally
The needs outlined in section 2.1 (such as increasing number of species of wild fauna
threatened by extinction, contributing to stop biodiversity loss etc.) are still relevant. Major
declines in species are taking place globally, with heightened risks of extinction. Biodiversity
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continues to decrease, with the status of species still deteriorating255and the loss of habitats
increasing256.
Whereas in 2000 8.5% of species were listed as threatened257, this share increased to nearly
30% of the 80,000 species assessed on the IUCN red list in 2016258.
Figure 6: Species extinction rates259

Scientific evidence suggests that the red list index would have declined by an additional 18%
for both birds and mammals in the absence of conservation efforts. Nonetheless, the current
level of action is outweighed by the magnitude of threat, and conservation responses will need
to be substantially scaled up to combat the extinction crisis. Even with recoveries, many
species remain conservation-dependent, requiring sustained, long-term investment. For
example, actions have been under way for 30 years for the golden lion tamarin
(Leontopithecus rosalia), 70 years for the whooping crane (Grus americana), and 115 years
for the white rhinoceros (Ceratotherium simum)260.
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Therefore, the need for biodiversity conservation not only still exists, but is ever more
urgent.
Stakeholder perceptions both in the targeted survey in 14 Member States as well as in the
public consultation reflect these findings. The vast majority of all stakeholders consulted in
the targeted survey recognise the protection of threatened species and public awareness of
biodiversity conservation issues as important261.
Depending on the conservation measure, 70-92% of respondents to the public consultation
considered EU-wide rules important or very important262.
88% of the respondents to the public consultation considered that protecting European and
globally threatened species is important or very important. 90% felt that having EU-wide
rules that increase public awareness about biodiversity and nature protection by offering
education and information on these topics remains very important or important263.
These consultation results are further underpinned by opinions in the 2013 Eurobarometer
"Attitudes towards biodiversity": 97% of Europeans agreed that it is important to halt
biodiversity loss264.
Summary of findings for section 5.1.4 on the extent to which objectives correspond to the needs
within the EU and globally
With many species still in decline and the loss of habitats increasing, the need for biodiversity
conservation, that triggered the development of the Zoos Directive, not only still exists, but is ever
more urgent. Therefore, achieving the Directive's objectives is more relevant now than before.

5.4.2. Relevance of the Directive in achieving legal and policy biodiversity objectives
at EU and global levels
The political importance given to biodiversity conservation has continued to rise and
there is now increasing specification of these needs, reflected in the CBD’s Aichi Targets
(adopted in 2010), and the detailed targets of UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
14 and 15 (adopted in 2016). Species needs feature significantly, as does awareness-raising.
The contribution of the Directive to the CBD Targets and to the EU Biodiversity Strategy was
presented in section 5.1.3. Whereas the Zoos Directive has clearly contributed to species
conservation and education and awareness raising, the extent of its overall impact on
biodiversity conservation was impossible to define (see section 5.1.2).
While the Directive is concerned with a specific conservation response (the contribution of
zoos to biodiversity conservation), the potential for it to play an enhanced role in meeting the
increasing global needs is evident. Associations, experts and NGOs have highlighted, both in
surveys and in the workshop, the need for the development of more specific objectives and
indicators in global biodiversity policy, setting out the needs for species and biodiversity more
widely. This would provide clearer links to be made between zoos and these global needs
and help better define conservation actions to be taken under the Zoos Directive's
requirements.
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Summary of findings for section 5.4.2 on the Directive's relevance in achieving legal and policy
biodiversity objectives at EU and global levels
With increasing specificity in the conservation needs of species and awareness raising, reflected in
CBD’s Aichi Targets (adopted 2010), and the detailed targets of UN SDGs 14 and 15 (adopted 2016),
the Directive's objectives stay most relevant to achieve particularly CBD Article 9 objectives, Aichi
Targets 1 and 12 as well as the EU Biodiversity Targets 1 and 6 which are based on the CBD.

5.4.3. Directive's adaptability to technical and scientific progress
Lessons are being learned about the capacity of zoos to contribute to conservation. For
example, as partly described in Annex 4 and section 5.1.2, there is now better recognition of
the significant challenges in managing viable ex situ animal populations over any meaningful
timescale265 and the role that zoos can play in species recovery is now understood to be much
broader.
Since the Directive came into force, there has been a significant increased understanding of
the scale of biodiversity loss, the potential for ex situ management to support in situ
conservation and, more importantly, how ex situ management can contribute meaningfully to
wider conservation objectives. As discussed in section 5.1.2 and Annex 7.6.2, it is
increasingly recognised that zoos can be more effective in supporting in situ
conservation. Efforts to halt the current anthropogenically-driven high rate of species
extinctions would benefit from a more strategic alignment of ex situ capability (e.g.
through zoos' financial resources, staff expertise, interaction with the general public and
animal populations) with clearly articulated in situ biodiversity conservation needs. The
2014 IUCN/SSC guidelines on the use of ex situ management for species conservation266
propose a five-step process for a strategic approach in considering whether ex situ
management is appropriate as part of a species conservation strategy. This would not be
restricted to the maintenance of large captive populations in a conceptual "ark", but could
include, inter alia: temporary rescue, protecting against catastrophes or imminent threats;
demographic manipulation; or as a source for population restoration267.
The effectiveness analysis in section 5.2.1 indicates that the Directive is well adapted to this
changing role of zoos, with evidence that zoos are increasingly engaged in in situ
conservation e.g. in supporting management of small wild populations by contributing
techniques, approaches, knowledge and personnel to in situ conservation instead of focusing
exclusively on captive populations and reintroductions.
These findings are well reflected across all stakeholder groups in the results of the targeted
survey and the workshop. 73% of competent authorities, 76% of zoos and 81% of zoo
associations, NGOs and experts considered the Directive still relevant to either some extent or
a large extent given the technical and scientific progress that has taken place in the field of
biodiversity conservation since its adoption268.
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Replies are more nuanced regarding the relevance of the Directive to progress in
strengthening links between in situ and ex situ conservation. 57% of competent authorities,
73% of zoos and 66% of zoo associations, NGOs and experts considered the Directive still
relevant to either some extent or a major extent. 18% of the associations, NGOs and experts
felt that the Directive was not at all adapted to progress in strengthening links between in situ
and ex situ conservation. This view was mainly provided by NGOs, but also by one
association. Comments offered by these stakeholders in support of their views emphasise that
there is now much greater understanding of how to strengthen the link between in situ and ex
situ conservation than is specified in the Directive. Whereas the Directive does not prevent a
better integration of in situ and ex situ management, several zoos269 felt that the Directive
could emphasise this link more clearly. Some stakeholders advocated for a clearer and more
transparent purpose of ex situ management, a more targeted approach for the integration
of ex situ and in situ conservation and better guidance on how to pursue ex situ
management.
Summary of findings for section 5.4.3 on the level of the Directive's adaptability to technical and
scientific progress
The Directive is flexible and open enough to accommodate scientific and technical progress in the
field of biodiversity generally. The Directive's broad provisions as well the possibility to choose
between different conservation actions allows placing more emphasis on particular conservation
measures that are in line with scientific and technical progress. The interaction between in situ and
ex situ conservation could be enhanced, which partly takes place outside the Directive.

5.5.

EU added value270

EU Added Value looks at changes that can reasonably be attributed to EU intervention
rather than to other factors (i.e. results of interventions initiated at regional or national
levels by public authorities or other stakeholders), whether there is a need for continued EU
action and the consequences of not having the Directive.
5.5.1. The Directive’s EU added compared to what could be achieved by Member
States at national and/or regional levels
Only 5 out of the then 12 EU Member States had legislation on zoos before the adoption
of the Directive (section 2.2). The legislation did not systematically include requirements for
wider conservation measures, unlike Article 3 of the Zoos Directive271.
Before adoption of the Zoos Directive and in the absence of national legislation requiring
zoos to be licensed and inspected, only zoos that adhered to zoos associations had to undergo
inspections, as part of their membership requirements. Since 1994, EAZA has applied
269
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standards for the accommodation and care of animals272. However, even in those cases, the
implications of not complying with the requirements set up by the zoo associations were not
as severe as the consequences of a lack of compliance with legislation (i.e. mainly bilateral
discussion between EAZA and the failing member zoos to achieve compliance, suspension of
participation in EEPs and ESBs273 programmes)274. Even if standards and guidelines were
provided by zoo associations such as EAZA prior to adoption of the Directive, their
limitations in terms of coverage (19% of zoos in the surveyed 14 Member States are currently
part of EAZA) and scope (mainly focused on accommodation and care of animals) should
also be acknowledged. It was also reported that the Zoos Directive fosters cooperation
between EAZA and non-EAZA zoos on coordination of conservation activities. Effects of the
legislation on inducing the implementation of conservation measures by zoos appear to be
stronger in those zoos not belonging to a zoo association (section 5.1.2). Therefore, it can be
assumed that the Zoos Directive played an important role in helping close the gap
between zoos that are members of a zoo association and those that are not and that the
same results would not have been achieved only on the basis of work done by zoo
associations.
The results from the targeted surveys in 14 Member States also indicate that international
conventions/agreements and/or membership of zoo associations275 could not or only
partly replace the Zoos Directive and achieve the same objectives 276. This was confirmed
during interviews with stakeholders and revealed a strong consensus that the main EU added
value of the legislation relates to its binding nature on all zoos, in contrast to all other
international conventions and voluntary schemes.
Overall, the Directive has provided the legal basis for adoption of national legislation and
establishment of licensing and inspection schemes in all Member States, requiring all
zoos to take part in conservation activities, including the duty to ensure minimum
requirements for accommodation and animal husbandry. In Member States that have acceded
to the EU between 2004 and 2013, the Directive triggered the adoption of national law
governing zoos before or during the accession year (section 4.2). The effectiveness analysis
(sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2) underlines that the zoo community in its entirety implements all
conservation measures requested by the Directive and the Directive has clearly strengthened
the role of zoos in the conservation of biodiversity. The Directive also contributes to the
protection of wild fauna and the overall conservation of biodiversity though the extent of its
contribution has been impossible to measure. Additionally, most stakeholders participating in
the public consultation also pointed to benefits in terms of improved licensing and inspection
schemes of zoos brought about by the Directive (section 5.2.2).
These findings are further mirrored in the opinions expressed by stakeholders in response to
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the targeted survey where the majority of competent authorities, NGOs and zoo associations
agreed that the Zoos Directive contributed to more efficient and faster implementation of
the conservation measures set out in Article 3, compared to national law and non-legal
initiatives (such as zoo associations' requirements):
Figure 7: Targeted survey addressed to competent authorities, zoo associations, NGOs
and experts: Responses to the question "Do you think that the EU intervention has
contributed to make zoos adopt or implement the Article 3 conservation measures more
efficiently or more quickly as compared to national law or non-legal initiatives?" (% of
the total number of respondents)277
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The Directive doesn't act in isolation but jointly with other factors, like the work of zoo
associations, NGOs and biodiversity organisations like IUCN (sections 5.1.2 and 5.1.4).
The EU intervention provided a common legal framework that applies equally to all zoos
and across all Member States, including those outside zoo associations and has achieved
more than could reasonably be expected to occur through isolated Member State action.
This anticipated EU added value was set out by the Commission in its explanatory
memorandum to the 1991 proposal to "ensure that all European zoos meet minimum
harmonised standards for the keeping of wild animals and for public safety, in order to
facilitate the application of EEC legislation on nature conservation" (section 2.2). This is
broadly recognised by all stakeholder groups through the public consultation, interviews and
discussions held during the Workshop.
The Directive also contributed to the promotion of the role of zoos as entities participating
in the wider conservation of biodiversity, as highlighted predominantly by zoos and their
associations in the targeted survey and the public consultation (section 5.1.5). The
importance of the political message behind the existence of an EU legal instrument in
that field was reiterated during the workshop.
Other EU added benefits of the intervention raised by stakeholders in the targeted surveys and
in the workshop include the facilitation of cooperation between zoos across borders.
According to the discussion held during the workshop, conservation has clear cross-border
implication and should therefore not be left solely to regulation at national levels.278
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Summary of findings for section 5.5.1 on the Directive’s EU added value compared to what
could be achieved by Member States at national and/or regional levels
The main EU added value of the legislation relates to its binding nature providing a common legal
framework to all zoos and across all Member States. The Directive guarantees a certain level of
harmonization through minimum standards, also covering zoos outside zoo associations.
The Directive has played an important role in helping close the gap between zoos that are members
of a zoo association and those that are not. The same results would not have been achieved on the
basis of the work done by zoo associations or international agreements.
The EU intervention contributed to more efficient and faster implementation of the conservation
measures in zoos compared to national laws and non-legal initiatives.
The Directive contributed to the promotion of the role of zoos as entities participating in the wider
conservation of biodiversity
The EU legislation also facilitates cross-border cooperation between zoos.

5.5.2. Extent to which the issues addressed by the Directive continue to require action
at EU level
All stakeholders at the workshop recognised that the Commission still has an important role to
play in further coordination through enforcement procedures, but also through ensuring that
data can be gathered, monitored and exchanged.
Furthermore, with some of the Article 3 conservation measures not fully implemented
(section 5.1.2), the Zoos Directive is still important to improve zoos' contribution to
biodiversity conservation.
The public and the targeted consultation highlighted a strong consensus that EU-wide rules
are needed on all matters currently regulated by the Zoos Directive (Figures 8 and 9). This
was however not fully shared by competent authorities replying to the targeted survey (6 out
of 11 replied that they do not deem EU legislation as necessary). Explanations of competent
authorities in the open text fields shed light on this discrepancy. Half of the six authorities
giving a negative opinion (Figure 9) interpreted the question on the "necessity of an EU
legislative act" as the need for additional EU legislation which they deemed unnecessary279.
There was also a consensus from all stakeholders groups present at the workshop, including
authorities, on the need to keep EU wide rules on zoos. Further to this, all competent
authorities replying to the targeted survey agreed that the Zoos Directive contributed to more
efficient and faster implementation of the conservation measures set out in Article 3,
compared to national law and non-legal initiatives, as illustrated in Figure 7.
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Figure 8: Answers to question 22 of the public consultation "How important do you
think EU-wide rules on zoos are on the following matters?" (absolute numbers, total
number of replies = 2297)280
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Figure 9: Targeted survey addressed to competent authorities, zoos, zoo associations,
NGOs and experts: Responses to the question "Do you think an EU legislative act is
necessary to ensure that zoos implement Article 3 measures?" (absolute numbers, total
number of replies = 111)281
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Summary of findings for section 5.5.2 on the extent to which the issues addressed by the
Directive continue to require action at EU level
There is widespread support among stakeholders for EU rules regulating zoos and for continued EU
action to overcome implementation challenges and to ensure common minimum standards.
As with some of the Article 3 conservation measures not fully implemented (section 5.1.2) and given
continuing inconsistencies across different zoo entities, the Zoos Directive has still a strategically
important role to play in improving zoos' contribution to biodiversity conservation.

5.5.3. Consequences of not having the Directive
In general, stakeholders were of the opinion that not having the Zoos Directive would create
negative effects. They considered EU legislation as the most appropriate level of regulation.
Views on the nature of possible negative consequences were mixed.
The most commonly expected outcome reported by EU stakeholders and NGOs is that some
Member States would abandon the regulation of zoos, and those zoos that are not
members of associations would then lose the incentives (i.e. granting of a licence) to
engage in conservation, cooperation and educational activities282. Born Free assessed that
only those Member States that limited their transposition to the minimum requirements of the
Directive might abandon the regulation of zoos. The expected consequences of such a
development would be that the gaps between zoos would widen, illegal trade of species
would increase and animal welfare would deteriorate283. This forecast however was not
reflected in the answers from competent authorities, none of whom explicitly stated their
expectation that their country would repeal its transposing legislation. The position of the
interviewed authorities pointed more to the idea that the situation would, in practice, remain
unchanged, although the consequences of the political message of repealing the Directive
would be uncertain284.
Also the public generally doubts that many activities induced by the Zoos Directive
would take place without EU legislation on the matter. For seven activities out of thirteen,
more than 50% of respondents believed that activities are unlikely to take place without EU
legislation285.
Summary of findings for section 5.5.3 on the consequences of not having the Directive
Consequences of the political message of not having the Directive anymore would be uncertain
although it is not possible to predict if Member States would repeal or weaken their national
legislations.
Possible consequences put forward in the consultations:
- Many conservation activities that zoos have to implement in order to obtain a licence would not be
carried out anymore.
- Particularly zoos that are not members of associations would lose the incentives (i.e. granting of a
licence) to engage in conservation. Gaps in standards between zoos would widen.
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- Animal welfare conditions would deteriorate.

6.

CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED
6.1.

Conclusions

To achieve its general objectives of protecting wild fauna and conserving biodiversity,
thereby strengthening the role of zoos in the conservation of biodiversity, the Directive
required Member States to establish licencing and inspection systems to ensure that zoos
implement the conservation measures set out in Article 3.
Compared to the situation at the time of the adoption of the Directive, when only a few zoos
broadly met international standards in the areas of animal husbandry, species conservation
and public education, considerable progress has been made in ensuring that licenced zoos
in the EU carry out conservation measures. However, as there are few studies on the
overall conservation impact of zoos it is not possible to fully quantify the contribution of the
Directive286. The initial expectation to ensure that all European zoos meet minimum
harmonised standards for the keeping of wild animals in order to facilitate the
application of EU legislation on nature conservation has been largely met 287. The
Directive was not the only catalyst for change but acted jointly with other external factors,
like the work of zoos, zoo associations, NGOs and international stakeholders like IUCN.
Not all conservation measures have been equally well implemented. Captive breeding and
reintroduction, information exchange and public education and awareness raising activities all
appear to have been well addressed. However, progress in relation to keeping animals under
appropriate conditions, preventing the escape of animals, keeping up-to-date records, research
and training has been less complete., It could be demonstrated, that some zoos go beyond the
Directive's expectations, which concern only ex situ efforts, by supporting in situ conservation
projects financially or by providing expertise, techniques, personnel and other resources.
Evidence suggests that the Directive’s implementation implies neither disproportionate
administrative burden nor costs for authorities or zoos. Because of the clear positive effects
of the Directive on biodiversity protection, these benefits are regarded by all stakeholders as
outweighing the costs288. The Directive doesn't provide for EU co-financing and conservation
is mainly funded by zoos own income.
The Zoos Directive acts within the wider context of EU and international legislation to
conserve biodiversity289. The evaluation has shown that, except for minor issues, the
Directive is coherent with other EU legislative acts addressing biodiversity and animal
health290.
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There is also coherence between the objectives of the Zoos' Directive, the EU 2020
Biodiversity Strategy and relevant international Conventions and Agreements on
biodiversity291. The Directive fulfils obligations under Article 9 Convention on Biological
Diversity and also positively contributes to achieving Aichi Target 1 on public education and
awareness and Aichi Target 12 on the protection of threatened species. Zoos support global
conservation projects to protect species and habitats in other parts of the world and hence
support achieving Target 6 of the EU Biodiversity Strategy 2020.
While the Directive is concerned with a specific conservation response (the contribution of
zoos to biodiversity conservation through ex situ conservation, mainly to support in situ
measures), the potential for it to play an enhanced role in achieving growing global
biodiversity needs is also evident. With biodiversity still decreasing and more and more
species declining, the Zoos Directive's contribution to halt and reverse biodiversity loss
and save species from extinction is more relevant than ever 292. However, ex situ
conservation work done by zoos and in situ measures in the wild could be better integrated.
The main EU added value of the legislation relates to its binding nature providing a
common legal framework that applies equally to all zoos and across all Member States.
The Directive guarantees a certain level of harmonization through minimum standards,
also covering zoos outside zoo associations and hence playing an important role in closing the
gap between zoos being that are member of a zoo association and those that are not293.
Overall, it can be concluded that the Zoos Directive is fit for purpose. It plays a small but
useful and necessary role within a wider legislative framework. Whilst it is not a major piece
of EU legislation, the Directive remains relevant and has clear EU added value. It is coherent
with other EU legislation for the conservation of biodiversity. In relation to the benefits it
provides it does not cause disproportionate costs. Although good progress has been made
towards meeting the Directive's main and specific goals, this is incomplete. Realisation of
the Directive's full potential will depend upon improved implementation, ensuring that
zoos across the EU contribute to the conservation of biodiversity in a more effective and
efficient manner.
6.2.

Lessons learned

The Directive has provided for a general EU framework, leaving a margin of discretion to
Member States regarding ex situ conservation ambitions and the implementation of the
licencing and inspection system. The Directive stays general about the nature and extent of
conservation measures that zoos have to implement in order to obtain a licence. This lack of
measurable objectives made judgements about the Directive's performance compared to
quantifiable expectations challenging.
The discretion of zoos to choose among some measures (research, training and exchange of
information benefitting conservation as well as captive breeding and reintroductions of
animals into the wild) was seen as a constraint to achieving the overall objective by some
stakeholders. However, it has to be considered that the Directive needed to be adapted to the
capacities of a very varied zoo landscape and intentionally leaves space for different levels of
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ambition while ensuring that the minimum standards are applied. The Directive's provisions
are flexible and open enough to accommodate scientific and technical progress in the field of
biodiversity conservation, including a stronger link between in situ and ex situ conservation
efforts. Member States are free to introduce stricter provisions in their national legislation and
to further clarify requirements, which has actually happened.
The fact that not all conservation measures are equally well implemented by zoos is due to
several key factors. Although Member States established functional national licensing and
inspection systems, these differ widely in their overall organisation and requirements
imposed on zoos with a risk of inconsistent application of the requirements on
conservation measures across Member States. Conservation work on EU endangered
species could be enhanced.
Further issues still impeding more effective implementation are limited capacity (particularly
in relation to specialist knowledge on zoo animals and conservation issues) and resource
constraints in Member States' competent authorities as well as coordination issues
between authorities at different levels294. Consequently, there are sometimes long licencing
procedures and not all zoos are licenced yet.
Several Member States' authorities indicated that they do not have an inventory of all
establishments potentially falling under the scope of the Directive. There is also a lack of
measurable criteria for the application of Article 3 measures in zoo inspections, incomplete
inspection forms that do not cover all Article 3 criteria and problems in dealing with noncompliant zoos. These gaps in turn hinder proper inspection of the different conservation
measures that zoos are obliged to implement by competent authorities and consequently also
hamper achieving a stronger conservation role for zoos.
Some Member States have taken measures to remedy the above mentioned shortcomings,
which serve as good practice examples. This includes providing guidance on inspections, the
use of structured inspection forms covering all Article 3 conservation measures, development
of detailed criteria to assess the fulfilment of conservation measures, review of documentation
before on-site inspection, guidelines and standards on animal accommodation, the
involvement of external advisory bodies and/or zoo associations, trainings for competent
authorities, establishment of a central zoo database.
However, the absence of a forum of exchange for competent authorities and stakeholders
represents an obstacle to share information and good practices to improve implementation.
The Zoo Directive doesn't foresee EU co-financing, conservation is mainly funded by zoos
own income, rather than from external funds. Zoos' participation in the LIFE programme
has so far been limited, possibly because the application procedure might be considered by
zoos as too burdensome or the possibilities of EU finding are not widely known.
The Directive contributed to more efficient and faster delivery of conservation measures in
zoos compared to national law and non-legal initiatives. Continued EU action is needed in
order to support more effective and efficient application of the Directive's requirements in
order to fully reach the Directive's specific objectives and improve the contribution of zoos to
biodiversity conservation.
In order to support the Zoos Directive’s implementation, the Commission issued an "EU Zoos
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Directive Good Practices Document"295 in 2015. The document is regarded as extremely
useful by all stakeholders. However, its lack of translation into all EU languages has
hampered its visibility and use.
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7.

ANNEXES
7.1.

Annex 1: Procedural information

The evaluation was coordinated by the Directorate General for Environment.
Agenda planning reference: PLAN/2018/3469
Commission work programme reference: COM (2014) 910 final, Annex 3
Preparations for the evaluation commenced shortly after its announcement. The initial phase
of the evaluation involved the preparation of the terms of reference, the call for tender and the
award of a supporting study. The study started in April 2016 (ENV. В.З/ETU/2015/0043).
and was conducted by Milieu Ltd and VetEffect. The final report was approved in August
2017.
Given the fact that the Zoos Directive doesn't contain a reporting obligation from Member
States to the Commission, no implementation reports existed that could be used. Therefore
the consultant's Study is the main source in this evaluation, complemented by additional
scientific evidence gathered by the Commission. The supporting study includes a list of all
data sources, reports on all consultation activities used and also describes how the
information and data were assessed for its quality and robustness.
Besides limitations described in section 3.3, the evaluation could come to solid conclusions.
All information is also available on the Zoos Directive evaluation
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/index_en.htm

website:
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7.2.

Annex 2: Synopsis report of the stakeholder consultation

Based on the intervention logic of the Directive, the evaluation framework and specific needs
for information, stakeholders were selected on the basis of: (i) their involvement in the
implementation of the Zoos Directive, (ii) the way that they are impacted by the EU
legislation, and (iii) their knowledge and/or interest in the topics concerned. The following
stakeholder groups were directly targeted by the consultation process:


Member States' competent authorities including enforcement authorities,
responsible of the implementation and enforcement of the Zoos Directive in the 14
representative Member States.
 Zoos (including public, private, charity supported and mixed entities), in the 14
representative Member States.. As far as possible, and based on the information
provided by the authorities and other stakeholders (such as zoo associations and
NGOs), a mix of different types of zoos was involved: membership/non-membership
to the European Association of Zoos and Aquaria (EAZA), large and small operators,
single/multiple operator, aquaria, animal parks, safari parks, collections of birds,
reptiles, etc.).
 Zoo associations/representative organisations, acting at international, EU and (for
the 14 representative Member States) national level, including associations and unions
of zoo operators and, when relevant, of zoo and wild animals’ veterinarians, keepers
and/or trainers.
 NGOs, focused on biodiversity conservation in general and/or on ex situ conservation,
and on animal welfare, at international, EU and (for the 14 Member States) national
level.
 Experts/academics with expertise on the topics of biodiversity conservation, ex situ
conservation, wild fauna, etc.
Moreover, a broad range of stakeholders (including national stakeholders of the 14 Member
States not involved in the case studies) and the civil society at large, including individual
citizens, were informed and reached through the public consultation, the workshop and the
evaluation dedicated webpage296..
The consultation strategy comprised four forms of consultation: (i) targeted surveys for
competent authorities and zoo operators, zoo associations, non-governmental organisations
(NGOs) and experts from the 14 selected Member States as well as at EU and international
level (17 August – 28 November 2016); (ii) Open public consultation (15 September – 8
December 2016); (iii) In-depth interviews with competent authorities, zoo associations,
NGOs and zoo operators from the 14 selected Member States, and with EU and international
stakeholders (18 October – 12 December 2016); and (iv) validation workshop with
stakeholders (competent authorities, zoo operators, zoo associations, NGOs and experts) from
all EU Member States.
The evaluation framework guided the data collection and formed the basis for the detailed
review of evidence and analysis of each evaluation question. The evaluation framework maps
the links between the evaluation questions and the questions posed by the different surveys
(targeted and public) in the study.
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The main analytical method used was content analysis, based on the aggregation and analysis
of information collected through the interviews, targeted questionnaires (open-ended answers)
and public consultation. Replies to closed questions were analysed using descriptive statistics.
It was the main method of analysis of the results of the public consultation. The replies to the
targeted questionnaires were organised according to the relevant evaluation questions (on the
basis of the correspondence matrix) and, for each survey, replies were analysed in order to
establish and compare the opinions of different types of stakeholder. Zoo replies were
investigated according to sub-groups, i.e. membership of a national, European or international
association, and number of employees. Replies to the questionnaire addressed to associations,
NGOs and experts were disaggregated according to the category of stakeholder, and to level
of action (EU, national, international or mixed). Open-ended replies were also screened and
represented an important means of gaining deeper insights and better understanding of the
reasons behind the answers provided, with examples integrated into the analysis for
illustrative purposes.
7.2.1. Consultation methods
Targeted surveys
The targeted surveys were aimed at all stakeholder categories with a high and medium interest
according to the stakeholder analysis matrix. It covered (i) Member States' Competent
Authorities in the 14 selected Member States; (ii) NGOs, zoo associations, and experts in the
14 selected Member States, at EU and international level; and (iii) zoo operators in the 14
selected Member States.
In total, the study team contacted: 19 competent authorities; 53 NGOs, associations and
experts; 19 EU and international stakeholders; and 514 zoos. All questionnaires, recipient's
lists and replies are available on the corresponding evaluation website297 and in Annex VI of
the Study report.
The questionnaires were structured to meet the needs of the evaluation questions according to
the evaluation framework. A major focus was placed on those evaluation questions for which
the information was particularly scarce (such as state of play, effectiveness, efficiency and EU
added value). The questionnaire for the targeted survey included closed questions, to facilitate
comparability and quantification, and open questions for explanations and qualitative
information. The questionnaires were also tailored to each different type of respondents.
The competent authorities of the 14 selected Member States responded to the survey.
Regarding the survey addressed to zoo associations, NGOs and experts, 27 stakeholders
replied (13 associations of zoos, 13 NGOs and 1 expert). Organisations active in the field of
biodiversity conservation (IUCN, CITES, CBD) were non-responsive to repeated invitations
to contribute to the study. 70 zoos (i.e. 16% of contacted zoos) from the 14 selected Member
States have replied to the survey. 12 additional zoos responded only by emails. The results of
the survey targeting zoos display an overrepresentation of EAZA zoos: in the 14 selected
Member States only 19% of zoos are members of EAZA, yet 53% of zoos responding to the
survey are members of EAZA.
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In-depth interviews
The aim of the interviews was to obtain an in-depth view of the issues covered by the study in
each of the 14 representative countries, and an overview of the situation at the EU and
international levels. Where appropriate, the interviewees were asked to provide written
supporting evidence (e.g. for issues that require quantitative assessments, such as on costs).
The interviews outline ensured a full coverage of the evaluation questions and tailored the
questions to the different types of stakeholder groups identified. The links between the
evaluation questions and interview questions were added to the evaluation framework. A
semi-flexible approach was adopted, meaning that: on the one hand, each interview took into
account the specific context and issues raised by the stakeholder in the targeted survey; on the
other hand, the same topics were covered in all interviews and information remained
comparable to a certain degree. The interviews were organised with: (i) national stakeholders:
within each of the 14 Member States, (ii). EU and international stakeholders. Regarding
national stakeholders, depending on the number of relevant stakeholders acting at national
level, at least two and up to four interviews were held.
In total, 44 stakeholders were interviewed: 13 competent authorities, 8 zoo associations, 6
NGOs, 9 zoo operators and 8 EU and international stakeholders. The Interviews Report
provides the overview of the 44 stakeholders interviewed.
More information about the interviews is available on the website of the European
Commission298 and in Annex VII of the Study report.
Public consultation
The public consultation had the objective to get the views and perceptions of a wide set of
stakeholders It intended to enlarge the scope of the consultation beyond the stakeholders
consulted in the 14 selected Member States for the targeted surveys and in-depth interviews. It
gave stakeholders from all EU countries and citizens the opportunity to express their opinion
on all evaluation points. The questions were aimed at collecting opinions and input on the
different evaluation categories, in order to strengthen the evidence base. The public
consultation focused on ten key questions299. The questionnaire was available in the national
languages of the 28 Member States on the respective consultation website300.
The public consultation was open for 12 weeks: between 15 September 2016 and 8 December
2016, and received 2297 answers. The main categories of respondents were individuals (zoo
visitors) with 1944 answers, and zoos operators with 148 answers. 105 respondents chose the
category "other" types of respondents. The involvement of interest groups was visible in the
results of the public consultation. At least two NGOs involved in animal welfare (Born Free301
and Eurogroup for Animals302) provided suggested replies. Such guidance was also
disseminated through other EU/international associations (such as Animal Defender
298

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/pdf/interviews_report_2017_03.pdf

299

Additional introductory questions were included to understand the respondent’s profiles (questions 1-19). The
core questions were questions 20-29.
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http://www.bornfree.org.uk/fileadmin/user_upload/files/zoo_check/EU_Zoo_Inquiry/Public_consultation
_on_Zoo_Directive_REFIT.pdf
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http://www.eurogroupforanimals.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Suggested-Replies.pdf
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International, ADI303), and other associations at national level (such as Animal Public304,
which is active in Germany). It is expected that additional examples may be found on other
websites. A very limited number of respondents followed all indications for the closed
questions (40 of the 2,297 respondents)305. Responses to semi-open fields revealed the
presence of additional campaigns by other interest groups, including zoo associations at both
EU and Member State level. In these cases, overall, only a limited number of stakeholders
provided input in semi-open fields, most of which appear to be influenced by interest
groups306. These campaigns were followed by various stakeholder categories: individuals,
NGOs, other associations and zoo operators.
It is not possible to precisely assess the impact of these campaigns on the overall results
(some respondents may have followed the guidance only partly, or might have answered
closed questions similarly by coincidence). However, the overall impact of replies that
followed all indications for the closed questions is very limited (40 of the 2,297 respondents
or 1.74%). These identical reply patterns were not, therefore, analysed separately. For semiopen questions, repeated comments were considered in the overall analysis.
A full report of the public consultation is available on the Zoos Directive's evaluation
webpage 307 and in Annex VIII of the Study report.
Workshop
The purpose of the workshop was to present the main findings of the Study's draft final report
and to provide an opportunity for stakeholders to input on the conclusions on the
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance and coherence of the Directive, through a robust debate
and an informative exchange of opinions. At the workshop, the study team presented the main
findings of the report as a basis for the discussion. Stakeholders were asked to focus and
provide input in particular on any existing gaps or misrepresentations that they identified in
the study's findings. The workshop was attended by 69 participants from 18 Member States308
and international organisations, covering all stakeholder groups.
The notes of the workshop are published on the corresponding website309.
More information about the workshop is available on the website of the European
Commission310.
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Suggested replies are the same as those provided by Eurogroup for animals (http://www.adinternational.org/animals_in_entertainment/go.php?id=4264&ssi=12).
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Suggested replies provided by Eurogroup for animals are the same as those provided by Born Free
(http://www.animal-public.de/europas-zootiere-brauchen-ihre-hilfe/).
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36 respondents followed the indications of Born Free (1.5% of the total number of respondents); four
respondents followed the indications of Eurogroup for Animals (0.17% of the total number of respondents).
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Depending on the question, from 56% to 84% of the respondents provided replies affected by campaigns.
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Thereof 8 MS not selected for the targeted consultation

309

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/workshop_en.htm

310

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/pdf/Workshop_report.pdf

83

Ad-hoc contributions
Through the functional mailbox set-up by the European Commission in the context of this
study311 or direct contacts with the contractor, ad-hoc contributions were received from the
following stakeholders:










EAZA: contact details of competent authorities; contact details of EAZA zoos; history
of EAZA standards, scientific studies,
Born Free: European Survey of Zoological Collection312; Captive Polar Bears in UK
and Ireland313; Identifying the Training Needs of EU competent authorities314; early
findings from 2016 Zoo Inquiry315.
University of Birmingham, S. Thorpe (Reader in Zoology, School of Biosciences):
study on Enclosure Design Tool for great apes316.
Sergiel, A.: The welfare of bears in zoos: a case study of Poland 317; The Welfare of
Animals in Zoos and EU Legal Standards 318.
KMDA (BE zoo and research institute): complementary documents to targeted
surveys.
NL competent authority: complementary documents to targeted surveys.
Tiergarten Heidelberg GmbH: complementary documents to targeted surveys.
Individual and zoo who wished to keep anonymity: position statements through emails
on the uselessness of a Zoos Directive (breach of subsidiarity principle, inappropriate
intervention logic).
7.2.2. Results of consultation

Effectiveness
The assessment of the “effectiveness” of the Zoos Directive covered a range of issues: the key
features and the adequacy of the licensing and inspection systems set up in the 14 selected
311
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Travers, W, et R Straton. 1988. European Survey of Zoological Collections. Zoo Check contract for EEC
(contract 6681 (87) 07).
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Horsman, P., Captive Polar Bears in UK and Ireland, 1988.
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Born Free, Identifying the training needs of EU Member State competent authorities - Survey to assess
implementation of legislation and need for training: wild animals kept in captivity, July 2016, available at:
http://endcap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/EU_Member_State_Training_Needs_report_0716_FINAL.pdf.

315

Findings of the EU Zoo Inquiry 2016 submitted to the consultant before publication of the Inquiry. The
project is an assessment of 55 zoological collections in seven EU Member States: Italy, France, Lithuania,
Germany, Malta (which were also included in the EU Zoo Inquiry 2011), Denmark and Croatia.
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Member States; the actual implementation of conservation measures by zoos; the broader
contribution of the Zoos Directive to the protection of wild fauna and conservation of
biodiversity; and other positive or negative changes going beyond the objectives of the Zoos
Directive. Both the targeted and public consultations covered these issues. The results of the
consultation activities are outlined in the paragraphs below.
All Member States have transposed the Directive into national law and established a
licencing and inspection system. The targeted consultations, but also the workshop and indepth interviews, provided evidence on the functioning of the licencing and inspection
systems in the selected Member States, and gathered, especially from competent authorities,
information on specific features of these systems. Implementation issues emerging across all
stakeholder groups and consultation activities are limited capacity and resources in
competent authorities and coordination issues between different authorities with
negative knock-on effects on zoos' licencing and inspections and hence on zoos'
implementing conservation measures.
All stakeholder groups taking part in the targeted surveys and interviews highlighted that the
Directive has represented an important instrument, as far as it introduced a legally binding
framework that did not exist in most of the Member States before the entering into force
of the Zoos Directive. During the interviews, competent authorities, zoo associations and
NGOs also recognised that the national licensing and inspection systems have gradually
improved (e.g. through the setting up of operational procedures, improved coordination,
training of the staff for inspections) and that progress has been made towards the
achievement of the objectives of strengthening the role of zoos and preserving biodiversity.
On a similar note, most of the respondents to the public consultation think that the Zoos
Directive has produced significant benefits regarding the improvement of systems for
licensing and inspections.
Regarding the actual implementation of conservation measures among EU zoos, evidence and
opinions collected through the consultations shed a light on the progress made, but also point
to implementation and enforcement issues.
The results of the targeted survey addressed to zoos are affected by the high participation of
EAZA zoos in the consultation (37 out of 70, or 53%) and are, therefore, not representative.
Despite these limitations, the targeted survey highlighted that many zoos are undertaking
conservation activities, as required by the Directive. Not all conservation measures receive
the same attention; for example, not all zoos take part in research that benefits conservation,
and less than half of the zoos surveyed are not involved in training activities in conservation
skills. The survey also shows that animal escapes still occur. Nevertheless, the targeted survey
shows that captive breeding programmes, education and awareness-raising activities,
information exchange and the appropriate accommodation of animals are well implemented in
the responding zoos.
The targeted survey also reveals that a majority of stakeholders, regardless of type, considered
the Directive to contribute positively to public awareness of biodiversity issues (Aichi Target
1) and the protection of threatened species.
Evidence provided by NGOs in different consultation activities point to problems particularly
regarding research activities, appropriate accommodation of animals and preventing the
escape of animals.
Respondents to the public consultation considered some conservation measures to be

85

implemented better than others. The provision of information on exhibited species, wild
animals and their natural habitats, and activities related to education and awareness raising
were regarded as best implemented. The public was critical about the appropriate
accommodation with only 48% agreeing that animals are kept under conditions that satisfy
their needs. However, 67% of participants noticed improvements in the size and design of
spaces where animals are kept over the last 15 years, and 57% agreed that the Directive has
benefits for conditions under which animals are kept. Further to this, less than 50% of
respondents agreed that research, training and exchange of information are sufficiently
promoted in zoos across the EU.
Overall, the feedback on the broader contribution of the Zoos Directive to biodiversity
conservation is positive across stakeholder categories. The majority of stakeholders
involved in the targeted surveys and the majority of respondents to the public consultation
considered that the Directive produced benefits in terms of overall biodiversity conservation.
Benefits of the Directive were underlined by all stakeholders’ groups in the various
consultations in relation to better knowledge on biodiversity among the public, the ability of
the Directive to promote harmonization at EU level, enhance the role and public perception of
zoos as entities contributing to biodiversity conservation, increased standards for animal
keeping, public information, improved measures relating to the prevention of escape of
animals.
The opinions on the value of keeping non-threatened species in zoos varied depending on
stakeholders’ groups. For some participants to the workshop and interviews, especially zoo
associations, species that are not yet vulnerable should also be prioritised in captive breeding
to avoid losing an opportunity to ensure their protection, and species of least concern can also
have a conservation value for their endangered relatives. For others, in particular NGOs,
captive breeding is not the best answer for threatened species, and there is a need to carefully
review where resources are placed to ensure the best use.
Issues in terms of implementation and enforcement of the legislation remain, as reported
in the surveys, the interviews and at the workshop. Issues have been raised especially by
NGOs, zoo associations and zoos. These issues encompass: coordination issues between
different authorities, limited human and financial resources for licensing and inspection (also
raised as an issue by competent authorities), limited knowledge in competent authorities, the
lack of inventory of all establishments that should be regulated under the Directive, the rare
cases of closure of zoos as it requires a lot of resources and coordination. In particular,
stakeholders present at the workshop reminded that, despite the progress made, there are still
many non-compliant zoos across the EU, which leads to unfair and unacceptable competition
for well performing and dedicated zoos.
Stakeholders also underlined, especially during the workshop, the need to translate and
better disseminate the Good Practices Document, to set up a platform for exchange to
identify means of improving licensing and inspection, and to adopt a more active approach
on enforcement.
Finally, the Study explored whether the Zoos Directive prompted significant (positive or
negative) changes beyond the objectives of biodiversity conservation and protection of wild
fauna. Only a few stakeholders pointed out negative effects and these were generally related
to the legitimisation of the role of zoos, even where their participation in conservation
activities and contribution to conservation is very small. Conversely, most of the stakeholders
agreed that the Directive had additional positive effects in terms of: increased public
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awareness of the role of zoos in biodiversity conservation.
Efficiency
Given the lack of independent analyses on the issue, the limited information available on the
situation of zoos prior to the adoption of the Directive and the lack of monitoring and
reporting requirements under the Directive, the information provided by zoos and competent
authorities was crucial for the assessment of the efficiency of the Directive. Information
relevant for that evaluation criterion was gathered through the targeted surveys, which was
complemented by in-depth interviews and the validation of findings at the workshop. Given
the technicity of the issue, the public consultation was not designed to provide detailed data
on this point.
Overall, the consultations could compensate the lack of data only to a limited extent. Both
zoos and competent authorities were, in most of the cases, not able to provide quantitative
data and, especially, to disentangle the costs directly due to the Zoos Directive from costs that
would have been incurred anyway (i.e. also in the absence of the EU legislation).
Zoos and competent authorities reported in all consultations that the Zoos Directive prompted
additional regulatory costs. For zoos, those costs include: one-off investments and
recurrent expenses to implement Article 3 measures; administrative costs to obtain and keep
the license; charges; and (in a very limited number of cases) costs due to delays in obtaining
licences. Small zoos find it slightly more difficult to bring their installations in line with the
Zoos Directive, where costs for enclosure renovation can be significant.
For competent authorities, the costs are mainly enforcement costs: setting up and running
the licensing and inspection system; possible costs for accommodating animals in case of a
zoo closure. However, zoos and authorities generally underline that costs stemming from
the implementation of the Zoos Directive are difficult to quantify but appear to be limited.
For instance, only 6 out of 70 surveyed zoos reported that delays in licensing caused
additional costs. The zoos moreover highlighted that part of the investment would have
happened anyway. They reported the costs either as not attributable to the Directive or
difficult to disentangle from "business as usual" expenses. In comparison with other
legislations (animal welfare laws for instance), stakeholders confirmed during the workshop
that the costs induced by the Zoos Directive are very low. In that respect, participants to the
workshop assessed the Zoos Directive as the most efficient instrument possible for MS to
implement Article 9 of the CBD.
The main benefits reported by all stakeholders’ categories in the targeted surveys are
increased public education, improved accommodation of animals and standards of animal
husbandry, stronger ex-situ conservation efforts, higher engagement of the
public/stakeholders in biodiversity protection and contribution to protecting species and
overall biodiversity conservation. These benefits were likewise mentioned in interviews and
during the workshop.
Regarding the relation between costs and benefits, costs are generally considered by all
stakeholders consulted as proportionate to the benefits. In the targeted surveys, only one
competent authority considered enforcement costs to be disproportionate. Between five and
nine targeted zoos (out of 70) considered one-off investment, recurrent costs or administrative
costs as disproportionate to the benefits. This pattern is confirmed among the smaller zoos
surveyed. The results of the public consultation confirm this trend in perception: the majority
of zoo operators declared that the benefits exceed the costs (94 zoos out of 148 or 63.5% of
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total).
Overall, no major issues related to unnecessary burden have been raised. Stakeholders, in
particular associations and associations, mentioned in targeted surveys and in interviews that
there is nonetheless room for improvement of the licensing and inspection process through,
inter alia, the involvement of zoo associations in the licensing and inspection process, the
elimination of overlaps with controls under other legislations and better cooperation and
communication between different authorities and stakeholders.
Coherence
The technical nature of the questions of coherence implied that the input of stakeholders was
mainly sought to complement the legal analysis, i.e. to identify whether, in practice,
inconsistencies were perceived. The views gathered through all consultations are similar: the
Directive is considered consistent and mutually supportive of other EU legislation on
biodiversity and international guidelines, agreements and strategies. Some stakeholders,
mainly zoos and competent authorities, are concerned about potential, inconsistencies
between the Zoos Directive and Regulation (EC) No. 1143/2014 on Invasive Alien Species
(IAS Regulation), and overlaps with Directive 92/65/EEC (Animal Health Directive). Some
other stakeholders, mainly NGOs and, in the case of the public consultation, also individuals,
refer to potential issues with Regulation 1739/2005 on the movement of circus animals
(Circus Regulation). However, the legal analysis didn't find any serious issues of incoherence
between the Zoos Directive and any of the analysed legislative acts that would jeopardise the
objectives of the overall legislative framework.
Relevance
The Directive remains relevant to the CBD Aichi Targets, the EU Biodiversity Targets and
the UN SDGs. Stakeholders across all groups underlined in the targeted surveys that the
objectives of the Directive are still relevant to the current needs and even more relevant given
the increased global decline in biodiversity. The impression of the majority of stakeholders, as
reported under the public consultation and at the workshop, is that EU-wide rules are
important or very important in order to strengthen the role of zoos in conservation, and that
without EU-wide rules on zoos, the fulfilment of EU’s commitments to the protection of
biodiversity would be unlikely (see EU Added Value).
As pointed by associations, experts and NGOs, both in surveys and in the workshop, the
development of more specific objectives and indicators in global biodiversity policy clarifies
what is needed for species and biodiversity more widely. It therefore allows clear links to be
made between zoos and these global needs. All of this allows the Zoos Directive to have
greater impact.
There is also broad agreement across stakeholder groups and consultation activities, that the
Directive remains appropriate in the light of subsequent technical and scientific
developments. The fact that the Directive is a framework act and not too prescriptive is
considered beneficial in this respect: the Directive can adapt to new developments. Some
stakeholders in the targeted surveys, especially NGOs and zoos, highlighted that the link
between ex situ management and in situ conservation could however be better
emphasized. During the workshop, it was also underlined that ex situ conservation has to be
better coordinated in the future (e.g. EU wide strategy or a centralised multi-stakeholder
process identifying which species need conservation measures how, where, by whom).
Given the continuing deterioration in the status of species, and the increasing pressures on
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biodiversity, it is agreed by all stakeholders that the potential for the Zoos Directive to
support EU and global targets remains, and is greater than at the time when it was
adopted.
EU Added Value
The main added value of an EU instrument lies in the creation of a common EU wide legal
framework applicable to all zoos. The set-up of such an EU wide framework was considered
by all stakeholder groups surveyed as partly contributing to the strengthening of role of zoos
in conservation, along with other factors. The Directive was also reported in targeted surveys
as having acted as a catalyser for faster and more efficient implementation of conservation
measures. In that respect, the discussions at the workshop emphasized that, although the
Directive leaves margin of interpretation, a certain level of harmonization through
minimum standards was reached.
The effects of legislation are more striking for zoos not belonging to zoo associations that
already require from their members to uphold certain standards on animal accommodation,
and conservation measures. While participants to the workshop agreed that there is still a gap
in conservation performance between zoos that are members of associations and zoos that are
not members, they highlighted that the Directive is key in bridging this gap.
The results from the targeted surveys also indicate that international conventions and/or
membership of zoos associations could not or only partly replace the Zoos Directive and
achieve the same objectives.
Other benefits of EU intervention raised by stakeholders in the targeted surveys and in the
workshop include the facilitation of cross-border cooperation and cooperation between zoos.
According to the discussion held during the workshop, conservation has clear cross-border
implications and should not be left to the sole regulation at national levels. In this respect,
although the role of the Commission is limited (lack of monitoring/reporting system, no
committee), stakeholders expressed the view that further coordination at EU level would be
useful. Another added value of the Directive is related to the increased awareness about
zoos conservation role because of higher visibility and political engagement due to the EU
intervention. The importance of the political message behind the existence of an EU
instrument in that field was reiterated during the workshop
For the reasons stated above, nearly all stakeholder groups in the various consultations report
that there is a need for continued EU intervention, with more focus on coordinated
implementation and common understanding of certain requirements. A majority of zoos,
NGOs, zoo associations and experts indicated in the targeted survey that they consider that an
EU legislation is necessary to ensure that zoos implement conservation measures.
Respondents to the public consultation confirm this finding. It is however not fully shared by
competent authorities replying to the targeted survey (6 out of 11 that replied that they do not
deem EU legislation as necessary). Half of the six authorities giving a negative opinion
interpreted the question on the "necessity of an EU legislative act" (Figure 9) as the need for
additional EU legislation which they deemed unnecessary. There was also a consensus from
all stakeholder groups present at the workshop, including competent authorities, on the need
to keep EU wide rules on zoos.
The effects of not having the Directive were discussed mainly during the workshop.
Participants, while acknowledging that the impacts are hard to predict, mentioned most
commonly as potential impacts that:
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Zoos that are part of associations would maintain their standards;
The gap between “good” and “bad” zoos would increase;
Animal welfare would generally deteriorate;
Illegal trade would soar;
Member States that went beyond the requirements of the Directive and effectively
implemented it would keep the existing legislation;
Member States that struggle with implementation would be more likely to get rid of
the Zoos Directive's requirements.
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7.3.

Annex 3: Methods used in preparing the evaluation and evaluation questions

This annex provides a summary of the methodology used to prepare this evaluation. The
methodology is described in detail in section 3 of this document and in section 3 of the
supporting study.
The key evaluation questions were structured around the five evaluation criteria effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added value.
Evaluation questions
Effectiveness
EQ 1

What progress has been made over time towards achieving the objectives set
out in the Directive? To what extent is this progress in line with initial
expectations? In particular, what progress has been made to achieve the
conservation measures set out in Article 3? To what extent have adequate
licensing and inspection systems been put in place?

EQ 2

What is the contribution of the Directive towards ensuring the protection of
wild fauna and the conservation of biodiversity in the EU and globally
(including its contribution to implementing the EU Biodiversity Strategy and
EU commitments under international conventions such as the Convention on
Biological Diversity)?

EQ 3

Which main factors (e.g. implementation by Member States, action by
stakeholders) have contributed to or stood in the way of achieving these
objectives?

EQ 4

Beyond these objectives, what, if any, other significant changes both positive
and negative can be linked to the Directive?

Efficiency
EQ 5

What are the costs and benefits (monetary and non-monetary) associated with
the implementation of the Directive for the different stakeholders, at local,
national and EU level? Where possible, an estimate of costs broken down by
size of enterprises (micro/small/medium-sized enterprises) should be provided.

EQ 6

To what extent are the costs associated with the Directive proportionate to the
benefits that it has brought?

EQ 7

What factors influenced the efficiency with which the achievements observed
were obtained? In particular, what, if any, good or bad practices can be
identified? If there are significant cost/benefit differences between Member
States, what is causing them?

EQ 8

Taking account of the objectives and benefits of the Directive, what evidence is
there that it has caused unnecessary regulatory burden or complexity? What
factors identify this burden or complexity as unnecessary or excessive?

Relevance
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EQ 9

How well do the (original) objectives (still) correspond to the needs within the
EU and globally?

EQ 10

How relevant is the Directive to achieving legal and policy biodiversity
objectives at EU and global levels?

EQ 11

How well adapted is the Directive to (subsequent) technical and scientific
progress?

Coherence
EQ 12

To what extent does the Zoos Directive complement or interact with other EU
sectoral policies affecting biodiversity conservation and relevant animal welfare
issues at Member States and EU levels, in particular as regards wild animals
kept in captivity for commercial reasons (notably circuses) and how do these
policies affect positively or negatively the implementation of the Zoos
Directive?

EQ 13

To what extent does the Directive support the EU internal market and the
creation of a level playing field for economic operators, especially SMEs?

EU added value
EQ 14

What has been the EU added value of the Zoos Directive compared to what
could be achieved by Member States at national and/or regional levels?

EQ 15

To what extent do the issues addressed by the Directive continue to require
action at EU level?

EQ 16

What would be the consequences of not having the Directive?

Methods
Each of the five evaluation criteria was analysed in relation to specific elements of the Zoos
Directive presented in the intervention logic. The evaluation framework linked the
evaluation questions to indicators/success criteria and used information sources. The
evaluation framework was critical in guiding the data collection and the subsequent use of
data for the analysis. It ensured that all aspects of the evaluation questions were answered in a
systematic and traceable manner.
The main analytical method used for most questions was content analysis, based on the
aggregation and analysis of information collected with the literature review, desk research, ,
targeted questionnaires, interviews, public consultation and workshop. Replies to closed
questions were investigated using descriptive statistics.
Data were analysed according to the principles of triangulation of evidence from different
perspectives (stakeholder categories) and different sources.
Finally, focus was placed on assessing the reliability of information used, based on the
following criteria:


Internal validity of the evidence (i.e., is the evidence precise and reliable?): less weight
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was given to opinions, as compared to studies with well-described methodologies and
references to sources of information, and/or to official statistics. However, greater weight
was accorded to a number of similar opinions expressed by different stakeholders.
Sample size and representativeness (i.e., is the evidence based on an adequate number of
cases/representative of the overall population?): based on this criterion, evidence is
presented as illustrative when it does not represent several consistent cases or when it does
not cover the overall population.
Temporal relevance and geographic relevance: the analysis takes into account to what
extent the evidence is up date (or refer to a time period relevant to the evaluation), and
refers to the geographical area in the scope of analysis.

When the reliability of sources and the possibility for triangulation were inadequate, the
limitations are mentioned.
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7.4.

Annex 4: Political context and timeline

Given the dramatic number of species threatened at the beginning of the 20th century, there
was increased concern about the need to protect and conserve the planet’s biodiversity. This
intensified during the 1970s, with the growing influence of environmental organisations,
when the first criticisms of zoos were voiced and the concept of zoos was questioned.
At the same time as civil society’s awareness on conservation needs grew, culminating with
the Earth Summit in Río de Janeiro in 1992, the zoo sector was already evolving in this same
direction. The 'European endangered species Programme' (EEP) organisation was formed in
1985. The programmes are now steered by The 'European Association of Zoos and Aquaria'
(EAZA) which was founded in 1992. In 1993 the International Union of Directors of
Zoological Gardens (now WAZA), together with the IUCN's 'Conservation Breeding
specialist Group' (CBSG) and WWF, published 'The World Zoo conservation Strategy' for
conservation in zoos and aquaria”319, the first strategy of its kind, which reflected the common
objectives and practices that zoos should follow in conservation. It noted the evolution of zoos
from their role as living museums to one of modern conservation centres, where education,
research and captive breeding and reintroduction programmes are undertaken, over and
beyond purely recreational activities. Its conclusion explicitly stated that, at a time when
species, habitats and ecosystems worldwide are threatened with extinction, modern zoos must
commit to the conservation of species and wildlife.
Zoos' vision of 'Noah's Ark', keeping as many species as possible to prevent them from
extinction with a view to reintroducing them has gradually given way to a new paradigm, the
"integrated approach". This transition becomes apparent in the 2005 World Zoo and
Aquarium Conservation Strategy320. While the 1993 strategy explicitly describes
reintroduction as the ultimate goal of ex situ conservation, the 2005 document recognizes the
reintroduction of captive-bred animals as a useful instrument for the conservation of wildlife,
but cautions against high expectations because of the complexities of returning these animals
to the wild. It outlines a much broader conservationist role for zoos, including research,
training, education, awareness campaigns and direct support for in situ projects 321. In the
latest 2015 WAZA strategy 'Committing to Conservation'322 this vision is further developed
with a focus on zoos' contribution to conservation in the wild, education and communication
as well as cooperation to build capacity and to prioritize species for conservation.

319

The world zoo conservation strategy : the role of the zoos and aquaria of the world in global conservation.
Brookfield, IL : Chicago Zoological Society, 1993. ISBN: 0-913934-20-8

320

http://www.waza.org/files/webcontent/1.public_site/5.conservation/conservation_strategies/
committing_to_conservation/WAZA%20Conservation%20Strategy%202015_Portrait.pdf

321

Keulartz, J.: Captivity for Conservation? Zoos at a Crossroads. J Agric Environ Ethics 28: 335-351 (2015)

322

http://www.waza.org/files/webcontent/1.public_site/5.conservation/conservation_strategies/
committing_to_conservation/WAZA%20Conservation%20Strategy%202015_Portrait.pdf
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With growing environmental consciousness also the caging and maltreatment of captive
animals have been criticised by the general public, animal welfare groups and by the zoo
world itself. It is also obvious that animals kept under bad conditions are not suitable for
establishing captive populations for conservation purposes or could serve as individuals for
reintroduction and education measures.
Timeline of developments: biodiversity conservation, zoos, Zoos Directive
Species threatened,
need to conserve
biodiversity
Beginning 20th
Century

European Survey
of Zoological
Collections
1988

1st criticism of zoos'
concepts and animal
welfare
1979 Birds Directive
1970ies

CBD
Habitats Directive
EAZA founded
1992

EEP organisation
founded
1985

World Zoo Conservation
Strategy, WAZA, IUCN, WWF:
Noah's Ark, reintroduction
1993

1st proposal for a Directive
relating to the keeping of
wild animals in zoos,
1991

EU contracting
party to CBD
1994

Regulation
338/97
(CITES)
1997

Debates between Commission, EP, Council
on form and scope of EU legislation on zoos
1992-1998

World Zoo and
Aquarium
Conservation Strategy:
integrated approach
2005

Adoption of Zoos
Directive
1999
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CBD Aichi
Targets:
2010

EU Biodiversity
Strategy
2011

WAZA strategy 'Committing to
Conservation': conservation in the
wild, education, communication,
cooperation
2015

Publication of EU's Zoos Directive Good
Practices Document and evaluation of the
Zoos Directive
2015-2018
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7.5.

Annex 5: Figures and tables

Section 4.2 - Transposition
Table 1 Transposition of the Directive in 28 Member States
Member State
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania

Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
UK

Date of publication in official
journal
14 February 2003 (Burgenland)
10 august 1998, 19 august 1999, 5
January 2000,
9 August 2002, 2 December 2003
2013
11 February 2002
9 June 2003
1 January 2003
1 January 2003, 1 January 2004, 16
July 2004
6 August 2003 (Aland)
1 April 2004
30 July 2005 (Bavaria)
3 March 2004
9 September 2003
19 September 2003
2 May 2005
11 May 2001
25 June 2002, 20 August 2002, 4
October 2002, 21 March 2003
10 February 2003
30 September 2003
19 April 2002, 8 July 2002
18 July 2002, 4 June 2003, 30 April
2004, 11 January 2005
1 April 2003
23 March 2002, 31 March 2004, 4
February 2005, 14 February 2007, 2
March 2007, 27 November 2007,
26 September 2002,
15 November 2001, 20 November
2002, 3 March 2003, 18 April 2003
28 October 2003
1998
2 April 2003 (Wales)

Delay in transposition
10 months
No, MS had legislation on zoos before
No, transposed before accession
No, transposed in accession year
No, transposed before accession
No, transposed before accession
9 months
No, transposed in accession year
16 months
No
3 years and three months
1 year and 11 months
No, transposed before accession
1 year and 5 months
3 years and 1 month
No, transposed before accession
No, transposed before accession
10 months
No, transposed before accession
3 months
1 year after accession
1 year
No, transposed
accession year

before

and

in

No, transposed before accession
No, transposed before accession
18 months
No
No
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Section 4.3.2 - Implementation of Article 3 conservation measures by EU zoos 323
Table 2: Targeted survey: Education activities carried out by zoos324
Main activities carried out by zoos

Ratio325

Answers

Animal shows

18

26.9%

Animal handling

39

58.2%

Keeper talks

53

79.1%

Guided tours

66

98.5%

Illustrated species talks

52

77.6%

Interactive displays

31

46.3%

Zoo maps

52

77.6%

Species information boards

67

100.0%

Literature provided at the entrance

43

64.2%

Section 5.1.1 - Adequacy of licensing and inspection systems 326
Table 3 Frequency of detected breaches in 14 Member States 327
Breach of Article 3 provision

MS

Research and/or
training and/or
exchange of
information on
species
conservation
and/or captive
breeding,
repopulation,
reintroduction

Public
education
and
awareness
raising

Accommodating
animals under
conditions which
aim to satisfy the
biological and
conservation
requirements of the
individual species

High standard
of animal
husbandry with
programmes of
preventive and
curative
veterinary care
and nutrition

Preventing
the escape
of animals

Keeping of
up to date
records of
zoos
collection

BE

Low

Medium

High

Low

Low

Low

BE

Low

High

Medium

Low

Low

Low

323

IVL: Specific objectives and results A-E

324

Study, section 5.1.1.3, Table 20

325

Based on the total number of respondents to the survey rather than the number of respondents to the
corresponding question (i.e. 67 respondents).

326

IVL: Activities and outputs 1-6

327

Analysis of replies to question 65, addressed to competent authorities, targeted survey, Study: Based on data
collected during inspections, which are the most common reasons for breaches of Article 3 provisions?
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Breach of Article 3 provision

MS

Research and/or
training and/or
exchange of
information on
species
conservation
and/or captive
breeding,
repopulation,
reintroduction

Public
education
and
awareness
raising

Accommodating
animals under
conditions which
aim to satisfy the
biological and
conservation
requirements of the
individual species

High standard
of animal
husbandry with
programmes of
preventive and
curative
veterinary care
and nutrition

Preventing
the escape
of animals

Keeping of
up to date
records of
zoos
collection

BG

Low

Medium

Low

Medium

Low

Medium

CY

Medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

CZ

Medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

Low

DK

Don't know

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

FR

Medium

Medium

Low

Low

Low

Low

DE

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

IT

Low

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Low

LT

Low

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

Low

IE

NL

Medium

High

PL

Low

Low

Medium

Don't know

Low

Low

PT

High

High

Medium

Medium

Low

Low

ES
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7.6.

Annex 6: Further evidence on sections 4.3 “Implementation” and section 5.1.
“Effectiveness”

7.6.1. Section 4.3 “Implementation”
Licencing and inspection system
Competent authorities
While in most Member States the Ministry of Environment (Bulgaria, Czech Republic,
Germany328, France, Ireland329, Italy, Lithuania, Poland) is generally responsible for
implementation of the Directive, Ministries dealing with Agriculture and Food act as
competent authority in some other countries (Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, Spain and
Portugal330 331.
Additional duties of zoo inspectors relate to implementation of other legislations (e.g. on
animals used for scientific purposes, exotic animals, companion animals, farm animals,
transport, slaughter, food safety, animal health, epidemics control, environmental and safety
risks, compliance with other legislation dealing with invasive alien species and CITES).
Inspectors are mainly specialised in veterinary science (Belgium, Denmark, Cyprus, Italy,
Ireland, Germany, Portugal). Some Member States mentioned also skills in life sciences
(Czech Republic) and zoology (Germany), whereas other Member States request, in addition,
specific experience in the management of zoo animal collections (Ireland), or knowledge on
protected species and their habitats and relevant legislation (Poland), including CITES (the
Netherlands).
Licencing and inspection process
As mentioned under section 2.1, the Zoos Directive does not determine the frequency of
regular inspections and does not specify the duration of licenses. In most of the evaluated
Member States (9 of 14), licenses are issued for unlimited time. Annual inspections have
been established in seven of the14 Member States, whereas three inspect zoos biannually and
three every three years. Belgium inspects 25% of the zoos annually, meaning that each zoo is
inspected on average only every four years. A risk-based system providing for additional
inspections has been established by Germany and the Netherlands332. In Germany, the interval
between inspections depends on the number of animals kept and specific circumstances (e.g.
shortcomings or other irregularities that have been observed) and hence may take place once
or several times per year. In the Netherlands, membership to EAZA or other organisations has
implications for the frequency of inspections. They are less frequent in zoos that are members

328

In the 16 Federal States

329

The Competent authority is the Regional Development, Rural Affairs, Arts and the Gaeltacht, which has
taken over some of competences previous attributed to the Ministry of Environment.

330

The Competent authority is the Directorate General of Veterinary Medicine (Direção Geral de Alimentação e
Veterinária - D.G.A.V), which falls under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Agriculture, Sea, Environment
and Planning. The Institute of Nature Conservation and Biodiversity (Instituto da Conservação da Natureza e
Florestas - I.C.N.F) is also involved.

331

A specific case is represented by the Netherlands, where responsibility is under the Ministry of Economic
Affairs, supported by the Netherlands Enterprise Agency (RVO), while inspection and enforcement is
attributed to the Food and Consumer Product Safety Authority (NVWA).

332

Study, Annex II – Country fiches
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of the national zoo association NVD because compliance problems are less frequently
observed in these zoos.
In the inspection forms of four Member States the requirement on public education and
awareness raising was missing, in one form Article 3, 1st indent measures 333 were not
addressed
Criteria applied during inspection to evaluate the implementation of Article 3 conservation
measures are: lists of zoos' publications, reports on conservation activities, participation in
European Endangered Species Programmes (EEPs)334 and European Studbooks (ESBs)335,
relations with universities, written education strategies, results achieved over time.
Implementation of Article 3 conservation measures by EU zoos
Research
Most of the zoos in the targeted survey take part in research activities that benefit
conservation. This concerns all EAZA zoos but also 67% of zoos (4 of 6 zoos) not belonging
to an association. However, as addressed in section 3.3, the sample of zoos is not
representative and biased by conservation-oriented zoos that are more likely to engage in
research activities.

7.6.2. Section 5.1 “Effectiveness”
5.1.1 Adequacy of licencing and inspection systems
During the years of financial crisis some Member States had difficulties to find the resources
needed for licensing and inspection of zoos (e.g. Ireland), in other Member States revisions of
the legislation, burdensome and bureaucratic procedures might have slowed down the process
Particularly long licensing procedures have been recorded in Italy. Delays in licensing there
were due to initial non-compliance of many zoos with the Directive's Article 3 conservation
requirements and the time needed to implement the adjustments. Italy's approach to licensing,
based on preliminary acquisition and analysis of documentation and follow-up on-site visits
(carried out only when the documentation acquired is complete) was also a factor. Coupled
with legislative revisions at national level, some licensing procedures have taken several
years. The licensing of some zoos existing at the time of entry into force of the Directive is
still pending.
Two Member States (Belgium and Cyprus, section 4.2) are currently reviewing their national
legislation, also taking into account the experience developed during the implementation of
the Zoos Directive (Belgium), and with the aim of addressing problems with the current
legislation (e.g. zoo closure, establishment of an advisory committee, use of expert advice,
clarification of the current legal requirements, penalties) (Cyprus).
333

Participation in research from which conservation benefits accrue to the species, and/or training in relevant
conservation skills, and/or exchange of information relating to species conservation, and/or, where
appropriate, captive breeding, repopulation or reintroduction of species into the wild

334

European Endangered Species Programme - population management for a species kept in zoos part of the
European Association of Zoos and Aquaria (EAZA).

335

European Studbook – managed by EAZA, collection and analysis of all the data on births, deaths, transfers
etc. in a special computer programme
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5.1.2 Progress made over time for achieving the objectives set out in the Directive and
for achieving the conservation measures set out in Article 3
Education and awareness raising
The most complete, large scale, global, study336 from 2015 measured the impact of visits to
zoos and aquariums on visitors337. The study showed that zoo and aquarium visits
contribute to increasing the number of people who understand biodiversity and know
about actions they can take to help protect biodiversity, with a comparatively better
response rate in European zoos338. A previous study, focussing on children aged 7-15 visiting
the London zoo, came to similar conclusions regarding an increase of biodiversity
knowledge339.
Captive breeding, repopulation and reintroduction340
Fa et al. state that "In 1990, seven species had been successfully captive-bred in zoos and then
reintroduced to areas of their former range; this number in 2010 rose by one mammal species
only"341. Therefore the effect of the Zoos Directive on the successful reintroduction of
species extinct in the wild is very limited, with most reintroductions having taken place
before the adoption of the Directive. However, the limited amount of successful
reintroductions is also due to the fact that captive breeding programmes aimed at
reintroductions require intensive cooperation between zoos and their associations,
conservation organisations, governments and local authorities. Furthermore, they are resource
intensive, costly, require specialist expertise and are therefore rarely operated by zoos with a
limited capacity. They are also dependent on suitable habitat conditions existing in the wild.
Such constraints as well as space limitations to keep threatened species under good
conditions, led to a shift towards a broader conservation role of zoos that also embraces in situ
conservation. With more and more wild populations dependent on species-specific
management, zoos also contribute techniques, approaches, knowledge and personnel for insitu population management342. As outlined in section 4.3.2, zoos replying to the targeted
survey are engaged in ex situ and in situ activities in the majority of reported conservation
projects. The website of the German zoo association343 lists numerous examples of EU zoos'
336

Moss, A., Jensen, E., Gusset, M.: Evaluating the contribution of zoos and aquariums to Aichi Biodiversity
Target 1. Conserv Biol. 29(2) (2015)

337

IVL: impacts

338

The European zoos surveyed for this study were based in Germany, Sweden and the UK.

339

Eric Jensen: Evaluating Children's Conservation Biology Learning at the Zoo. Conservation Biology 28(4)
(2014)

340

Captive breeding, repopulation or reintroduction are one of the conservation measures of Article 3, first
indent (research, training exchange of information, captive breeding, repopulation or reintroduction), which
gives zoos the possibility to choose at least one of these in order to comply with the Directive's minimum
requirements

341

Fa, J.E., Funk, S.M., O'Connell, D.: Zoo Conservation Biology. Cambridge University Press (2011).
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/zoo-conservationbiology/F7750FFD785E450400985E0DEFB1B14A

342

Redford, K. H., Jensen, D.B, Breheny, J.J.: Integrating the captive and the wild. Science, November: 338
(2012).

343

http://www.zoodirektoren.de/index.php?option=com_k2&view=itemlist&layout=category&task
=category&id=50&Itemid=208
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contributions to conservation projects in the wild. This is fully in line with CBD Article 9
which requires ex situ conservation mainly to complement in situ conservation. In situ
conservation measures by zoos are also fully recognised in the Zoos Directive Good Practices
Document344.
The added value of keeping a particular share of threatened species in zoo collections
has been debated both in the literature and between stakeholders in the different consultation
activities of this evaluation.
Animal welfare NGOs and some experts claim that zoos don’t keep a sufficient number of
threatened species to effectively contribute to conservation. This is counteracted by zoos'
arguments that also non-threatened species play valuable roles for conservation, as
ambassador animals for their threatened relatives in the wild, as flagship animals to raise
funds for conservation projects or as means for research and education.
Research
Academics consulted in the evaluation observed that, though there are zoo-driven research
programmes and some successful examples of cooperation between zoos and universities,
collaboration between zoos and academia could be improved, and that zoos are rarely, except
for the most modern ones, involved in research345.
Preventing the escape of animals and the intrusion of pests
While measures established by zoos seem to have so far been effective in limiting the
importance of this pathway, the potential impact of escaped animals should not be
underestimated. In line with this, evidence shows that problems relating to the security of
animal enclosures still exist. A study from 2010346, evaluating 1568 enclosures in 63 Spanish
zoos (free-flying birds not analysed) found that 221 enclosures (14%) were non-secure against
animal escape, thereof 21 enclosures (1%) housing species listed in the European Inventory of
Alien Invasive Species (DAISIE347). The issue of frequent poor state of enclosure fencing was
also raised in the Born Free 2011 Zoo Inquiry348.
5.1.3 Contribution of the Directive towards ensuring the protection of wild fauna and
the conservation of biodiversity in the EU and globally (including its contribution to
implementing the EU Biodiversity Strategy and EU commitments under international
conventions such as the Convention on Biological Diversity
Zoos were inter alia involved in the following LIFE projects: .Examples are reintroduction
programmes for the European mink (LIFE00 NAT/EE/007081, Tallinn Zoo, Estonia), the fire
bellied toad (LIFE04 NAT/LV/000199, Latgale Zoo, Latvia), the Hungarian meadow viper
(LIFE04
NAT/HU/000116,
Budapest
Zoo,
Hungary),
the
Iberian
lynx

344

EU Zoos Directive Good Practices Document, chapter 2.2.4.3
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/pdf/EU_Zoos_Directive_Good_Practices.pdf

345

High level questionnaire and exchanges between academia and the Commission.

346

Fabregas, M.C., Guillén-Salazr, F., Garcés-Narro, C.: The risk of zoological parks as potential pathways for
the introduction of non-indigenous species. Biol Invasions 12:3627–3636 (2010)

347

http://www.europe-aliens.org/aboutDAISIE.do

348

https://www.bornfree.org.uk/storage/media/content/files/Publications/
FINDINGS%20%26%20RECOMMENDATIONS.pdf
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(LIFE06NAT/E/000209, Zoo Botánico de Jerez, Spain) 349, the allis shad (LIFE06
NAT/D/000005, Düsseldorf Aqua Zoo), and the northern bald ibis (LIFE12 BIO/AT/000143,
Zoos Innsbruck, Vienna, Rosegg, Salzburg)350.

349

LIFE preventing species extinction- Safeguarding endangered flora and fauna through ex situ conservation,
European Commission, 2011.
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/publications/lifepublications/lifefocus/documents/reintroduction.pdf

350

http://www.zoodirektoren.de/index.php?option=com_k2&view=itemlist&layout=category&task
=category&id=50&Itemid=208
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