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ABSTRACT

This evaluation studguppors the evaluation of Directive 1999/22/EC of 29 March 1999 rejatin

the keeping of wild animals in zoo&os Directivé) as part of the Commission's Regulatory Fitness

Check and Performance (REFIT) programnide REFIT programme assesses European Union
(6EUG6) Il aw to ensure it | basedbnfive efaloationgriterigpeffs e 6. T |
tiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added value. The evidence for this exercise is partly
gathered through the present study, based on des

The Zoos Orective was adopteth 1999 ands force since2002.1ts mainaimis to fulfil the obliga-

tions deriving from the @Gnvention orBiological Diversity to adopt meaures for ex situ conservation

dy providing for the adoption of measures by Member Statahdédicensing and inspection of zoos

in the ELWA The setting up of adequate licensing and inspection systethe national authoritiesnd

the implementation of conservation measures by zoos are expected to result in a strengthened role for
Z00s in biodiersity conservation, increased knowledge and public awareness in relation to the conse
vation of biodiversity and, ultimately, in the protection of wild species and prevention of biodiversity
loss.

RESUME

Cette ®tude do®val ualadirective $3969022/CEdn 29 mhre I®YWaeclatvadla on d
d®t enti on dbéani maux sauvages dans un environneme
programme de la Commission pour une réglementation affitée et performante (REFITp-Le pr

gramme REFI®v al ue | e droit de |1 6Uni on Edmrmpd@®asene ( UE

besoins. Cette ®valuation e:istl Geafsf®iec ascuirt &, i nlgb ed rf
nence, la cohérence et la valeur ajoutée de la directive. Ldduagelle pour cet exercice est fournie
en partie par | a pr®sente ®tude, sur base dbune

parties prenantes.

La Directive Zoos fut adoptée en 1999 et est en vigueur depuis 2002. Son but premisatstaite

aux obligations d®rivant de | a Convention sur |
servatonexs i t u éen pr® oyant | 6adoption par |l es £t at
déinspection des | aurdatnisonzodd ogyguemés ad®qeans
déinspection par | es autorit®s nationales ainsi

les zoos doivent résulter dans un réle renforcé des zoos dans la conservation de la biodiversité, une
plus grande connaissance et conscience du public en la matiere et, enfin, dans la protection des espéces
sauvages et la prévention du déclin de la diversité biologique.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The SupportingStudy

The purpose of theupporting studys to suppdrthe evaluation of Directive 1999/22/EC of 29 March

1999 relating to the keeping of wild animals in zo6&06s Directivé) as part of the Commission's
Regulatory Fitness Check and Performance (REFIT) programme. With REFIT, the Commission is
actingtomak Eur opean Uni on ( H#&)osihpifwandréduce reduiatory qoatsr p o s e
while maintaining benefits.

Milieu Ltd. and VetEffecT were awarded in June 2@H&contract to carry ouhe supporting studyo

support the Commission in theirauation of the Zoos DirectiviBased on the Commissidvalua-

tion Roadmapsetting out the scope and terms of reference of the Zoos Directive evaluatiorr-the pu

pose of this study was to assess fhieective based on the five criteria oflevance, effecteness,

efficiency, coherence artelJ added value of the Directive, together withrélatedb e val uat i on g
t i o hhe Studyprovides an evidenc#ased judgement to support the REFIT evaluation carried out

by the Commission to inform future decisionsatiglg to EU biodiversity policy anex situconsera-

tion.

The Zoos Directive

The Zoos Directivewas adopted on 29 March 1999 and came into force in 2002as adopted
against the backdrop of an increasing interest in conservation and protectionieérbitd which

was reflected during the Earth Summit of 1992 and in the adoption ©9g#Convention on Biotp

ical Diversity CBD). During the same periothe 1993 World Strategy for Conservation in Zoos and
Aquaria reflected the evolutioof zoos fran their role as living museums to one of modern comserv
tion centres, where education, reseassid captive breeding and reintroduction programmes rare u
dertaken, over andbovepurely recreational activitieg\t European level, at the tima,comprehe-

sive and consistent approachetositu conservation was generally missiitdptable gaps were the lack
ofawi dely wused definition of 6zoo0d6, | imited infor
meetingthe standards required by international gliites in the areas of animal husbandry, species
conservation and public education, and a considerable number ohabaseeting anyacceptable
standardsEqually, here was little consideration of the conservation activities or potential of zoos.
Only five of the 12Member Statesi.e. Belgium, Denmark, France, Spain, and ti€) bad relevant
legislation on the subjéc

In July 1991, the European Commission adopted a draft Directive, laying down minimum standards
for the keeping of animals in zoos. Thated objective of this proposal was to ensure that minimum
harmonsed standards for the keeping of wild animatsuld beobserved by all zoos in the Comniun

ty. Such harmomsation was deemed necessary to facilitate the application of Community natdre co
savation laws and to protect the public.

The Directive was finally adopted on 29 March 1999 with the main aifalfifling the obligations
deriving from theCBD to adopt measures fex situconservationThe objectivesof the Directiveare

to protect wid fauna and to conserve biodiversity by providing for the adoption of measuresny Me

ber States for the licensing and inspection of zoos in theliEldrder b achieve these objectives

while simultaneously recognising thaias are not a homogeneous seestablishmentall with the

same purpose t he Directive focuses on the roles-of Men
tens for inspection and licensing of zoos to ensure that zoos implement the conservation measures
listed in Article 3.The ®tting up of adequate licensing and inspection systems and the implementation
of conservation measures by zoos are expected to strerigrete of zoos in biodiversity conseav

tion, increase knowledge and public awarer@ssiodiversity conservationand, ultimately,help to

protect wild species and prevent biodiversity loss.

Milieu Ltd Evaluation Study to support the evaluation of the Zoos Directive
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Methodology and challenges

The study gathered all available evidence to answer 16 evaluation questions. To this end, it included a
literature review, targeted surveys aimedkey stakeholder groups (i.e. Member States competent
authorities (MSCAS), zoo operators, NGOs andszéederations), irdepth interviews and a public
consultation. The targeted surveys and intervieagsyell agart of theliteraturereview, focused on

the 14 Member Stateselected as representative case studegyium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Rodugal
Spain) This indepth researcbnthe 14 Member States wa@omplemented by the public consultation

anda general literature review, in order to broaden the scope and geographical coveragsyof the
porting studyto all Member StatésFinally, a workshop was held with key stakeholders from all EU
Member Statesotvalidate the findings of the study.

Several challenges were encounteredelationto: (i) the availability and gality of information and

data; (i) the limited possibilityin some cases, for triangulating sources and opiniang; (iii) the

qudity of stakeholder inputMember States are not reémed to report on the implementation of the

Zoos Directive and no mechanismgst at EU levefor the systematic monitoring of its implemant

tion. The information available at the beginning of the studg thaslimited, andconsiderable effort

was required to collect basic elements of informatidwe informationused for the studwas mainly
gathered through desk research in each of the 14 Member States and through answers to the questio
naires addresseéd MSCAs and other stakeholdemds federations, NGOs, experts and zoos)wHo

ever, in many cases, it was not possible to obtain reliable and/or comparablEhtatffected the
triangulation of data, particularly for: (Qontextual elementsn zoos ad performance of the national
licensing and inspection systems; (&search projects and other conservation measures implemented
by zoos and (iii) costs and benefits triggered by the Zoos Direcfiweo main groups of stakeholders
closely followed thesupporting study zoos 6 federations (such as the
and Aquaria) and NGOs involved in animal welfare (such as Born Friee)influence otheseinter-
estgroupswas visible inthe results of the consultations launched as parhebupporting study
Thesechallengesvereaddressedto the extent possiblie by gatheringan extensive collection of ipr

mary datajncluding literature reviewargeted questionnaires addressed to different stakeholéer cat
gories,and additionainterviews.

Effectiveness

This criterion analyses the extent to which Ehe r e c gemeraleoijective (to protect wild fauna and
conserve biodiversity by strengthening the role of zoos in the conservation of biodiversity) afid speci
ic objectives (to ensure thaoos implement Article 3 conservation measures and that closures of zoos
are appropriately handled) have been achieved.

Compared to the baselis@uation (when onlfive out of 12 Member States had a legislation in place
and conservation activitiegceived little consideratioamong zoos)the Zoos Directive represented
an importantinstrument, which prompted thestablishment of legislative frameworks dit&ncing

and inspection systems in all Member StafEsspite initial delays and issues in thensposition and
implementation of the EU legislatioprogress has beanade towards achieng the specific obje-

tives of the Zoos DirectivédMlember Statehaveset upthe legislative and practical conditiofisclud-

ing adequate licensing and inspect®ystem$ to ensure that zoos implement conservation measures
and that cases of naompliance are handleth parallel, data collected among a sample of 70 zoos,
although not representative, suggests that many zoos are engaged in conservation astidéfesd

in Article 3 of the Zoos Directive), at different degrees and in accordance with their capétatgnt

! Targeted surveysreceile answers from the CAs of the 14 selected Member States
Inndepth interviews were carried out with 44 stakehol déeght&U (13 MSCAs,
and intenational stakeholders). The public consultation received 2,297 answers (1,944 from individuals, 148 from zoo operators, 21 f
business or business representatives, seven from public authoritie
Milieu Ltd Evaluation Study to support the evaluation of the Zoos Directive

Brussels



factorshave been reported during consultation with stakeholdehgvagy contributed to this positive
evolution, including actions undaken by:
The European Commissiptinrough the launch of several infringements procedures, the gublic
tion of the Good PractissDocument andhe availability offunding opportunitiedor zoos (e.qg.
LIFE and ERASMUS)
Member Statgsby providing additioral requirements in the transposing legislatignissuing
guidance documents and orgamistraining and workshops
International EU and national zo® and aquatm federationswhich arevery active in supptr
ing the implementation of the Zoos Directitlarough their membership requirements, standards,
training, breeding programmes, worksb@md conferences and public awaren@sésing activ
ties
NGOs,whoplaymvn i mportant role in monitoringethe
mentsand aleting authorities to issuemforming the public and raising awareness
Zoos which put into placeéhe changes observed apaly increasing attention to conservation of
biodiversity.
Other actors, such as academics and veterinarians (with e.g. resedgnghoekex situmanag-
ment), or the media (through public awareness activities)

However, important implementation and enforcement issues remdhinder the full achievement of
the objectives and expected results of the Zoos Directive. The mainitsoifed include

Inconsistent application of the requirements on conservation meaduee® the differences in

the national licensing and inspection systems, and the criteria applied tozassessnipliance

with requirements

Lack of resourceand capacity for inspections by MSCAs: zoo inspectors are often responsible
for a range of different duties (e.g. animals used for scientific purposes, compliance with other
legislation dealing with invasive alien species and CITHSgir skills are usubf broad and not
necessarily focused on wild fauna and spespeific issues.

Unlicensed zoos, or zoos that do not meet the requirergehtsontinue tooperate on which
stakeholders have raised concerns

These issues limit the effectiveness of therging and inspection systems across the EU and raise
concerns abouhe proper enforcement of the legislation at national levettancbnsistent impleme
tation of conservation measures acras&U zoos.

Finally, the overallimpact of the Directive mthe protection of wild fauna and conservation of biod
versity (i.e. the achievement of the general objectige]ifficult to assessFor example, e overall
contribution of zoos to biodiversity conservation through research, training, captive breedaig
troductionscannot be measured preciselidissue is debated withthe scientific community.>e
isting evidence is not conclusivBy contrastthe Zoos Directivelearlyrepresentan essential coid
tion for the achievement of the general ohbjexg set at European and global level (particularly the
CBD) in relation to the protection of wild fauna and conservation of biodiversity.

Efficiency

Efficiency compares thinputsof a certain activitywith the outputs and results produced. Tdriseri-
onaddresses the range of regulatory costs implied by the implementation of the Directheseswks
whether these costs are reasonable and proportionate to the benefits. It also identifies the factors dri
ing costs anéxamines ifunnecessaryburderss ul t from t he Directiveds

The lack of literature andf independent assessm&phn the topi¢c as well asthe paucity of info-
mation provided by stakeholdedi not allow to carry out a quantitative assessment. It als resulted in
difficulties attributing costs and benefits directly to the Zoos Diredtaéher than to other factors)
Despite these limitations, evidence suggests byantroducing a licensing and inspection system, the
Zoos Directive has resulted in an increase in dostbothMSCAs and zoos, for the enforcement of
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the legislation and the application of the requirements related to conservation measpexively
The extent of increased costs appears limited.

For Member State authorities, new or additional c{=stenpared to the situation before the entry into
force of the Zoos Directive) are borne in relation to the treatmelitesice applications, and for the
preparation, execution and follemp of inspections. The magnitude of these costesatidely across
Member States depending on the organisation of the licensing and inspection system (frequency of the
inspections, number of inspectors involved in eaclsitvisit, existence of a piaspection phase).
Resources allocated to the implementation of tivediive are difficult to quantify in view of the
broader range of responsibilities pbo inspectorgi.e. the enforcement of other legislative acts
Wherr estimates have been provid#ue resources fully dedicated to the enforcement of the Zoos
Directive appear limitedWhile MSCAsagreed thathte increase in costgasdirectly related to the
performance of the inspections, only half reported an increase in training castedatasupportthe
issues raised by stakeholders, including MSCAs, aboutitkeof appropriate knowledge of zoo-i
spectors and the need for bettargeted training activities.

For zoos, the information collected through the targeted consultation is extremely fragmentgd. A si
nificant number of zoos in the sample (betweera@@ 31 zoosut of 70) reporéd an increase ine-
curiing expenditures related to Article 3 conservation measures and investment across different fields:
renovation of the enclosureprovision of information on exhibited animaisproved standasiof
animal husbandry and enclosureystems to prevent escape and red¢@eping/animal identification
systemsWhen estimates are providdde amount spent can be significérsinging from hundreds to
millions of Eurg, especially where investments relatedh® tenovation of enclosurgdowever, aly

a minority of zoosstated that they considered these costéudly or partly) attributable to the D
rective.The same pattern appears for reitigrexpenditure, where some zoos report a wide range of
expensegfrom tens to hundreds of thousands of Eilmat do not see these as attributable to the D
rective. In general termgpos reported a difficulty idisentanghg the costs borne as a direct cens
quence of the Directive fronmoseexpenses that would have aoed anyway, i.e. ithe absence of

the Directive and as part of the evolution of their role towttrdsd dnodern zood Overall ezidence
suggests thahe Zoos Directive has triggered only part of the increase in costs recorded.

In relation to the @ministrative burden, efforts of zo@s relationto licensing and inspection pmc
dures have increased (i.e. preparing an application for thedicpreparatory work for the inspection,
sendng documents to authoritiespmpletingpre-inspection questitaires, taking part in the visit of
the MSCAs, providing answeito the inspection reportAdministrative costs appear to be strictly
related to the requirements for obtaining the lieerandare only considered by zoos @asnecessary
or digoroportionag to the benefiti very few cases

According to all categories @bnsultedstakeholders, the Zoos Directive has brought benefits ty co
tributing to: public education and knowledge on biodiverdityproved accommodation of animals

and standards for anal husbandryefforts for ex situconservationand higher engagement of the
public and stakeholders in biodiversity protectitimemains difficult to establisthe extentto which

these benefits can be attributed directly to the implementation @oibe Directive, andhe extentto

which other factors (the evolution of zoos as institutions, and the change in expectations of the general
public) have played a role.

Overall, costsvere considered proportionand necessaripr MSCAs and zoos, despitéhe unce
tainty about the extent of costs and benefits that can be attributed to the Difgotsignificant di-
ferences emerged between zoos of different sizes, euittstrong evidence that smaller zoos have
faced higher difficulties in adapting to tregislation.

The qualitative information gathered suggests that the issues hindering the proper and effizient fun
tioning of the licensing and inspection system are mainly associated with the resources and capacity of
national inspectorates, rather thaith specific requirements of the national legislation (such as the
frequency of inspectionsiPossibilitiesthus exist to enhandbe efficiency of the Zoos Directiysuch
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asimproved guidancanvolvement of external experts in the inspection procasdremovalof pos-

sible duplicatiorof controls carried out under different legislative acts (i.e. under 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 healthgeirements for trade in and imports into the EU).

Relevance

The relevance analysis relies on a comparison of the current needs and objectives with those defined at
the time of adoption of the Directive. The Zoos Directive was adopted in 1999 and has fozea

since 2002 without further amendments. The purpose of the analysis was to identify any disparity b
tween the objectives of the Directive and the current (legal, policy and scientific) situation.

Scientific evidence shows that the status of eoration (both in terms of species and habitats) has
deteriorated over the last two decades. At the same time, understanding of the importanceoef the pr
tection of threatened species and public awarenebgdiversity conservation has improvedon-
cretely, the need to protect biodiversity is significantly greater now than at the time of the adoption of
the Directive This evolution is reflected in the changes in policy objectives at EU and international
level (e.g. Aichi targetander the CBDUN Sustainble Development Goalshn light of thesecharg-

es theview thattheDi r e ct i v e demainceleyamtis sugpartedsby all groups of stakeholders
surveyed(authorities, zoos and federations/NGOdpwever, he evolution of international inskr

ments fom general aspirations to focused targets has resulted in more specific obfectikiescan-
servation of biodiversity, to whiclx situmanagement can contribut&hile these more specifiche
jectives and indicatoranderline the importancef the implementation of the Zoos Directive's priev

sions they also illustrat@ general need to be more explicit about wheersitumanagement is most
needed and could have the biggest impact in achieving conservation objectives.

There has been a wide range of stifienand technical developments in the field of biodiversitp-co
servation since 1999, in particular in terms of population management, identification of species in
need of conservation action, and identification of the actions needed for threatenesl Mpadesp-
cifically, considerableprogress has been made since the adoption of the Directive in relation to the
interaction betweein situ andex situconservation. Due to its broad scope and formulation, the D
rective does not contain any outdated rezaents in relation to these developments. The results of
stakehol dersd consul t at ivastmajority of gtakeholders relporelingdoco n c | u -
the targeted surveys (82%) consititthe Directive appropriate in light of subsequent techraca
scientific developmentsThe sakeholdersconsultednevertheless also indicated that the interaction
betweenn situandex situconservation could be significantly enhanced.

Coherence

Evaluating the coherence of an EU act involves looking at thervadlicy and legal framework in
relation to a policy field. It evaluates how well the different interventions work together, by providing
evidence of synergies and complementarities that could reinforce the achievement of commion obje
tives, while also anbysing inconsistencies and overlapping obligations that could lead to inefficie
cies. The interactions of the Zoos Directive with other acts in the areas of biodiversity conservation
and animal health have been analysed in this corftlet.evaluation focoherence alssoughtto ex-

amine 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 primary objective of the Directive is the conservation of biodiversity througiblistingthe
conservation role of zoos. The Zoos Directikiesfits within a wide net of laws and policies at EU
and national level aimed at the conservation of biodiversity. The legal analysis revealednsis-
enciesbetween the Zoos Directive anther relevant instrument®n the contrary, there are examples
of positive interactions that strengthen the achievemeobmimonobjectives. Biodiversity consera-
tion is not only the primary objective of the Zoos Directive, but also oNtitereDirectives, the EU
Wildlife Trade Regulation and Regulation (EU) 1143/2014 on invasive alien sp@éisRegub-
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tion). Taken together, these instruments establish a comprehensive system for biodiversitya-conserv
tion in the EU, and contribute to the compliancehaf Union with its obligations under the CBD. At

the same time, there is scope for further synergies to reinforce the effectiveness of the legal framework
applicable to zoos and their contribution to biodiversity conservation, for instanmaghreintroduc-

tion programmes for native specmhe organisation of joint inspection procedures.

Certain stakeholdensointed toinconsistenciebetweenthe Zoos Directive and RegulatigéC) No.
1739/2005 on the movement of circus animals (Circus Regulationyeh as with the IAS Regai

tion. However, the legal analysisund no coherence issuedl/ith respect tahe Circus Regulation,

there is no interaction between the two acts, given the clear exclusion of circuses from the scope of the
Zoos Directive For the IAS Regulation, even though zoos are required to ban the keeping amd bree
ing of IAS, this is fully in line with the biodiversity conservation objectives embodied in the Zoos
Directive and the IAS Regulation, in view of the particularly negative imbatta spread of invasive

alien species may have on local biodiversity. While it is acknowledged that zoos are not the main
pathways for invasive alien species, there is evidence that they can still funaiashathereby just

fying the strict approactaken by the IAS Regulation.

Finally, the informationgatheredndicates that the Zoos Directive hasdea positive contribution to
the establishment of a levplaying field for zoos across the EBrior toits adoption, there was no
regulation for zos in some Member Stateyet all zoos must now comply with the minimum reguir
ments imposed by the Directive. Howevevidence suggests thhere are significant discrepancies in
the obligations imposed on zoos, as well as in the enforcement of th&u@irecthe different Men-
ber States. This suggests that a true Iplaling field has not yet been achieved.

EU Added Value

The criterion of EU Added Valuexaminesfrom a qualitative perspectivihe extent to whichthe

Zoos Directive has contributdd strengthening the role of zoos gmdmotng the adoption of ao-

servation measures in a way that could not have been achieved by Member States on their own and/or
by other stakeholder#t also assessestlfere is a need for continued EU action

The Zoos Directive has playedamportantrole in placingbinding rules on all European zoos and, as
such,it prompted the adoption of conservation measthiesugh the compulsory requirements ief |
censing. Without an EU Directive, this overall result wouldbably not have been achieved under
national legislation, through participation in international agreements or the membership requirements
of zooHfederationsAs already indicated,dfore the adoption of the Zoos Directive, national legisl

tion regulathg zoo affairswas absent in most Member States. Viéhaational rules were in pladbgy
included requirements for licensing and inspection, but mainly in relation to conditions for animal
accommodation and animal welfaexcludingobjectives on biodiveity conservation. Standards and
guidelines were provided by zedederationgsuch as EAZA prior to the adoption of the Directiye

but thesehad a limited impact due to their coverad@% of licensed zoos are members of EAZA
scope (before the adopti@f the Directive, EAZA standards covered exclusively accommodation and
care of animals) and nerinding natureThe Zoos Directive andxternal factorge.g., work done by

zoos federationsindividual ambitions of zoo ownergeneral change of attitudewards biodiversity
conservation and protectioaXxerted a mutually reinforcing effect on strengthening the role of all zoos
in the conservation of biodiversity. According to a majority of MSCAs, NGOs and zoos, the Directive
promptedmore efficient and fster implementation of conservation measures, especially in zoos that
are notmemberof a federation.

All stakeholders recognised a continuing need Bat intervention As previously mentionedm-
portant differencesstill exist across Member States tarms of implementation and enforcement,
which have led to discrepancies in the obligations applying to zbbis affects the levgllaying field
between zoo operators in the differéember States anchpairs the proper protection of biodiversity
soughtby the Directive. In parallelyhereasexisting internationatonventiondCBD and CITES) and
nortlegislative instruments (standards and guidelines of Aiederations) enhance the role of zoos in
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conservationthey donot enable the full achievementtbke objectiveset inthe Zoos Directive. Fits

ly, the Zoos Directive is instrumenta the practical implementation of t&BD and CITESand in
particularto fulfillt he EUOG6 s @lpdrty tg thea GBD.rSecandlstandards and guidelines-d
fined by zocs €ederations can contribute only to a limited exteenthe protection of biodiversity by
EU zoos These instrumentack one of the key features thfe Zoos Directivea legally binding value
that enables enforcement across all EU zoos. As sueRitbctive remains important for ensuring the
implementation of conservation measures by zoos.

The need for continued EU action in the fieldexf situmanagemenis deemed important by more
than 80% of the responderitsthe public consultatioWhile zoos and public authoritiegyreecthat
most of the activities currently promoted by zoos waddtinuein theabsence of the Directive, other
stakeholder categories, including individuals and NG@se less assertive average, less than half
of therespondents believe that all activities would be continued. Concerns were raised BYyhNGO
the political message @bandonind=U legislation on zoos. One of the key concerns was thab-an a
sence of EU legislation on zoos would trigger repeals of natlegallationand budgetcuts for -
forcement.
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NOTE DE SYNTHESE

L66®tude de soutien

Dans le cadre du programme pour une réglementation affitée et performante (REFIT) de la-Commi

sion, | 6®t ude de soutien a pour 19¥P/EEdURIMas d as s i
1999 relative 7 la d®tention dbdani maamxr ss&ulva geB
recti veAvaaeod &) .REFI T, |l a Commi ssion veille 7 ce

réponde a ses besoins, a simplified @éduire les charges réglementaires tout en maintenant s bén
fices.

Le contrat pour effectuer | 6®t ude de soutien a
Fond® sur | a feuille de route do®termésudaréféramges de | a
de | 6®valuation de | a Directive Zoos, | 6objecti
| 6ef ficience, |l a coh®rence et l a valeur ajout ®e
ai nsi quetsengedobéd@ueael uati ond. Ell e fournit une
dans | 6®valuation REFI T qui gui der a, par mi dodéaut

versité et de conservation-situ.
La Directive Zoos

La Directive Zoosadoptée le 29 mars 1999, est entrée en vigueur en E0®2ut adoptée sur fond

dédun int®r°t croissant pour | a conservation et |
de |l a Terre de 1992 et par la®walsiéBiologine (GD8B).A a Con:
la méme période, la Stratégie Mondiale pour la Conservation dans les Zoos et Aquariums de 1993

il lustrait | 6®vol ution des zoos depuis | eur r?1]
conservation, dédiés,@ld © dbdacti vit®s purement r ®cr ®atives,
captivit® et |l es programmes de r® ntroduction s
approche compléte et cohérente de la conservation ex situ était généralbasie Des mangu

ments, tels | 6absence doéoune d®f inition commune d

zoos, le nombre restreint de zoos satisfaisant les normes exigées par les lignes directrices- internati

nal es en mati ®le vdeg ecomeki tciommsserd/@ti on des esp ¢
gue le nombre considérable de zoos ne respectant aucune norme acceptable, étaient également v

si bl es. Par aill eurs, peu doéattenti olondeBizaws.t por |
Seuls cing sur douze Etats membres (i.e. Belgique, Danemark, France, Espagne et -Royaume
disposaient de |égislation pertinente en la matiére.

En juillet 1991, la Commission Européenne adopta un projet de directive, établissant lesmiermes

ni males pour | a d®tention dbéani maux dans |l es zo
garantir que des standards harmonisés minimaux soient respectés par tous les zoos de la Communauté

pour | a d®tenti on doéan iomsatiorx étad conswerép eécessaikérafn dea e | | e
faciliter | dapplication de |l a | ®gislation commur

protéger le public.

directive fut finalement adopt @pdlrlebabligiédns mar s 1
rivant de | a CDB dbéadopter desobjectiéssiela drectiveour |
nt donc O6de prot®ger | a faune sauvage et de p
ats membres rdvbé mMesdriecend@&scctet déinspection d
Européenne. Pour atteindre ces objectifs, tout en reconnaissant que les zoos ont différents buts et ne
sont pas un ensemble homog ne doé®t adedautsi®edese nt s,

thwn aor

a

®
0

t

I
€

Etats membres pour instaurer des syst mes dobéoctr
gue ceuxc | mettent en Tuvre |l es mesures de cehservat
t mes ad®quatseddddinspedei perai ssi que laa mi se

tion par les zoos doivent résulter dans un role renforcé des zoos dans la conservation de la biodiversité,
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une plus grande connaissance et conscience du public en la matiére et, enfia,ptatestion des
espéces sauvages et la prévention du déclin de la diversité biologique.

Méthodologie et défis

L6®t ude rassemble |l es informations disponi bl es
analyse bibliographique, des enquétes ciléevers certains groupes de parties prenantes (autorités
compétentes des Etats membres, exploitants de zoo, ONG et fédérations de zoos), des gntretiens a
profondis et une enqu°te publique. Les enqgu°t e
| a@adyse bibliographique, se sont concentrés sur 14 Etats membres (Allemagne, Belgique, Bulgarie,
Chypre, Danemark, Espagne, France, Irlande, Italie, Lituanie;BeysPologne, Portugal et Rép
blique Tch que). Afin do6®l aqger deéel 6Pampge et t a
membres, cette recherche approfondie a été complétée par une consultation publique et une analyse
bibliographique générale

Plusieurs défis, liés a(i) la disponibilité et la qualité des donnédg) la possibilité, pdois limitée,
de trianguler les différentes sources et opinions (i@} la qualité des informations fournies par les

parties prenantes, ont émaillé le profetn par ti cul i er , l es Etats membr
rendre compt e eddelaDigectivaiZesoset aicun héeanisme pour la surveillasee sy

t®matique de sa mise en Tuvre nbéexiste au nive
do®t ude ®tait, par cons®quent , l'i mit ®e.inflbes ef f

mations élémentaires. Les informations utilisées pour cette étude ont principalement été collectée via

une recherche documentaire dans les 14 Etats membres et via les réponses aux questionnaires adressés
aux autorités et autres parties prenante(fbns de zoos, ONG, experts et zoos). Cependant, dans

de nombreux <cas, i néa pas ®t ® possible dbéobte
trianguler les données, en particulier sur : (i) les éléments contextuels sur les zoos etrfapesfor

des syst mes nati onaux d;giplestpmojets de ceeherghe et aviresme t d 6
sures de conser vat i on;etni)femitseenbénifices nduitspar lacilee s z o
tive. Par ailleursat gebttk®guoapeast dat hdod@urnper rpbairctu, |
f ®d®r ations de zoos (telle que | 6European AssocCi
actives en matierede biént r e ani mal (tell e que BorimtRrre“e)s. sLoGe
refl ®t ®e dans |l es r®sultats des consultations ef
compens®es autant gue possible par | 6obtention
par les enquétes ciblées adress@es différentes parties prenantes et autres entretiens suppléme

taires. En outre, un séminaire, auquel ont participé les parties prenantes de tous-Meriats, a

permis de valider |l es r®sultats de | 6®t ude.

Efficacité

Ce critere analyse lamesudeans | aquel |l e | 6 ob|-aepratéfer lg fRaun®sa a | de
vage et de conserver la biodiversité par le renforcement du role des zoos dans la conservation de la
biodiversité- et ses objectifs spécifiquesle garantir que les zoos mettentei uvr e | es mesu
conservation pr®vues ~ | 6article 3 et que | es f

ont été atteints.

Dans ce contexte ol seuls cing sur douze Etats membres avaient une législation en place, et ou les
activittssdec onser vati on recevaient peu dbéattention au
instrument important, qui déclencha la mise en place de cadres législatifs ainsi que des systémes

déoctroi de licences et dobébinspections dans tous

2 Les enquétes ciblées recurent des réponses des autorités compétentes des 14 Etats membres sélectionnés, 13 ONG,de3Zédgration

70 zoos et un expert. Des entretiens approfondis furent conduits avec 44 parties (13 MSCAs, 8 fédératiqrés @bl@y@sexploitants de

Z0o0s ainsi que 8 parties au niveaux EU et international). La consultation publique recut 2297 réponses (1944 répoyeses dd&ito
doexploitants de zoos, 21 doéentreprises 38udOiONGRs 8t @nhutd@&snissmpn
«autres»).
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Mal gr ® des retards initiaux et des probl mes dar

europ®enne au niveau national, des progr s ont

Directive Zoos les Etats membres ont mis place les conditions juridiques et pratiques (y compris

des syst mes ad®quats dobéboctroi de permi £ et dobi
sures de conservation et que les cas decoaformité soient traitésen paralléle, les donnéegllec-

t ®es au sein débun ®chantillon de 70 zoos, bien

sont engag®s dans des activit®s de conservation
et selon leurs capacités.

Différents factets ont été décrits durant les consultations avec les parties prenantes comme ayant
contribué a cette évolution positive, y compris les actions menées par

La Commi ssion Europ®enne, via | o6introduiction d
catond bun 6 Good Practices Documentd et LIFEees oppor
ERASMUS);

Les Etats membres, par | 6adoption dbéexigences
l a publication de | i gn esdeimatensetalutreséenements si qu e
Les f ®d®r ati ons i nternational es, europ®ennes

dans | e soutien de |l a mise en Tuvre de | a D
déaffiliati oeur sl efuadgrsmantoiroomess,, Illeur s progr ammes
conférences ainsi que leurs activités de sensibilisation du public

Les ONG, qui jouent un rt'le important dans | a
pour alerter les autorittbe manguement s ®ventuel s, ai nasi gue
tion du public;

Les zoos, qui mettent en place les ajustements nécessaires et portent une attention croissante a la
conservation de la biodiversit&ns leur démarche ;

Déautrueas,adted s quoduniversitaires et v®i-®rinai |
vitésexsitj , ou | es m®dias (via des activit®s doinf

Des probl mes i mportants de mi se en Tuvre et
| atcomplissement des objectifs et résultats attendus par la Directive. Les problémes prineipaux i
cluent:

Léoapplication incoh®rente des mesures de <con
syst mes nationaux doo céetlesocriteras appligwes pour gvaleet la d 6 i
conformité des zoos.

Le manque de ressources et de capacité des autorités pour mener les inspections. Les inspecteurs
en charge des zo00s sont souvent ®gal emeant r esp
tions (p.ex. sur les animaux utilisés a des fins scientifiques, sur les espéces invasives et CITES).
Leurs compétences sont généralement étendues et non concentrées sur la faune sauvage et les
guestions propres a ces especes.

Des zoos non agréés, ou desz qui ne répondent pas aux exigences légales mais qui continuent

S
n

déop®rer, r®guli rement mis en ®vidence par | e
Ces probl mes |l imitent | 6efficacit® des syst me:
souléeventdegguesti ons quant ° | 6ex®cution appropri ®e ¢
en Tuvre coh®rente de mesures de conservation pa
Au final, | 6i mpact de | a directive sdalabiod pr ot e
versit® (c"d I 6objectif g®n®r al de |l a directive)

a la conservation de la biodiversité au travers de la recherche, de la formation, des programmes
do®l evage ou de rpariexemplepphs é&reé inesurtée précisémene Latquestion est
débattue au sein de la communauté scientifique, mais les preuves existantes ne sont pas concluantes.
En revanche, |l a Directive Zoos repr®sedes® cl ai r
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jectifs fixés aux niveaux européen et mondial (en particulier la CDB) de protection de la faune sa
vage et de conservation de la biodiversité.

Efficience
Léefficience compare |l es ressources medrectve =~ di S|
avecsesrésultat€e crit re prend en compte | es charges r

de la directive et détermine si ces colts sont raisonnables et proportionnés par rapport aux bénéfices.
Les origines de ces codts, ainsedes charges accrues inutilement, si elles existent, sont également
examinées.

Lébabsence de l itt®rature et dé®valuations i nd«
déinformations fournies par | es paruatiorganr enant e
tive. Cela a également résulté dans des difficultés pour attribuer les codlts et bénéfices directement a la
Directive Zoos (et pas ° ddébautres facteurs)

Mal gr ® <ces i mitations, i sembl erait eqgete, en
ddédinspection, |l a Directive Zoos a men® ~ unhe aug
de | a | ®gi sl ation) et pour |l es zoos (mesures de
tout limitée.

Pour les autorités, descoitso uveaux ou additionnel s, compar ®s
vigueur de | a Directive Zoos, sont dus a@ax ¢trai-t
tion, | 6ex®cution et l' e sui vi d e antieilemsnpentoetles o n s .
di ff ®rent s Et at s membres en fonction de | 6orga
déi nspection (fr®quence dbéinspection, nombre dboé
inspection). Les ressources allouéés@a mi se en Tuvre de | a directive
donn® | e nombre important ddédautres responsabili!
(codagstre | 6ex®cution dbéautres | ®gi s bk,ds riessourses . Qu a
enti rement d®di ®es ~ |l a mise en Tuvre de | a Dii
autorit®s reconnai ssent que | 6augmentati @n des ¢
ti ons, s e ul e me n tes niemionnent iuneia®@meahtatem des coltsedé formation. Ces
donn®es renforcent | es doutes | ev®s par | es part

de connaissances appropriées des inspecteurs de zoos, et le besoin de formationsicequelité
et plus ciblées.

Pour les zoos, les opinions collectées via la consultation ciblée sont extrémement padagées.
nombre i mportant de zoos de | 6®chantillon (entr e
dépenses courantes liéesame sur es de conservation de | &article
rents domaines : la rénovation des englos| 6 exposi tion déinfor;nesti on s
normes plus ®l ev®es do®l eyvlesgystemes insthé@rdo@rEater gque me nt
|l es ani maux ;nets 6 &cehuaxpppeonutr | a tenue des registr
des estimations ont été fournies, les sommes investies peuvent étre considérables (entre des centaines
et des mil | i oenmentdégbaicewsi sont,liés a lp @rovatoh des enclos. Cependant,
seule une minorit® de zoos exprima qubils consi
attribuable a la directive. La méme logique apparait pour les dépenses causadésszoos ontét

clar® une s®rie importante de d®penses (ientre d
buent pas ° |l a directive. Dans | 6ensembl e, | es
supportés comme conséquence direetda directive de ceux qui seraient survenus indépendamment

de | 0exi sicéencamlodeest cdealnlse | e cadre de | 6®vod-ution
dernesbo. De fa-on g®n ®r al e, il sembl er ae t gue
I augmentation enregistr®e des co0%Hts.

o

En ce qui concerne | a charge administraticve, | es
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tions (la pr®paration de | a demande de per mi s,
documens aux autorités, la complétion des questionnairesngpection, la participation a la visite

des MSCAs, |l es r®ponses aux rapports doiBnspecti
sent strictement | i ®s au xonteconsidgrésnparere faihlé mimotit€det i o n
Z00s comme inutiles ou disproportionnés par rapport aux bénéfices.

Selon les parties prenantes consultées, toutes catégories confondues, la Directive Zoos a engendré des
b®n ®f i ces par sa coentrli diunfi ommat i béa®dwc apulini c

| 6am®l i oration des conditions des ani maux et de
situ, et dans | 6engagement plus ®l ev® du rpublic
site. | | reste difficile dé®tablir dans quell e mesur
mi se en Tuvre de | a Directive Zoos, et non ° d o e
tant qubéinstituti onendesattentasduspablicv ati on ou | 6®vol ut
Dans | 6ensembl e, |l es co%ts sont consi d®r ®s par
proportionn®s, mal gr ® | 6incertitude | i ®e - | 6at
différence significatven 6 ® mer ge entre | es zoos de diff ®rentes
gue |l es zoos plus petits feraient face ° des dif
Léinformation collect®e suggeffei gace |l @ss obpstacine
permis et doinspection sont surtout | i®s aux re
gubaux exigences sp®ci f i wgluweesla fréquendeales ingectioRgsat i on
possibilitéts et ent donc pour am®I|liorer | 6efficience de
directives donn®es pour l es inspections, I 61 mp|
| 6®1 i mi nati on des duplicationssomuet edndtaiuetlrleess [|aRvgei

comme le Réglement (CE) 338/97 relatif a la protection des espéces de faune et flore sauvages par le
contrdle de leur commerce, et la Directive 92/65/CEE sur les conditions de police sanitaire régissant
les échanges etlesimp t ati ons dobéani maux au sein de | 6UE.

Pertinence

Léanal yse de | a pertinence repose sur unea compat
nis | ors de | 6a daolpreciive Zoosdut addpie eth 199% et dsti em @gueur depuis
202, et nodéa pas subi de modifications. LO6objecti
entre les objectifs définis dans la directive et la situation actuelle sur le plan juridique, politique et
scientifique.

Léanal yse bimdntorge aplhe qglue gI®at ut de conse¥ vati on

ré au cours des deux derniéres décenias. par al | | e, | 6i mportaece de |
nacées est devenue de plus en plus évidente, y compris aux yeux du publice@amtrée besoin de
prot®ger | a biodiversit® est substantiell ement |
de la directive. Cette évolution est reflétée dans les objectifs politiques aux niveaux européen et inte
national, par exemple lesobje¢ f s d & Ai c hi pour | a CDB et eles obj
ment durable. A la lumiére de ces changements, tous les acteurs sociaux consultés (autorités, zoos,

f ®d®r ations et ONG) soutiennent | 6 ecgdntpertmentssel on
L6®vol ution des instruments internationaux, doa:

mi se en place doéobjectifs plus sp®cifiques pour
vation ex situpeut contribuer Alors que ces objectifs (et indicateurs) plus spécifiques soulignent

| 6i mportance de |l a mise en Tuvre de |l a Directiyv
déexpliciter | es domai mesguestlapius nétessaieg poerraisavoirle@ c on s e
plus grand impact pour atteindre les objectifs de conservation fixés au niveau global.

Depuis 1999, de nombreux développements scientifiques et techniques ont eu lieu dans le domaine de
la conservation de la biodiversité, en partieudi en ter mes de gestion des p
des esp ces menac®es, et dobéident i f iPusaspéciiqte- des a
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ment , des progr s consi d®rables ont ®t ®iorfsai ts d
entre la conservatioim situetexsitu  De par son champ dbéappli-cation
rective ne contient pas de conditions obsolétes au vu de ces développements. Les résultatd-des consu
tations des parties prenantes confirment datpha vaste majorité (82%) des participants aox e

quétes ciblées considere la directive adaptée aux développement techniques et scientifiques. lls ind
quent néanmoins gue les interactions entre la conseneisituet in situ pourraient étre signifida

vement améliorée.

Cohérence
Evaluer | a coh®rence dbébun acte | ®gislatif europf(
générall | sbagit do6é®valuer comment diff®  ent®s inte

sant des preuge de synergies et de compl ®mentarit® qui
communs, tout en analysant les éventuelles incohérences et superpositions qui peuvent nuire a son

efficacit®. Les interacti ons domines de ladconseevatibnide e a v ¢
l a biodiversit® et de | a sant® animale ont ®t ®
examine aussi la mesure dans laquelle la directive soutient le marché interne et la créatioit de cond

tions de concurremcs ®qui t abl es dans | 6 UE.

Léobjectif premier de |l a directive est | a conser
renforcé de conservation des zoos. La Directive Zoos appartient donc a un ensemble de leis et pol
tigues aux niveaux europén et nati onal visant | a conservation
néa r ®v® ® aucune incoh®rence entre | a directi:
exemples dbébinteractions positives, gexistgni.iLaconeenf or c e |
vada i on de | a biodiversit® est | 06objectif princip

des Directives Nature, du Reglement relatif & la protection des especes de faune et flore sauvages par
le contréle de leur commered du Réglement (UE) 1143/2014 relatif aux espéces exotiques £nvabhi

santes (R glement EEE). Ensembl e, ces instrument
tion de |l a biodiversit® dans | 0OUE, etiongsouskar i buen
cDB. En m°me temps, de plus amples synergies so

juridique applicable aux zoos et leur contribution a la conservation de la biodiversité, par exemple, via
des programmes de es®iimtdi gduwetsi oru d deogmami sati on
conjointes.

Certains acteurs sociaux soulignent des incohérences entre la Directive Zoos et le Réglement (CE)

1739/ 2005 sur |l e mouvement des ani mauxXglehent ci r qu
EEE.L6anal yse juridique nbéa toutefois pas identif
Cirque, |l es deux a: clés eciqued dontnexphiciteangnt &xelesndu chpraps

déapplication de | a Di rEEEtmémeesiled poossdoiver®baanir th-caa u R ¢
tivit® et | 6® evage dO6EEE, cela est touti-" fait
versit® des deux actes, eu ®gard © | 6i mpact par
biodiver si t ® | ocal e. M° me so6i l est Vroai gue |l es zo
dOEEE, des cas existent, et justifient | 6approch
Final ement , | 6i nformation coll ect ®eositivamdnt que qu.
| 6®t abli ssement de conditions de concurrence ®Qql

certains Etats membres nbéavaient pas de Is®gi sl at
pecter les conditions minimales imposémr la directive. Des différences majeures subsisterd-tout

fois gquant aux obligations i mpos®es aux Zo0O0Ss, ai
membres. Ceci suggére que des conditions de concurrence réellement équitable ne sonteas en
atteintes.

Val eur ajout ®e de | 6UE
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Le crit re de |l a valeur ajout®e de | 6UE pousse

|l aquell e |l a Directive Zoos a contribu® au renfor
demesues de conservation doune fa-on qui nébaurai't
membres et/ ou do deamprend égalament une analyseoda besoin xle la continuité

déune action au niveau de | 6UE.

La Directive Zoosajouéun® | e i mportant dans | 6®tabli ssement
Zoos europ®ens, et en tant que telle, a pouss®
exigences | i ®esEn | 6absence ded pmrge®ndRsrael c tnaévaey r aci et
blement pas été atteint par les législations nationales, par la participation dans des accords-internati
naux ou par |l es exigences doéaffiliation des f ®d:(

| 6adopti on des, al Diplecpgdrte Zews Et ats membires noba
vités des zoos. Quand des dispositions nationales existaient;at@fielsiaient des exigences pour les
per mi s et |l es inspections, pr i ncntdes brémaeretde en t e
bienétre animal, et non des mesures de conservation. Des normes et lignes directrices furent prop
s®es par des f®d®rations de zoos ( comineaetE AZA) 8

toutefois un impact limité de par leerhamp ddéapplication (17% des z
d6EAZA) , |l eur nature (avant | 6adoption de | a di
| 6h®ber gement et | e soin des animaux) et | eur ca
facteurs (p.ex. le travail des fédérations de zoos, les ambitions individuelles des gérants des zoos, le

changement g®n®r al déattitude ~ | 6®gard d@de | a c¢

proquement renforcé le réle de tous les zoos Baosnservation de la biodiversité. Selon une niajor

t® dbéautorit®s comp®tent es, ddONG et de #o00s, I
cace et plus rapide des mesures de conservation, en particulier parmi les zoos qui ne sont pas membres
d éhe fédération.

Tous | es acteurs sociaux reconnaissent | B besoi
tionn® pr ®c®demment , doéi mportantes diff®rences s
en Tuvre de |-amé&henia des tiviergences dares le$ obligations applicables aux zoos

qui affectent la création de conditions de concurrence équitable entre les exploitants de zoés de diff
rents Etats membres et limitent la protection de la biodiversité recherchée par la dieacpead

lele, tandis que des conventions internationales (CDB et CITES) et des instruments non juridiques
(normes et lignes directrices de fédérations) promeuvent le réle des zoos dans la conservation, elles

nbassurent pas | 6atddeianditeetivecRiemigrementela Direcve Zotsjestc t i1 f
indi spensable " |l a mise en Tuvre pratique- de | a
gations de | B8UE en tant que partie " | a CDB. De
par les fédérations ne peuvent contribuer que de facon limitée a la protection de la biodiversité par les
Z00OS europ®ens. Ces instruments ne di spoument pas:s
valeur juridiguement contraignante qui permat application a tous les zoos européens. Pag€ons
guent , la directive reste importante pour assur
Z00s.

Le besoin continu dodéune act i oexsitdest considét&impaatn s | e
par plus de 80% des participants a la consultation publitaredis que les zoos et les autorités p

bligues considérent que la plupart des activités actuellement conduites par les zoos continueraient en

| 6absence doéune di rsede partigipants, Y censgprisdes indiveliss etdes OZ or i e
sont moins catégorique®n moyenne, moins de la moitié considére que toutes les activités eentinu

raient sans la directive. Les ONG émettent également des doutes quant au message politique envoyé si
une |égislation européenne sur les zoos était abandonnée. Une des inquiétudes les plus prégnantes est
gue | 6absence de | ®gi sl ation europ®enne engendr e
et des coupes budgétaires affectant les inspeatiamstres mesures de contréle.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OFHESTUDY

The purpose of ik study is to support the evaluation@ifective 1999/22/EC of 29 March 1999 rela

ing to the keeping of wild animals in zoa®d@os Directivé) as part of th&Commission's Regulatory

Fitness Check and PerformandEFIT) programmeAs per the Technical Specifications, the study

aims to O6assist the European Commi ssion ilkn the e
ing, assessing and synthesisingevidc e f or t he evaluationo.

With REFIT, the Commission is taking action to m&@opean UniongU)I aw o6 f i t ,ik.or pur |
to simplify and reduce regulatory costs while maintaining benefiendtiregshat EU legislation is of

the highest quality andelivers its benefits with the least burdémrough a system of impact asses

ments, retrospective evaluations and stakeholder consultaftomsiltimate objective of such an exe

cise is to promote better legislation which is more responsive to exastihfuture challengeas well

as to improvets implementation.

As a rule, galuation is defined as an evideAzased judgement of the extent to whichirgarvention
hasbeen

effective and efficient,

relevant given the needs and its objectives,

coheent both internally and with other EU policy interventions and
and haschieved EU addedalue.

Accordingly, thepresentsupportingstudy assegsthe effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance
and added value of th#osDirective.

It provides evidencebased critical analysisf the Directived s per f or ma n crelgtionpoar t i c u |
the implementation of Article 3 on conservation measures. Istepdifferences in the level ofnk

plementation across Member Statasdidentifies good practicesrad issues at national level. The

studyalso measurs to theextentpossiblei the magnitude ofosts, in particular in terms of adnsni

trative burden, and the benefits of havinglaDirective on zoos.

The assessment worked in collaboration wzitles hat are registered or officially recognised as zoos
according tahe definition of theCompetentAuthorities (CA3. As agreedwith the Commission hie
analysis of implementation at national level focused on 14 selected Member States (Belgium, Bulga
ia, Cypus, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, ltaly, Ireland, Lithuania, the Netherlands,
Poland, Portugal and Spaln)

1.2 CONTENT OF THIS REFRO
This draft final reports structured as follows:

Section 1is anintroduction to the main purpose and contex the report

Section 2provides thebackground to the Directive,with information on thebaselineof the
Directive (i.e.the context ofits adoption, andits functioning

Section 3gives an werview of themethodologyused for the analysis, includirige evaluation

logic and framework, data collection tools and analytical methods. This section also provides a
summary of the challenges encountered in the implementation of the paoigédhe mitigation
measureapplied.

Section 4presents the currestate of play ofimplementation, atbothnational and EU level

% See Sectio.3.2.1for information on the selection process.
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Section 5detailsthe results of the analysis by evaluation criterion and evaluation question. It
compiles, assesses and syntheslsegvidence gatherddr the study

Section 6 provides aset of overall conclusions on the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance,
coherence and EU added valok the Directiveby identifying weaknesses and strengths in
relation to each of these criteria.
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2 BACKGROUND TO THE DIRECTIVE

2.1 BASELINE: THE ONTEXT OF THEQOS DIRECTIVE

The EU Zoos Directive came into force on 29 March 18#against a background of EU Directives
concerned with nature conservation andi882global Convention on Biological Diversity (CBLO},
was intended to encourage zoos to providenger support for biodiversity conservati@woos are not
a homogeneous set of establishmenlswith the same purpos¢éhey may seek tattract visitorsto
provide entertainment, t@ss/e conservation interestsr some combination of thede. otherwords,
not all zooshave the same priorities.

Understanding the impact of the Directive in the 17 years since it came into force requires @onsider
tion of the context within which ivas adoptedThis section establishes that context by:

Briefly outlining the history of zoos;
Presenting the adoption process of the Zoos Directive

The elements presented below in particular provide somedieys of informatiorto help measuring
the progress madence the adoption of the Directive

The 2d" century sw an important evolution in the perception of the role of zoos. The Directive
was adopted in a context wharmre progressive zo@med at pursuingonservation, research

and education

At international levelthis evolution was reflected in the adoptim 1993 of the World Strategy

for Conservation in Zoos and Aguaria.

At European levelthe European Survey of Zoological Collections carried out by Zoo Check in
1988 remains the primary source of information on the state and status of zoos acrdds the E
prior to the adoption of the Directivéhe Survey found that there was no widely used definition

of zoo and that the information on the number of zoos was limited (1012 were inventoried during

the Survey). 't al so f oun @nddrds eequired byfintematianal o s
guidelines of modern zoo practice in the areas of animal husbandry, species consangation
public educationbd, but t hat a considerabl e

At national level, por to the adoptin of the Directive, five out of the then 12 Member States
(Belgium, Denamrk, France, Spain and the United Kingdobag adopted legislatioon zoos.

The other seven countries had no legislation specifically targeting zoos, although a general

regulatory frarework on animal welfare or imports of animals could regulate their activities.

2.1.1 Brief history of zoos

In their history of zoos Tribe and Booti{(2003) considerzoos to be the oldest form of wildlife teu

ism. Ancient Egypan, Greek, Roman and Chinese societies are known to have kept animals for e
joyment or asform of status symbol. What sets zoos apart from such personal collections is that they
are open to the public for at least part of the year to display somein@iitfiduals in their collections.

The first o0aremoodsaered tozhave started some 200 years ago when they were first
opened to the publidUCN/CBSG 1993)
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Figure 1: Brief history of the ewvolution of the zoo

Late Téhand | [P€aring in mind what research and education was at that tiraening species and displaying weird

early 19 and wonderful animals].
centuries

ARecognition that the perception of zoos was increasingly bad. They were considered not to have
changed with the times, to be poorly managed and as a result did not reflect what the public wanted to,
1960s or where prepared to see.

Mid-late 1900¢
Late 1900s

N

Source: Adapted from Tribe and Booth 2003

The closing decades dhe 20" century saw the development aphilosophy that shaped the more
progressive zodsnamelythe pursuit ofconservation, research and educatibinis was reflectedn

the fact thaex situbreeding programmedseganaround 1995Clearly, however, zooswuststill raise
sufficient finance to be viable, andust remainattractive to visitors who would pay entrance fees.
Recreation washereforeacknowledged as the folraim of enlightened zoasThe Wildfowl and We

lands Trustfor example.added recreation to its aims in 1982, alongside the conservation, research
and education aimdefined bySir Peter Scott whethe trustwas established as the Severn Wildfowl
Trust in1946(Kear 1990)

ARecognition that many people who visited zoos were concerned about conservation and animal welfare.
It was understood that the survival of zoos depended on addressing these concerns.

Ashift towards pursuing conservation, research, education and recreation

Figure 2: Evolution of the zoo concept

Evolution of the zoo concept

Environmental
Resource Center

Theme:  Environmental
Subject:  Ecosystems
Survival of species
Concerns: Holistic conservation
Organizational networks
Exhibitry:  Immersion exhibits

Living Museum

Theme: Ecological
Subject:  Habitats of animals
Behavioral biology
Concerns: Cooperative species management
Professional development
Exhibitry: Dioramas

Living Natural History Cabinet
Theme:  Taxonomic
Subject:  Diversity of species
Adaptions for life
Concerns: Species husbandry
Species propagation
Exhibitry: Cages -

Source: IUDZG/CBSG (IUCN/SSC) 1993, © Chicago Zoological Society

At the same time, attitudes towards the exhibition of animals have also dremtdj¢hese have led to
what have been callefitst, second and thirgeneration exhibit§Moss, Esson and Francis 2010)

‘“See also the concept of EU 6pr ogr(dobnReagan Assaiatesdtd2087¢ d i n t he EU
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defined adollows:
First generation exhibits, in which animals usually kept singly: bare, featureless edtiner
barred completely oraingdeep pitdor animal containment.
Secondgeneration exhibits may still be fairly austere, with modest attenptinclude cage
furniture. They are typically constructed of inorganic materials such as concreteeaften
surrounded by avaterfilled moat. They are designed, at least in part, with the welfare of the
animal in mind.
Third generation exhibits, in which animals are kept in speesgpropriate group humbeand
in areaglanted and themed to resembleitimative ecosystenThe barriers between visitors and
animals are normally concealed. Often, the témmersivé or Gmmersiordis used to describe
suchthird generation exhibits.

2.1.2 Context of a doption of the Zoos Directive

2.1.2.1 International context

The changsin attitudes towards conservation and the protection of biodiveigtye rise tolte 1992

Earth Summitin 1993, the International Union of Directors of Zoological Gardens (ih@wVorld
Association of Zoos and Aquarium&AZA), together withthe Intemational Union for the Conseav

tion of Nature [UCN), including its Conservation Breeding Specialist Group (CB%@) WWF
publishedits dNorld Strategy for Conservation in Zoos and Aquariad (WSCZA) which outlined

the commorconservatiorobjectives and pratices that zoos should follovit noted the evolution of
zoos from their role as living museums to one of modern conservation centres, where edeeation, r
searchand captive breeding and reintroduction programmes are undertaken, ossoaegurely
recreational activities.

2.1.2.2 European context

One of theother key drivers behind the adoption of the Zoos Directive wastlla progressive
legislative framework applicable in the UK. The UK Zoo Licensing Act of 1981 laid down minimum
requirements for zogsncluding licensing requirements. It stimulated the interest of apmofit
organisation, UK Charity Zoo Chedlhich laker became the Born Free Founda}jdo investigate

the protection of wild animals in European zamsnparedto the protection guaranteeshderthe
British legislatiod. The European Commission funded theEuropean Survey of Zoological
Collections (&urvey of Zoological Collectiods{Travers and Straton 1988rried out by Zoo Check
five years prior to the B2 Earth SummitThis worktook place duringa 12-monthperiod with the

final report submitted to the Commission in August 1988. Tkimainsthe primary source of
information on the state and status of zoos acrosslth@vich then comprised 12 Membetags),

prior to the adoption of the Directiv&he science of conservation biology was very new at that time,
having only emerged in the miP80s (see Sectidn3.3.), and there weras yetvery few scientific
papers that ansidered the conservation performance and potential of Zt@s same applies to
analyses of other issues related to zoos, such as edyeat@renessaising andanimal husbandry.

No information was provided on these issirea systematic mannacrossEurope

In the absence of systematicunderstanding of zoos in thdJEthe Survey of Zoological Collections
sought to: a) provide a definition of zoos; b) assess how many existed; and ¢) comment on #ie legisl
tion in force in Member States. There waswidely usedlefinition of a zooandthe Surveylisted the
variety of different collections of animals that were open to the public. These included zoological ga
ders or parls, menagerig wildlife parks, and safari pasdg as well as more specialised exts such as
monkey sanctuariesdeer park, sealaria aviaries bird gardes, hawk conservancieswildfowl re-
serves, vivaria, crocodile farms, aquarimsand butterfly house The report providea description of

P

each of these andonsot her O6typesd of coll ecti

® Interview with NGO.
¢ Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the UK.
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There was similarly limited information on tmeimber of zoosin existenceThe Survey of Zooladg

cal Collectiongeported that the 1987 issue of the International Zoo Yearbook, published byothe Zo
logical Society of Londonlisted 218 zoos, wheredéisey themselves identified,012, including some

that had closed during their survey. The report then went on to make brief commeatslitions in

the zoos that they visited, highlighting enclosure ,sifesign, furnishings and facilities, socia-r
quirements and environmental suitabilitpverall,the Survey of Zoological Collectiorieundthat a

few zoos broadly met O6the standards required by
areas of animal husbandry, species conservation aidipb educati ond, but t hat
did not meet any acceptable standdiidavers and Straton 1988)

The Survey of Zoological Collections report compiled information on zoos in 12 European countries
for the first tme andprovidedan assessment of husbandry standafd=ere was little significant co
sideration of theconservation activitiesor potential of zoos. The receipt of this report by then€o
mission stimulated the drafting of a Directive concerned with mimnstandards of animal husbandry

in zoos(Johnson 2015)

Over time, the Commission welcomed thgport of EAZA in developing both the husbandry and

the conservation elements of the Directive. A key driver for the mainstzealwgical establishments

was the diversity of establishments that kept animals and exhibited them to the public, including those
for whom such activities weraéidental to their main busineés.g.restaurants and petrol statipns

EAZA wasunderstandallkeen to engboor pactices and improve the standards of weaker’zoos

2.1.2.3 The Directive

In July 1991, the European Commission adopted a draft Directive laying down minimum standards for
the keeping of animals in zoos. The stated objective of this propasalowensure that minimumrha
monised standards for the keeping of wild animatsuld beobserved by all zoos in the Community.
Such harmomsation was deemed necessary to facilitate the application of Community nature aenserv
tion laws and to protect the blic.

This proposal recognised a threefold rialezoos in society:

Contributing to efforts to conserve threatened or endangered species

Carrying out scientific research on spediestare difficult to observe and study in their natural
habitat

Educding the public on the environment and ecology.

After some debate on the nature of Community intervention in thatiarparticularthe added value
and efficiency of a Directiv€European Council 1992)he European Parliameaxamined the siat
tion of zoos and their regulation across the European Commiitppean Parliament 1993t the
time, five out of thel2 Member Statebad relevant legislation on the subject (§ablel below).

Table 1: L egislation prior to the adoption of the Directive

Country 1993 Legislation Main provisions

Belgium Law of 14 August 1986  Belgian legislation requires licen ces for zoos, animal parks
on the protection and and private collections. It outlines conditions for the
well -being of animals accommodation of wild animals.

Denmark Act on Animal Welfare Danish legislation req uires zoos to hold authorisations issued
(1967); by the police authority on the basis of information

" The report gives different figures of the number of agsited (232 stated in the Foreword, 217 given in the Section 1 summary).
8 Interview with expert.
® Interview with expert.
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Act on State subsidies to (submitted by the applicant) on the conditions of animal

zoological gardens accommodation and inspections.
(1977, amended in 1980,
1983, 1985)
France Law of 10 July 1976 on  Zoos are regulated under the general legislation on nature
the protection of nature protection, complemented by 10 regulation S concerning
the conditions for keeping wild animals, the licensing
system and inspection of zoos.
Spain Decree 1119/1975 of 24 Zoological collections must be authorised and registered
April 1975 on the by the Provinces
authorisation and

registrat ion of zoological
centres, establishments
to practice horse -riding,
centres for the
enhancement and care
of companion animals
and other similar centres

UK Zoo Licensing Act (1981) British legislation established a comprehensive licensing
and inspection system for zoos. The government produced
a list of authorised inspectors and detailed guidelines for
the accommodation and care of animals in zoos.

Source:(European Parliament 1993)

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 1993 European
Parliamenteport satedthat the frameworks summsed inTable2 below were in place in thosewse

en countries.

Table 2: General regulatory framework prior to the adoption of the Directive

Country 1993 National regulatory fr ameworks

Germany Legislation on animal welfare, conservation of nature, protection of species and
veterinary imports , as well as CITES.
Guidelines for granting subsidies to zoos.

Greece Animal welfare and import laws.
Zoos are generally under the contro | of the local mayor and nearly all are financed
by the municipality

Ireland Animal welfare and import  licensing.

Italy None .

Luxembourg None (No zoos) .

Netherlands General legislation on animal welfare, veterinary inspection and imports
Portugal Animal welfare and imports laws

Source:(European Parliament 1993)

The 1991 Proposal was withdrawn and replaced in 1995 by a draft Recommenatiopean
Commission 1995yvhich includeddetailedguidelines for the accommodation and care of animals in
Z00s.

TheCommi s §icomdsmi ¢ and Soci al Commi tteebs npinion
mended adopting a Directive instead of a Recommendatatimg thaaction would only be effective

if legislationwasadopted at Community levetinally, the current Zoos Directive was adopted after a

long process on 29 March 1999.

2.2 FUNCTIONING OF THE @QOS DIRECTIVE

The review, assessment and evaluation of the Zoos Directive should correspond dittbetlplije-
tives, inputs andoutputs required to implement the legislatidinis Gntervention logicd g dithed e
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evaluation methodology and processl isillustrated in the following figureRigure 3).

The Directivéd sverall am is tofulfil the obligations deriving from the 19980 to adopt measures
for ex situconservationThe Directive thus seeksto protect wild fauna and to conserve biodiversity
by providing for the adoption of measures by Member States for the licearginigspection of zoés

in the EU.

Activities and inputs designed to achieve the objectives focus on the ille ohb e r &Btho&xt e s 0
ties which are responsible for implementing the Directivanational level through the setting up of
systens for inspection and licensing of zoos.

Outputs are the measures and services that immediately result from the activities undertaken (i.e. the
measures adopted for licensing and inspections of amaslosure and penaltidsr breaches of the
legislation). Theeoutputs should achieve certain results (increased participation of zoos in measures
to conserve biodiversity), and contribute to lonrtggm impacts at the EU level, towards the ultimate

goal of protecting wild fauna and preserving biodiversity.
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Figure 3: Intervention logic of the Zoos Directive

\

N\

V.

QD

A Many species kept in EU zoos are threatened by extinction, contributing to global biodiv
loss
Needs A The @D requires that Parties adopt measuregfosituconservation
A Knowledge and public awarenesisconservation of biodiversity arasufficient in view of
Aichi Target 1
J
[ General objectives
Protect wild fauna and conserve biodiversity by strengthening the role of zoos in the conservation of
L biodiversity
/ Specific objectives \
A. Ensure that zoos participate in research, and/or trainingraexizthange of information on
species conservation and/or in captive breeding, repopulation or reintroduction of species jnto
Objectives the wild
B. Ensure that zoos promote public education and awarefesgaservation of biodiversity, in
particular by providing infanation about the species exhibited in zoos and their naturial haby
tats
C. Ensure that zoos accommodate their animals under conditions which satisfy their species’
biological and conservation requirements and maintain high standards of animal husbandiy
D. Ensurehat zoos prevent escape of animals and intrusion of outside pests and vermin
E. Ensure that zoos keep-tp-date records of their collections
F. If a zoo or part thereof is closed, ensure that the animals are treated or disposed gf-under
\ propriate conditions
Inputs Financial, human and institutional resources allocated by the EU and Member States
ﬁ Designate competent authorities \
2. Grant licences to existing zoos by 9 April 2003 and to hew zoos before they are open to the
public, with conditions ensurg 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
o 4. Ifazoo is not licensedraloes not meet the licang conditions, close the zdor part theregf
Activities to the public or impose requirements to ensure that the licensing conditions are met; if those
requirements are not met withiwo years, withdraw/modify the licence and close the @o
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 breachemaf nati
\ provisions /
(1. Competent authorities designated \
2. Licensing system established and lices granted to new and existing zoos
3. Inspections carried out before granting, refusing, extending or significantly amending licences;
regular inspections carried out to ensure compliavittelicensing conditions
Outputs 4. Closure of zoos that are not licensed or do not meet licensing conditions or requirentents it
in two years
5. Measures taken to ensure that if a zoo or part thereof is closed, the animals are trested of di
posed of under appropriatenditions
6. Effective, proportionate and dissuasive penalties determined and applied to breaehes of n
\ tional provisions /
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Results -

—
N

-~

Zoos take part in research and/or training and/or exchange of information and/or capﬂA
ing, repopulation, reintroductioof species into the wild

Zoos promote public awarenesishiodiversity conservation, in particular by providing irfo
mation about the species of wild fauna exhibited and their natural habitats

Zoos accommodate their animals under conditions which s#tisfyspecies' biological and
conservation requirements and maintain high standards of animal husbandry

Zoos prevent escape of animals and intrusion of outside pests and vermin

Zoos keep ujio-date records of their collections

If a zoo or part thereo§iclosed, the animals are treated or disposed of under appropniate c
ditions to breaches of national provisions

o

nmo o0

A Zoos play an increased role in biodiversity conservation

Impacts A Knowledge and public awarenesfisconservation of biodiversity are improved
A Species of wild fauna are protected and biodiversity loss is averted
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3 METHODOLOGY

This section sets out the overarching framework that guided the design and practical implementation
of the stuly. It provides theevduation questions(EQ) and thesvaluation logic model(Section3.1),

and presents thevaluation framework (Section3.2) that guide the data collection including the
consultation strategfSection3.3). It also provides an explanation of ttiata analysis methodsised
(Section3.4), as well asa summary othe challengesexperienced in carrying out the study and the
mitigation measuresusedor proposed to overcome these difficulties (SecBidh

3.1 EVALUATIONQUESTIONS ANDCRITERIA

This sectioncategorises thevaluation questionaccording tathe five evaluation criterigdp dema-
stratethe rationalebehind he questions. It also indicates the main issteebe addressed under each
criterion Table3 below provides an overview of the criteria and corresponding questions.

Table 3 Overview of evaluation criteria andquestions

EQ1 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 co nservation measures set out in Article
3? To what extent have adequate licensing and inspection systems been put in place?

EQ2 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 co n-
ventions 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 ne g-
ative can be linked to the Directive?

EQ5 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 (m i-
cro/small/med ium-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? | n 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?

EQ9 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 Me m-
ber State and EU levels, in particular as regards wild animals kept in captivity for co m-

mercial reasons (notably ¢ ircuses) and how do these policies affect 0 positively or neg a-
tively o 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, esp ecially SMEs?

EQ 14 What has been the EU added value of the Zoos Directive compared to what could be
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achieved by Member States at national and/or regional levels?

EQ 15 To what extent do the issues addressed by the Directive continue to r equire action at EU
level?
EQ 16 What would be the consequences of not having the Directive ?

3.1.1 Effectiveness

Effectiveness is intended as the assessment of the extent to which a certain legal provision, act or set
of acts haschieved the objective# wasintended to achieve.

This question represents a crucial component ofstigportingstudy. The answer to this question
builds on the assessment of the implementation of the Zoos Directive (i.e. the state of play), and it
focuses on: the progress madedods the general and operational objectives set out in the Directive
possible additional/unforeseen effeasd the contribution to efforts towards biodiversity conserv

tion.

The analysis is guided by the intervention logic presented above, andathatiewm framework -
sented in the next section. It investigates the actions taken by the MembgtdS¢atsurémplemen-

tation of the different conservation measures foreseen by the Directive across European zoes, the e
tent of theprogress achievedandthefactors that have influenced the results.

3.1.2 Efficiency

The analysis of efficiency examines the range of regulatory costs implied by the implementation of the
Directive across the 14 selected EU Member States, and assesses whether these are praportionate
the benefits delivered. It requires a structured and comprehensive assessment of the range of costs
incurred in implementing the Directive, as well as the benefits achieved.

The analysis also aime identify the main elements behind thtatedcostsand benefitsandthose
which affect the efficiency of the implementation, looking at both the systems set up in Member States
and the contextual factors.

Compliance costs are mainly borneamps(thetarget group for th€oos Directive, and consist b

Oneoff compliance costs (neousinessasusual(BAU) costs, except charges and administrative
costs arising from information/reporting obligations) related to Article 3 measures (such as
investmentsand/or recuiing costs related to the implementatiof conservation measures
Administrative burdens (administrative costs to meet information obligations caused solely by the
legislation excluding BAU a@ministrative costs) arising frotitensng and inspection procedures

(i.e. labour costs focompletirg thelicence application, preparin@r theinspection necessary for
granting of the licence, senthg documents to authoritiescompleting preinspection
guestionnaires, etc.)

Othercostsandcharges, i.elicence fees.

Member State authoritiesincur alministrative burdens that include but are not restricted to the fo

lowing: labour costs foprocessingreatinglicence applicationsmonitoring of compliance, exchange

of information. Member States6 enf or gepanedgort c oSt S
inspectionprior to granting of thdicence, evaluahg pre-inspection questionnaires, onsite inspections,
compilinginspection reposg, andcostof traininginspectorate staff.

In parallel,the main expectedbenefits correspond tahe inended and unintendgmbsitiveimpacts of
the Directive.

3.1.3 Relevance

The analysis of relevandakes into accourturrent EUneedsandthe legal and policpbjectivesin
biodiversity atboth EU and global level, and séheseagainst the original objéges of the Zoos
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Directive.

As a first step, the objectives pursued by the Directine framedin the context ofcurrent and
emerging issuesin order to assess the role played by the Directive in the area of conservation of bi
diversity. To thisend the developments thahapethe biodiversity agenda at the EU and global level
(such aghe Aichi Biodiversity Target$ part of theCBD, theUnited Nations (UN) Sustainable B-
velopment Goal§SDGs) the objectives of the IUCN, et@je considered, togetheith the relevance

of EU legislationagainsinternational conventions and the iojgayed byother bodies

The analysis address¢he technical and scientific progressachievedduring the implementation
period of the Directive, in order to ass#issextent to whichle conservation actions and the lisen
ing and inspection systems set up by the Member Stateskeppace with the latest developments.

3.1.4 Coherence

This evaluation question looks at the Directive in the context of thpdtidy and legalframework

in relation to biodiversity conservation and animal welfémdeed,the Zoos Directive fits within a

wide net of laws and policies at EU and national level aimed at the conservation of biodiversity and
animal welfareln addition to the EU Biagersity Strategythe following EU legal instruments are in
particular relevant

Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birdrds Directive) andDirective
92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and (Heiztas
Directive) (together, the Nature Directives).

Regulation (EC) No 338/07 on the protection of species of wild fauna and flora by regulating
trade therein (EU Wildlife Regulation)

Regulation (EU) 1143/2014 on invasive alien species

Directive 92/65/EECdying down animal health requirements for trade in and imports into the
EU of animals, semen, ova and embryos not subject to other specific rules

Regulation (EC) 1739/2005 laying down animal health requirements for the movement of circus
animals between Bmber States

Other EU action3 he analysis also addresses the contribution of the Directive to the creatitav-of a
el playing field among economic operators.

Overall, the objectives of the analysiscoherencare to:

Assesghe extent to whiclthe Zoos Directive complements or interacts with other EU and-inte
national policies and legislation affecting biodiversity conservation;

Identify possible overlaps, or conflicting objectives and requirements;

Assessaachievements in terms of harmsation amag Member States, and theontribution to

the creation of comparable conditions for economic operators across the EU (with specific refe
ence to SMEs).

3.1.5 EU Added Value

The assessment of EU added value brings together the findings reached under siineeeaiaddiation
guestions. It dragrconclusions about how effectively and efficiently the Directinaes achieved its

stated objectives and contributed to the overarching EU objectives of biodiversity conservation, and
whether or not the action promotegihmainsrelevant in the light of developmerdsring the interve-

ing period.The analysis consolidag¢his evidence andoesa step furtheranalysing the added value
resulting from the Directive compared to what could be achieved by Member States at aatifora
regional levels, and the extent to which the Directive has contributed to the uniform implementation of
biodiversity conservation measures across the EU.

The analysis of EU added valigchiefly a qualitative assessmenbtiilt on the following é&ements:
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Theresults achievedand the extent to which these can be attributed to the Zoos Directive or to
other factors, including the action of stakeholders active in the fia® situconservation

The review of the range ofelevant legislation (at EU and national level), strategies,
international conventions and other instrumentsthat promoteex situconservation measures
(e.g. including recommendations, guidelines, membership conditions set lyfedestions,
World Zoo Conservation Strategy, tmal Species Action Plans includirex situmeasures,
WAZA global species management plans, IUCN technical guidelines for the manageragnt of
situ populations for conservatipnequiring members to take action for the conservation of wild
fauna, etc.)The investigation of these factors will also provide indicatiminscenarios irwhich

the Zoos Directivalid not exist, i.e. whether action at EU level would be maintained with other
instruments, existing (EU biodiversity strategy) or new (recommendagjoigelines), and
whether regulation of the issue would depend on the initiatives taken at national level.

The assessment of thdegree of harmonsation between Member Statdsrought by the
Directive, the extent to which the issues addressed have an Ethsiiom and whether or not the
continuation of EU intervention is justified.

3.2 EVALUATION FRAMEWORHKNND ITS LINKS TO THIRTERVENTION LOGIC

Each of the evaluation criteria summarised above is analysed in ratatipacific elements of inte
vention presentkin the intervention logicThese interactions are summarise&igure4 below.

Figure 4: Evaluation logic of the Zoos Directive.
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expected if needs were
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policies and legislation?
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Has the policy
achieved the desired
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How de the results
compare with those

e.g. through national
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Source: Presentstudy

On the basis of the evaluation logied the ewluation questionagreedthe study team drafted an
evaluation framework that links together:

A The evaluation questions;

A The evaluation suljuestions;

A Indicators;

A Success criteria;

A Sources of information used;

A Comments from the study team;

A Links with dat gathered under the consultation process3seton3.3).
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This evaluation framework (@correspondence matgxs presentedn Annex I.

This matrix wascritical in guiding the data collection and the subsequent udataffor the analysis.

It ensurel that all aspects of the evaluation questimese answeredsystematically ad in atraceable
manney on the basis of relevant indicatarad success criterjaand supported by all availableiev
dence identified during thewly. It was drafted in close cooperation with the European Commission
from the inception phase of the stydyith regular revisionso ensure appropriatinks to the new
sources of informatioidentified.

3.3 DATA COLLECTION

3.3.1 Literature review and country fi ches
Literature review

Deskresearch wasarried outfrom the beginning of the projectwith a range of documents anel r
ported reviewedh orderto:

Develop a clear overview of the statkeplay and determinavhereresearch and expert opinion
standin respect of ach of the issues under investigation

Collect informationto support the development oéporting and data collecticiemplates and
guidance documents

Identify furtherrelevant documents for the Member State level desk research

Collect infaomationto add o the reference database of the project

Gather evidence to support the overall analysis.

Many differentinformation sourcesvere used for the general literature review, i.e. Google, Google
Scholar, PubMed, Open Grey, websites of idestifstakeholder groups, etc. Priority was given to the
most recent publications and repovtith older informationincludedwhen relevant

The following categories of information were identified and analysed: scientific literature, legally
binding documats media sourcesaindstudies and reports from stakeholders and authorities active at
EU, national and international levels.

All sources identified were added to and described in the reference datababewas configured as
an ailine tool in orderto allow clear and simultaneous listing of the sources reviewed by the different
members of the study tegisee Annex N\4).

Country fiches

As part of the literature review, national experts compiled background infornagitibie transposition

of the Directive in the 14 selected Member States, the numb&cerfsedzoos, theCAs, and active
national stakeholders, as well as key issues faced in the implementation (including infringement pr
cedures at national and EU level). This initial desk researcloldtetdrafting of theountry fiches

which were then updated to incorporate information from the questionnaires and int€Been-

nex Il for these auntry ficheg. To support the next stage ofetstudy, this initial desk research was
usedto:

Gathemational literature

Identify relevant stakeholders

Gain a preliminary understanding of the transposition and implementation of the Directive at
national level.
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3.3.2 Consultation strategy

The consultation strategy was discussed during a Steering Group Meetniuly 2016.

The following subsectionsoutline the key elements of the consultation stratpggsenting the obge

tives and scope of the consultation, the stakeholder groups identified, and the consultation methods
and tools usetbr the studyFigure5 below presents the overall timefrarfiog the different consudt-

tion processed here were three forms of consultation:

A Targeted surveys faCAs, zoo®federationsNon-GovernmentalOrganisationsNNGOg and zoo
operators fronthe 14 selected Member States (17 Au@ud® November 2016)

A Open public consultation (15 Septembe& December 2016)

A In-depth interviews withCAs, zoo® federations, NGOs and zoo operators from the 14 selected
Member States (18 Octobiel2 December 215).

Each of these consultation processes are further developed in the followisgctiohs

Figure 5: Timeframe for the consultation processes

August September October November December

Targeted surveys

Analysis

Source:Presentstudy

3.3.2.1 Objectives and scope of the consultation

The consultation sategyplayed a key rolein this supportingstudy,representingn important instr-
mentin ensuringobustness of the analyses, transparency and legitimacy of the process.

The objective of the consultatiavastwofold:

A Gather information and data that @nnot be found through desk research and additional
sources thus triangulating the data and providiaglid and evidenebased answers to the
evaluation questions. This degathering exercise foced on the 14 selectedember Stateand
extendedo EU aml international stakeholders in order to gain anviitde perspective and build
a complete picture.

A Inform and enable feedback allowing a broader range of stakeholdersto provide views,
feedback and perception$ the concrete implementation and performeaié the Directive in
achieving its goals and contrilimgy to biodiversity conservation, the issues at stake and the
elements to be improvedhe consultation strategy ensdréhat the findings and conclusions
wereshared with and validated by stakeholders

The consultation coved the five evaluation criteria, translating théroadevaluation questions into
specific(more detailed and targeted) consultation questions. Correspondence betwaaim thalu-
ation questionsutlined inTable 1 their subquestions and the consultation questioissdetailed in
the evaluation framework iAnnex I. This allownedfor information data and viewt be collected in a
way thatclearlylinked tothe fiveanalysiscriteria.
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At geographical leve] the consultation fmused on the 14 Member States selectedegwesentative
case studies. This sampteveredhalf of the EU Member States, amas afined with the aim of
satisfying the following criteria:

A mix of both smaller and larger (or densely populated) Membeestatith 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 Stdtetn order to assess different
implementation periods

General availability of information and different progress implementation of the Zoos
Directive, includingMember Statesvhere issues related to the implementation of the EU
legislation have been raised

The 14 selected Member Statesere Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprusthe Czech Republic, Denmark,
France, Ireland, Italy, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Patafspain.The selection
ensuredthat the countries coveremdlere representative of all EU Member States. In particular, all
Member States with the highest number of zaese includedn the selectiorso thatcountrieswith
significantexperience of implementing the Directive wemvered The nformation gathered in these
14 Member Statewasthusdeemedepresentative of th&tuationacross the E{28. Informationfrom
these casstudiesvascomplementedby other toolsgiving full geographical coverage of the E&lg,
literature review and public consultatimandevidence provided by stakelders operating at EUe
el).

3.3.2.2 Stakeholder mapping

Based on the intervention logic of the Directive, the evaluation frameworknémnation needs
stakeholders were selected wdre directly involved in the implementation of the Zoos Directive, are
impacted by the EU legislationr have knowledge and/or interest in the topics concerned.

The following stakeholder groupgeredirectly targeted by the consultation process:

Competent authorities (CAs) including enforcement authorities responsibler the
implementation and enforcement of the Zoos Directive in thelddhber Stateselected as case
studies.

Zoos (including public, private, charitgupported and mixed entities) in the selectedviember
States Based on the information provided by tl#\s and other stakeholders (such as @oos
federations and NGOs), a mix of different types of zesse included membershipon
membershipto the European Association of Zoos and Aquai#4A), large and small
operators, single/multiple operator, aquas, animal parks, safari parks, collections of birds,
reptiles, etc.).

Z00s associationsepresentative organisations acting at international, EU and national level
(for the 14selectedMember States)jncluding federations and unions of zoo operators whde
relevantunionsofz oo and wil d ani mal sé veterinarians
NGOs focused on biodiversity conservation in general and/oexrsituconservation, and on
animal welfare, at international, EU and national I¢f@l the 14 Membe&tates)
Experts/academicswith expertisan the area®f biodiversity conservatiorex situconservation,
wild fauna, etc.

A broad range of stakeholders (includingtional stakeholders of the 14Member Statesnot in-

0 Member States accessing the EU in 2004 and 2007 are considered new.

™ More specifically, the following criteria were appliedtinated number of zoos; size of the country and presence of wild fauna; country
localisation (North/South, West/East) and administrative structure; older and newer EU Member States; general avar&difitgtain.

Based on the preliminary informatiawailable and on the exploratory interviews carried out during the inception phase, the sample included
Member States where issues have been raised in relation to the implementation of the Directive.
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volved in the case studigsandcivil society at large, includingndividual citizens, wereinformed
and reached through the public consultation thedledicated webpage set up Bgvironment Dire-
torateGeneral European Commissidd@& ENV) for the project

3.3.2.3 Exploratory interviews

During the inception phase of this study, exploratory interviewgse carried ouin order togain an
initial understandingf the interests and challenges faced by the two main gdfupU stakeholders
in the implementation of the Zoos Directive: zofesleratiams and NGOs activi@ animal welfare.

Both EAZA, the Eurogroup for AnimaJsindBorn Freewere interviewed usinthe same set of gse
tions,based orthe evaluation questions and syiestions contained in the evaluatroadmap

Those exploratory intgrews contributed to designing the evaluation framework, in partichiar
identification ofthe types of sources of information availglihelicators and success criteria.

3.3.2.4 Targeted questionnaires

The targeted onlinguestionnairegimedto collectdetaiked, quantitative and qualitative information

to support the answers to the evaluation questibhs.questionnairesocused on the collection of
detailed information and data, especially on the implementation of the Directive (the conservations
measures ufertaken by the zoos and actions taken by the CAs and enforcement authorities), and the
costs and benefimssociated witthe Directive

The questionnaires were discussed during a Steering Group Meeting onZ0J6ilgnd revisedca
cording to the membérsomments.

The following paragraphs present information on:

The stakeholders targeted andppedandthe reach out strategy
The questionnaires

Informationon respondents

Publication of answers

Targeted stakeholders
The questionnairesargetedall stakeholdercategorieswith a high and medium interest according to
the stakeholder analysis matras well as those with a low interest but high influeincéne 14 selde
ed Member States and at EU level:

Member States Competent Authorities (MSCAS);

NGOs zoo®federationsand experts at national and EU lé¥el

Z00 operators.
Identificationof stakeholders
Stakeholders to be contacted for the suweyeidentified via different methods:

Zoos mainly through desk research by the national expeaftirt the country fiches

MSCAs, NGOs, federations andscientific experts. through desk research, but also with input
from EU level stakeholders (EAZA and Bdfneé?) and from the Commission.

2 htp://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/refitzoosdirective/index_en.htm
¥The questionnaire targeting these stakeholders is referred to as
4 An initial list of relevant stakeholders identified through desk research was communicated to the two organisations for completion.
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Questionnaires

The guestionnaires were structured arourdethaluation questiorsdsubquestions according the
evaluation frameworkseeAnnex |). The links between questions and evaluation criteria were guided
by, and then illustrated jrihe evaluation frameworkn orderto:

Guarantee the added value otleauestion to theupportingstudy.

Facilitate the comparison of results

Ensure the usability of collected data.

A major focus was placed on those evaluation questions for which the informetidikely to be
particularly scarce (such atate of phy, effectiveness, efficiency and EU added valldie questia-

naire for the targeted survey inclutdelosed questions to facilitate comparability and quantification,
and semiopen questionso allow for explanations and qualitative informatiofihe questinnaires

were also tailored to each type of respondents, e.g., while MSCAs were asked to provide information
on the transposing legislation, zoos were asked questions in relation to their activities, in order to
measure the level of implementation of theidle 3 conservation measures.

The EU survey online service was used andlthee different questionnaires are includedhia Ta-
geted SurveyReport(Annex VI).

Dissemination

Stakeholders were informed about the scope and indicative timelinecoalltation activitiesin-
cluding public consultatigrat theend of June 201&ix weeks before the first targeted questionnaire
was senbut

Following gproval by the Commission, the survey was laundhe@mailon 11 August 2016 in-
cluding a introduction to the surveya guidance document on the functioning of the susysyem
and specifidinks to therelevantsurveys for eachstakeholdetype (MSCAS, zoo operators or NGOs
and zooéfederations)

In order to reach a large panel of zoo opegtitre questionnaire addressed to zoos was transléted in
the national languages of the 14 selected Member Skaderations and NGOs weeacouraged to
extendthe invitation to participaten the survey to albf their members and other interested staid-
ers.The list of contacted stakeholders is presentedarrargeted SurveyReport(Annex VI).

Fdlow-uptook placethrough emails and phomalls, particularlywith:

Non-EAZA zoos to ensure a more balanced representation of zoo members ananbet snef

the associatiofsee below)and all zoos in countries where the response rate was particularly low
(e.g. France and Spain)

Stakeholders selected for the interviews, in order to encourage the completion of the survey
before the interview.

In view ofthe limited availability of stakeholders during the summer paiatithe slow response rate
of institutional stakeholders such MSCAkeinitial deadline of the surveyi@ September 2016was
extendedseveral times between September and NovenTbersurveys were closearf zoos and f@-
erations/NGOs/experts on 14 November, and for MSCA28dxdovember, on sibmission of thdinal
outstandingcontributiors from national authorities.

Informationon respondents
The CAs of the 14 selected Member Stwtesponded to the survey. Obtaining answers from some of

these authorities required close follewp and, in some casethe assistancef the European
Commission.
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Table 4: Overview of MSCAs responding to the questionnaire

BE
BG

CY

cz
DK

FR
IT
LT
DE
IE

NL

PL
PT

ES

CA
CA

CA

CA
CA

CA
CA
CA
CA
CA

CA

CA
CA

CA

Animal Welfare - Walloon region and Flanders

Ministry of Environment and Water; National Nature Protection
Service Directorate

Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment, Animal
Health & Welfare Division

Ministry of the Environment

Ministry of Environment and Food; Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration

Ministry of Environment, Energy and Sea; Sub - Directorate for the
Protection and promotion of species and thei r environment
Ministry of Environment, Land and Sea Protection

Ministry of Environment of the Republic of Lithuania

Federal Ministry of Environment, Nature Protection and Nuclear
Safety, Protection of Species, Dept. NI3

National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage &
the Gaeltacht

Ministry of Economic Affairs, Directie Dierlijke Agroketens en
Dierenwelzijn

Ministry of Environmental Protection

Ministry of Agriculture, General Directorate for Food and Veterinary
services

Ministry of Agriculture

Source:Targeted Surveys Repdsee Annex VI)

Of the surveyaddressed to zod$ederations andNGOs, 26 stakeholders repliechtegoriseds fd-

lows:

Table 5: Overview of types of respondents to the higlevel questionnaire

EU

International

National

Cont Respo Response Cont Respo Respons Co Respo Respon
acte nd ed rate (%) acte nd ed e rate nta nded se rate
d d (%) cte (%)

4 2 3 0
3 1 0 0
15 10 10 1

Source:Targeted Surveys Repdsee Annex VI)

At national levelzoo$federations and NGQOserefrom the following countries:

Table 6: Geographical distribution of federations and NGOs responding to the questionnaire

2 1 1 1 - 2 1

Federations

NGOs

1

1 2 - 2 1 1 - -

Source:Targeted Surveys Repdsee Annex VI)

Organisations active in the field of biodiversity conservatit/C{, CITES, CBD)expressed arii-

CBD a

nd

CITES Secretariats were considered as OAuthoritieso
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ited interest ircontribuing to the studyWhile the CITES and CBD Secretariats considered that they
could not usefully contribute to the study, the IUCN estimated that they were not in a position to co
tribute as an entjtto the studyinstead proposingn interview with one member of a specialist group
(see SectioR.3.2.5below)

In order to maximise the outreath zoos,a large number of zoo operatawgre contacted directly

(514 zoos representingaround25% of the total registered or recognised zoos in theMienber

State$, based on the information gathered during the inception phase (desk research and lists from
CAs'). The goal response rate létween 15% and 20%f all contacted zaowas achievedSeventy

zoos from the 14electedMember States replied to the suryveyth 12 additional zoos respoing by

direct email giving a total response rate of 18%

Most of the zoos thaesponded werpart of EAZA or other national federati§ meaning thaEAZA
Z00s are overepresentedh the survey respons€SAZA zoos represemntearly 206 of the total num-
ber of licensedzoos® in the 14 selected Member States, and 52% of the respondemesdifficulties
relating to representativeness discussedn Section3.5.1.2below.

However,the surveyalsocaptured the poistof view of zoosaffiliated to national federationas well

as zoos with no membershipiX respondentsidicated no membershigshile 11 did nd answer the
question). Similarly, the replies represent zoos of different sezpgcially small establishmente{b
tween 10 and 49 employees), andude a number oery small zoos, witlfewer than 0 employees
(Figure®6). The presence of small zoosthe samplas particularly important, since one of the abje
tives of the evaluatiomandateis assessing whether small zoos face more difficulties in complying
with the requirements of the Zoos Directiltewas or this reason thdhe questionnaire was translated
into each of the relevamational languagesa strategy that provesliccessful in increasing theteu
reach of the survey and enhancing the participation of snugdésators

Finally, the respondents the survey represeptivate andoublic establishmentsas well as mtities
with mixed ownership

The charts beloywresenthe main features of ttmos thatresponded to thgurvey.

Figure 6: Distribution of survey response®y membership number of employeesand type of entity, in absolute
numbers

Membership Number of employees
37
;‘8 40 30
30

20 16 11 o 21
10 6 10

EAZA Other  No answer NO 0

Federation Federation 10-49 50-249 Less than 10

6 An approximation, give the lack of precise information on the number of zoos in each Member State.

" MSCAs were asked to provide information and contact details of the zoos, possibly recorded by the licensing systesi, theparall
mapping was conducted through desk redeand with the input of other stakeholders.

8 Those zoos did not reply through the survey but highlighted their interest or lack of interest on the Directive by empaitsceTthes-
fore not represented in the statistical analysis survey responsesrbuaken into account as equivalent to position papers.

9 As reported by MSCAs in the survey: 195 EAZA members of 1,006 zoos.

Milieu Ltd Evaluation Study to support the evaluation of the Zoos Dired@ve
Brussels































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































