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ABBREVIATIONS USED 
  

AIZA……………………………………Iberian Association of Zoos and Aquaria 

APOS      Animal Protection Ordinance of Switzerland 2008 

CBD…………………………………….Convention on Biological Diversity 

CCDR      Coordinatoin and Regional Development Commission 

CEAPZ ……………………………….. Zoo Ethics and Monitoring Commission 

CITES   Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and 

Flora 

DEFRA      UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

DGF     Director-General of Forests 

DGV      Director-General of Veterinary Medicine 

DL59/2003     Decree-Law nº 59/2003 

DRAP   Regional Directorate of Agriculture and Fisheries, incorporating veterinary 

services 

DRAOT      Regional Directorate for Environment and Spatial Planning 

EAZA   European Association of Zoos and Aquaria 

EEP     European Endangered Species Breeding Programme 

ESB     European Studbook 

EU     European Union 

IAS………………………………………Invasive Alien Species 

IUCN…………………………………….International Union for the Conservation of Nature 

NGO…………………………………….Non-Governmental Organisation 

GNR     National Republican Guard 

ICNB      Institute for Nature Conservation and Biodiversity 

NIR     Identification Number of Registration 

SMZP     Standards of Modern Zoo Practice, DEFRA, 2004 

WAZA World Association of Zoos and Aquaria 
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TERMS USED 
 

Animal: A multicellular organism of the Kingdom Animalia, including all mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish, 

and invertebrates. 

Animal Sanctuary: A facility that rescues and provides shelter and care for animals that have been abused, injured, 

abandoned or are otherwise in need, where the welfare of each individual animal is the primary consideration in all 

sanctuary actions. In addition the facility should enforce a non-breeding policy and should replace animals only by way 

of rescue, confiscation or donation. 

Circus: An establishment, whether permanent, seasonal or temporary, where animals are kept or presented that are, or 

will be, used for the purposes of performing tricks or manoeuvres. Dolphinaria, zoos and aquaria are excluded. 

Domesticated Animal: An animal of a species or breed that has been kept and selectively modified over a significant 

number of generations in captivity to enhance or eliminate genetic, morphological, physiological or behavioural 

characteristics, to the extent that such species or breed has become adapted to a life intimately associated with humans. 

Environmental Quality: A measure of the condition of an enclosure environment relative to the requirements of the 

species being exhibited. 

Ex situ: The conservation of components of biological diversity outside their natural habitats. (Glowka et al., 1994) 

Free-roaming Animals: Animals that have been deliberately introduced to the zoo grounds and that are free to move 

throughout the zoo. 

Game Animals: Animals of species considered to be valued by hunting. 

Hazardous animals: zoo animals are categorised on the basis of the animal’s likely ferocity and ability to cause harm 

to people (SMZP). 

In situ: The conservation of ecosystems and natural habitats and the maintenance and recovery of viable populations of 

species in their natural surroundings. (Dudley, 2008) 

Not Listed: Species of animal that are not listed on the IUCN Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM, including species that 

have yet to be evaluated by the IUCN and domesticated animals. 

Pest: An animal which has characteristics that are considered by humans as injurious or unwanted. 

Species Holding: The presence of a species in a single enclosure. For example, two separate enclosures both exhibiting 

tigers would be classed as two species holdings; while a single enclosure exhibiting five species of birds would be 

classed as five species holdings. 

Threatened Species: A species that is categorised by the IUCN Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM as Vulnerable, 

Endangered or Critically Endangered (IUCN Red List website). 

Wild Animal: An animal that is not normally or historically domesticated in Portugal. 

Zoonoses: Those diseases and infections which are naturally transmitted between vertebrate animals and man. 

Zoo: All permanent establishments where animals of wild species are kept for exhibition to the public for seven or 

more days in a year, with the exception of circuses, pet shops and establishments which Member States exempt from 

the requirements of the Directive on the grounds that they do not exhibit a significant number of animals or species 

(Directive 1999/22/EC). 

 

 

 



5 

SUMMARY 
 

A total of 10 Portuguese zoos were assessed as part of a pan-European project to evaluate the effectiveness and level of 

implementation and enforcement of European Council Directive 1999/22/EC (relating to the keeping of wild animals in 

zoos) in European Union (EU) Member States. A total of 495 species (including subspecies where appropriate) were 

observed in 459 enclosures across the 10 zoos. Information was collected about a number of key aspects of each zoo’s 

operation including: participation in conservation activities; public education; enclosure quality; public safety; and the 

welfare of the animals. These parameters were evaluated against the legal requirements of Directive 1999/22/EC and 

the Decree 59/2003. Key findings were: 

 

• Zoo regulation in Portugal is incorporated into the Law Decree No. 59/2003 (‘D59/2003’), which 

includes the ‘basic principles’ for upholding standards in animal welfare and to ensure the conservation of 

species through the implementation of provisions stipulated in the Annex to D59/2003. 

• The Directorate General of Veterinary Medicine (DGV) recognises that there are 20 registered, licensed zoos 

in Portugal, as well as at least three other zoos that are operational but unlicensed, and require proper 

licensing. The European Commission has previously investigated licensing issues in several zoos in 

Portugal. 

• Overall, the findings from this investigation indicate that licensed zoos in Portugal are not fully 

compliant with either the Directive or D59/2003, whilst others are operating, unlicensed. Individually, 

there is much variance between the zoos, with some meeting the majority of requirements whilst others were 

substandard in all parameters assessed.    

• The results highlight inconsistencies in the interpretation and application of D59/2003. Findings 

identified significant variability in zoo activities and compliance, with some zoos not meeting any of the 

requirements of D59/2003. 

• The findings call into question the activities and effectiveness of the Zoo Ethics and Monitoring 

Commission (CEAPZ), a Ministerially-appointed, multi-stakeholder entity established to evaluate and 

advise on all ethical issues relating to zoo regulation, operation and performance.   

• Overall, zoos in Portugal do not appear to be making a significant contribution to species conservation. 

The majority of species exhibited being of low conservation priority. Of the Threatened species exhibited, 

57% were participating in European captive breeding programmes. Findings appear to contravene the 

requirements of Chapter III, Article 19(2) in the Annex to D59/2003. 

• The requirement for only certain zoos (those with >150 individual animals) to display species 

information signage, as seems to be stated in Chapter I, Article 2(2), D59/2003, appears to contravene 

Article 3(2) of the Directive.    

• Over a quarter of signage for species holdings was absent and of the signage present, 19% were in a 

poor condition. Signage often lacked information on the conservation status of the species.  

• Direct contact between the public and wild animals is encouraged in numerous zoos, most of which require 

additional payment. Human/animal contact, supervised or unsupervised, could pose a serious risk to the 

health and welfare of the public and the animals involved.  

• The majority of animal shows, particularly those involving parrots and marine mammals, consisted of 

animals conditioned to displaying anthropomorphic and distorted behaviours aimed at entertaining 
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and humouring the viewing public, rather than providing an educational experience.  Such activities 

appear to breach the requirements of D59/2003.   

• Three zoos kept free-roaming, DAISIE-listed species (recognised Invasive Alien Species in Europe). 

Two of these zoos did not have a perimeter fence capable of containing an escaped animal.  One of the 

zoos did not lock many of those of its enclosures containing wild, non-indigenous species. 

• On average, 81% of the evaluated enclosures failed to meet all the minimum requirements in the 

Annex to D59/2003. The zoos appear to have given little consideration to the essential biological, spatial and 

behavioural needs of the animals. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Ministry of Agriculture, Sea, Environment and Planning through the DGV, should take the necessary measures to:  

1) Review and improve the zoo licensing procedure to ensure that all permanent establishments open for 

seven days or more in a year, and that display any number of wild animal species to the public, are 

licensed, receive regular inspections and meet all the specified requirements of Law Decree No.59/2003. 

2) Ensure, through effective enforcement and the reactivation of the CEAPZ, that all zoos (as defined by the 

Directive) abide by the requirements of national zoo law, the technical standards in the Annex to D59/2003, 

and apply existing available penalties (Chapter III, Section II, Articles 21 and 22, D59/2003) to zoos that 

fail to meet their legal obligations.  

3) Ensure that all national and regional enforcement personnel and veterinarians involved in the inspection 

and regulation of zoos, are equipped with relevant, regular training and skills pertaining to the care and 

welfare of wild animals in captivity. 

4) Develop and implement species-specific minimum standards for the keeping of animals in zoos, including 

guidance and procedures for enforcement agencies and zoo operators to ensure that animals in zoos are 

provided with living conditions that address their spatial, physical, physiological and behavioural needs. 

The development of such standards should be undertaken by an independent, scientific body, using reliable 

and scientifically-validated information. 

5) Ensure that all zoo employees with responsibility for animals, have the necessary training and experience in 

animal care and husbandry. 

6) Animal presentations are to be discouraged but, where these do take place, zoos must ensure that all 

presentations only focus on natural behaviour and biological facts. Anthropomorphic and comic 

performances should be prohibited as required by the European Association for Aquatic Mammals (EAAM 

1995). Existing animal presentations which consist of unnatural behaviour, involve disciplined training 

regimes, or are accompanied by music, should cease. 

7) Prohibit all public contact with ’Hazardous Animals’ and those known to harbour zoonoses. All other 

public contact is to be discouraged but, where it does take place, it must be supervised, controlled, limited, 

provide the animals with a significant rest period and must not be detrimental in any way to the welfare of 

the individual animals involved.   

8) Publish guidance, as necessary, to assist zoos, enforcement personnel, veterinarians, NGOs and other 

stakeholders to effectively and consistently interpret the requirements of D59/2003, specifically with regard 

to their participation in, and their application of, recognised peer-reviewed conservation and education 

programmes. 

9) Develop and establish a Law Decree specific to the licensing and operation of centres for the recovery, 

rehabilitation and lifetime care of abandoned, rescued, injured, displaced and confiscated of wild animals 

and to no longer include such centres under D59/2003. The standards established by the Global Federation 

of Animal Sanctuaries are recommended in this regard.   

 

The Institute of Nature Conservation and Biodiversity (ICNB) should take the necessary measures to:  

1) Revise the guidelines that were developed to help zoo operators effectively interpret requirements in relation 

to species conservation, scientific research and public education, and ensure these are readily available. 

Further, in consultation with CEAPZ, establish and apply measures to improve educational and conservation 
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activities in all zoos, regardless of the number of species held. These should be developed and assessed by an 

independent agency and not by the zoos themselves. 

2) Ensure zoos keep and conserve predominantly indigenous and European Threatened species rather than non-

European species. All Threatened species, particularly European species kept by zoos, should be included in 

cooperative Species Management Programmes. 

3) Encourage all zoos in Portugal to join AIZA and EAZA. Through effective enforcement and guidance, assist 

all zoos in Portugal to meet their legal obligations and the criteria necessary to become an accredited member 

of these regional and international zoo associations.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Council Directive 1999/22/EC (‘the Directive’), relating to the keeping of wild animals in zoos, was adopted in 1999. 

The Directive came into force in April 2002, when the EU comprised 15 EU Member States. Since then, all countries 

that are Members of the EU have been obliged to transpose the requirements of the Directive into national legislation 

and, from April 2005 (2007 in the case of Bulgaria and Romania), fully implement and enforce its requirements. The 

European Commission has responsibility for overseeing and ensuring the effective implementation of the Directive by 

Member States and for taking legal action in the event of non-compliance. 

 

The Directive provides a framework for Member State legislation, through the licensing and inspection of zoos, to 

strengthen the role of zoos in the conservation of biodiversity and the exchange of information to promote the 

protection and conservation of wild animal species. This is in accordance with the Community’s obligation to adopt 

measures for ex situ conservation under Article 9 of the Convention on Biological Diversity (1992) (CBD website). 

Member States are also required to adopt further measures that include: the provision of adequate accommodation for 

zoo animals that aims to satisfy their biological needs; species-specific enrichment of enclosures; a high standard of 

animal husbandry; a programme of preventative and curative veterinary care and nutrition; and to prevent the escape of 

animals and the intrusion of outside pests and vermin.  

 

Although the Directive has been transposed in all Member States, national laws often lack detailed provisions relating 

to educational and scientific activities, guidance on adequate animal care, licensing and inspection procedures, as well 

as clear strategies for dealing with animals in the event of zoo closure. The Directive’s requirements themselves are 

relatively ambiguous and allow for inconsistencies in interpretation. Competent Authorities in Member States have not 

been provided with comprehensive guidance or training to facilitate the adoption of the provisions of the Directive and, 

as a consequence, many are failing to ensure these provisions are fully applied by zoos (Eurogroup for Animals, 2008; 

ENDCAP, 2009).  

 

Estimates place the total number of licensed zoos in the EU to be at least 3,500. However, there are thought to be 

hundreds of unlicensed and unregulated zoological collections that have yet to be identified and licensed by the 

Competent Authorities. No more than 8% of the total number of zoos in Europe are members of the European 

Association of Zoos and Aquaria (EAZA) which therefore should not be regarded as a representative of zoos in the 

European Community.   

 

Preliminary investigations revealed that many zoos in the EU are substandard and are failing to comply with the 

Directive. Furthermore, EU Member States are inconsistent in their application of the Directive but little effort has 

been made to identify and address the reasons behind this. The project aims to assess the current situation in the 

majority of Member States, identify any issues requiring attention and provide recommendations with regard to how 

implementation can be improved.    
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METHODOLOGY 
 

Between March and December 2009, an assessment of 200 zoological collections in 20 EU Member States was made 

as part of an evaluation of the level of implementation and enforcement of European Council Directive 1999/22/EC. 

The project included an evaluation of national laws pertaining to zoos in each EU Member State compared to the 

requirements of the Directive, an analysis of the implementation and enforcement of those laws and an assessment of 

the status and performance of randomly-selected zoos in each Member State.  

 

A Zoo Assessment Protocol was developed and tested to ensure consistency in data collection. For certain Member 

States (England, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Malta and Portugal) individual, locally-fluent investigators were 

contracted to undertake the work. In other Member States (Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, 

Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovenia) a single investigator from the UK, 

collected and analysed the data.  

 

Implementation and enforcement of Member State legislation 

Data were collected and evaluated through: 

 Completion of a questionnaire by the Competent Authorities in each Member State 

 Informal interviews with the Competent Authority 

 Reviewing national zoo legislation 

 

Status and performance of zoos 

Using the definition of a zoo in the Directive1, a variety of zoological collections was assessed including: traditional 

zoos, safari parks, aquaria, dolphinaria, aviaries and terraria. In some cases, national legislation does not use this 

definition, which can lead to inconsistencies in application. Where this is the case, any variance was noted, but zoos, as 

defined by the Directive, were nevertheless included in the project to maintain consistency. 

 

Zoos were selected for evaluation using two methods: A. For those Member States with large numbers of zoos, 25 zoos 

were randomly-selected (France, Germany, Italy and England). B. For those Member States (n = 16) with a small 

number of zoos, between three and ten collections were selected, dependant upon the total number of zoos in the 

country and their accessibility. Zoos were identified by referring to Government records (if these exist), using online 

resources, published media and information from local NGOs.  

 

Data were collected using a video camera which recorded a complete overview of the structure and content of each 

zoo, including: all enclosures; all visible animals; signage; public education facilities; any talks, shows or interactive 

animal handling sessions; public/animal contact and security issues. Additional information was collected from the zoo 

website and literature that was, occasionally, provided by the zoos themselves. Data collection was undertaken without 

the prior knowledge of the zoo management and therefore only areas accessible to the general public were recorded. 

Thus, for example, off-show areas, food preparation and storage rooms, quarantine and veterinary facilities were not 

included. 

 

                                                
1‘. . . all permanent establishments where animals of wild species are kept for exhibition to the public for seven or more days a 
year. . .’ (Article 2 European Council Directive 1999/22/EC) 
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Data were analysed using a Zoo Assessment Protocol that had been developed and refined during an assessment of 

zoos in Spain (InfoZoos 2006 - 2008) and which took into consideration the requirements of the Directive, national zoo 

law and the EAZA Minimum Standards for the Accommodation and Care of Animals in Zoos and Aquaria (available on 

the EAZA website and referred to in the preamble of the Directive). Information and guidance was also drawn from the 

UK Standards of Modern Zoo Practice 2004 (SMZP) and Zoos Forum Handbook. The Zoo Assessment Protocol was 

adapted for each Member State dependent upon the specific requirements of national law.   

 

The analysis was separated into the following sections:  

 

A. General Zoo Information. 

B. Conservation Commitment.  

C. Public Education. 

D. Evaluation of Animal Enclosures.  

E. Animal Welfare Assessment.  

 

Further details of the assessment methodology are available at www.euzooinquiry.eu  

 

All zoos included in the evaluation were asked to complete a Standard Zoo Questionnaire that asked for details of their 

participation in: European coordinated captive breeding programmes; in situ conservation projects; public education; 

and current research activities. 

 

The Questionnaire also sought information relating to levels of staff training, veterinary care, and programmes to 

provide environmental enrichment and appropriate nutrition.   

 

Resources dictated that the EU Zoo Inquiry 2011 included an assessment of the following EU Member States: Austria, 

Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia and United Kingdom (England only).    

 

The remaining seven Member States were not included in this zoo assessment (March – December 2009). However a 

further report focussing on zoo regulation in Spain will be published in 2011.  
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PORTUGAL 

 

Country Report 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Portugal entered the European Union (then EEC) in 1986. As with all Member States, it is obliged to comply with the 

requirements of the European Council Directive 1999/22/EC, which has been transposed into national legislation by 

Decree-Law No.59/2003 (Diáro da republica I Serie-A No. 77. 1st April 2003) (‘D59/2003’). The national veterinary 

authority - the Directorate General of Veterinary Medicine (DGV) - which falls under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of 

Agriculture, Sea, Environment and Planning, is ultimately responsible for the implementation of D59/2003. The 

Institute of Nature Conservation and Biodiversity (ICNB), which is the CITES Scientific Authority and responsible for 

native species conservation, is also consulted, as are the Directorate General of Forests (DGF) (when the zoo contains 

game animals), the Regional Directorate of Agriculture and Fisheries (DRAP), which includes regional veterinary 

authorities, the Coordinatoin and Regional Development Commission (CCDR) and the police (D59/2003) (Standard 

Member State Questionnaire).   

 

As part of this investigation, the Competent Authority was asked to complete a Standard Member State Questionnaire. 

Information from the response received from the DGV (Standard Member State Questionnaire, pers. comm., 12th April 

2010), has been included throughout this report.  

 

In Portugal, zoo licensing and operation is predominantly regulated through D59/2003. This comprehensive legislation 

goes beyond the requirements of the Directive and includes a thorough zoo licence application and issuing procedure 

(Chapter II, Article 5, D59/2003), the formulation of the Zoo Ethics and Monitoring Commission (CEAPZ) (Chapter II, 

Article 10, D59/2003) and, by means of an additional Annex, requirements for the management and keeping of animals 

(D59/2003). The D59/2003 is regulated by the DGV and DRAP, following the advice and guidance of the ICNB, DGF 

(if the zoo contains game animals) and the CEAPZ (Chapter I, Article 3(q) & Chapter II, 15, D59/2003). The CEAPZ 

is an advisory body of a group of individuals established and administered by the DGV, which consists of 

Ministerially-appointed representatives of the DGV, ICNB, National Republican Guard (GNR) and the Autonomous 

Regions of the Azores and Madeira, a representative of an animal protection-focused NGO, a conservation-focused 

NGO, a zoological collection, and representatives from academic institutions including experts in zoology, animal 

ethics and veterinary medicine, preferably in the specific areas of wildlife, behaviour and animal welfare (Chapter II, 

Article 10(3), D59/2003). The CEAPZ is required to evaluate, at least every two years, any ethical issues related to 

activities in zoos, the management of collections and animals in the zoos, and the educational and scientific 

programmes. It provides advice on licensing and inspection procedures and advises on the future of animals displaced 

by zoo closure or partial closure (Chapter II, Article 10(2), D59/2003). The CEAPZ has reportedly not met since 2007 

(Leonor Galhardo, pers. comm., 10th August 2011).   

 

A zoo licence is issued through the DGV, following consultation with the ICNB, DGF (if applicable), DRAP and the 

relevant Town Hall (Chapter II, Article 5(2), D59/2003). Successful applicants are issued their zoo licence within 90 

days of application. In Portugal, a zoo licence is valid for six years, and can be renewed upon application (Chapter II, 

Articles 5 & 6, D59/2003). Licensed zoos are listed on the National Register, maintained by the DGV, and are 

categorised by zoo type by the DRAP or Autonomous Region (Chapter II, Article 7, D59/2003). At the time of the 

investigation, the National Register listed 20 zoos (National Register & Standard Member State Questionnaire).  

However, at least two other zoos were identified, Zoo da Maia and Mini-zoo Marechal Carmona Park, which are not on 
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the Register but are believed to be operating without the required zoo licence. Zoo da Maia has been included in this 

investigation.  

 

The inspection of zoos falls under the jurisdiction of the DGV and the ICNB (Standard Member State Questionnaire). 

According to Chapter III, Section I, Article 20 of D59/2003, annual inspections are undertaken by representatives of 

the DGV, the ICNB, the CCDR, local veterinarians, the GNR and an appropriately qualified veterinarian from the 

subsequent zoo, to verify compliance with the law. However, official inspections, which require the issuance of an 

inspection report to the DGV and CEAPZ, are undertaken at least every three years (Article 20(2), D59/2003) 

(Standard Member State Questionnaire). Should a violation of D59/2003 be identified, the zoo may be fined between 

€25 to €3740.98 (Chapter III, Section II, Article 21(1), D59/2003) or, if conditions for the animals were found to 

compromise their welfare, the DGV, in consultation with ICNB, may suspend the licence (Chapter IV, Article 25, 

D59/2003). However, to date, no zoo has been ordered to close since the implementation of D59/2003 (Standard 

Member State Questionnaire).   

 

Zoo licensing requirements  

A ‘zoo’ is defined as ‘any establishment, which is permanent and geographically located, where animals are on 

display to the public for seven or more days a year’ (Chapter I, Article 3, D59/2003). Specifically in Portugal, zoos 

include: the traditional zoo, animal parks and small menageries, specialised collections such as aquaria, terraria, and 

dolphinaria (Standard Member State Questionnaire), as well as centres where animals are kept for rehabilitation and 

reintroduction purposes (Chapter I, Article 2, D59/2003). 

 

Exemptions from this term, and therefore those establishments not required to hold a zoo licence in Portugal, include: 

facilities which are used for hunting purposes, travelling exhibitions, circuses and pet shops (Chapter I, Article 2(2), 

D59/2003). 

 

Licensed zoos in Portugal are required to meet the specifications of D59/2003. These include the ‘basic principals’, 

listed in Chapter II, Article 4 of D59/2003 and the technical standards stipulated in the Annex (Chapter II, Article 18, 

D59/2003). This consists of Animal care (Chapter I), Infrastructure, housing and transportation (Chapter II), 

Management of collections (Chapter III) and Pedagogical and scientific activities (Chapter IV). These are all 

mandatory requirements applicable to zoos. However, zoological collections with less than 150 individual animals that 

are neither considered ‘endangered’ nor ‘hazardous’, are exempt from those requirements stipulated in Chapter IV of 

the Annex to D59/2003 (Chapter I, Article 2(2), D59/2003). 

 

Specifications for zoos include:   

 

Conservation  

The ‘basic principles’ of D59/2003 are listed in Chapter II of the Decree, which are consistent with those of Article 3 

of the Directive and include principals in both animal welfare and species conservation. Furthermore, the preamble to 

D59/2003, lists all relevant existing EC legislation concerning conservation, including Regulation (EC) No 338/97 on 

the protection of species of fauna and flora, Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation of birds, Directive 92/43/EC on 

the conservation of natural habitats and fauna and flora, and the Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD), specifically 

Article 9 concerning ‘ex situ’ conservation.  
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In particular, D59/2003 states: 

• ‘zoos should participate in research that benefit the conservation of the species, without prejudice to the 

welfare of the animals involved’  

(Chapter II, Articles 4(3) and Chapter IV, Article 23(1), of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

• ‘captive breeding of species listed by IUCN as extinct or endangered in the wild should be, whenever 

possible, included within international, national or regional cooperative breeding programmes’  

 (Chapter III, Article 19(2), of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

• ‘zoos should also, where this is deemed appropriate, provide training in conservation techniques, exchange 

information related to the preservation of species, captive breeding, repopulation or reintroduction of 

species into the wild’  

 (Chapter IV, Article 23(2), of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

Zoological collections with less than 150 individual animals, which are neither considered ‘endangered’ nor 

‘hazardous’, are seemingly exempt from Chapter IV of the Annex to D59/2003 (Chapter I, Article 2(2), D59/2003). 

 

According to the Standard Member State Questionnaire, the ICNB provides further guidance to zoos to help them meet 

their obligations to species conservation. The guidelines were reportedly developed by the CEAPZ, but they are 

believed to be insufficient in their current form and require updating (Leonor Galhardo, pers. comm., 10th August 

2011).   

 

Nonetheless, the ICNB is required to ensure that the acquisition and disposal of all conservation-sensitive species 

(CITES-listed) is in accordance with international and regional law (Chapter III, Article 19(1) of the Annex to 

D59/2003).  

 

Education 

Chapter II, Article 4(4), ‘basic principals’ of D59/2003, states that: 

•  ‘zoos should take measures to promote education and public awareness regarding the preservation of 

biodiversity.’     

(Article 4(4), D59/2003) 

Furthermore, in the Annex to D59/2003, Chapter IV states: 

• ‘zoos should have an educational programme for visitors, and particularly, for schools. This should be based 

on an understanding of biology, ecology, animal welfare and conservation of species exhibited and their 

natural habitats.’     

(Article 20, D59/2003) 

 

Zoological collections with less than 150 individual animals, which are neither considered ‘endangered’ nor 

‘hazardous’, are seemingly exempt from Chapter IV of the Annex to D59/2003 (Chapter I, Article 2(2), D59/2003). 

 

In relation to the educational programme for visitors and schools, Chapter IV, Article 17 of the Annex to D59/2003 

further specifies that the programme should include: reference to the conservation of ecosystems; the identification and 
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definition of existing threats to biodiversity; promotional activities that educate the public about the species on display; 

the identification and development of strategies for solving problems in the protection and conservation of wildlife; and 

to undertake initiatives in collaboration with public or private educational institutions.  All zoos are expected to have a 

member of staff responsible for the educational programme, who is sufficiently experienced in teaching biology.  

 

Chapter IV, Article 21 of the Annex to D59/2003 concerns species information signage at zoos. It states that signs 

should be ‘placed close to the accommodation, accessible to the visitors, and must contain scientifically correct 

information including common and scientific name, a map to show the species geographic distribution in the natural 

environment, description of the habitat, characteristics of biology and behaviour and the species conservation status.’ 

Other informative signage is also encouraged, particularly to illustrate certain behavioural aspects of the species 

exhibited. 

 

Furthermore, where animals are used in shows or performances to the visiting public, zoos are expected to ensure that 

these are based on the natural behaviour of the respective species. Additionally, any information relayed during the 

performance must be based on biological facts to facilitate an understanding of the natural attributes of the species 

exhibited (Chapter IV, Article 22, of the Annex to D59/2003).  

 

According to the Standard Member State Questionnaire, the ICNB provides further guidance to zoos to help them meet 

their obligations to public education. The guidelines were reportedly developed by the CEAPZ, but they are believed to 

be insufficient in their current form and require updating (Leonor Galhardo, pers. comm., 10th August 2011).   

 

Animal welfare provisions 

Portuguese zoos are governed by Decree 59/2003, which primarily aims to protect the welfare of animals in zoos. This 

is reflected by the detailed provisions required in the ‘basic principals’ of the Decree, which state:  

• ‘housing conditions, reproduction, creation, maintenance, accommodation, travel and keeping of animals in 

zoos must safeguard the animals’ welfare,’ continuing with ‘no animal shall be detained in a zoo if [these] 

conditions are not guaranteed…’ 
 (Chapter II, Article 4, D59/2003) 

 

Furthermore, the Annex to D59/2003 stipulates a significant number of requirements to help safeguard the welfare of 

the animals housed at the zoo. These include: 

• ‘All animals must be inspected daily, and immediately provided care in the first signs of sickness, injury or 

behaviour changes.’ (Chapter I, Article 1(3))    

• ‘The handling of animals must be done so as not to cause them any pain, suffering or unnecessary 

disturbance.’ (Chapter I, Article 1(4)) 

• ‘Animals whose interrelationships are potential causes of excessive stress and disruption should not be kept 

in close proximity.’ (Chapter I, Article 1(6)) 

• ‘Any direct contact with the public should be done under the strict supervision of staff responsible…and 

subject to a rotation scheme. Always safeguarding public health, safety and welfare of people and animals.’ 

(Chapter I, Article 2) 



18 

• ‘There should be a well-defined nutritional programme, nutritionally adequate, distributed and of sufficient 

quality to meet the nutritional needs of the species and individuals according to their physiological state, 

particularly, age, sex or whether pregnant.’  (Chapter I, Article 3 concerns ‘Feeding and watering’) 

• ‘[Zoos] must comply with appropriate standards of hygiene.. (Chapter I, Article 4 concerns ‘Hygiene’)  

• ‘.. the animals must be subject to a medical-veterinary review routine including vaccinations, de-worming 

and screening for diseases.’ (Chapter I, Article 5 concerns ‘Animal health care’)   

• ‘The zoo can have structures for public recreation, providing these are not likely to disturb the well-being of 

the animals, and that they are located in areas well away from [animal] housing.’ (Chapter II, Section I, 

Article 10(5)) 

• ‘The animals must have adequate space to display natural behaviours and satisfy their physiological needs.’ 

(Chapter II, Section II, Article 11 concerns ‘Animal housing’)  

• ‘The accommodation must be equipped according to the specific needs of the animals.’  (Chapter II, Section 

II, Article 11 concerns ‘Animal housing’)  

• ‘The temperature, ventilation, light, dark and humidity of the facility must be adequate to ensure the comfort 

and welfare of the species.’ (Chapter II, Section II, Article 13 concerns ‘Environmental factors’)  
  

The Annex to D59/2003 also stipulates other requirements including measures to: protect the public from harm 

(Chapter I, Articles 2 and 3(7); Chapter II, Section I, Article 10, D59/2003); prevent the escape of animals (Chapter II, 

Section I, Article 7; Chapter II, Section I, Article 12, D59/2003); address the transportation of animals (Chapter II, 

Section III, D59/2003); and provide guidance regarding surplus animals and euthanasia (Chapter III, Article 18, 

D59/2003).  

 

As specified by Article 3(5) of the Directive, there is a requirement for zoos in Portugal to maintain an annual animal 

stocklist, which should be made available to the Competent Authority on request (Chapter II, Article 11, D59/2003 and 

Chapter V in the Annex) (Standard Member State Questionnaire).   

 

 

INTERVENTION BY THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION 

In February 2009, following a complaint, the European Commission opened an EU PILOT file (a pre-infringement 

problem-solving mechanism) that investigated licensing issues in several zoos in Portugal. The Commission closed the 

investigation in October 2009 following confirmation from the Portuguese Competent Authorities that actions would 

be taken to ensure full compliance with the Directive. The Portuguese Authorities have since sent two progress reports, 

which have demonstrated notable improvements (European Commission, pers. comm., 11th July 2011).  

 

 

The Zoo Investigation 

A total of ten zoos in Portugal were selected. Data were collected at the following zoos during November 2009 (Fig. 1):  
 Badoca Park (1) 

 Europaradise Park (2) 

 Fluviário de Mora (3) 

 Monte Selvagem Reserva Animal (4) 

 Parque Biológico de Gaia (5) 
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 Lourosa Zoo(Lourosa Zoo) (6) 

 Zoo de Lagos (7) 

 Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa (8) 

 Zoo da Maia (9) 

 Zoomarine (10) 

 

 
Figure 1 Geographical locations of the 10 zoos assessed in Portugal. 
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RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION 
 

GENERAL ZOO INFORMATION 

 

Overview 

The investigation evaluated ten zoos in Portugal. Nine are included on the National Zoo Register (National Register) 

and one, Zoo da Maia is identified as a ‘zoo’ but is not included on the Register and therefore, has been identified as 

unlicensed. Four of the ten zoos are managed by Municipalities and six are privately owned. Entrance prices for an 

adult ranged from €2.50 (Lourosa Zoo) to €24.00 (Zoomarine).  

 

Of the ten zoos evaluated, six are members of a zoo association. Parque Biológico de Gaia, Badoca Park, Lourosa Zoo, 

Monte Selvagem Reserva Animal, Zoo de Lagos and Zoomarine are members of the Iberian Association of Zoos and 

Aquariums (AIZA), and Jardim Zoologico de Lisboa, Zoomarine and Lourosa Zoo are also members of the European 

Association of Zoo and Aquaria (EAZA). Significant differences were observed between the evaluated zoos, 

particularly concerning the housing conditions of the animals.  

 

A total of 495 species (including subspecies where applicable) were identified in 459 enclosures within the ten zoos.  A 

total of 61 species holdings could not be identified (see Methodology). All zoos included in this investigation are 

required to comply with all requirements of D59/2003, including Chapter IV of the Annex to D59/2003. 

 

Despite all ten zoos being sent the Standard Zoo Questionnaire, which provides an opportunity for the zoo to describe, 

amongst other things, their conservation and education activities, none of the zoos completed and returned the 

Questionnaire. Therefore, information concerning their performance and activities was gathered from published 

materials produced by the zoos and information contained on zoo websites.  

 

Prevention of animal escapes  
• ‘Zoos should be constructed to prevent the escape of animals in order to avoid potential ecological threats to 

the environment and  indigenous species, and to impede the entry of possible agents that could transmit 

infectious diseases, infections and parasites.’  
(Chapter II, Article 4(5), D59/2003) 

 
• ‘There should be structures at the periphery of the zoo that prevent the access of unauthorised persons and 

the escape of animals.’  

(Chapter II, Section I, Article 7(1), of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 
• ‘All barriers of housing, including ditches, walls, doors, and windows should guarantee the holding of the 

animals contained.’  

(Chapter II, Section II, Article 12(2), of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

Despite the importance ascribed to this issue in the Directive and Portuguese zoo law, two of the ten zoos 

(Europaradise Park and Zoo da Maia) did not appear to have a perimeter fence that could contain an escaped animal.  

Furthermore, in Europaradise Park, many of the enclosures were unlocked. Free-roaming species were observed in both 
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of these zoos. These species included a variety of waterfowl; Indian peafowl (Pavo cristatus) and ring-necked pheasant 

(Phasianus colchicus) in Europaradise Park; and water rail (Rallus aquaticus), Indian peafowl ( P. cristatus), yellow-

billed stork  (Mycteria ibis), and Ferus cat (Felis catus) in Zoo da Maia. Numerous species of waterfowl, including P. 

cristatus and P. colchicus, are DAISIE-listed species, recognised as Invasive Alien Species (IAS) in Europe (DAISIE 

website). Only one other zoo had free-roaming animals (Zoo de Lagos) but they were contained within the perimeter 

fence.  

 

In Parque Biológico de Gaia, Europaradise Park, Monte Selvagem Reserva Animal, and Badoca Park, which were all 

located in forested areas, indigenous wild animals (i.e. rabbits, squirrels, birds) were observed to move freely between 

the different zoo enclosures. Brown rats (Rattus norvegicus), a DAISIE-listed species within Portugal, were observed 

freely moving between enclosures at Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa. 

 

 
 
Figure 2  Europaradise Park. 
A number of enclosures at this particular zoo were observed to be unlocked. This included enclosures containing mona monkey 
(Cercopithecus mona) and moustached guenon (Cercopithecus cephus). 
 

 

Public placed at risk of injury and disease transmission 

The frequently poor design of enclosures, lack of stand-off barriers, lack of available zoo staff and in some cases, 

unlocked enclosures, allowed for direct contact between the public and the animals. This often placed the public at 

significant risk. The public could easily come into direct contact with animals in 42 out of the 150 randomly selected 

enclosures (see Section D and E of the Methodology). This included enclosures exhibiting Category 1 ‘Greater Risk’ 

Hazardous Animals, as categorised by SMZP, such as macaque (Macaca mulatta), cassowary (Casuarius casuarius) 

and plains zebra (Equus quagga).  

 

D59/2003 states that ‘all [animal] accommodation should have a safety barrier that prevents any physical contact with 

the animals’ (Chapter II, Section I, Article 12(4), D59/2003) and Article 10 specifies the need for warning signs to be 

visible to the public.  
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Figure 3a & b  Lourosa Zoo and Europaradise Zoo. 
Poorly designed enclosures allowed physical contact between the public and animals, potentially placing both the public and the 
animals at risk. Enclosures at both these zoos permitted contact with the highly dangerous cassowary (Casuarius casuarius). 
Cassowaries are known to have attacked humans, particularly when they are expectant of food (Kofron 2003).    
 
 

Of the ten zoos, four actively encourage direct contact between the public and wild animals. This included Jardim 

Zoológico de Lisboa, which encourages people to touch wild animals, including hazardous-listed species such as sea 

lion (Zalophus californianus) and Griffon vulture (Gyps fulvus), and Zoomarine which offers the opportunity for the 

public to swim with dolphins (Tursiups truncatus). Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa, Zoo da Maia and Zoomarine also offer 

photographic opportunities, where the public are able to touch, hold and even ‘kiss’ a variety of wild animals, including 

dolphins, sea lions, reptiles and birds, and purchase souvenir photograph. Furthermore, due to the lack of a sufficient 

stand-off barriers, poorly-maintained fencing and unlocked enclosures, unsupervised physical contact between the 

public and potentially dangerous animals was possible. For example, this included: ostrich (Struthio camelus) and 

plains zebra (E. quagga) at Europaradise Park; ostrich (Struthio camelus) at Zoo da Maia and Lourosa Zoo; and 

cassowary (C. casuarius) at Europaradise Park and Lourosa Zoo. In Fluviário de Mora, Badoca Park and Zoo de Lagos. 

The public was given the opportunity to buy food to feed the animals including farmyard animals and various species 

of waterfowl. In Badoca Park, selected members of the public were able to enter the enclosure of the ring-tailed lemurs 

(Lemur catta) and feed them. 

 

Zoomarine offers various payment packages, as part of their ‘Dolphin Emotions’ experience, where zoo visitors can 

swim with and have direct contact with dolphins. The Premium package consists of a maximum of 12 participants each 

session, who spend 30 minutes in the water under the supervision of a trainer. An Exclusive package, for two 

participants, entitles the visitors a private experience with the dolphins (Zoomarine website).   
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In the majority of the zoos evaluated, no signage was observed to encourage the public to wash their hands either 

before, or following contact with animals. Signage warning the public of the risks of direct contact with potentially 

dangerous animals was also lacking in all of the assessed zoos. 

 

 

CONSERVATION 

The conservation of biodiversity is the main objective of the Directive and it requires zoos in the EU to participate in at 

least one of four possible conservation activities (Article 3 of the Directive). Whilst the zoo law in Portugal focuses 

predominately on ensuring high animal welfare standards, zoos are also required to participate in scientific research 

that aims to benefit species conservation and international, national or regional cooperative breeding programmes 

(Chapter II and III of the Annex to D59/2003). For those zoological collections with more than 150 individual animals 

and, where deemed appropriate, zoos are also required to participate in reintroduction of species into the wild, 

participate in scientific activities that aim to benefit species conservation and the exchange of information relating to 

the preservation of species (Chapter IV, Article 23 of the Annex to D59/2003). 

 

However, the results of this investigation have confirmed that the commitment by Portugal’s zoos to the conservation 

of biodiversity, particularly regarding the protection of Threatened species, is a low priority.   

 

 

Percentage of Threatened Species 
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Figure 4 Proportion of the 495 species identified (including subspecies where appropriate) in the 10 Portuguese zoos that are 

categorised by the IUCN Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM as Threatened and Not Threatened. 

 

Percentage of Threatened Species and Taxa 
 

Taxonomic Group 
 

IUCN Red List of Threatened 
SpeciesTM Categorisation 

 
 

Mammals 
 

Birds 
 

Reptiles 
 

 
Fish 

 
Amphibians 

 
Invertebrates 

 
Total No. 
Species 

 
Proportion 
of total no. 
Species (%) 

Not Listed 4 1 10 42 0 0 57 11% 
Not Evaluated 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 
Data Deficient 1 0 0 3 0 0 4 1% 
Least Concern 76 174 12 16 5 0 283 56% 

Near Threatened 14 24 4 0 1 0 43 9% 
Vulnerable 20 17 12 8 0 0 57 12% 
Endangered 16 11 3 3 0 0 33 7% 

Critically Endangered 8 4 2 1 0 0 15 3% 
Extinct in Wild 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1% 

Total No. Species 142 231 43 73 6 0 495 100% 
Proportion of total no. Species (%) 29% 47% 9% 15% 1% 0% 100%  

 

Table 1 Proportion of the 495 species (including subspecies where appropriate) identified in the 10 Portuguese zoos, categorised as 

Threatened and Not Threatened by the IUCN Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM by taxa. 

 

The results indicated that 22% (n=105) of the total number of species from the ten zoos can be described as Threatened 

(Vulnerable (12%), Endangered (7%), Critically Endangered (3%)) and 1% of the species observed were categorised 

as Extinct in the Wild (Table 1). Of the 105 Threatened species, 42% were mammals, 31% were birds, 16% 

were reptiles and the remaining 11% were fish. There were no Threatened amphibians, or any invertebrates, observed 

at the ten zoos. The remaining 78% of the Non-Threatened species were classified as Least Concern (56%), Near 

Threatened (9%) and Data Deficient (1%) by the IUCN Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM categorisation, or Not Listed 

(11%) (Fig. 4). The majority of species exhibited in the zoos were of Least Concern, and of a low conservation 

priority. Of the ten zoos, Europaradise Park exhibited the highest proportion of Threatened species (50% species in the 

zoo’s total observed collection), whilst Parque Biológico de Gaia exhibited the least number of Threatened species (3% 

species in the zoo’s total observed collection). The proportion of Threatened species exhibited at Jardim Zoológico de 

Lisboa was 35% of zoo’s total exhibited collection. 

 

Of the 495 species kept by the ten zoos, 14 species (3%) are listed on the European Red List (European Red List 

website). This included three mammal species; one bird species; two reptile species and eight fish species.  

 

Participation in European coordinated captive breeding programmes 

The results indicated that less than one-fifth of species kept by the selected zoos are listed on the register of European 

captive breeding programmes, which primarily focus on endangered species. Of the 105 Threatened species observed 

at the ten zoos, 99 have registered European captive breeding programmes (EAZA website). However, it was important 

to identify if the individual animals of these listed species, within the ten zoos, were actively participating in these 

Programmes.  

 

Percentage of species in Portuguese zoos involved in coordinated captive breeding programmes (EEPs or ESBs) 
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Species not listed on 
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Figure 5 The percentage of the 495 species (including subspecies where appropriate) identified in the 10 Portuguese zoos that are part 

of an ESB or EEP.  

 

Only 19% (n = 100) of the 495 species observed in the zoos are listed on the register of European Endangered 

Species Breeding Programmes (EEP) or European Stud Books (ESBs) (Fig. 5). Of the ten zoos evaluated, nine 

were found to keep EEP or ESB-listed species. However, it was only possible to confirm, through zoo websites and 

literature, that five zoos were actively participating in either Species Management Programme. When this information 

was then compared with the numbers of EEP or ESB-listed species at each of the zoos, it was evident that only a small 

minority of Species Management Programmes were actually active (whereby the individuals of that species were 

participating in the Programmes). For example, at Lourosa Zoo, three EEP and ten ESB-listed species where observed 

and identified (n = 13). However, evidence could only confirm that individuals of seven of the ESB-listed species were 

participating in the Species Management Programmes. Similarly, at Zoo de Lagos, five EEP and nine ESB-listed 

species were observed and identified (n = 14), but the zoo only appears to participate in one of the EEPs and none of 

the ESBs. 

 

At the time of the investigation (2009), Europaradise Park held the highest proportion of Threatened species. Of the 

total number of 24 species observed at this zoo, 12 were listed as Threatened by IUCN Red List of Threatened 

SpeciesTM, but none of these species were confirmed as participating in cooperative Species Management 

Programmes. Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa had the highest number of Threatened species as categorised by the IUCN 

Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM, Of the total number of 217 species observed at this zoo, 61 were listed as 

Threatened by IUCN Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM, 47 of the observed species were listed on the register of EEPs 

and 33 appeared on the register of ESBs. According to the website of Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa, the zoo currently 

claims to keep 360 species, 54 (15%) of which are participating in the EEP (Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa website 



26 

(‘History’), 2011). However, a different set of claims are made on the Conservation section of their website, which 

states that the zoo participates in ‘five to 64 tags EEPs’ as well as 44 European and 48 international studbooks (Jardim 

Zoológico de Lisboa website (‘Conservation’), 2011). Although these two zoos contained the highest proportion of 

Threatened species of the ten selected zoos, neither appear to be making a significant contribution to or participating in 

recognised European Species Management Programmes.   

 

Overall, of the 105 Threatened Species in ten zoos, 99 are listed on the register of European Endangered Species 

Breeding Programmes (EEP) or European Stud Books (ESBs). However, a review of published material identified that 

individual animals from only 60 of these species (57%) were actively participating in the European Species 

Management Programmes. No records could be found of captive-bred animals being introduced into the wild. 

 

It was possible to confirm, through zoo websites and published literature, that five of the ten zoos (Fluviário de Mora, 

Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa, Zoomarine, Badoca Park  and Lourosa Zoo) participate in scientific research and, 

in several cases, this involves collaboration with an independent scientific or educational institution. This includes 

Fluviário de Mora, which reportedly collaborates with the Department of Animal Biology at the University of Lisbon 

on a project called ‘Ecossistemas fluviais - biodiversidade, functionallity and Gestão (EcoFluv)’. Together with the 

established research unit, the ‘Fluviarium’ undertakes research and provides technical and scientific support on 

freshwater species in the region (Fluviário de Mora website).  Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa states on its website that it 

collaborates with a number of national and international institutions on a variety of research projects but fails to name 

the institutions or the projects (Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa website). Badoca Park claims to collaborate with other 

institutions through the Association Européenne pour l’Etude et la Conservation des Lémuriens (AEECL), researching 

lemur conservation in Madagascar (The Association Européenne pour l’Etude et la Conservation des Lémuriens 

(AEECL) on WAZA website) and Zoomarine states it collaborates with national and international scientists and 

participates in scientific meetings including the Sea Alarm Foundation (Sea Alarm Foundation website) and Delfim 

(Projecto Delphim website). Zoomarine also claims to have a Veterinary Medicine Department and Rehabilitation 

Centre of Marine Species, which apparently invests in finding new ways of dealing with welfare problems that might 

occur in animals at their Centre (Zoomarine website). Further investigation is required but, of the above identified 

current projects, few appear to bring direct benefits to the conservation of the species. This investigation could 

not identify any similar scientific activities in Europaradise Zoo, Monte Selvagem Reserva Animal, Parque Biológico 

de Gaia, Zoo de Lagos or Zoo da Maia.  

 

Of the ten zoos, only four (Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa, Fluviário de Mora, Badoca Park and Zoomarine) appear to 

directly contribute, financially or technically, to in situ conservation programmes. However, it was not possible to 

identify the significance, consistency and achievements resulting from the contributions made. This requires further 

investigation.   

 

The results indicate that whilst some of the zoos evaluated are participating in species conservation 

programmes, contributions are modest and do not appear to be making a significant contribution to 

conservation. Further investigation is necessary to identify whether this conclusion can be substantiated for all zoos in 

Portugal.  
 
EDUCATION 
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The Directive states that zoos should ‘promote public education and seek to raise awareness in relation to the 

conservation of biodiversity, particularly by providing information about the species exhibited and their natural 

habitats’ (Article 3). Portugal’s D59/2003 has accurately adopted this requirement, requiring zoos to actively educate 

the public about the conservation of biodiversity and the natural environment, with the provision of additional guidance 

to ensure that all species exhibited in the zoo are labelled with information about their geographical origins, habitat, 

and biological and ecological characteristics (Chapter IV, Articles 20 and 21 of the Annex to D59/2003). Portuguese 

zoo law also requires all zoos (with more than 150 individuals) to establish an education programme for their visitors, 

in particular for schools, and to elect a member of staff in the zoo to coordinate the programmes. 

     

Nine of the ten zoos appeared to have an established educational programme, where there was some evidence that the 

zoos catered for educational school visits: offering guided tours and workshops for different age groups. However, it 

was often unclear what educational activities were available for the general public. Assessment of the educational 

programmes themselves was not possible since they were not publically available.  Further investigation would be 

required to ascertain if the quality of the materials and activities met with the requirements of D59/2003 and perhaps, 

the national curriculum. Facilities and materials observed during the assessment indicate that few of the zoos appeared 

to offer anything more than just information signage (e.g. Europaradise Park) and the majority largely failed to meet 

their obligations to provide the information required by Chapter IV, Article 20 of the D59/2003. 

 

Four of the ten zoos offered their visitors the opportunity to see animal shows or performances. These included: seals 

(Arctocephalus pusillus) at Zoo da Maia and (Arctocephalus pusillus and Phoca vitulina) at Zoomarine; sea lions (Z. 

californianus and Otaria byronia) at Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa, Zoo da Maia and Zoomarine; birds of prey at Badoca 

Park and Zoomarine; parrot species at Zoomarine; small mammals at Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa; and bottlenose 

dolphins (T. truncatus) at Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa and Zoomarine. The majority of the shows were accompanied 

by music.  Whilst the animal shows using birds (Badoca, Zoomarine) and other small animals (Jardim Zoológico de  

Lisboa) included some information in the show’s commentary about the species, their habitat and natural behaviour, 

the shows using seals, sea lions and dolphins lacked such information. These shows, in particular, consisted of a 

diverse repertoire of tricks, stunts, and unnatural behaviours designed to provoke laughter and entertain, rather than to 

educate the public about the species. There was also little reference to species conservation.   

 

Zoomarine offers the opportunity for zoo visitors to swim with the dolphins in a series of controlled daily sessions. All 

the extra-priced packages include trainer supervision, which apparently provide the opportunity for participants to ask 

questions about the dolphins. Zoomarine makes unsubstantiated claims that it is through direct contact with these 

animals that people appreciate wildlife and become concerned about the significant environmental problems that pose 

serious threats to life on the planet (Zoomarine website).   

 

Minimal species information 

A basic requirement of a zoo is to inform its visitors about the animals exhibited. D59/2003 requires information on all 

species exhibited to be made accessible to the public. However, results demonstrate that species information was often 

lacking in all zoos and signage that was present, was often incomplete, inaccurate or in a poor condition.    

 

Proportion of species information signage present 
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Figure 6  The average percentage of species information signage present or absent (for all 897 species holdings) in the 10 Portuguese 

zoos.  

 

On average, 28% of species holdings completely lacked any form of species information signage (Fig. 6). Furthermore, 

of the signage present, on average 19% was in a poor condition or illegible and 9% displayed incorrect scientific 

names. Monte Selvagem Reserva Animal had the highest percentage of absent species information signage (31%). 

Figure 8 provides an overview of the content of the signage in the zoos.   

 
 

 
 
Figure 7  Europaradise Park. 
The majority of the species information signs at this zoo were unkempt and illegible.  
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Portuguese zoo law is very specific about the minimum information required on the species information signage. Not 

only is it required to be scientifically accurate, but content must include ‘common and scientific name of animal, 

geographical distribution in the natural environment through a marked map, habitat, biological characteristics, 

behaviour and conservation status’ (Chapter IV, Article 21 of the Annex to D59/2003). According to Chapter I, Article 

2(2), D59/2003, however, only zoological collections with more than 150 individual animals, which are neither 

considered ‘endangered’ nor ‘hazardous’, are expected to provide this information. This appears to contravene Article 

3(2) of the Directive that states that all zoos should provide ‘information about the species exhibited and their natural 

habitats’.   
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Figure 8 Content of species information signage from the ten Portuguese zoos. Each column represents specific information, as 

indicated by best practice criteria (SMZP) and as required by D59/2003. Each value (e.g. Conservation status present, 74%) represents 

the average of the 419 species information signs observed in 300 randomly-selected enclosures. Error bars are a visual representation 

of the standard deviation from the mean value, demonstrating the variation in performance amongst selected zoos (e.g. the presence of 

species biological characteristics information on signage varied considerably between zoos in comparison with the presence of the 

species scientific name, which was almost universally present). 

 

The results (Fig. 8) show that the majority (but not all) of the species information signage present in the randomly-

selected enclosures included all the criteria required by Portuguese law. However, it is important to note that there was 

significant variation in the quality and content of the different assessed criteria, and this also varied significantly 

between the different zoos. The information most frequently omitted from the signage related to species conservation 

status and details about the species natural behaviour and biology.  

 

 

EVALUATION OF ANIMAL ENCLOSURES 

To evaluate the suitability and quality of each of the 300 randomly selected enclosures, data relating to 12 criteria 

regarded as vital to the health and welfare of the wild animals in captivity were analysed using the evaluation method 

as described in Sections D and E of the Methodology (www.euzooinquiry.eu). The ‘Five Freedoms’ (OIE Terrestrial 

Animal Health Code, 2010) were used as the basis for minimum standards for the keeping of animals, but species-

specific needs were also taken into account, particularly in relation to the suitability of the captive environment.  

 

Unlike some other EU Member States, Portugal has not developed and implemented species-specific minimum 

standards for the keeping of wild animal species in captivity, or specifically in zoos. Furthermore, the Competent 

Authority does not provide any guidance on species-specific biological requirements, environmental enrichment or 



31 

appropriate animal care (Standard Member State Questionnaire). The Annex to D59/2003, however, does stipulate 

minimum requirements for general animal housing, husbandry and health-care, which are required to be implemented 

by all zoos. 

 

In reference to the Five Freedoms and the 12 criteria used to assess enclosure quality, the following observations were 

made: 

 

Freedom from Hunger and Thirst: Provision of Food and Water 

‘The animals must have water and without any restrictions…’ 

(Chapter 1, Article 3(6) of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

‘The public is forbidden to feed or water the animals, except in specific cases and under close supervision of a 

competent person.’ 

(Chapter 1, Article 3(7) of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

Although the majority of animals had access to clean food and drinking water, there were some cases where 

unconsumed food was observed rotting and available drinking water was dirty. The public was seen feeding, without 

supervision, domestic animals and waterfowl with food purchased at a number of zoos. In Badoca Park, selected 

members of the public were able to feed ring-tailed lemurs under keeper supervision.    

 

Freedom from Discomfort: Provision of a Suitable Environment  

‘The animals must have adequate space to display natural behaviours and to satisfy their physiological needs, which 

should at least allow: a) The implementation of adequate physical exercise; b) The escape and refuge for animals 

subjected to aggression by others.’ 

(Chapter II, Section II, Article 11(1) of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

‘The accommodation shall have shelters for animals to protect themselves from adverse weather conditions.’ 

(Chapter II, Section II, Article 13(6) of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

For many animals, conditions were often cramped and did not adequately take into account the needs of individual 

species. Far-ranging species for example were often housed in enclosures of an insufficient size to permit exercise and 

the expression of all their natural behaviours. Significant differences were observed between the zoos. As an example, 

only 57% of accommodation met the assessment criteria in the Zoo da Maia, compared to 100% at Fluviário de Mora 

and Lourosa Zoo.  

 

Although in most circumstances temperature and ventilation levels were acceptable (where possible and at the time of 

inspection), there were situations where the animal enclosures appeared to lack shade that would protect the animals 

from intense summer heat. Furthermore, shelters, in addition to access to the indoor enclosure (if applicable), were 

often not available.  Moreover, when shelters were present in enclosures, they often lacked bedding material.  
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Figure 9  Zoo da Maia. 
Enclosures for many wide-ranging species in the ten zoos lacked sufficient space and environmental complexity to encourage natural 
behaviour and exercise. These African lions (Panthera leo) appeared overweight.  

 

 
 
Figure 10 Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa. 
Portuguese zoo law (Chapter II, Article 10(5) of the Annex to D59/2003) requires all public amusements to be located well away from 
animal housing. Here the cable car passes directly over the enclosure for the rhinoceros (Ceratotherium simum).  

 

 

 

Freedom from Pain, Injury and Distress: By Prevention and Provision of Suitable Health Care  

‘The lakes, ponds or tanks must have adequate water quality for the animals…’ 

(Chapter II, Section II, Article 13(5) of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

‘Animals showing signs of suspected illness or injury should receive treatment by the keeper and, if there are no signs 

of recovery, treatment should be administered by a veterinarian.’ 

(Chapter I, Article 5 of the Annex to D59/2003) 

 

‘[Zoos] must comply with appropriate standards of hygiene.’  
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(Chapter I, Article 4 of the Annex to D59/2003)  

 

Some animals were housed in unacceptably unhygienic conditions. Problems included the build-up of faeces, stagnant 

water, litter and uneaten, rotting food. This also included cigarette ends in the enclosure of the brown fur seal (A. 

pusillus) in Zoo da Maia and flooded and stagnated water in the capybara (Hydrochoerus hydrochaeris) enclosure in 

Zoo de Lagos, where the animals had also uncovered and subsequently chewed on an electric cable. 

 

‘…zoos must be served by a veterinarian, accredited by Decree No.275/97, who is responsible for developing and 

implementing programmes to maintain animal health…’  

(Chapter II, Article 8(3), D59/2003) 

 

Apart from notable isolated cases of feather-loss amongst birds at Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa, Zoo da Maia and 

Europaradise Park, and overgrown hooves of a zebra at Europaradise Park, there was no widespread evidence 

of physically unwell animals amongst the ten zoos, although abnormal behaviour was observed, possibly arising as a 

likely consequence of an impoverished environment.  

  

Freedom to Express Normal Behaviour:  Provision of Suitable Space and Proper Facilities 

‘Animals to be provided with an environment, space and furniture sufficient to allow such exercise as is needed for the 

welfare of the particular species.’ 

(Article 3, EAZA Minimum Standards for the Accommodation and Care of Animals in Zoos and Aquaria, 2006) 

 

‘Accommodation must be equipped according to the specific needs of the animals, with materials and equipment to 

stimulate the repertoire of natural behaviours…”  

(Chapter II, Section II, Article 11(6) of the Annex, D59/2003) 

 

Many enclosures lacked the appropriate furnishings and materials to allow the species to express normal behaviours. 

Species requiring adequate features to climb, bathe, dive, fly, or a suitable substrate to dig or burrow in were often 

housed in conditions where such natural behaviours were compromised or prevented.  

 

 

Freedom from Fear or Distress: Ensuring that conditions do not cause mental suffering 

‘Any direct contact with the public should be done under the strict supervision of responsible staff… which shall be 

subject to a rotation scheme… The number of visitors and the time of interaction with the animals shall be limited…’ 

(Chapter I, Article 2 of the Annex, D59/2003) 

 

Poorly designed enclosures allowed for potential contact between the public and animals, and three zoos in particular, 

actively encouraged visitors to have direct interaction with animals. Direct or close contact between humans and wild 

animals can cause unnecessary distress to the animals concerned.  

 

‘Animals whose interrelationships are likely to cause stress and excessive disruption should not be kept in close 

proximity.’  

(Chapter I, Article 1(6) of the Annex to D59/2003) 
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The frequent lack of shelters or access to indoor quarters failed to allow the animals the opportunity to escape from 

cage companions, seek refuge or privacy from public view. 

 

 
 
Figure 11  Zoomarine. 
Souvenir photographs were encouraged in both Zoomarine and Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa for an additional cost. Members of the 
public were able to hold, stroke and ‘kiss’ parrots, birds of prey, reptiles, sea lions or dolphins, whilst posing for the photograph. 
These are surprising activities to be found in two EAZA-Member zoos that claim to maintain high standards of animal care. 
 

Environmental Quality of Enclosures 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

12) Level of hygiene sufficient for all animals

11) Condition of enclosure represents a risk to the well-being of
all animals

10) Unduly stressful interaction with the public for all animals

9) Animals subjected to undue stress due to interactions with
animals in nearby enclosures

8) Group composition satisfies the social needs of all species

7) Appropriate environment for all animals to rest properly

6) Appropriate environment for all animals to properly exercise

5) Sufficient ventilation for all animals

4) Sufficient light for all animals

3) Sufficient humidity for all animals

2) Sufficient temperature for all animals

1) Clean drinking water present for all animals

Average proportion of enclosures sufficient
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Figure 12 Environmental quality of the 300 randomly selected enclosures from the ten Portuguese zoos. Each column represents a 

parameter used to assess the suitability of the enclosures to meet the needs of the animals contained. Error bars are a visual 

representation of the standard deviation from the mean value, demonstrating the variation in performance amongst selected zoos (e.g. 

the ability for animals to exercise properly varied considerably between zoos in comparison to the quality of humidity). Where the 

presence of a condition or factor could not be determined, data were not included. 

 

The results show that there was significant variation in the environmental quality of the enclosures found in the ten 

assessed zoos, as indicated by the broad variance in their performance against the 12 evaluation criteria. However, even 

in zoos where overall performance was better, e.g. Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa and Lourosa Zoo, some substandard enclosures 

were recorded. Wide-ranging species, in particular, were often housed in enclosures of an insufficient size to permit the 

expression of all their natural locomotive behaviour. In Figure 12, lower values were recorded for the provision of: a 

suitable area to allow the animals to properly exercise and express their natural locomotive behaviour (on average, 25% 

of the selected enclosures were inadequate); a suitable environment that does not compromise the animals welfare (on 

average, 20% of the selected enclosures appeared to compromise the animal’s welfare); an acceptable level of hygiene 

(on average, 17% of the selected enclosures were unhygienic); the keeping of animals in social groupings consistent 

with the species (on average, 15% of the animals in the selected enclosures were kept in abnormal group 

compositions); and the availability of suitable facilities to allow the animals to rest (on average, 15% of the selected 

enclosures failed to provide appropriate structures or facilities to allow the animals to rest properly).  

 

   
 
Figure 13a & b  Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa. 
Whilst conditions for some of the animals have improved at the zoo in recent years, some enclosures have remained largely the same 
for over twenty years. This includes the elephant enclosure.  
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Figure 14  Zoo da Maia. 
A poorly-maintained electric fence, positioned just above the bathing pool of the hippopotamus, could potentially cause harm to the 
animals.  
 
 

EVALUATION OF ANIMAL WELFARE 

 

Keeping an animal in a restrictive, predictable and barren captive environment is known to compromise welfare 

(Mallapur et al., 2002; Lewis et al., 2006) and may result in the development of abnormal behaviours which can 

become increasingly more difficult to reverse, even with the application of environmental enrichment techniques 

(Swaisgood & Sheperdson, 2006). The following represents the results of an assessment into the suitability of those 

randomly-selected enclosures to permit the expression of most natural behaviours. The results have been ranked, with 

the most severe issues indicated in the graph below. 

 

Issues requiring immediate attention (where the percentage of enclosures failing to comply is greater than 50%) 
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Access to multiple privacy areas? 

** Meet all requirements for
Portuguese Law?

Access to multiple food sources?

Enrichment items present?

* Meet all requirements of Swiss
Law?

 

Figure 15 Issues requiring immediate attention following assessment of 300 randomly selected enclosures from the ten Portuguese 

zoos. Error bars are a visual representation of the standard deviation from the mean value, demonstrating the variation in performance 

(e.g. the presence of food in more than one location within exhibits varies considerably between zoos). Where the presence of a 

condition or factor could not be determined, data were not included. * Refers to Animal Protection Ordinance of Switzerland 

Tierschutzverordnung 2008, (an independent set of internationally-recognised species-specific standards and environmental 

enrichment); ** Refers to the consolidation of the minimum requirements for the keeping of animals in zoos, as specified in the Annex 

to D59/2003.   

 

The level of animal welfare was assessed in 300 randomly selected enclosures in the ten zoos (Fig. 15). Findings have 

again identified significant variability in performance between the ten assessed zoos concerning the provision of 

conditions and measures to guarantee an animal its most basic needs. Some zoos appeared to consider animal well-

being more than others. Overall, however, findings have identified that the majority of the enclosures lacked 

environmental enrichment that would encourage natural behaviour. On average, 84% of the assessed enclosures did not 

include any behavioural or occupational enrichment items or techniques such as toys or feeding devices; 81% of the 

enclosures failed to provide the animals with food in more than one place; and 63% of the enclosures failed to provide 

the animals with access to multiple privacy areas. 

 
 

Widely Represented Issues of Concern (where the percentage of enclosures failing to comply between 49% and 30%) 

• On average, 45% of the enclosures did not have water for bathing; 

• On average, 39% of the enclosures lacked environmental complexity; 

• On average, 33% of the enclosures lacked varied substrates; 

• On average, 31% of the enclosures contained no structures or furniture to facilitate exercise and to 

provide the opportunity to express natural behaviour. 
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Less Widely Represented Issues of Concern (where the percentages of enclosures failing to comply is less than 30%) 

• On average, 20% of the enclosures did not have bedding or nesting material in shelters; 

• On average, 15% of the enclosures did not appear to be large enough to allow the animals to distance 

themselves from the viewing public; 

• On average, 13% of the enclosures did not have sufficient space for all natural locomotive behaviour; 

• On average, 13% of the enclosures did not have suitable shelter; 

• On average, 13% of the species observed has some form of morphological mutilation (i.e. pinioned 

birds). 

 

 
 
Figure 16  Zoo da Maia. 
Enclosures for many species lacked environmental complexity and the ability for the animals to express natural behaviour. This 
enclosure, which lacks a suitable substrate, shelter and environmental enrichment, housed mandrill (Mandrillus sphinx) together with 
crested porcupine (Hystrix cristata). 
 

 

By referring to the requirements of the Annex to D59/2003, it was possible to quantify the degree to which the 

randomly-selected enclosures complied with these minimum requirements. Analysis of these data revealed that on 

average, 81% of enclosures failed to meet these minimum standards in animal care.  

 

The Animal Protection Ordinance of Switzerland, Tierschutzverordnung 2008 (APOS) was used in the investigation to 

ascertain whether the enclosures were suitable for the species contained. APOS was selected as it represents an 

independent set of internationally-recognised species-specific standards and environmental enrichment from a non-EU 

Member State. All randomly-selected enclosures (from Sections D and E analysis) were assessed against the standards. 

The results determined that, on average, 91% of enclosures that exhibited species listed on APOS did not meet 

these minimum requirements. In particular, this identified a failure in the majority of enclosures to provide the 

species contained with their species-specific needs, as required by D59/2003 (Chapter II, Section II, Article 11(6) of the 

Annex), which is consistent with Figure 15.  
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CONCLUSION 
This investigation has assessed ten zoos in Portugal: nine of which are licensed and officially recognised by the 

Government as ‘zoos’, whilst the other, a collection of reportedly ‘300 different animal and bird species’ 

(aportugalattraction.com), is an example of at least three zoological collections identified that are ‘waiting for license’ 

(Standard Member State Questionnaire). Despite an accurate transposition of the Directive into the Portuguese law - 

Decree No.59/2003 - overall findings have revealed inconsistencies in application and ineffective enforcement of the 

legislation and, although there was significant variability in performance between the ten assessed zoos, substandard 

conditions were recorded in all zoos included in this investigation.   

 

These Conclusions are divided into seven sections for ease of reading: 

 

1. Implementation of the Directive 
The Directive has been accurately transposed into the Portuguese Law-Decree No.59/2003 (‘D59/2003’), to license and 

regulate zoos to ensure that they meet specified requirements for the keeping of animals in zoos. Zoo regulation is 

undertaken by the Directorate General of Veterinary Medicine (DGV) and the Regional Directorate of Agriculture 

(DRAP), on behalf of the Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and Fisheries, in consultation with Institute of 

Nature Conservation and Biodiversity (ICNB) and the Zoo Ethics and Monitoring Commission (CEAPZ). 

 

The implementation of the Directive by Member States is an issue for subsidiarity and although transposition is 

overseen by the European Commission, it is the responsibility of the Member State to accurately transpose all the 

requirements of the Directive into the respective national law and apply it. Unlike other EC Directives, Directive 

1999/22/EC includes no guidance or explanatory notes which has led to inconsistencies in its application amongst EU 

Member States as a result of different interpretations of requirements and important definitions, in particular the 

definition of a ‘zoo’.  

 

In 2002/2003, Eurogroup for Animals worked directly with the Portuguese Competent Authorities to assist with the 

effective transposition of the Directive into national law (Eurogroup for Animals 2008). The project included the 

organisation of training courses for enforcement personnel and the development of guidelines for educational and 

scientific activities, which were including in the Annex to D59/2003. This work has undoubtedly influenced the content 

of D59/2003 and helped ensure its mandate exceeds the basic requirements of the Directive. Unlike other EU Member 

States, zoo law in Portugal includes specific and detailed requirements to assist zoos in their obligations in 

conservation, education, scientific research and animal care. Therefore, with the existence of such legal requirements 

and the availability of detailed guidance, zoos in Portugal would not only be expected to comply with the requirements, 

but further, demonstrate a higher quality of performance. The findings from this investigation, however, suggest 

that many licensed zoos in Portugal are not fully complying with either the Directive or D59/2003, whilst others, 

have been operating unlicensed for a long time.   

 

The DGV states that there are 20 licensed zoos in Portugal, but according to the DGV, a further three zoos are ‘waiting 

for license’ (Standard Member State Questionnaire, 2010). Similar observations were made in 2008 when, in addition 

to 20 licensed zoos in Portugal, a further 12 operational zoos were found to be unlicensed (Eurogroup for Animals, 

2008). It was perhaps this situation that prompted the complaint to the European Commission which resulted in their 

opening of a pre-infringement file and investigations into licensing irregularities in Portuguese zoos. The Commission 
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has since closed the file having been satisfied that the Portuguese Competent Authorities have addressed the concerns 

(European Commission, pers. comm., 11th July 2011). However, despite these actions, some zoos still seem to be 

operating without the required licence which, from this investigation, appears to include Zoo da Maia (contains over 

300 species in its collection). Eight years on from ratification of D59/2003 in March 2003, the reported provision of 

training of enforcement personnel (Eurogroup for Animals, 2008) and the stipulation in Article 5(2) of D59/2003 that 

all establishments that warrant a zoo licence must be licensed before their opening to the public, there is no apparent 

reason for the seemingly inconsistent implementation of D59/2003.  

 

Portuguese law states that any zoo found not complying with legal requirements should face closure (Article 25, 

D59/2003), but Zoo da Maia has reportedly been operating without the necessary zoo licence for some time. According 

to a news report (Jornal de Notícias 12th September 2008), Zoo da Maia had been identified as being unlicensed and 

had been subject to several reported inspections which highlighted numerous serious flaws. The DGV had apparently 

given the Zoo a deadline of the end of May 2007 to comply with the D59/2003 and thus obtain a licence. However, at 

the time of this investigation (2009) and completion of this report (July 2011), Zoo da Maia has not been included on 

the National Zoo Register (National Register) and appeares to remain unlicensed. If Zoo da Maia is unable to meet the 

requirements of D59/2003, then it should close and the animals be rehomed. This matter requires further and urgent 

investigation.  

 

These findings raise serious concerns about the competency, or perhaps the will of the authorities to effectively 

enforce the requirements of D59/2003 and, in particular, compel substandard zoos to either meet the 

requirements or face closure. It is possible that many unlicensed, substandard zoos continue to operate in Portugal. 

Zoo da Maia and the Mini-zoo at Marechal Carmona Park, appear to operating in breach of the Directive.  This matter 

requires further investigation.  

 

2. Ineffective enforcement 
Two years after ratification of D59/2003 in 2003, all zoos in Portugal were required to be licensed and to meet the 

specifications of D59/2003. From April 2005, any zoo found not to comply with the law would face closure (Chapter 

VI, Article 27 of D59/2003). EU Zoo Inquiry 2011 findings demonstrate, however, that at the time of the investigation 

(November 2009), none of the assessed zoos fully complied with the Directive or D59/2003. Furthermore, in 2011, a 

number of unlicensed zoos continued to operate.  These findings not only raise serious concerns about the 

enforcement of D59/2003, but, further, the ability of national and regional enforcement personnel to effectively 

apply the law and penalise substandard zoos.   

 

No explanation has been provided by the Competent Authority to substantiate the existence of unlicensed but 

operational zoos which appear to violate the law. Effective enforcement would result in the termination of the licence 

and closure of the zoo. However, as of 2010, no zoos in Portugal have reportedly been closed (Standard Member State 

Questionnaire). The findings have also identified that licensed zoos are failing to fully comply with the requirements of 

the D59/2003. Of the selected zoos, identified problems included failure to: contribute significantly to the conservation 

of ‘endangered’ or Threatened species; participate in scientific research that benefit species conservation; raise 

awareness of the conservation of biodiversity; provide sufficient information about all the species exhibited; protect 

wild animals from possible fear and distress; and keep animals in an appropriate manner as required by D59/2003.  
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The findings appear to indicate that the monitoring and inspection of zoos, as specified in Chapter III of D59/2003, and 

the actions to address substandard conditions, as specified by Chapter IV of D59/2003, are either not being followed, or 

the enforcement personnel (including representatives of the DGV, the ICNB, the CCDR, local veterinarians and the 

GNR, as well as the veterinarian from the relevant zoo) are not sufficiently knowledgeable and trained in the effective 

application and enforcement of the law.  Perhaps this is as a direct result of the apparent inactivity of the Zoo Ethics 

and Monitoring Commission (CEAPZ), the Government’s advisory body on zoos, which has reportedly not met since 

2007 (Leonor Galhardo, pers. comm., 10th August 2011). 

 

Unlike other EU Member States, enforcement personnel in Portugal have reportedly received five-day training courses 

every two years (Eurogroup for Animals 2008). However, the DGV has indicated that, although the zoo inspectorate is 

knowledgeable about and has received training regarding wild animal welfare and health, and has an understanding of 

the requirements of the Directive and D59/2003, there is a need for further guidance regarding animal behaviour and 

species-specific environmental enrichment. There is also a need to extend existing training to the regional departments 

of the DGV and municipal veterinarians (Standard Member State Questionnaire). 

 

Despite assurances from the DGV that there is a sufficient knowledge base and the zoo inspectorate is competent 

in the enforcement of the D59/2003, concerns over regularity, quality and practice mean that the process of 

inspection warrants further investigation.  Although Portugal has one of the most detailed zoo laws in the EU 

and is one of the few countries to provide regular training courses on zoo regulation, the D59/2003 is not being 

effectively enforced, nor are the penalties for violation seemingly applied or sufficiently severe.  

 

3.  Prevention of animal escapes 

There are two recognised barriers that prevent the escape of an animal in a zoo into the natural environment. The 

enclosure fencing, which prevents an animal from escaping from its enclosure, and the perimeter fence, which prevents 

an escaped animal from leaving the zoo grounds. Both barriers should be secure and of an adequate height and strength 

to contain the animals.   

 

Portuguese zoo law acknowledges the importance of establishing measures, including the maintenance of barriers, to 

prevent the escape of wild animals from zoos into the local environment. The majority of the zoos selected were 

encircled by a perimeter fence. However, the two zoos that did not have an appropriate perimeter fence had free-

roaming DAISIE-list species, which presents a risk of Invasive Alien Species (IAS) being introduced into the natural 

environment. It has long been recognised that zoos pose a significant risk of presenting pathways for the 

introduction of IAS (Fábregas et al., 2010). In 2001, the European Commission recognised the need to address IAS as 

an integral part of halting biodiversity decline and initiated the development of an EU strategy to substantially reduce 

their impacts (Shine et al., 2009, 2010).   

 

During the assessment, indigenous wild animals were observed to move freely between the different zoo enclosures in 

Parque Biológico de Gaia, Europaradise Park, Monte Selvagem Reserva Animal, and Badoca Park, whilst brown rats 

(Rattus norvegicus), a DAISIE-listed species in Portugal, were observed to move freely between enclosures at Jardim 

Zoológico de Lisboa. The invasion of indigenous animals into the zoo environment could result in the transmission of 

infectious diseases or parasites between the indigenous animals and those in the zoo; a risk recognised and regulated by 

Chapter II, Article 4(5) of D59/2003.  
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4. Public placed at risk of injury and illness 
The often poor enclosure design, the lack of sufficient stand-off barriers, the lack of zoo staff and the encouragement of 

unsupervised feeding of animals (in some zoos), allowed for possible direct and unsupervised contact with animals and 

in some cases, placing the public at risk. The public could potentially come into direct contact with potentially 

dangerous wild animals and few zoos appeared to recognise the risks and to inform the public accordingly. 

These failures violate various requirements in D59/2003. Chapter I, Article 3 of the Annex, for example, specifically 

prohibits unsupervised animal feeding.  

 

A number of zoos actively encouraged the public to have direct contact with potentially dangerous animals, and 

although these activities were supervised, the often large numbers of public participants observed during these 

activities would make any situation difficult to control (e.g. swimming with dolphins at Zoomarine). Equally, it was 

unclear as to how well the public was prepared prior to contact with the animals.  For example, information provided to 

them of the potential risks of physical injury or transmission of zoonoses, and also to specify the need to respect the 

animals. Article 2 in the Annex to D59/2003 stipulates that the zoos must always safeguard the health and safety of the 

public, but in some respects this requirement may be being ignored. Zoomarine, in particular, exploits the public’s 

natural desire to encounter wild animals by charging extra for such experiences.   

 

During the zoo visits, the public were observed being encouraged to have direct contact with ring-tailed lemurs 

(L.catta), birds of prey, macaw parrots, sea lions and bottlenose dolphins (T. truncatus). The risk of physical injury and 

disease transmission, particularly zoonoses is often an overlooked risk. Animals, particularly wild animals, are thought 

to be the source of >70% of all emerging infections (Kuiken et al., 2005). For example, numerous bacterial and fungal 

diseases are associated with marine mammals, including, streptococci, staphylococci, pseudomonas, mycobacteria and 

lobomycosis, which are known to pose health threats to people who have contact with, or enter pools with infected 

animals (Buck & Schroeder, 1990). The risk of infection for people who swim-with, stroke or ‘kiss’ the dolphins is 

therefore highly probable (WDCS, 2011). Similar concerns have been substantiated regarding zoonoses through direct 

contact with reptiles and birds (Montali et al., 2001; Mermin et al., 2004; Chomel et al., 2007; Stirling et al., 2008; 

Pedersen et al., 2009). 

 

The transmission of zoonotic disease is not generally taken into consideration by zoos, but where the public can have 

direct or indirect contact with wild animals (a practice generally to be discouraged), precautionary measures (such as 

hand-washing prior to and after supervised contact with approved species) should be taken. All public contact with 

’Hazardous Animals’, and those species known to harbour zoonoses, should be prohibited.   

 

Portuguese zoo legislation appears to be failing to take preventative measures to protect the public against 

potential injury and disease. Zoos should be required to take a far greater responsibility for the safety of the 

visiting public.  

 

5. Poor record for conservation 
The Directive requires all zoos in the European Community to contribute to the conservation of biodiversity in 

accordance with the Community’s obligation to adopt measures for ex situ conservation under Article 9 of the 

Convention of Biological Diversity (1992) (CBD website). The Ministry of Agriculture, Sea, Environment and 
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Planning has acknowledged this responsibility by involving the Institute of Nature Conservation and Biodiversity 

(ICNB) to ensure the D59/2003 meets this legal obligation. The ICNB is not only responsible for ensuring zoos in 

Portugal actively participate in conservation programmes, which include Species Management Programmes, 

educational activities and scientific research to benefit species conservation, but also to provide guidance to the zoos to 

help them achieve set goals (Standard Member State Questionnaire).  

 

As with the other obligations under EU zoo law, conservation requirements in D59/2003 go beyond the parameters of 

the Directive. In addition to the request for zoos to choose at least one activity from a list of options pertaining to the 

conservation of biodiversity, there are compulsory requirements relating to scientific research and the obligation to 

include any captive breeding of ‘Extinct in the Wild’ or ‘Endangered’ species within international, national or regional 

cooperative breeding programmes. Reportedly the ICNB provides the necessary additional guidance and assistance if it 

is required (Standard Member State Questionnaire).  

 

Findings from this investigation have revealed that whilst some zoos are doing more that others, overall, zoos in 

Portugal are not making a significant contribution to the conservation of Threatened species. In fact, of all the 495 

species observed across ten zoos, 22% (n = 105) were classified as Threatened species (Vulnerable, Endangered and 

Critically Endangered), with the vast majority either being categorised as Least Concern (species of low conservation 

importance) or Not Listed by the IUCN Red List of Threatened SpeciesTM. The Threatened species were predominantly 

mammals (42%) and birds (31%), whilst Threatened amphibian species, whose numbers vastly outweigh Threatened 

mammal species, were not kept by any of the zoos.  Portuguese law stipulates that all Threatened animal species kept 

by zoos should participate in national or international Species Management Programmes (Chapter III, Article 19 of the 

Annex to D59/2003). However, Europaradise Park, which exhibited the highest proportion of Threatened species, did 

not appear to take part in any Species Management Programmes.  Overall, of the 105 observed Threatened species in 

ten zoos, 99 are listed on the register of European Endangered Species Breeding Programmes (EEP) or European Stud 

Books (ESBs), while only 57% (n = 60) appeared to be participating in the European Species Management 

Programmes. These findings appear to be counter to the requirements of Chapter III, Article 19(2) in the Annex to 

D59/2003. 

 

At the time of going to press, Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa exhibited 360 species, of which only 15% are involved in 

European Endangered Species Breeding Programmes (EEP) (Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa website (‘History’), 2011). 

 

The very low level of commitment to the conservation of regionally Threatened species was also of serious concern. Of 

the 495 species kept by the ten zoos, only 3% (three mammal species, one bird species, two reptile species and eight 

fish species) are listed on the European Red List of Threatened Species (European Red List website). Overall, zoos in 

Portugal do not appear to be actively seeking to protect either regional or internationally Threatened species 

and, of those that are kept, only a modest number are actually participating in cooperative captive breeding 

programmes.   

 

Despite not receiving completed Standard Zoo Questionnaires from any of the ten selected zoos, it was possible to 

identify (through websites and zoo literature) that 50% of the selected zoos appeared to undertake scientific research, 

which often reportedly involved collaboration with a scientific or educational institution. Most of the research that 

could be identified appeared to focus on zoo-related activities, such as Artificial Insemination in endangered species 
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(Lisboa) or the improvement of the captive environment (Lourosa). But some zoos did appear to be participating in 

research that went on to benefit species conservation overseas (Lisboa and Badoca) or indigenous wildlife (Mora and 

Zoomarine). Much of these findings appear to be consistent with those observations by Rees (2005), who found that 

most current zoo research is concerned with [captive animal] behaviour, environmental enrichment, nutrition and 

reproduction, which are largely irrelevant to conservation. 

 

Although findings have identified some commitment to species conservation programmes by individual zoos, 

overall, zoos in Portugal are making an insignificant contribution to the conservation of European and global 

biodiversity, particularly for those species classified as Threatened. Furthermore, the provision of information 

about conservation is also lacking in all zoos assessed, including on publically-displayed information, the content 

on species information signage and commentary accompanying animal performances. Findings suggest that such 

activities may be left to the discretion of the zoo management rather than being actively enforced requirements by the 

Competent Authorities. 

 

Recognising that the EU Zoo Inquiry 2011 relied upon published information about species conservation programmes 

at the zoos, which may not have been completely representative, further investigation is required by the ICNB and 

CEAPZ to assess the activities and commitment of each individual zoo to species conservation and their compliance 

with D59/2003.  

 

 

6. Limited educational value  

In addition to a commitment to the conservation of biodiversity, zoos in the EU are required to promote public 

education and awareness in relation to the conservation of biodiversity, particularly by providing information about the 

species exhibited and their natural habitats (Article 3(2) of the Directive). D59/2003 requires zoos to promote 

education and public awareness concerning the conservation of biodiversity and furthermore, for zoos with more than 

150 individual animals to establish a public education programme that promotes environmental and ecological 

awareness through a variety of educational materials and activities, as well as detailed information about exhibited 

species (Chapter IV, Articles 20 and 21 of the Annex to D59/2003). However, although the requirements of Chapter IV 

far exceed those of the Directive, Chapter IV only applies to zoos with more than 150 individual animals which are 

required to display information on each of the species exhibited at the zoo. This appears to contravene Article 3(2) of 

the Directive, which states that all zoos should provide ‘information about the species exhibited and their natural 

habitats’. 

 

Findings confirm that nine of the assessed zoos had educational activities, but clearly some zoos participated in more 

activities than others. Despite the specifications set out in Chapter IV, Article 20 of the Annex to D59/2003, much of 

the content of the programmes and relevant activities appear to be left to the discretion of the zoo management. 

Furthermore, without access to the zoo education programmes and, therefore, being reliant on published materials, it 

was not possible to determine the full extent of each zoo’s educational activities. However, observations during the zoo 

visits confirmed that few zoos provide the full extent of educational information required by D59/2003, and for those 

that did, information was largely basic and often omitted reference to the conservation of biodiversity.  
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Over a quarter of signage for species holdings was absent and, of the signage present, many (19%) were in a poor 

condition and 9% contained an incorrect scientific name. In the ten assessed zoos, the majority of randomly-selected 

signage included the required information about the species exhibited (Chapter IV, Article 21(1) in the Annex to 

D59/2003). However, incomplete signage omitted information about the species conservation status (30% of all 

signage present) and information about the animal’s behaviour and biology (20%).  

 

Amongst the ten assessed zoos, there was huge variance in the quality of educational material produced and promoted. 

However, recognising that the EU Zoo Inquiry 2011 relied upon published information, which may not have been 

completely representative, further investigation into the quality of the public education at each zoo is urgently required 

by the ICNB and CEAPZ. To date, we are not aware of any independent quality assurance assessment having been 

undertaken to identify whether European zoos can effectively deliver these objectives and justify their role as educators 

about the conservation of biodiversity. 

 

Animal shows 

Shows using wild animals were observed in four of the ten zoos. These performances included: birds of prey; parrots; a 

variety of small mammals; seals (A. pusillus); sea lions (Z. californianus and O. byronia); and bottlenose 

dolphins (T. truncatus). Notwithstanding that live animal shows are to be generally discouraged, the animal shows 

involving birds of prey and small mammals predominantly presented the animals displaying natural behaviour and 

were informative about the species habit and behaviour. However, the performances involving the marine mammals 

and parrots, which incorporated circus-style tricks, props and stunts, music and comedy antics, did not show the 

animals displaying natural behaviour and there was limited information provided on their natural attributes.  

 

This style of performance, usually centred on anthropomorphic behaviours, provided a distorted view of an animal’s 

natural behaviour and, as a result, the public are less likely to learn much about the animal’s natural attributes (Frohoff 

2004; Barney et al. 2005; Curtin & Wilkes 2007; WDCS 2011). This is the conclusion of the European Association of 

Aquatic Mammals, which recommends that in dolphinaria ‘commentary… should focus on biological facts. Any 

confusing or foolish comments should be omitted. Anthropomorphic and comic performances should be omitted’ 

(EAAM 1995). A recommendation seemingly ignored by both dolphinaria in Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa and 

Zoomarine.  

 

Zoomarine, in particular, offers its visitors a variety of animal shows within the Theme Park. Admission to all 

performances is included within the zoo entrance cost (Adult €24). However, further charges apply for participation in 

dolphin swim-with programmes and for a ‘photosouvenir’ with a macaw parrot, an owl, dolphin or sea lion. These 

activities not only exploit these wild animals, but further ridicule their natural attributes, and clearly do not promote 

‘environmental awareness and the need to protect habitats and species’, as claimed by the zoo (Zoomarine website).  
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Figure 17 Zoomarine. 
The ‘Dolphin Emotions’ experience encourages members of the public to pay €130 to participate in interactive and ‘swim-with’ 
sessions with dolphins. Offering ‘oceans of fun’ and ‘moments of tenderness and affection’, the promotional leaflets also include 
photographs showing children cuddling, kissing and riding on top of dolphins. Not only does this portray a highly dubious educational 
message but both the public and the dolphins could be subjected to a risk of potential injury and transmission of disease.  
 

Despite claims that the animal performances and the direct encounters with animals (i.e. use of animals as props in 

souvenir photographs) are based on ‘conservation and environmental education’, ‘the appreciation of wildlife’ and 

‘concern over the significant environmental problems that pose serious threats to life on our planet’ (Zoomarine 

website), these activities are largely entertainment-focused, as opposed to providing meaningful educational value. 

Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa also encouraged the public to have souvenir photographs with wild animals. It is widely 

recognised that the theme of education, research and conservation, well marketed by many zoos, obscures the 

fact that the performing animals are captured and exhibited for profit, thus allowing guilt-free pleasure and a 

justification for high prices (Desmond 1999; Curtin & Wilkes 2007; WDCS 2011).  

 

Clearly none of the above described activities comply with the requirements of D59/2003 (Chapter IV, Article 22 

of the Annex) and should play no part in a zoo’s activities. The DGV, ICNB and CEAPZ should seek to phase-

out all such animal performances in zoos at the earliest opportunity. 

 

 
7. Unsuitable living conditions for animals 
The assessment of zoo enclosures in Portugal identified a wide range of conditions in the ten assessed zoos, seemingly 

dependent upon the location of the zoo (e.g. in city centre, open plan or forested areas). This was particularly evident in 

the varied environmental quality found in enclosures, the availability of suitable shelters for the animals to escape 

extreme temperatures or aggressive cage companions, and the level of hygiene observed in enclosures. However, there 

were some common trends identified across the ten zoos, which included: 

 

• many far-ranging species and birds were kept in small enclosures that did not attempt to meet their spatial 

needs;  
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• the majority of enclosures were devoid of furniture, apparatus and materials to allow the species to exercise 

and express normal behaviour;  

• little consideration had been given to the essential biological and behavioural needs of the animals;  

• some enclosures, and activities in several of the zoos, placed the animals at risk of public contact, supervised 

and unsupervised, and potentially heightened levels of distress. 

 

It is widely-recognised that the keeping of animals for prolonged periods in ‘impoverished’, cramped, captive 

conditions can compromise both their physical and mental health, and their general welfare. Conditions that fail to 

provide the animal with its basic needs can cause abnormal behaviour, disease and early mortality. Zoos must, 

therefore, seek to provide all their animals with more suitable environments that encourage exercise and natural 

behaviour.  

 

The Portuguese zoo law, D59/2003, is based upon certain key principals of animal welfare, which not only require all 

facilities and activities in zoos to safeguard the welfare and protection of the animals, but that no animal should be kept 

in a zoo if its welfare cannot be guaranteed (Chapter II, Article 4 of D59/2003). In addition, the Annex to D59/2003 

provides detailed provisions covering all aspects of an animal’s basic needs. Therefore, were the law to be applied 

effectively, and by authorities and veterinarians with sufficient knowledge of fundamental and applied animal welfare, 

then it would be reasonable to assume that these basic requirements in animal care and management would be 

guaranteed. However, evidence from the EU Zoo Inquiry 2011 has revealed a low standard of animal care. This seems 

often to be intrinsically linked with the poor environmental quality of the enclosures.  

 

Of the 300 randomly-selected enclosures assessed as part of this investigation, many were of insufficient size and 

lacked environmental complexity required by the different species to allow for exercise and rest, to escape potential 

conflict with cage companions and to express natural behaviour. Of the randomly-selected enclosures, 81% failed to 

meet all the requirements in the Annex to D59/2003, which should be regarded as required minimum standards. 

The lack of opportunities for species to express natural behaviours was further emphasised through analysis using 

the Animal Protection Ordinance of Switzerland, Tierschutzverordnung 2008 (APOS), which identified that 91% of the 

enclosures failed to adequately provide the species concerned with their spatial, biological and behavioural needs and 

appropriate species-specific environmental enrichment.   

 

Despite wide variations in the quality of enclosures provided both within and between the zoos assessed, in many 

instances animals were housed in conditions that compromised their welfare.   

 

It is widely recognised that the inclusion of varied environmental enrichment is integral to reducing the negative 

impacts of confinement on animals in captivity (maintaining healthy animals in a captive environment) (Pruetz & 

Bloomsmith, 1992; Crockett et al., 1989; Jordan, 2005). Without such stimulation, animals are likely to develop 

abnormal repetitive behaviours, recognised as indicators of poor animal welfare (Mason & Rushen, 2006). Equally, a 

cramped and ‘predictable’ captive environment can lead to obesity and muscular atrophy, which may, in turn, lead to 

welfare impacts with secondary health consequences (Fowler & Mikota, 2006; Harris et al., 2008).  

 

In a recently published report by the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society (WDCS, 2011), it was concluded that no 

captive environment can ever provide cetaceans (whales and dolphins) with conditions that meet their biological 
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requirements, or provide an appropriate species-specific enriched environment, as required by the Directive (Cook, 

2011). The report highlighted the fact that, perhaps to facilitate ease of cleaning, the pools are mostly smooth-sided, 

small in comparison to the volume of waters the species naturally occupy and empty of stimuli, such as rocks, 

substrate, live weed and fish, and the inclusion of such features made impossible by the need to keep the water filtered 

and chemically treated. The dolphin pools at both Zoomarine and Lisboa were featureless and, other than the 

performances given throughout the day which mainly involve conditioned, highly exaggerated behaviour (that is 

incomparable to natural behaviour seen in the wild), these animals lack the natural stimulation they would receive in 

the wild. Despite their ability to learn new behavioural patterns and interact with other captive dolphins within the 

social group, stress and stereotypic behaviour are very common among captive cetaceans (Waples & Gales, 2002; 

Frohoff, 2004; Curtin & Wilkes, 2007; Carter Esch et al., 2009). This is notably caused by sounds of a mechanical 

origin, such as pumps, filters and music (EAAM, 1995), an unnatural social structure of unrelated individuals (Waples 

& Gales, 2002), a conditioned and disciplined training regime (Desmond, 1999) and interaction with humans (Brakes 

& Williamson, 2007), all of which can result in behavioural changes, such as heightened aggression (Frohoff, 2004; 

Morgan & Tromborg, 2007), weight loss and a variety of other health issues (Rose et al., 2009). Recognising that 

conditions in EU dolphinaria cannot meet the requirements of the Directive, and the substantial evidence that the  

captive environment is severely damaging to cetaceans, it is surprising that such facilities are deemed appropriate by 

the authorities. Further investigation is necessary by the DGV, ICNB and the CEAPZ as to whether the 

dolphinaria in Jardim Zoológico de Lisboa and Zoomarine are able to meet the requirements of D59/2003.    

 

According to the DGV, all zoos have a qualified vet on their premises, which is a requirement of D59/2003 (Chapter II, 

Article 8, D59/2003). Together with the technical zoo staff, daily checks of the animals are required to ensure their 

wellbeing (Article 1(3) of the Annex to D59/2003). During the zoo assessments, however, some animals showed 

obvious signs of illness or debilitating conditions, which raises concerns over the regularity and the quality of the 

inspections.  

 

 
 
Figure 18 Europaradise Park. 
Canada goose (Branta canadensis) with ‘angel wing’, a condition that may be caused by inappropriate nutrition.     
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The DGV is of the opinion that the standard of animal husbandry and care is satisfactory in zoos in Portugal (Standard 

Member State Questionnaire). However, the findings of this investigation indicate that only a modest number of 

enclosures assessed in the ten zoos were meeting their obligations in this regard. Furthermore, there are a number 

of activities in some of the zoos which could seriously compromise animal welfare, such as direct interaction with 

animals, particularly for souvenir photographs and swim-with activities, all known to be detrimental (Brakes & 

Williamson, 2007; Eisfeld et al., 2010; Born Free Foundation, 2011; WDCS, 2011). For example, the practice of using 

animals as photographic props has been banned from resorts by the travel industry (International Tourism Services Ltd 

2008) and contact between the public and dolphins is prohibited by Italian Regulations (DECREE 469 of 6 December 

2001) (WDCS, 2011). Furthermore, these activities appear to violate various requirements in D59/2003. Chapter 

I, Article 2 of the Annex to D59/2003, for example, specifically requires that ‘any direct contact with the public 

should… always safeguard public health, safety and welfare of people and animals.’ 

 

The ‘basic principles’ set out in Chapter II, Article 4 of D59/2003, concerning the provision of an animal’s basic 

welfare needs, are generally not being met and, without the effective enforcement of the law in Portuguese zoos, any 

attempt to keep animals in a suitable environment is severely compromised. The findings from this investigation have 

identified that the health and welfare of many animals within the ten zoos may well be compromised. More must be 

done by the DGV, ICNB and local Municipalities, and where possible in consultation with the CEAPZ, to adopt the 

recommendations contained in this report, to make the necessary improvements, and implement relevant penalties 

(Chapter III, Articles 21 and 22, D59/2003), including zoo closure, where necessary. A code of best practice specific 

to zoos, including species-specific guidance and examples of environmental enrichment, would provide support 

for and ensure effective implementation of the provisions contained within the Annex to D59/2003.  
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ENDCAP is a European coalition of 27 NGOs and wildlife professionals from 20 European countries that specialise in 
the welfare and protection of wild animals in captivity. Working with the European Institutions, national governments 
and experts, ENDCAP aims to improve knowledge and understanding of the needs of wild animals in captivity, uphold 
current legislation and seek higher standards, whilst challenging the concept of keeping wild animals in captivity. 
 
www.endcap.eu 
 
 
EU Zoo Inquiry 2011 
Project Manager: Daniel Turner Bsc (Hons) MBiol MSB. A biologist. 
Daniel is Programmes Manager for the Born Free Foundation and has worked for the organisation since 2000, 
following two year’s voluntary work in field conservation projects overseas. He is part of the team responsible for 
developing and managing Born Free’s agenda for captive wild animal welfare, under the auspices for the organisation’s 
core project, Zoo Check. 
 
Report Methodology: For full details of methodology and to view the other Reports published as part of this project 
www.euzooinquiry.eu 
 
Contact details: To discuss the issues raised in this document, or for further information on ENDCAP and the Europe's 
Forgotten Animals initiative, please contact Daniel Turner - daniel@bornfree.org.uk c/o Born Free Foundation, 3 
Grove House, Foundry Lane, Horsham, W.Sussex RH13 5PL, UK. + 44 (0)1403 240 170 
 
Produced for the ENDCAP coalition www.endcap.eu by international wildlife charity the Born Free Foundation, 
Charity No: 1070906 www.bornfree.org.uk 
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