COMPLAINT!
TO THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES
CONCERNING FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH COMMUNITY LAW

1. Surname and forename of complainant: | NTEEGENGGE—

2.  Where appropriate, represented by: N/A

3. Nationality: British

4. Address or Registered Office:

6. Fiekd and placets) ofactviy: AR

7. Member State or public body alleged by the complainant not to have complied with
Community law: Government of the United Kingdom .
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8.  Fullest possible account of facts giving rise to complaint: As a uence of a
study commissioned to me at the beginning of 2011 by thd'&
I in nry quality

I had the chance to read many official zoo inspection reports,
200 licences and correspondenee between Local Authorities in England and zoo
operators, representing a total of 207 zoological collections from England, and
relative to the period of time between January 2005 and March 2011. The Ml in
question gave me access to 2105 docnments, which included 1499 pieces of
correspondence, and 738 official inspection reports, obtained from Local anthorities
using the provisions of Freedom of Information Act 2000. The reading of these
documents, and posterior analysis of their content, let me to conclude that there
weremanyirregulariﬁeﬁnthemlieensingsysﬁemcm&d,mnanﬂ supervised by
the Government of the United Kingdom, till the point that I believe it can be

 concinded that the provisions of European Conncil Directive 199922/EC have been

systematically not met.

Oneemysmdyﬁn'uhedlpmdmedawmprehwﬁvewﬁmmenﬁﬁcupmtwﬁh
iuﬁndiugs,wﬁehlmtm&e-inomwmll.mthisorganiuﬁon
made it public on thelIN=;, I also sent it to the Department of
Envimnment,FmdandRuralAﬂ'ailsofﬂneUKGwmtTh'umport,ﬁﬂed

-‘isﬂleevidenﬁalbas'sofmymmphilt,ndlmmbmitﬁngihﬁﬁthis -

document.

In the conclusions chapter of the report the grounds of my complaint are explained,
but they can be summarised as follow: from 2005 to today the UK Government has
bemfaﬂ'mgtoimplﬂnmttheECZoosDireeﬁve properly —at least in England-- by
allowing the majority of zoological collections to breach licence conditions that were
defmedbylheECZnosBiredivewiﬁontanyeﬂecﬁveenfor&ngacﬁontakm
agsmm,aaﬂeﬁecﬁvdybyﬁﬂingmmfﬁdmﬂypmtecttkewﬂdanimab
involved in Zoo practice. In particular...
Lmﬂmﬁunﬁngqmbmmdﬁewaydkpmuﬁmhmm
dzﬁnedandgnnted,allawsmnetmbe]iemed or to be under-inspected
hewmtheirsimandtypesofanimalsﬂleykeep,withontnsingaltemaﬁve
melhodstogumteeﬁewemreingofsuchanimals.
lmmmmmﬁmmmmmﬁmhinanmﬁsﬁmry
mwforawnﬁdaahleﬁmewithontmye&cﬁveenfordng:eﬁontakcn
against the zoos operators.
&mmmmmmmmmmmwmm:
impeeﬁmﬁmeforiﬂpeetomtoampropﬂiythemdiﬁmoftheanimals
kept in the majority of zoos.
4.TthKgmment,ormngionloriocal anthorify ander it, does not close
down mest of the persistent sub-standard zoos.
S.TkeinmrrectimplememationofﬂleUKzonlimﬁngsymmaﬂwsmy
2008 t0 remain open to the public despite being in breach of their zoo licence
conditions,
6. The incorrect implementation of the UK zoo licensing system allows many
Zoos to miss required inspections.
7.The incorrect implementation of the UK zoo licensing system allows many
zo0s not to meetthereqairemenissetbyarﬁde3oﬂhel§nmpeas Council
Directive 1999/22/EC.
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TheoverZGOl)oﬁdaldoenmentx[romwhichthestudyisbasedareinthe

on of

As far as possible, specify the provisions of Community law (treaties, regulations,
disectives, decisions, etc.) which the complainant considers to have been infringed
by the Member State concerned: European Council Directive 1999/22/EC (the
EC Zoos Directive)

Where appropriate, mention the involvement of a Community funding scheme

(with references if possible) from which the Member State concemed benefits or

stands to benefit, in relation to the facts giving rise to the complaint: N/A

Details of any approaches already made to the Commission's services (if possible,
aitach copies of correspondence): None by complainant, but I understand that
the NN might have sent a separate (but
related) complaint )

Details of any approaches already made to other Community bodies or authorities
(c.g. European Parliament Committee on Petitions, European Ombudsman).
I possible, give the reference assigned to the complainant's approach by the
body concerned: No other approach made to any other Community body yet.

Approaches already made to national authorities, whether central, regional or local
(if possible, attach copies of correspondence):

13.1 Administrative approaches (e.g. complaint to the relevant national
administrative authorities, whether central, regional or local, and/or to a
national or regional ombudsman): On 8™ April 2012 I sent the report to
—gzm the Animal Health and Veterinary Laboratories Agency
(AHVLA) werking for of the Department for the Environment, Food &
Rural Affairs (DEFRA), which are the official department and ministry
dealingwiﬂlzoomnttenintheBKanJEnghndmpedively.labo
emaﬁedthereportmﬁegmﬂﬂmﬁladdmofﬁemmckof
DEFRA. I have not received any reply yet.

132 Recourse to national courts or other procedures (e.g. arbitration or
eoncﬂiaﬁon).(smtewheﬁmrﬂlerehasalmdybcmadecisionorawardand

attach a copy if appropriatc): None

Specify any documents or evidence which may be submitted in support of the
complaint, including the national measures concemed (attach copies): PDF copy
(file named ) of the study titled

_ J from
which I am the sole anthor.







15. Confidentiality (tick one box)*:

¥V "1 authorise the Commission to disclose my identity in its contacts with the
authorities of the Member State against which the complaint is made."

16. Place, date and signature of complainani/representative:

London, 13™ April 2012

3 Please note that the disclosure of your identity by the Commission's services may, in some cases, be indispensable
to the handling of the complaint,
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