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Glossary

Animal Number (unique number identifying an animakithout the country code
(CC) and without the manufacturer code M@ m ~ sqg mronmcdq-r

Border InspectionPost

Companion Animal Responsible Ownership

Country Code (component of a pet transponder number)
Court of Justice of the European Union

Common Veterinary Entry Document

Deep Validation Control (system for checking theonformity of a transponder
number with ISO 11784see www.dvc.service$

The generation of a transponder code is the process by which that code is created
in accordance with the rules on its compositiont is therefore takes place prior to
the issuing of the code

International Committee for Animal Recording(ICAR isan International Non
Governmental Organisatioi

International Organization for Standardization Qrganisation developing
voluntary technical standards)

Manufacturer Code (identifying the manufacturer of a transponder)n a
sq mronmcdg-r bncd

Food and Veterinary Office (body conducting audits and inspections to control the
enforcement of EU legislation relating to animals

One-Time Programmable (characteristic of some transponders manufactured
without code that can be programmed only once after manufacture)

Border Inspection Post

:

bncc


http://www.dvc.services/

Microchip/Chip  The microchip or chip isencasedin the transponder. It containss gd ~ mh |
identification number

TRACES Trade Control and Expert System

Transponder The transponder is a complete product containing a chip and an antenna, all
encased in a glass capsule about the size of a grain of rice

uiD Unique Identification Coce (the unique serial number of the transponder that is
implemented at the factory and cannot be changed)

WMRM Write-Many-ReadMany (characteristic of some transponders manufactured

without code, which can be encoded and rencoded as many times as desie
see I1SO 14223)
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Preliminary note

This report has beenprepared by the European office of the international animal welfare
organization VIER PFOTEN/FOUR PAWS, in collaboration with Dr. medSyetn Hther, Director
of Planet ID and ISO expert for Germany.

It aims to demonstrate by means of practical examples and field research the existing gaps in the
EUs identification system and schemes for the movement of dogs and cats in Europe (Pet
Passpaot and TRACES system) in their goals of protecting the health of animals and humans in
Europe.

Sgd gdongs-r nudqg kk fn" Kk hr sn g hrd v o gdmdr
sustainable European system of identification and registration of allg®and cats in Europdt is

not our intention to reject either the Pet Passport or the TRACES system, but we would like to

suggest some improvements that can be made by integrating a series of measures proposed at the

end of this report.

U The first result of our investigation is the finding that there is a total absence of
harmonizationin the methodsfor generating the code of the electronic transponders, and a
lack of a guarantee of the unigueness of these codes within the EU. Midee discovered that
today it is common to find dogs or cats with unreadable transpondeos,with transponders
that have identical codes (duplicates) or wrong codes.

U The secondfinding of our investigation is the failure of the integration of dogs, cats and
ferrets into the TRBDR r xr sd |l - Vd g ud chrbnudgdc sg s
e qldgr (+ tmrbqtotkntr c¢cd kdgr "mc rdkkdgr ne
Passport and TRACES systems, because despite the obvious fraud, TRACES does not preclude
them from exercising their (illegal) activity. On the contrary, TRACES even enables them to
give their businessan appearance ofegality by facilitating crossborder trade.

U We have also discoverethat TRACES can be difficult to use in practice by stakeholders,
veterinarians and even competent authorities, due to serious conception errors in the system
and othertechnical issues. Clearly, TRACHES:zasy to use for animal smugglers, bappears
very complex forlegitimate breeders and veterinarians. However, simp#slutions exist to
make the system more accessible and efficient.

9



U It also emerged from our research that there is an obvious lack of staff in the Member States
to carry out regular and efficient controls when it comes to companion animals. In most
casesthe same people have to check TRACES certificates for plears animal by-products,
as well as for live dogsind cats. Moreover, dogs and cats are not clearly identified in the
TRACES systemmcdq =~ ®cnf 7 otthepappear bnder thébmagd xategory

®Nsgdg L I " kr -

Please note that we have chosen in this report not to publish information that might help to
identify veterinarians, breeders or dog dealers involved in illegal activities. This decision has been
taken in order not to ncriminate people who are not present to defend themselves. However, we
have this information, some of which is confidential, and we can make it available to a national
authority on a caseby-case basis if required.

We wish to express ougratitude to the following people for their valuable help:

- Mr. Franck Verger, Veterinary and Phytosanitary National Investigation Brigade, Directorate
General of Food, France;

- Dr. med. vet. Sven Huther, Director of Planet ID and ISO expert for Germany

- Ms. Kristien Ghys, Researcher for the Belgian Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
(BSPCA), for providing us with copies of 50 Pet Passports revealing various irregularities and fraud
in TRACES.

- TheEuroPetNet databasewhich has been very weful for detecting fraud

- Members of the Finnish Food Safety Authority (EVIRA) for their expertise regarding the
TRACES



INTRODUCTION

B TRACEABILITY IN EFFEOHISTORICAL OVERNV

ANIMGandSHIFT
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linking veterinary authorities, with a view, in particular, to facilitating the exchange of informatio

between the competent authorities".

@ xd g k> sdg+ sgd ANMIMO o tvs drq hybg the Subogeanddomm@sion.

However, the system failed to achieve its objectives for various reasons: not enough interaction

between the veterinary authorites, no archiving of messages, etc., but also more generally a lack of

will on the part of Member States and the European CommissioA second test was conducted

vhsg sgd bgd shnm ax sgd Bntmbhk ne ~mnsgrdg bnl c
crisis in the late 1990s and thinot-and-mouth diseasecrisis of 2001 proved the inefficiency of the

system.

TRACES and the Pet Passport

In 2001, the European Parliament called on the European Commission to continue the aborted
project. Finally, at tle end of 2003, the TRACES project (Trade Control Expert System) was
launched" on the basis of the formeANIMO and SHIFTsystems, and became fully operational in
2006.

L Art. 20-1 of Council Directive 91/496/EEC of 15 July 1991 laying down the principles governing the organization of
veterinary checks on animals entering the Community from third countries and amending Directives 89/662/EEC,
90/425/EEC and 90/675/EEC, O268, 24.9.1991, p 56+68.

2 Commission Decision 91/398/EEC of 19 July 1991 on a computerized network linking veterinary authorities (Animo).

% See in particular the European Parliament resolution on the special reports of the Court of Auditors No 1/1999,
concerning the aid for skimmed milk and skimmed milk powder for animal feed, 2/1999, concerning the impact of CAP
reform on the cereals sector, 1/2000 on classical swine fever and 8/2000 on the Community measures for the disposal of
butterfat, together with the Commission's replies (GB8236 / 2000 , CH237 / 2000, C5238 / 2000, C5239 / 2000-
2000/2130 (COS))

* Commission Decision 2003/623/EC of 19 August 2003 concerning the development of an integrated computerised
veterinary system known as TRACHESIL 216 28/08/2003 p. 5859



In the meantime, Regulation 998/20G%as modified the old directive on health requireents for

trade in animals and has required the inclusion in the TRACES system of commercial movements of
dogs and cats. In addition, in the same Regulation, the electronic identification of dogs, cats and
ferrets crossing borders has become mandatory, taber with the Pet Passport.

B THE SYSTEM TODAY

Electronic identification

Today, electronic identification by transponder is usetb identify pets (dogs, cats and ferrefy
travelling from one European country to another, but also equingsheep and goats (currently

optional but soon to become mandatory), protected wildlife (CITE%and some laboratory animals
(primates, dogs and catd). In addition, the Commission is currently studying the possibility of
introducing the identification by transponder of cattle!?

Gnvdudg+ sgd v xr ne hcdmshexhmf dkdbsgnmhb ™ kk
codes, have not been harmonized at the EU level. EU rules only refer to ISO 11784 as the standard
for identification, leaving all the responsibility to the Member States, which can themselves,
according to 1ISO 11784, transfer this responsibility to transponder manufacturers. This has led to
false codes, inconsistent codes and duplicate codeé Part Df this repord.

° Regulation (EC) No 998/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 May Rfiflation (EC) No
998/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 May 2003 on the animal health requirements applitable
the non-commercial movement of pets

® However, derogations are provided for readabkattoos applied before July 2011

" Art. 17(1) of Regulation (EU) No 576/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 June 2013 on the non
commercial movenent of pet animals and repealing Regulation (EC) No 998/2003, OJ L 178, 28.6.201B:26.

8 Art. 11 of Commission Regulation (EC) No 504/2008 of 6 June 2008 implementing Council Directives 90/426/EEC and
90/427/EEC as regards methods for the identifitan of equidae, OJ L 149, 7.6.2008).8t32.

® See Report COM/2007/0711 final from the Commission to the Council on the implementation of electronic
identification in sheep and goats, 16 November 2007.

1 5ee CITES, Resolution Conf. 8.13 (Rev.), Useadd:microchip implants for marking live animals in trade.

' See Art. 31 and 32 of Directive 2010/63/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 September 2010 on
the protection of animals used for scientific purposes OJ L 276, 20.10.20p03g79.

2 See European Commission, Electronic identification of bovines to further strengthen food safety and animal health in
the EU, Press release-I1-991, 30 August 2011.



Registration ahe movement of dogs, cats and ferrets

Regulation 576/2013, read together with Directive 2013/3] provides that any movement for
commercial purposes of a dog, cat or ferret from one country to another (including Ron
commercial movement if more than 5 amals are moved simultaneously) must be accompanied by
a veterinary health certificate issued within the previous 48 hodfswhich must be registered in
TRACES.

In theory, via TRACES, the competent authorities of the 28 EU Member States are informed in rea
time of all the movements that start from, pass through or have their destination in their country.
The veterinary health certificate has to be validated only by the competent authority of the
Member State of departure. Other authorities may only carryubrandom checks, but this is not
mandatory. The use of TRACES is compulsory not only for the 28 EU Member States, but also for
EFTA State$S. Furthermore, in 2008, the TRACES system was expandedoieer today 76 states,
representing more than 30,000 useesound the world*®

In fact, in view of the large quantity of messages stored in the TRACES system, competent
authorities often do not have enough resources to cheane by oneevery movement recorded,
especially when it comes to the movement of a dog cat, which is often considered to represent a

lower health risk.In addition, TRACES notifications n m- s | ~ j d ‘whbabkihdaf anim&ld ~ g k x
it is when it comes to dogs or catss the latter appearas"other mammals"This has led to serious

flaws in the TRACES system and has exposed Europe to serious health risks. However, it is
important to state that the TRACES system seems much more efficient when it comeshé&
movement of animals intended for human consumption.

Moreover, the system establishetly the Pet Passport Regulations also has many flaws both in
terms of traceability of animals and in terms of health safety, because it allows, among other things,
the movement of unvaccinated or poorly vaccinated animalsee Part 2

3Both texts will be repealed by thé@Animal Health Law oncein force (Law on Trasmissible Diseases)
14 Before 2013, the health certificatdad to have been issued within the previodz! hours

®European Free Trade Association

B gee TRACES, Annual Report 2014, Foreword by Xavier Prats Monné

:



B CONSTANREQUESTEORMORE TRACEABILITY

The CAROdog and CAROcat projects

Since its beginning, the CARO project (Companion Animal Responsible Ownership) has actively
sought to promotethe responsible ownership of dogs and cats. The CAROdegv{v.carodog.ey

and CAROcat ww.carocat.el) websites aim to disseminate reliable scientific and legal
knowledge concerningdogs and cats in Europe.

Sgd oqni dbs-r Ebropbas bffice of ghe interrptibnalsagimhal welfare organization
UHDQ OENSDM. ENTQ O@VR+ Aqtrrdkr+ "~ mc sgd Hrshs
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Veterinarians of Europe (FVE) and, for CAROcat, the Advisory Board on Cat Diseases (ABCD) are
supporting the websites with their expertise and their representativetmke part in the editorial
boards.

The CARO approach has pioneered companion animal traceabilityttad EU level by identifyingts

key elements. These include individual commitment on the part of pet owners, better legislation at
both the Member State and European level, and informing and educating the public, as well as
systematic birth control. On tle legislative front, the identification and compulsory registration of

pets has been recognized as a fundamental tool to promote the welfare of companion animals.

To demonstrate that the identification and registration of dogs and cats is a realistic gdhe EU
Canine and Feline Traceability Experts Group was established by VIER PFOTEN in partnership with
the FVE, the IZSAM, the European Commission, Tasso, Planet ID, EuroPetNet and the Belgian
Health Ministry!’ The experts have agreed on the urgent neearf mandatory identification and
registration of companion animals at the European level as the only way to ensure that every
animal has a responsible owner. On this issue, CARO has organized numerous conferences,

workshops and seminars throughout Europevalving traceability experts.

In 2015, the EU Canine and Feline Traceability Experts Grtaig out a comprehensive andealistic
set of proposak for the identification and registration of animals in Europe based on a delegated
act as planned by the new Animal Health Law. This document is available at
http://www.carodog.eu/wp -content/uploads/2014/07/Long-version.pdt

Lngdnudg+ sgd ehqrs hrrtd dedcateddgodthis&&bjged Ndiingifg
together several expert opinions and practical recommendations.

Y When the project was initiated, at thdederal level, but since the Belgian reform of 2014, at the regional level


http://www.carodog.eu/
http://www.carocat.eu/
http://www.carodog.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/Long-version.pdf

The reiterated call of the Council

In its 2010 conclusior® repealed in 2012°the Councilcalledn m s gd DT B rstudybmr hn m
propose, If justified options for facilitating compatible systems of identification and registration of

dogs and cats in order to ensure better guarantees fo the citizen through more efficient
traceability of those animals -

The repeated calls of the EU Parliament

With parliamentary petitions, written declarations and written resolutions, the European
Parliament has asked repeatedly for greater traceability of pets in Europe, through a harmonized
and mandatory system of identification and registration of dogs and cats.

The ldest example is the resolution of 23 February 2015 on the introduction of compatible systems
for the registration of pets within the European Unidf, initiated by Renate Sommer MEP, Paul
Brannen, Janusz Wojciechowski, Julie Girling, Jasenko Selimovicarstéfck, Anja Hazekamp,

Marisa Matias, Keith Taylor, Giulia Moi, Marco Zullo, Laura Ferrara, Fabio Massimo Castaldo and
Isabella Adinolfi.

B ENSURE CANINE ANRINE TRACEABILITYBEITER PROTECT
ANIMAL WELFARE, ANIMHEALTH AND CON&RE

Today there ejsts at the European level an obligation to identify dogs and cats, but only when they
travel beyond national borders. However, there is no obligation to register such animals, other than

S

sgdhg ®o0o gsh >k gdfhrsq shnm hm sgd SQ@BDR r xr sdl

The current systm does not guarantee the traceability of pets in Europe, even though this is the
only way to protect both human and animal health, as well as animal welfare. In addition, the
system does not allow the consumer acquiring such an animal to know the reaiorof the animal
he/she is buying, or the conditions under which it was born, raised and transported. Worse, the
systemz= and particularly the Pet Passpott can be used to further deceive the buyer of an animal,

'8 Council Conclusion of 29 November 2010 on the welfare of cats and dogs.
1% Council Conclusion of 18 June 2012 on the welfare of animals.

20 Joint Motion for a Resolution of 23 February 2015 the introduction of compatible systems for the registration of pet
animals across Member States

:


http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=MOTION&reference=P8-RC-2016-0251&language=EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=MOTION&reference=P8-RC-2016-0251&language=EN

who may wrongly rely on the nationality othe Passport, believing it to be a guarantee of the
"mhl " k-r bntmsgx ne nghf hm-

Mandatory identification and registration of all dogs and cats in Europe in their first days, even if
they have no owner, and even if they never travel beyond the nationatders of the State in which
they were born, is today the only way to enable the responsible ownership and handling of such
animals, and also to put an end to the health risks they may pose. Moreover, such an obligation
could help to reduce the growing numbr of animals abandoned or lost each year. With regard to
dogs, a large majority of EU Member States have already adopted such a syStétowever, with
regard to cats, only a few States have introduced such legislatfn.

However, to allow the real traceattity of dogs and cats in Europe, together with the resulting
guarantees, it is essential to have an access point at the European level to all the national
databases, thus ensuring the interoperability and compatibility of those databases. This is what
EuroPetNet has done.

2L gee the list orhitp://www.carodog.eufidentification -and-registration/#mandatoryi&r.
2 gee the list orhttp://caroc at.eu/identification -and-registration/#mandatoryi&r.
= geehttps:/Avww.europetnet.org! .



http://www.carodog.eu/identification-and-registration/#mandatoryi&r
http://carocat.eu/identification-and-registration/#mandatoryi&r
https://www.europetnet.org/

PART 1
The flaws in the identification system:

The absence of a guarantee of the uniqueness of

transpondecodesidentifying animals
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|. THE MISTAKE OF LIMYITHE RULEINTHE GENERATION OF
TRANSPONDER CODESHEMEMBER STATES ANDNMBRACTURERS

The only EU rules regarding transponders are contained in the Annex Il of Regulation (EU) No
576/20132* which provides that transponders:

1) Mustbe conformingto ISO 11784,
2) Mustbe compatible withthe HDX or FDXB technology.

EU legislation provides that any standard for transpondensust fall under the responsibility of the
national authorities of the Member States, which have the option of transferring this responsibility
to the manufacturers, in cases where the State doest use the country code systensée 1.1.2

E By acting in this way, the EU, ignoring its role in the harmonization of legislation , has
refused to take any responsibility for the uniqueness of transponder codes.

T

In addition, the technical specifications of ISO standards are not available free on the
Internet *, nor are they listed or included in European legislation.

This makes the legislation unavailable to most EU citizens or for professionals wishing to
abide it.

RECOMMNENDATION.

U Compliance with ISO norms 11784 and 11785 should the exclusive duty of Member States and they
should not be allowed to delegate this responsibility teransponder manufacturers. Moreover, Member
States should also comply with ISO 24631 which requiresa conformance test.

24 Regulation No 576/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 June 2013 on the-cmmmercial
movement of petanimals and repealing Regulation (EC) No 998/2003, OJ L 178, 28.6.2p13236.
% Onthe ISO website, the download of each 1ISO norm costs abet®0 (38CHF.

:



1.1The ISO 11784 standard

1.1.1 Thelnternational Organization for Standardization (ISO)

The 1SO is the International Organization for Standardization. It is an independent non
governmental organization that develops voluntary technicatandards. The ISO was established in
London in 1946 in order to facilitate the coordination and international unification of industrial
standards. Standards are developed by a consensus of experts from all over the world within the
framework of technicalcommittees and working groups. Today, the ISO has established more than
21,000International Standard$®, covering almost all aspects afechnology and business, and has
162 member countries’

1.1.2 1SO 11784

The 1SO 11784 standard specifies thstructure of the identification code included in the
transponder. It was created in 1996 and has since been updaged revised®

ISO 11784 provides that the transponder must have a-dfit code, including a 3digit
manufacturer code (MCpr a 3-digit country code (CC), and a unigue 1@igit animal identification
number (AN).

E Sgd trd ne ®nq~ g r kdc sn sgd bgd shnmfne wu
the EU. States use either only the country code or only the manufacturer code . In
addition, in some States, very complex systems using a combination of both have been
introduced.

ISO 11784 offers 274,877,906,944 possible combinatiofisfor the 12-digit unique animal
identification number. ISO 11784 provides that animal identification numbeb " m ad ®qdb X
and thereforereissuedevery 33 years.

% The complete list is available atttp://www.iso.org/iso/frhome/store/catalogue_ics.htm

" Seethe ISO website http:/www.iso.org/ .

2 geeAmendment 1 ISO 11784:1996 2004, andAmendment 2 1SO 11748.1996in 2011

% See World Animal Protection (WSPA), Companion & Working Animals Unit, Identification methods for dogs and cats, p.
18.



http://www.iso.org/iso/fr/home/store/catalogue_ics.htm
http://www.iso.org/
http://www.iso.org/iso/home/store/catalogue_tc/catalogue_detail.htm?csnumber=38799
http://www.iso.org/iso/home/store/catalogue_tc/catalogue_detail.htm?csnumber=45365

ISO 11784offers 1,024 possible combinations focountry codes®, defined by a specific 1SO
standard (1ISO 3168).

N.B. The use of a country code is not mandatory, but the existence of a country code assumes that
the State will effectively controlits use. In addition, the establishment of a country code must
necessarily be accompanied by a national technical systemabling the identification of the
manufacturer of the transponder. Manufacturer identification is fundamental in order gguarantee
his traceability when an unregistered pet is found

Manufacturer codes can be unique to a spdi@ manufacturer, but can also be shared by several
manufacturers (the 900 code is a shared manufacturer code). When the code is shared, an
allocation code must be given to each manufacturer to ensure their traceability. Today, there are
over one hundredtranspondermanufacturers in the marketthe majority of manufacturers usé¢he
sharedmanufacturercode 900%

The I1SO has appointed the International Committee for Animal Recording (ICAR) for the issuance
of the unigue manufacturer code + allocation code,nd each transponder manufacturer must
register with ICAR in order to obtainthe manufacturer certification. In addition, each manufacturer
must sign the ICAR Code of Condu@t.Currently, 555 electronic ID devicestransponders§* from
manufacturersfrom all over the world are registered at ICAR as conform with ISO 11784 and 1ISO
11785

Originally, the unique code of the microchip was encoded indelibly with a laser during its manufacture
directly into the silicon (the component material of the chip), and could not be changed afterwards.
However, for several years the majority of the trapenders have been made of a specific type of
rhkhbnm b kHirdecprogpdh&&ble). This means that the transponder is manufactured

% See World AnimaProtection (WSPA), Companion & Working Animals Unit, Identification methods for dogs and cats, p.
18.

* The list of ISO country codes is available fattp://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/country_code_list.htm.

% See Dr. Sven Hiither, CEO, Planet ID GmbH, Experiences with eleatriolentification in the companion animal market

in Europe, ISO/TC23/SC19/WG3, published on the ICAR website.

s The ICAR Code of Conduct can be read at http://www.icar. org/wp -
content/uploads/2015/08/Code_of_Conduct Form.pdf

% Thelist can be read athttp:/www.service-icar.com/tables/Tabella3.php

?


http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/country_code_list.htm
http://www.icar.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Code_of_Conduct_Form.pdf
http://www.icar.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Code_of_Conduct_Form.pdf
http://www.service-icar.com/tables/Tabella3.php
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manufacture® within a sterile Histered cannula. This encoding can only be done once, as the |
00673 rs mc gqc qdpthgdr sgd | mte bstgdg sn

against any later change. However, there is a serious risk thatagsponder manufacturer mght not
rds sghr ®knbj a h open to latgr tmodifidatibn. THisrsfthe sngirdreabon why w
must ensure traceability oftransponder manufacturers by making them sign an agreement with th
national competent authority, as this is the onlway to avoid fraud. In addition, every conscientiou
manufacturer must maintain a database recording the unique serial number of the chip (UID) and
encrypted code.

@k " gl hmf kx+ rnld sqg mr on moahgeadmanynhava recently ap@arte@
on the market in the absence of any regulatiofi.A part of the code of these transponders can b
reprogrammed, not just once but as many times as desired, and without even needing to remove
transponder from the animal. This creates a very higkkiof fraudand creates confusion and troublg
in the market

The useof the manufacturercode only: Belgium

k k
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e
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the

In Belgium, rules have been established to regulate the waganufacturer codes are used. Using a
country code isforbidden, and the liability for a wrong number or duplicate number falls on the

manufacturer, which can be found easily thanks to its manufacturer codiéoreover, in Belgium
transponders are considered as medical devices and therefore an authorisationttef health

Ministry is neededAt s sgd r xr sdl hrm-s deehbhdms vgdm

from Belgium, because manufacturer codes can be copied.

Position

Chip
number

Type of data | Manufacturer | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN
code (here:
®C s | °
*AN = Animal Numberynique animal identificationcode)

35According to ISO 11784, only the manufacturer is allowed to program a transponder
% This could change quickly. IndeedndSO 14223 norm is in the process beingelaborated for this kind oftransponder.

~



The useof country code together with a manufacturer code (the Wismans systemthe Netherlands
and Denmark

In Denmark and in the Netherlands, a rather complex system is used to generates ¢~ mr on mc d q
number. It includes the country code + the manufacturer code, but the originality of this system is

that the code of the manufacturer is calculatedby subtracting the ICAR manufacturer coddrom

the number 991.In addition, the number 2 is alwayprefixed to the code obtained bythe above

subtraction, to show that it is a control system with delegation of responsibility to the
manufacturer.Although it might seemalittle complex, this isan excellent systembecause it allows

not only the uniqueness of codes but alghe traceability of the manufacturer.

Forexampletgd | " mte bstgdqg bncd ne sgd | mte bstqgdg ®
We sibtract 972 from 991, which makes 19 (93072 = 19). With the prefixing of the2-, the Planet

ID manufacturer code in the Netherlandsecomes 219.

Position
Chip
number
Type of | Countrycode | Extra Planet ID AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN
data of the 2 manufacturer
Netherlands code after
subtraction

Specal case.the use of a country code + a homologation code for manufacturens=rance

France uses the country code + a code designating the specieshdmologation code

Note.: homologation code

France employs a homologation/approval code instead of the manufacturer codeThis
homologation/approval codeis issued by the French competent dliority after the manufacturer has
passed a testconducted by the National Certification Agency CETIM laboratory). The
homologation/approval code is then inserted directly into the transponder numbepdsitions6 and 7).
This kind of licensing system &n effective way to ensure unique codes addition to the traceability
of the manufacturer. Howeverthe fact that France has made this system incredibly expensie¢ gver
~0/ +/ 1/ (+ vghkd | mte bstqgdqgr g ud ,‘mightdliose thel addm
market for small producers and might encourage fraud

Moreover, this system poses a risk: blocking 7 digi$ the code (3 forcountry, 2 for speciesand 2 for
homologation) reduces the unique animal code (AN) to only 8 digits, increasing thekrof duplicate
codes.

N



Position
Chip
number

Type of Country code of Species | Homologa | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN
data France code* tion code

* In France, code 26 is the species code for dogs, cats and ferrets. For equines code 25 is used, and
for wild animalscode 22

A bad example*: use ahe country code alone for petsin Germany

* If a country decides to use the country code only, it is imperative thdte national legislation
should provide away to give each manufacturer a unique and limitedange of transponder
numbers that can be usedin orderto limit the risk of duplication. Otherwise, the onlyway to
guarantee unigueness would be tallow only one manufacturerto produce transponders &
monopolistic approach), which is of course impob& under EU freemarket rules.

The German model provides, in addition to the country code, a species code (in the 4th and 5th
positions of the code), but only for certain species: cattle, goats, sheep and horses. For cattle, there
is a particularity: each of the federal states (Lander) must add, in the 6th and pilitions of the
code, a twadigit code corresponding to that state.

Position E I I
Chip 1 1 1

1 1 1

number 1 1 1

Type of data | Countrycodeof | AN | AN 1 AN | AN 1 AN | AN | AN | AN | AN | AN [ AN | AN

Germany E Species i Or Lander i

1 Code* 1 codefor 1

1 1 . 1

S ! _bovines 1

* Only for cattle, goats, sheep and horses

However, for other speciex and therefore for petstthere is noFederallegislation in Germany on
the code structure: for these animals, the code is formed only of the country code + the animal
identification code, which increases the risk of duplicateodles.

If a country decides to use country codes only for farm animals and nothing for companion animals,
it is imperative that the country provides a way to always enable to trace the manufacturer.
However, it seems thain Germany there is trend currently to use for identification of pets, in the
absence of legislation, the country code followed by a '0' followed by the ICAR manufacturer code.
This system highly confusing especiallytife case wherthe shared manufacturer codes used



RECOMMENDATION

U There should be an obligation on Member States to implement coherent and-topdate legislation
(considering OTP and WMRM transponders), setting clear and precise rules on animal identification and the
generation of codes.

1.2Brief explanation of theDiX and FDR technologies

HDX and FDXB are two methods of communication between théransponder readers and
transponders, established by the ISO 11785 standard.

The finer details of these two technologies are not important here, so they are only briefly
summarized below. However, it is important tonderstandthat if the code of the transponder does
not comply with ISO 11784 (described above) and if the transponder emissloas not respect one

of these two technologies (ISO 11785), the official reader used by the control authorities will not be
able to read thes q © mr osmadecarrgctly, or will not even be able to detect that the animal has

a transponder.

EU legislationmakes it a requirement to use one of these two technologies, but also provides the
possibility for the carrier of an animal with a transponder that uses a different technology to
provide the control authorities with a compatible reader.

1.2.1 TheHDX tehnology (half duplex)

This technology is hardly ever used for petds ts name impliesdi hsgdg sgd sqg mronmcd
sgd gd cdgqg ®qgdbdhudr + ats mns ansg s sgd r 1|d
talkie). The advantage of this teciology is the possibility of detecting and reading the transponder

from a greater distance, whichmight be beneficial for example, when dealing with larger animals.

However, the downside is that the chip included in such a transponder needs more energgmbit

the signal, so it can be difficult to fit the electronic part of the transponder into the tiny glass tube

used for the identification of dogs, cats and ferrets.

1.2.2 TheFDXB technology (full duplex)

This method involves tweway communication betveen the chip included in the transponder and

sgd qd cdg9 ansg b m ®sq  mritlishgeicker in the co@nogudidatébm, u d ~  r h
but however, this technology has a more limited read range. The advantage is that the transponder

can be smallerThis is the main technology used for pets.

B



II. THE ABSENGE- CONTROL OF THEIBATY OFRANSPONDER
CODB

2.1 The usefimpossiblecodes and the Deep Validation Control system

The main failure of national identification systems is the absence ofcantrol system for
transponder codes (Deep Validation Contrplor DVC) to verify the validity of the transponder

bncdr rsnqdc hm ~ ¢ s a rd "mc sn dmf fd sgd |
ne -~ | " mte bst gdq biliy(icthe(case af frasidyldnt uResof ascduntry cokid).

Ireland is the only European country to have implemented a requirement festerinarians to

gdf hrsdg hm °~ ¢ s> a rd "~ kk sq niatabasshastoqsea DWWt | a d

system’ and to be registered at EuroPetNetlf there is a wrong code or duplicate code, the
operator of the database can immediately alert the pet owner, the person who implanted the
transponder (veterinarian) and the government.

A study conducted of the 70 milbn animals registered in the EuroPetNet database proved that
many wrong codes are constantly used throughout Europehe ®@VC web service was created as
a free tool for pet owners, veterinarians or competent authorities teheck the validity of
transponder codes:www.dvc.services

RECOMMENDATION

U The plausibility of transponder codes must be verified by a Deep Validation Control system, and an
automated system for reporting wrong or impossible codes must be settopmake accountablethose who
are responsible for bad codes. The system must also be able to identify and report duplicate codes.

2.2 Actual cases of fraud encountered

This research has beerarried out by Dr. med.vet. Sven Hiither, representative of Gerany in the
ISO Committee ISO/TC 23/SC19. It has highlighted several serious breaoblethe 1ISO norms
including:

¥ See Microchipping of DogsRegulatiors 2015, SA Mn - 52 ne Thé dpdrator ddq slog idantifidaion ®
database must have procedures in place to ensure the accuracy of information entered and stored on the database. The
uniqueness of the codes should be ensured and tested by appropriate saftvsuch as Deep Validation Control to
prevent the entry and recording of duplicate microchip numbers. Data collected under Regulation 12(3) should be used
for verification purposes. http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2015/si/63/made/en/pdf



http://www.dvc.services/
http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2015/si/63/made/en/pdf

E Duplicatecodes

Here, we can see that theranspondercode has been used twice in Germany for two different cats:
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Research oluplicate codes in the German database TASSO
© Planet ID, Presentation made by Dr. med. vet. Sven Hiither

Below, we can see several codes used twice for different dogs and cats in Germany (highlighted in
yellow). Furthermore, the code is false, as it ecorded as 00, which is the code reserved for cattle.

Liste | Details | Erweiterte Details

Plaketten-Nr. |T'ato re. Schenk '|T'ato|i.'-‘-" kel |Ring |Tr ponder/Ring
5.625.964 "~ 276000000000300
|| 6.766.315 " |276000000000301 [
| 5280410 © |276000000000301
| 6.765.442 " 276000000000303 [
| 6.345.106 —  276000000000303 [
| 5141648  |276000000000304 [
| 5728076 |276000000000305 [
| 5.205.305 — 276000000000306 [
| 6.766.013 276000000000307 [
|| 6350822  |276000000000307
|| 5244983 ©  276000000000308 [
| 6.746.426 —  276000000000309 [
|| 6746034 276000000000310
L R =T
5.252.855 —  1276000000000311 [
| 5435564  276000000000312
|| 6.759.324 276000000000313
|| 5274143  |276000000000314 [

Research omluplicate codes in the German database TASSO
© Planet ID, Presentation made by Dr. med. vet. Sven Hiither

E Invalid codes

Here we can see several codes that areeaninglessbecause they e not authorized country codes
in accordance with ISO norm 3166 dgee the full list of country codes at
http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/country code_list.htm) and they cannot benanufacturer
codes as theydo not begin with 9 (allmanufacturercodes begin with 9 *).



http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/country_code_list.htm

Senseless Code 099 090900000000

Senseless Code 280 274877906943

004 006006006006
049 000284161306

Senseless Code

Senseless Code

Research on the use of wrong countgdes
© Planet ID, Presentation made by Dr. med. vet. Sven Htither

E The fraudulenise of the test cod®9

The most significant example of this lack of control of the validity of the code is the use of the
manufacturer code 999which is a code used solely for testing. The use of the 999 code is strictly
prohibited in identifying an animal because no uniqu&ss can be guaranteed. An animal having a
transponder whose code begins with 999 is not properly identified in tHeamework of ISO
standards.

The research conductedon the EuroPetNet databaseinto the fraudulent use of code 999
concluded thatthe 999 codeis used for 1 in every11978 animals. Almost all of these animals were
located in Belgium, the UK and the Netherlands.

0 » or S

Ausiria 5142010 to 2015
@ium 18.603 1998 (?400] 1o 2015 (1)
Cyprus 1j2013
Czech Republic 1§2011
Denmark 3412002 - 2010 1 /year, 19in 2013
Estonia 112011
France 15642014. 79 numbers {probably import
Germany 457jMore than 100in 2013, 2014, frend increasing
Hungary 1342011 fo 2015
Ireland 18{2010 to 2014
Lithuania 2006 and 2014
Netherlkands 5181 From 1999 1o 2015, in 2012 1600 and in 2014: 1580
Norway 2003, 2004, 2012, 2013, 2014
Poland 2152010 16 2015
Fudugal 2010:1: 2014: 4
Russian Federation 1042010, 2011
Spain 247iFrom 1995 to 2015
Sweden 1 6§Mostly 2012, 2013, 2014
Switzerland 71fFrom 199 to 2014
Ukraine 1J2011
= - From 1997, kin 1992 of 8.000 numbers, 4.600 in 2000,
e e 16890k 1n 20 01, 1800 In 2002, then decreasing
Grand tctal 41.978)About 42.000 of a total amount of 40.000.000
One on every 1428 animals

Research on the fraudulent use cdde 999 in several EU Countries

© Planet ID, Presentation made by Dr. med. vet. Sven Hiither



Currently, there is a recommendation from veterinarians to remove any transponder found in a pet
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E The norauthorizedr wrong use of country code

804 is the country code of Ukraine. Here it has been usediarmany without authorization, which

has led to a wrong code (not IS@onforming).

E Wrong allocation code in the framework of the ke sharednanufacturecode 900

MW
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ISO Transponder:1.5*7mm

785 FDX-B Standard
CTRE TR A

804090010800886
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804090010800886 Expiry

date:28/03/2014
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Research on the fraudulent use cduntry codes in Germany
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© Planet ID, Presentation made by Dr. med. vet. Sven Hiither

The use of the shared manufacturer code 900 involves using an allocation code for each
manufacturer to enable identification of the manufacturer in case of problems. The concern is that
today we find norrexistent allocation codes, making the manufacturer untraceable.

The

certifications/animal-identification/1559-2/.

list

of manufacturer

codes is

available

at http://www.icar.org/index.php/icar -

shared| aloca- |manufadiurer of the allocated IDcode]  Pro- owner of the produd code of the code in Pro- | Database
code [tion code| to distinguish the 900 manufacturer | dud column B dud |registered
900  006|HanMacENG Inc 212 13
900 NO EXISTING MANUFACTURER ENSD Technologies Limited 7 47|
900 NO EXISTING MANUFACTURER Geissler Technologies Corporation ET 12
900  012|omthanalntertrade 212 |Beijing Protedion Sdence & Technology Co., lid | 2,12 7
900 NO EXISTING MANUFACTURER Asian Information Technology Co.. Ltd. 212 24/
900 026 | Advanced 1D Asia Engineering 0. Ltd| 2,12 |DT.Japaninc Disk 76
900 032 |VWuxI FORIA Technology Co.. Ltd 212 |Dalton|.D. Systems oM 865)
900  038|eeijing H-Dragon Technology Co. Ltd [ 2.12 |Tierchip Dasmann 212 7
900 046 |uno Roestvaststaal BY 212 |ENSD Technologies Limited 212 382
900  062|PionicsitaliaSr.l. 212 |Foyal Tag Bol 2061
900 072 (Tierchip Dasmann 212 |Maun Industries Limited oM 18450)
900 074 |A1 1D SYSTEVSLEd. 212 |Bartronics Indialtd oM
900  088|ENSDTechnologies Limited 212 |Iinsprovet SL Bol
900 108|Spartech Hedronics Inc. 212 |notexisting
900 164 |DoowaTechnology Co. Ltd. 212 |not existing
900  176|insprovet SL 212 |not existing
900 182|shippers Europe BV 212 |not existing
900 200 |Peddymark Licendng Ltd. 212 |not existing 131
900  720|not exisitng not existing
DD GUIS OF THE THEM ANUFACTURER POSSBLEWITH THEWRONG ALLOCATION 23468

Research on the fraudulent use of the sharednufacturercode 900
/n the German database TASSO

© Planet ID, Presentation made by Dr. med. vet. Sven Htither
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RECOMMENDATION:

U If a Member State is using the country codthe EUshould makemandatory for the State tomonitor the use
of that code by the manufacturersas planned by ISO 11784

U In addition, when using the country code, the State should have an obligation to establish a systen for
identification of manufacturers (Wismans syster homologation).

Ill. THE LACIOF COMPETENCE OF GE{EMPETENT AUTHORSG IE
WITHIN MEMBER STAVEHBH REGARD TRENTIFICATIQN PETS

In 2013, Planet ID conducted a study within the competent authorities of the 28 Member Stéfes.
As a transponder manufactune wishing to respect national standards for selling its products,
Planet ID sent six questions (in English) to the ministries of the 28 Member States, mainly aimed at
discovering

1) if the electronic identification of pets was mandatory ithis country,

2) if the country used a country code,

3) ie sgd bntmsgx g r "m gnlnknf shnm ognbdctqd
sell their transponders in this country

4) the name and contact details of the competent national authority dealing with these issues

The results of this study were disastrous: only 6 Member States®® were able to correctly
answer these basic questions, which are likely to be asked by anytransponder manufacturer.
This is proof that when a manufacturer wishes to comply with national standardsis almost
impossible for it to do so because of a lack of accessthe relevant people in the competent
authorities. Given this situation, Planet ID approached the Eurgn Commission, which provided
the organization with an official list of contacts of competent authorities within the Member
States.

At the end of 2013, Planet ID contacted by phone and letter (with acknowletigent of receipt)the
names onthe official list, askingthe same questionsNot a single contact was able to answer the
guestions.

% SeeResults of thePlanetID research in the EU Membership Ministries and the Competent Authorities
% Thesewere Belgium, France, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom



In 2015, with the help of VIER PFOTEN, the experiment was repeated, this time meeting in person

sgnrd cdrhfm sdc ¢ sgd ®bnl odsdms in'whichgWlERh s x

PFOTEN has offices (or writing to them in their national languag@hswers could be obtained
only from the Netherlands, *° Bulgaria and Romania.

The most interesting case is probably that of Germany. The person responsible for animal
identification in Germanyin the Ministry of Agriculture has firmly refused to answer questions,
claiming that he has no involvement in the identification of petsOur questions were then
addressedofficially in the form of a parliamentary question. A formal aner was then published by
the German government' but none of the questions submittedvere answered ina sustainable
way.

This finding was also confirmedt the end of 2015by the European Commission itself in its study
on dogs and catswhich observed:® ack of competence of certain authorities was reported as
problematic™**

T

This proves that within the majority of Member States there is no real authority invested
in the fundamental issues relating to the identification of pets.

Some people who are officially designated as competent by their State (and whose names
appear on European official lists) do not even know that pet identification is part of their
responsabilities!

The uniqueness of the animal identification codes and the correct use of country codes or
manufacturer codes cannot be guaranteed under these conditions.

Tc

Tc

RECOMMENDATION

i

There should be an obligation on Member States to designate a competent authorégtgriuinelycompetent)
for matters relating to the identification of pets, in particular the quality standards thatransponder
manufacturers must meet.

40 TheNetherlandswasalreadyamongthe 6 respondents mentioned above
*! The answer was given by Dr. Maria Flachsbarth on behalf of the Gergmrernment, in an official and written form It
can be read at http://lawyersforanimalprotection.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/20151214 Questionnaire

IR_AnswersGermany.pdf
“p. a4
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http://lawyersforanimalprotection.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/20151214_Questionnaire-IR_Answers-Germany.pdf
http://lawyersforanimalprotection.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/20151214_Questionnaire-IR_Answers-Germany.pdf

V. THE RISBRELATED TO THE PESRENCE OF TATTOOS

Former Regulation 998/2003 had plannéttwo valid methodsfor identifying dogs, cats and ferrets
travelling within the European Union: a transponder that complies with ISO norms 11784 and
11785 andalsoa tattoo as long as it is legible. The regulation provided that tattoo identification
would cease to be accepted 8 years after its entry into force.

In 2013, vhen Regulation 998/2003 waspdated by the new Regulation 576/2013, ivas planned
that the tattoo would remain a valid method of identification of dogs, cats and ferrets only as long
as itwasclearly legible andprovided that it had beenapplied before 3July 2011

E Itis therefore still possible today to travel with a pet (which logically must be more than 5
years old) that is carrying not a transponder, but a tattoo.

E In addition, nothing prevents a Member State from continuing to authorize the use of
tattoos as a method of identification of pets, as long assuch animals do not travel outside
its national borders.

This createsnanyproblems.

First, a tattoo is not a reliable method of identification . It is, for obvious technical reason® Q.

ear size), Borter than the transponder code, and consequently the risk of duplicate codes is very
significant. In addition, practice has shown that as an animal grows or ages, the tattoo often
becomesunreadable. Furthermore, it is becoming increasingly common to findogs whose ears

g ud addm bgnoodc sn ®qdl nud™ sgdhg s ssnn- S
some medical knowledge is required to remove a transponder.

Moreover, there are no international standards for tattoos.

However, the biggestconcern is that this method of identification is not (or at any rate will soon
cease to be) an accepted method for the movement of pets within the.HUerefore,the owner of

a tattooed animal wishing to travel will be obliged to have a transponder implan ted in their
pet. This will result in a double identification, making the traceability of the animal very
complex, and increasing the risk of fraud (intentional or unintentional ). Furthermore, if we add
the passport number to these two identification numhbrs, the animal will have three different
identification numbers: the tattoo number, the transponder number and the passport numbsand
all three will be unrelated

Moreover, as long as the derogation for tattoos remains in pla@eappears to be easy to exploit
double animal identification for fraudulent purposes by sometimes entering the transponder

3 Art. 4 of Regulation 998/2003
* Art. 17.1 of Regulation 576/2013



number in official documents, and at other times entering the tattoo numhbein official TRACES
documents. This reduces the chance of traceability, as thdRACES system does not enable the

tattoo code to be linked with the transponder code

RECOMMENDATION

i

Only transponders should be accepted as a valid method of identification, even if the animal does not c

the borders of a State. The use of tattoosahld be definitively stopped for pets.

ross







B CONCLUSIONS AND REMENDATIONS OF PART

The 1ISO norms 11784 and 11785 relating to the identification of pets dne basicsin terms of
traceability of companion animals However, to be operational they require an effective control
system, which is not in place todayA major step forward in term of traceability would be the
implementation of ISO norm 24634l on controls of conformance of transponder$n handing over
responsibility to its Member States, the latter having themselves handed over responsibility to
manufacturers andor to those who implant transponders, the EU has clearly missed its goal of
ensuring the traceability and safety of pets moving within its border

The mandatory use of SO validationsystemsuch as the DVC systershould be a fundamental
measure in the legislation of all Member States of the European Union. This measure has the
advantage of being inexpensive: or even freet and would help to deect fraud or malfeasance of
the kinds set out above. It is highly regrettable that, to date, Ireland is the only EU country to have
adopted such a measure in its legislation.

The use of a manufacturer codand the controlled used of country codeshould be made
mandatory at the European level to ensure traceability of manufacturers in cases of problems or
fraud. Moreover, given the rapid development of OTP and WMRM transponders and the high risk of
fraud engendered by the latter, it would be necessary to gla a higher level ofaccountability on

the veterinarian who implants transponders and on the professional who encodes them.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

U Compliance with ISO norms 11784 and 11785 should be the exclusive duty of Member States and|they
should not be allowed to delegate this responsibility to transponder manufacturers.

U There should be an obligation on Member States to implement coherent ang-to-date legislation
(considering OTP and WMRM transponders), setting clear and precise rules on animal identification|and
the generation of codes.

U The plausibility of transponder codes must be verified by a Deep Validation Control system, and an
automated system for reporting wrong or impossible codes must be set up to make accountable thpse
who are responsible for bad codes. The system must also be able to identify and report duplicate codes.

U If a Member State is using the country code, it should beéade mandatory by the EU for this Statéo
monitor the use of that code by the manufacturers. In addition, when using the country code, the State
should have an obligation to establish a system for identification of manufacturers (Wismans systeim or
homologation).

U There should be an obligation on Member States to designate a competent authoriggerfuinely
competent) for matters relating to the identification of pets, in particular the quality standards that
transponder manufacturers must meet.

U Only transpondersshould be accepted as a valid method of identification, even if the animal does not
cross the borders of a State. The use of tattoos should be definitively stopped for pets.

"






PART 2
ThePePassport a document that doe

and cats traceability or safeguarding animal health
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. THE PET PASSPORODT A LIFETIME DOGEDNV

1.1 Te unique identification number of the Pet Passport

In addition to the transponder number, a unique numbewlich isdifferent from the transponder
code) is provided foreach Pet Passport The Implementing Regulation (EU) No 577/2013 provides
that this number must bdormed n ethe@SO country code of the issuing Member State followed by
a unique alphanumeric code without stipulating any particular mettod for determining this
unique alphanumeric codelt istherefore up to Member States to establisthe ruleson this.

N.B The transponder code must be written in the PePassport but there is no requirement to
register in a national databas¢he passport numbers together witlthe transponder codes.

RECOMMENDATION

U There should be a requirement for the Member States to establsmational databasethat
enablespassport numbergo be linked toidentification numbers {ranspondersor tattoo s).

12 A document not conceivadlasingfor thelifetimeof the animal

On its official website,the EU Commission insistthat ®he EU pet passport has been designed to
last for the lifetime of the animal bearing it* This is simplyncorrect.

First of all, with the exclusion of one poinin the preamble* the concept that the Pet Passport
should ®ast for the lifetime of the animalis nowhere to be found either in the Pet Passport
Regulatior’” or in the Commission Implementing Regulation estlishing the template for Pet
Passports®

Secondly, it seems obviousn reading the template ofthe Pet Passport (see below) that the Pet
Passport cannot last the lifetime of the animal. Indeed, in the templatepplied by the Commission
Implementing Regulation (EUNo 577/2013, only twoentries have beenprovided for information
related to successive owners of the animatde/llustration below).

*>Ec.europa.eu, Questions and answers concerning pet passports, answer to questio.

“ See point 35 of Regulation (EU) No 576/2@®L.Zdé@ntification documents issued in accordance with that model passport
should, subject to certain conditions, remaimalid for the lifespan of a pet animal in order to limit the administrative and
financial burden on owners -

" Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 577/2013 of 28 June 2013 on the model identification documents for the
non-commercial movement of dgs, cats and ferrets, the establishment of lists of territories and third countries and the
format, layout and language requirements of the declarations attesting compliance with certain conditions provided for

in Regulation (EU) No 576/2013 of the EuropeRarliament and of the Council, OJ L 178, 28.6.2013, pp+188.

“8 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 577/2013 of 28 June 2013.

N



E This means that if the animal were to change owner more than once, the Pet Passport
would have to be exchanged for a new one

It is interesting to note that in the first Commission decision establishing the model of tRet

Passport three entries for the names anddetails of different owners wereprovided (see below).

Furthermore, the phone number (optional) and théne for the signature(mandatory)of successive
owners is a nevaddition.*

New Pet Passport template Former Pet Passport template
(sinceDecember2014) (abrogated inDecember2014)
( I. DETAILS OF OWNERSHIP J I. OWNER
1. Name:
Surname:
1. Name: Address:
Surrame:
Addres: Post-code:
City:
Post-Code: Country: _
City:
Country 2. Name:
Telephone number": Surname:
Signature: Address:
2. Name: Post-code:
Surmame: City:
Addres: Country:
PostCode: __ 3. Name;
City: Surname:
Country Address:
Telephone number*:
Signature: Post-code:
. City:
optional Country: Page 1
[ 150 ounty Code s Moo | [ 7150 ode s + Numser || OUt O X
Part 1 ANNEX Il @ommissiont ANNEX | of Commission Decisibfo
Implementing Regulation (EU)N677/2013 2003/803/ECModel Passport for the
Models of passports for the necommercial movement of pet animals of the specic
Slates

This riskof passport changebecomesvery significant when we take asur basis the®b k ~ r r h b
acquisition pattern of an animal:

- First owner: breeder
- Second owner: buyeiadopter

In view of the abandonmentates of pets throughout Europe, itis quite possiblethat the animal
might havea third or even a fourth owner duringts lifetime.

%9 See Commission Decision No 2003/803/EC of 26 November 2003 establishing a model passport for the intra
Community mowements of dogs, cats and ferrets, OJ L312 of 27.11.2003.



E As the passport identification number isntended to be unique (see Preliminary Note abova,
the first passport number cannot beeused for a seconar subsequentassport Thus,as well
as knowing several owners, an animal will probably have several Passports andpassport
numbers inits lifetime (see /llustration below).

= §helter

PA| ==

=

[}
Abandonment

Breeding

Aquisition

Adoption

Diagram showinghe changes of passporiecessaryn the course of

what isnow (unfortunately)becomingmore and morahe ®&lassic life of a dog

Notel nt er pretation of the oOpassport model

It seems that there is a difference of interpretation oRegulation 576/2013 establishing the
passport modelbetween Member StatesThis confusiorhas ariserin particular from theimprecise
rules applying to the passport model set up in Annex Il of this Regulation.

While Article 3 of the Regulation explicitly provides tha®s g d ‘rrongs ' £(in
accordancewith the model set out in Part 1 of Annex Il to this Regulatiomhereby implying that
it is not possible for the Member States to change the model, it is also stated in Annex IIRart 2,
that ®&he number of pages and the size and shapetbé boxes in the model of passport set out
Part 1 arendicative .

Therefore, wemight wonder whether a Member State is allowed to add®wner pages in the
national version of the Passport while remaining@ompliant with the passport model, wherehat

o

(@}

rg  kk

model provides only a single owner page, but the numbarpagesis merelyindicative £

RECOMMENDATION

0 The Pet Passportshould have severa® n v mpages (at least 6 boxes) to avoid having
change thePassportevery time ownership of the animathanges more than twice. Thus, the
Passportwould truly become a@ifetime document.

to

"



13 The rejection by the EQ@Jthe Belgian attempt to transform et Passporinto a
lifetime identification document

To address the problem of multiple changes ofvner of the same pet, Member States have tried to
develop a variety of solutions, whicthave led to a diversity of Pet Passportswithin the EU.
Moreover, some of these national systems present serioigks of fraud.

However, one such attempt to improve th€et Rassportmust be mentioned in particular. In 2011,
faced with serious problems with the Belgian adaptation of theet Passporta Belgian judge had to
transfer several national complaints to the Court of Justice of the European Union (ECJ/CJEU) for a
preliminary ruling. In these case¥ the Belgian system in place to solve the problem of multiple
changes ofowner was questioned.To avoid having to change thePet Passport the Belgian
Government had the idea oéffixing stickers torecord the data from different owners. Thus, ithe
case ofachange of ownership, a sticker bearing the details of the new owner was affixedtop of

the sticker of the previous owner. In its judgment, the ECJ considered that such a system violated
the Pet Pasport Regulationbecause it differed from the model established by the Commissiaeé
abov@, and was therefore illegal.

This judgment has raised several questions.

On the one hand, it is certainly true that the Belgian system had the great disadvantage of making
it impossible to trace the previouswner(s) of an animal, since the name of the former owr{s}
becameunreadable whenit wascovered by the sticker contaiing the details of the new owner.

On the other hand, the Belgian system had the considerable advantage of fixing the loopholes of
the Pet Passport Regulation and transformed the Pet Passportinto a unique identification
document that could be kept for the lifetime of the animal, as was planned by the Preamble of
Regulation(EU) No 576/2013.

T

Today, weincreasingly find that in order to avoid changing a Pet Passport more and more
shelters or breeders give the Passportto the new owner without filling in the first page.
This poses many problems ofanimal traceability, because it gives the impressionthat the
new owner is the first owner, and therefore the breeder.

%0 Judgment of the Court, Third Chamber, of 14 April 2011 (reference for a preliminary ruling from the Raad van State
(Belgium))2 Joined Cases Vlaamse DierenartsenverenigigW (G42/10, G45/10 and G57/10), Marc Janssens {C
42/10 and G45/10) v Belgische Staat.



RECOMMENDATION

U All the names of the successive owners arfi animal, starting with the original breeder, should
appear in thePassportin order to ensurethe full traceability of the animal, and thereforethe
better protection of its purchaser

.  ADOCUMENT NOT ATMESTOTHEA NI MAL O S
NATIONALITY/PLACEBRTH

In the abovementioned cases, the CJEU was very cletire Pet Passportis only ahealth travel
document®

E There has never been any Eldlesire to make the Pet Passportan &dentity card ~ for dogs
or cats.

E Moreover, at the EU level, the Pet Passportis not mandatory for dogs or cats that remain
in the same country. In this case, nationdiaws therefore apply, and these may provide that
the Passportshould bemandatory even for animalghat do not travel.

Therefore, the implantation of the transponder does not have to be carried out
simultaneously with the issuance of the Pet Passport.

EU texts only require that identification by transpondétattoo should occur before the rabies
vaccination to ensure the identity of the vaccinated animat

In addition, eachMember Stateis allowed to issue a Pet Passport ité own country, in its own
language.Under no circumstances maya veterinarian of one country issue a PetPassport of
another country, even if the pet owner has the nationality of that other country .

5t Although the Court acknowledgeghat the Member Stateshavethe possibility of transforming the PePassportinto a

real animal identification document

*2 Indeed, only identification by transponder (or tattoo) allows formal identification of the animal receiving the rabies

u bbhmd- Nsgdgvhrd+ sgd hcdmshehb shnm ne sgd “mhl >k b m nm
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The Pet Passportdoes not therefore attest to the nationality of the pet owner .
As successivePet Passportscan be issued for a single animal, the Pet Passportdoes not
attest to the countryof nghf hm. ahqsg ne °~ c¢cnf nqg b s ' hsr

Tc

Of course,when a Pet Passport st issuedfor an animal, the nationalityshowncorresponds with

the country of origin as recorded in the transpondetiough only if that country uses the country
code * see Part Y. However,during the life of the dog or cat, the owner will have the optioof
changingthe PetPassportas desired or more likelyprompted by achange of country of residence.

The Pet Passport Regulation provides the possibility for argterinarian to issue a Pet Passport on
request of the owner (or more likely if he/she changes place of residence), as long as the animal has
been properly identified beforehand’® without having to check the place of residence of the owner

or his/her nationality.

E Since the Regulation does not provide criteria to limit the changing of the Pet Passport, it
is easyfor buyersto be misled about the origin of the animal .
E In addition, there is no obligation to record in the Pet Passportd hs g d q s gothce ofmh | ~ k

birth orthe a g d d cndmie- r

For example, a dog born in Hungary arwérrying a transponder with a Hungarian country code can
be legally sold in France with a French PRassport if the sellerasks for one. The only way for the
buyer to know the real origin of the animal would be to check the addresisthe veterinarian who
made the first vaccination and this would be possible only if the first country of import is not a
country allowing the import of unvaccinated youngnimals 6ee3.3.1 of Part 3.

The fact that the Pet Passport can be changed so easilyjeads not only to a complete absence
of traceability, but also to technical problems that could pose serious risks to public health
(see3.3).

%3 Art 2282 of RegulationEU) No 576/2013.



Consumer protection is also an issue. It is likely that the buyer will trust the nationality shown
on the Pet Passport and will not makeenquiries to find the real origin of the animal.

RECOMMENDATION

U ThePassportshould be mandatory for each animal from the time of birth andentification,
even if the owner ensures that the animdbesnot leave thecountry.

lII.LA SIMPLE TRAVEL DMMENT THADOESNOTATTESTOTHE GOOD
HEALTH OF THE ANIMAL

3.1The incompatibility of natiori@lnimal Health Bookystems with the EU Hedissport

As the PetPassportis not required for animalsthat do not travel beyondthe borders of one
country, in parallel with the PetPassportRegulation, some Member States have established
compulsory national®dentification and good health documentsfor dogs and catswhich could
create serious conflicts with the PePassport These documents argenerally called a @&ealth
book or ®&accination book -Sometimes they are limited to animals witta pedigree, and
sometimes they are required for all dogsnd cats.

For example, in France, P&assportsare issted by veterinarians only if the owner expresslgsks
for one (and pays the additional fees). In most cases, and by default, only ti#ealth and
vaccination book is issued which is a document certifying the health of the animal, and having
similar content to that of the Pet Passport but with a few extra pagescharting weight, litter
monitoring, etc.

Carnet de santé
et de vaccination

Frenchexamplesn e sgd ®gd ksg ~mc u btdhm shn
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