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Registration of all breeders of cats and dogs (Art.4)

1.1 Registration of all breeders 

The proposal exempts from the obligations of Chapter II (Art. 4-16) those keeping three or
fewer females and producing in total two litters or less per year. Specifically on the registration
obligation, we must firmly stress it would be an oversight to not extend this to all breeders, as it
would be counter to the objective of the Regulation to attain a smooth functioning of the internal
market for dogs and cats and establish common welfare requirements. Registration is a simple
administrative process, whose set benefit - namely creating an overview of the EU’s breeding
activity - outweighs all, if any, strain. It is merely the process of declaring ones' activity to the
authorities and giving basic information on it: the breeder’s name and address, the species,
breeds and number of animals kept. It is considerably simpler than the requirements for a
breeder’s registration with a breed club. Yet it is critical for the authorities to understand and
map the breeding landscape. The Council's mandate renounced this exemption and suggested
all-breeder registration. 

1.2 Our position: All-breeder registration  

For full traceability of individual animals and those responsible for them, and to close the
loopholes exploited by illegal breeders, anyone who breeds dogs or cats must be registered
with their respective competent authority. This should also apply to those with accidental litters
- which may first be seen as a burden for those giving away their single, genuinely accidental
litter, but is offset by the significant benefit of equipping authorities with a future-proof tool to
effectively monitor and enforce the law. Experience has shown that illicit breeders with
systematic activity often claim to sell their only, "accidental" litter. Part 2 elaborates on how
animals must subsequently be microchipped, and their microchip be registered to the breeder
as the first owner in an animal database. 

1.3 The reasoning: Why all breeders must be registered 

Excluding from registration breeders that keep up to three females and produce two or less
litters per establishment per year leaves the door open for the operation of unregulated,
undeclared breeders that may act as small-scale, but in fact breed a higher number of animals.
Simply by falsely claiming their produce is smaller, they would be exempted from registration
and other duties. Meanwhile, it is not uncommon for the activities of members of the same
household to be organised in such a way that allows them to operate under the guise of the
small-scale breeder (e.g. by using several addresses) whilst in fact breeding and selling on a
larger scale. Outside of the regulatory framework and its welfare requirements, such operators
keep attractive prices, likely driving demand and exaggerating the problem - essentially
undermining the objectives of the Regulation.  
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1.4 The fallacy: Registration is already obligatory under the EU Animal
Health Law

Registration of all breeders of cats and dogs (Art.4)

The registration obligation for breeding establishments is already enshrined in Regulation
(EU) 2016/429 - Animal Health Law (AHL), whose Recital (99) stresses the need for a
harmonised approach to prevent types of establishments that pose a significant risk to public
and animal health from being excluded from registration. It explicitly refers to the risk posed by
“the breeding of dogs at a level involving a certain continuity of activities and a certain degree of
organisation with the primary aim of their being sold for the purpose of becoming pet animals in
households”. Thus Article 84 of AHL on registration applies to anyone who breeds dogs and
cats. This is further clarified in Implementing Regulation (EU) 2022/1345 to the AHL. First, its
Recital (6) reads: ‘’(…) Similarly, dogs, cats and ferrets kept on an establishment for breeding
purposes cannot be considered as posing an insignificant risk, especially from a human health
perspective’’. 

Its Article 13 on the “Types of establishments keeping terrestrial animals that may be exempted by
the Member States from the registration requirement’’ emphasizes that: “1. Member States may
exempt from the registration requirement establishments keeping terrestrial animals posing an
insignificant risk, as provided for in Article 85 of Regulation (EU) 2016/429, if the following
criteria are fulfilled: (…) (b) no dogs, cats or ferrets are kept for breeding on the establishment;
(c) the establishment is not involved in any movement of kept terrestrial animals, germinal
products or products of animal origin to or from another Member State or third country; (d) the kept
terrestrial animals, germinal products or products of animal origin on the establishment are not
intended to be moved out of the establishment.’’ It is therefore striking that the proposal affords
exemptions, as this counters the EU’s main body of veterinary law. 

The intention of the AHL, as confirmed repeatedly by DG SANTE’s Animal Health Unit, is that,
under the AHL, anyone keeping and breeding dogs and cats must be registered. And that
there are no exemptions to this rule under the AHL framework. 

We regret that by excluding small breeders and pet shops from registration and other basic
health and welfare duties, the proposal suggests a step back. 

i
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The Commission is aware of the problem of unregistered activity 

The inconsistency between a breeder's stated status and their real volume of activity
has been seen by the Commission on numerous occasions, for example in the 2015
“Study on the welfare of dogs and cats involved in commercial practices''
commissioned by DG SANCO;   in the analysis of the results of the 2018 “Coordinated
Control Plan on the online sales of cats and dogs’’ reporting “Inconsistency between
activities and trader’s status (..) i.e. private owner selling more than ten dogs/cats per
year’’;   and in the 2023 report with the results of the “EU Enforcement Action on the
Illegal Trade of Cats & Dogs’’ stressing that the problem of movements with
commercial intentions under the guise of non-commercial movements “(…) despite
measures taken, it persists. This practice is not only used as part of an organised network
of activities, but is also common among smaller breeders to avoiding health
requirements, registration in TRACES and skipping the need to provide traceability
information. Additionally, it allows for the circumvention of customs rules on prohibitions
and restrictions, and furthermore enabling individuals to earn untaxed income by not
declaring goods for commercial purposes’’. The report goes on to say that ‘’when the
activity of the breeders and puppy traders’ businesses is not properly declared, it creates
an unfair economic advantage over legitimate sellers who respect law and sanitary
obligations. Even though it is difficult to provide exact numbers for underground economy,
uncollected sales and undeclared incomes in Europe must be estimated in millions of euro
yearly’’. The European Parliament in its Resolution on cats and dogs, of 12 February
2020 also underlined the need for breeder registration. 

Similarly, there are no solid grounds justifying the proposal’s exemption for any type
of breeder or pet shop from the basic health and welfare duties of Chapter II - like on
feeding, breeding, keeping, housing, health, painful practices (e.g. why is it fine for
small breeders to mutilate their animals?), and from microchipping and registration if
they breed a litter per two years (as further explained in part 2). Not only would that
leave millions of animals unprotected, it would also sustain distortions in breeding
and trade and undermine consumer protection. 
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2.1 The problem: The proposal excludes animals from identification and registration  

While we welcome the proposal’s provisions on Identification and Registration, they are laid
down to apply only to animals kept in breeding establishments (including households) and
shelters and they are reserved for animals imminently and openly placed on the market. The
proposal even exempts the puppies and kittens of those only occasionally placing animals on
the market from the obligation to be identified and registered. Specifically, the definition of
"supplying" in Art. 3, p. (6) excludes from its scope "occasional supplies by natural persons of
dogs or cats by other means than via the intermediation of an online platform". Read together with
Art. 17, p. (1), (2), (3) this allows people to sell animals without them being microchipped and
registered to their name. Thus, these sellers cannot be traced. The Council's text remedied
this, requiring anyone who sells or gives away animals to ensure they are identified and
registered to them first. 

2.2 Our position

We also believe that registration for animals entering the EU from a third country or territory
must begin at their country of origin, at a database there, instead of their traceability thread
starting upon them entering the EU. Anything less would be an oversight, ultimately failing to
tackle the illegal trade and the misuse of the EU’s non-commercial movement rules for trade,
with a significant traceability deficit. Reliable registration in a database of the animals’
microchip number, along with ownership information is the only way to inextricably connect
animals to those responsible for them. 

We strongly believe that this is the most critical element of the proposal, and that the
obligation for microchipping and registration must be extended horizontally to apply to all
dogs and cats. 

 Identification & Registration (I&R) (Art. 17, §1, §2) 
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 Identification & Registration (I&R) (Art. 17, §1, §2) 

Background: The gap in EU law that facilitates the illegal pet trade(r) 

As the pet trade becomes more and more lucrative, with puppies and kittens sold for
thousands of euros each, their breeding and sale gets increasingly attractive. Breeders
span from private people (‘back-yard’ breeders) that operate undeclared and not
registered with the competent authority, to registered breeders, or breeders affiliated to
breed clubs, and operators of large, registered breeding facilities (‘puppy/kitten mills’). 
The illegal trade involves breeding and sale in a way that breaches the veterinary
health and welfare rules of EU and national law. 
Habitually cost-efficient, it may involve any of these breeder types. And while breaches of
the law (e.g. sick animals, unhygienic conditions, poor vet care, cross-border trade of
underage animals) are also witnessed in the operations of registered, or otherwise known
breeders, those are usually found and held accountable, as their activity is visible and the
competent veterinary authorities carry out controls in their establishments, to their
animals before dispatch and to animals and vehicles along the way. 
That said, it is mainly the breeding by undeclared, unregistered private people that
completely falls below the radar. 

This is because EU law only mandates the microchipping of animals to cross borders,
but not the microchip’s registration in a database together with the owner’s contact. 
Until now, registration has been regulated on Member State level: for dogs it is
mandatory in twenty-five States, and for cats in seven.   This in practice means that, whilst
it may be mandatory in the country of origin, control bodies don’t check this, as they only
verify compliance with EU law for cross-border movements. The absence of an EU system
that can attest that animals are linked to those moving them allows anyone to move and
sell dogs and cats untraced.

Specifically, individuals keep unregistered animals, seemingly as pets, which they in
fact sell commercially and export cross-border under the guise of private movement
with their pets. Under EU law, a private person can move with up to five pets at a time
under simpler rules. Illegal traders misuse this framework that enables the non-
commercial movement of people with their pets, which only requires microchipping (but
not registration), as well as having a Pet Passport that merely lists the microchip
number, owner’s name and indication of anti-rabies vaccination. Although the aim
might be trade, simply claiming these animals are owned pets at a control on the way,
allows illegal traders to bypass the EU’s additional, more stringent administrative and
veterinary rules set for trade. These require animals to come from registered breeding
and selling places, have undergone a clinical and identity check before dispatch, hold a
health certificate by an official vet, and for the movement to be pre-notified to the
authorities of the involved countries and approved via the TRACES system for trade.    

vii
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In practice, this means that enforcement bodies do not have the mandate or means to
contest claims that a movement is non-commercial: all an officer can do when checking
animals and their documents is scanning the animal so that the microchip number is shown
on the screen. This number is to be compared to the microchip number written down on the
Pet Passport, which also holds the owner's name and the animal’s vaccine data. Identity
proof of the accompanying person can be requested so that their name is cross checked
with the owner’s name in the Pet Passport. But since none of this information is registered in
a database, whatever data the Passport may hold, it can be thrown away anytime. So, even
when an animal is microchipped, and even if this microchip is listed in the Passport with a
said owner, there is nothing preventing the Passport’s replacement with a new one, listing
the exact same microchip number that the animal anyhow bears, but indicating a brand-new
owner, without any trace of the previous one.  

Overreliance on the Passport to certify ownership, origin and health data has allowed
traders in seemingly private movements to forge documents, bypass the EU’s trade rules
and abuse those for the private pet movement. Without an EU rule for all dogs or cats, also
private pets, to be microchipped and registered to their breeder/owner, control bodies
cannot request that all animals they check are registered. Thus, they cannot verify whether
they are linked to those claiming to be their owners without trade intentions. This allows
sellers to breed, sell and vanish. Once the Passport is thrown away, all that is left is an
animal whose microchip links to nothing and cannot reveal any information. 

Ergo, there is no use for an unregistered microchip. 

Without an EU rule to register the microchip to the owner, the illegal trade has thrived.
Consumers left with sick, underage animals cannot hold traders accountable. Even if they
agree to acquire animals without traceability information for a likely lower price, the public
health risk is real. And if the breeding place of a sick animal cannot be traced, the source of
a potential disease outbreak cannot be found either. Authority deception and market
distortion are also prolific. 

 Identification & Registration (I&R) (Art. 17, §1, §2) 



2.3 The fallacy: The EU knows illegal traders act as private people  

The Commission is aware of this, both through the work of NGOs and vets, and through the
findings of an independent study (2015)    it commissioned upon the Council’s call (2010)   to
investigate the matter and suggest policy options to harmonize the internal market. It also
evidenced the scale of the illegal trade and the level of fraud through two EU Enforcement
Actions (2019, 2023)  it launched on the matter. 

What all of those demonstrated to be problematic was the divergent national legislation and
absence of systematic microchipping, registration and control of the movement of dogs and
cats in the EU. This results in severe problems, as also witnessed in cases notified to the
authorities during the recent EU Action: animals with brucellosis, extreme stress, diarrhea,
respiratory infections, dehydration, mutilated, neglected, abused, euthanized due to parvovirus.
The same accounts for lost or abandoned animals, which may carry contagious diseases, but
their origins cannot be reconstructed when not registered. And as discussed in the previous
section, the EU Actions reported “Inconsistency between activities and trader’s status (..) i.e.
private owner selling more than ten dogs/cats per year’’;  and that trade disguised as private
movement “(…) despite measures taken, it persists. This practice is not only used as part of an
organised network of activities, but is also common among smaller breeders to avoiding health
requirements, registration in TRACES and skipping the need to provide traceability information.
Additionally, it allows for the circumvention of customs rules on prohibitions and restrictions,
and furthermore enabling individuals to earn untaxed income by not declaring goods for
commercial purposes’’.   Meanwhile, the European Parliament has repeatedly called for
harmonized, mandatory EU-wide identification and registration with several Resolutions.  
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2.4 The reasoning: How traceability benefits the internal market and public finance 

The proposal’s aim is to tackle the illegal trade. It is therefore very concerning that, despite
having identified the problem - trade disguised as private pet movement - the proposal
consciously fails to tackle it, by suggesting microchipping and registration only for animals
openly placed on the market, but not for private pets. Without a registration rule for pets, illegal
traders can remain anonymous - posing as people whose “private pets’’ do not have to be
registered to them under EU law. They can keep doing what they already do in breach of the
EU’s animal health law: move animals under the non-commercial pretext to actually sell them
and disappear. This time breaking the EU’s animal welfare legislation too.  

The benefits of microchipping and registration are incontestable. The work of enforcement
bodies would become more efficient, with advantages for public finance. Excluding animals
from registration prevents authorities from spotting inconsistencies between ones’ stated
status (e.g. private person or small breeder) and real volume of produce. Registration allows
them to, if necessary, see how many animals are linked to a single person, or verify if they
belong to those moving them cross-border. Breeders can be traced in case of post-sale issues.  

 Identification & Registration (I&R) (Art. 17, §1, §2) 
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Microchip registration is also the only solid way to ensure an animal is reunited with the owner.
There are 129 million pet cats and 106 million pet dogs in the EU. Stats from the European Pet
Food Industry (FEDIAF) show that 10% of pets go missing each year.    Between January 2023 -
June 2024, about 5,000 dogs and over 20,000 cats were reported missing, with 74% of dogs
and 62% of cats eventually reunited thanks to up-to-date microchip data via which the owner
was found.   Registration allows access to the health status of lost animals. For animals found
abandoned or abused, it helps find the owners and hold them accountable. Similarly with
hunting dogs (e.g. galgos, greyhounds) that are often abandoned or cruelly disposed. These too
are used for economic activities when used to catch prey for reimbursement - like in the case of
African Swine Fever, or when dog packs are rented for hunting expeditions. Hence, they cannot
but be viewed as falling within the proposal’s scope, with health and welfare duties for their
keepers. 
 
For strays - which are a source of significant public spending - registration usually happens at
the name of the municipality or local government. Microchipping and registering strays allows
to map them and understand the size and health status of their population, to help apply
economically sound, humane management strategies (e.g. neutering and spaying) - following
the guidelines of the World Organization on Animal Health, which also much favor              
registration    - to drop numbers sustainably. What must be stressed is that strays are also of
economic interest when their management is subject to public competitions and assigned to
companies. These contractors are often reimbursed pro rata the number of animals they catch,
treat and transport. Further, just like other animals, strays could be rehomed - which the EU
recognizes as an economic activity - anytime in their lifespan. It is therefore key that they too
are identified and registered from early on, and that the duties relevant to their health and
welfare also bind the companies tasked with their management outside of an establishment.
Especially with ample cases of cruel management in the EU, notably in Eastern European
countries. We recognise it may sound challenging to have all dogs and cats registered yet,
longer transition times can make this possible. After all, this is what the future will call for, not
least for population control reasons. 

 Identification & Registration (I&R) (Art. 17, §1, §2) 
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What is Identification and Registration?

Identifying an animal with a microchip is a routine procedure, a painless one, that can be
done at a regular vet visit. It involves using a thin needle to place under the animal’s skin a
capsule the size of a rice grain wherein a chip with a number is stored. The microchip itself
has no battery - it is activated by a scanner that is passed over the area. The radio waves put
out by the scanner activate the chip, which then transmits the microchip number to the
scanner, and the number shows on the screen. The microchip is not a GPS device either, nor
does it contain any other data than its number. Registration is the registration of this
number in a database, together with very basic information on the animal (e.g. species, sex,
age, breed, vaccination history) and the owner (e.g. name, contact). Databases already exist
in all EU Member States - whether public or private, regional or central national. The
Regulation aims to establish and harmonize their function. Access to them is mainly
reserved for administrative and enforcement authorities, authorized vets, and sometimes
shelter operators. In some Member States, pet owners and breeders may have access to the
data of their animals only, following an electronic verification of their identification
information (e.g. using credentials, or through electronic identity card readers, or
verification systems similar to online banking). Otherwise, any information can be reviewed
and updated by the authorized vet. The average cost of microchipping and registration in the
EU is €30.  

2.5 Identification and Registration is legally possible and the legal basis already
exists in AHL  

It would be an oversight to not use the competence afforded under Art. 114 TFEU to extend
the basic measure of identification and registration to all cats and dogs in the EU.  

This is not the first time the Commission has shied away from providing what has been
repeatedly identified as the single sustainable solution against the illegal pet trade: a
harmonized, EU-wide rule for the identification and registration of all dogs and cats. The
legal basis for it already exists in the EU’s landmark veterinary health legislation -
Regulation (EU) 2016/429 (Animal Health Law). 

 Identification & Registration (I&R) (Art. 17, §1, §2) 
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Its Art. 118, 2 (c), reads: “2. The Commission shall be empowered to adopt delegated acts in
accordance with Article 264 concerning:(…)(c) detailed requirements for the identification and
registration of kept terrestrial animals of species other than the bovine, ovine, caprine, porcine and
equine species where necessary, taking into account the risks posed by the species concerned, in
order to: (i) ensure the efficient application of the disease prevention and control measures
provided for in this Regulation; (ii) facilitate the traceability of kept terrestrial animals, and their
movements within and between Member States and their entry into the Union;”. We gather an act
on dog and cat traceability was underway but did not move forward. The legal basis of this
proposal - TFEU Articles 43 and 114 - is the same as the Animal Health Law’s (plus Art. 168,
par. 4 (b)), meaning the EU has the competence to introduce such horizontal requirement. 

Both the trade’s cross-border nature and the disruption it causes to the single market, as well
as domestically, requires an EU solution. To this we need to stress that it is latent in any dog or
cat to become part of an economic activity. EU law has never operated on the basis that it can
only relate to existing barriers to trade or competition, but not to those that may likely arise in
the future. In fact, it operates with the aim of eliminating both existing and foreseen barriers -
the latter being just as damaging to the single market’s integration. To provide the CJEU’s
definition on the concept of ‘’goods” under Art. 28 TFEU: these are “products which can be
valued for money and which are capable, as such, of forming the subject of commercial
transactions’’ - which clearly covers pets. In principle, Treaty provisions on free movement of
goods apply irrespective of whether the goods concerned are being transported cross-border
for sale or resale, or for personal use or consumption. The fact that they are merely capable of
being valued for money and of being the subject of commercial transactions means that dogs
and cats can be treated as akin to goods that come within the scope of the Treaty. Activities
related to an economic activity are subject to the TFEU’s provisions on goods, competition law,
the receipt of state aid, indirect tax, and if those services ever be the subject of the award of a
public contract, procurement law.  

The fallacy of applying I&R solely on animals actually, currently traded, is that no one can know
at the birth of a litter, if all, some or none of these animals will in fact change hands. For
example, private pets may be rehomed anytime. We strongly believe it is critical to have a
system that allows all animals’ age, keepership/ownership and veterinary information to be
verifiably recorded and registered on a database, and that can provide such proof anytime,
including at the point of transfer. A system where this is only mandatory for animals actually
traded would only oblige registration of such critical information at the time when a transfer is
taking place, which may be months, or even years after birth. Such retroactive registration
would make this data less reliable and more prone to manipulation (e.g. age, origin etc.).
Whereas early microchip registration would make edits to this data impossible. Hence, the
mere fact that regulation may capture animals that might eventually never cross borders is
irrelevant, this not being an aspect of the test as to whether Article 114 TFEU may be used to
address trade barriers and market distortions. Meaning, it is not necessary to demonstrate an
actual link between regulation that applies to every single animal bred or kept to allow relying
on Art. 114 TFEU - such precondition is contrary to the law and would wrongly limit the
available scope of the Article.  

 Identification & Registration (I&R) (Art. 17, §1, §2) 
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Registration verification in the online trade (Art. 17, §3, §4 §5, §6, §7) 

We very much support the proposal’s provisions for a system that automatically verifies
against animal databases whether the advertised dogs or cats are microchipped and registered
to those responsible for them. Yet, instead of fully making the online pet trade future-proof, the
proposal only goes half-way: it merely suggests a system that can be optionally used by
consumers to verify authenticity of this information themselves using an external validation
website. Which means that platforms will still be full of illegal content, and it would, once again,
fall upon consumers to detect fraud, with arguable results. We strongly believe that this
system, operating on the exact same principle but integrated in platforms hosting animal ads,
would be way more effective. Essentially this means that all dog and cat offers would need to
go through this software by default and only those successful in proving the animal’s due
registration would go live. That would be a game changer, truly advancing online pet trade
safety, as the sellers of all advertised animals would be provenly connected to them via
registration, and thus traceable. This technology is available, non-burdensome for platforms
and fully operational in France (mandatory by law) and Ireland (voluntary initiative).   

© FOUR PAWS
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3.1 Microchip registration verification already exists 

Under French law, online platforms hosting dog or cat ads must have in place a system that
verifies the advertised animals’ registration against the national animal database, I-CAD,
granting to platforms the right to access its data to perform the verifications. The system has
been developed by Ingenium Animalis and I-CAD. Meanwhile EUROPETNET (explained in section
4) produced a similar system. The ‘’VeriPet’’ verification software (Application Programming
Interface) makes online pet sellers traceable. It connects online platforms to animal databases
and verifies if an animal is registered to those offering it: When creating an ad, the seller must
submit the animal’s microchip number and the mobile phone number that is registered with
this microchip in the animal database. If VeriPet finds that this information combo matches the
info in the database, it sends a one-time code to the mobile phone listed in the database under
this microchip, that is necessary for the ad to be posted (like an e-banking double verification).
Thus, before the ad is live, VeriPet guarantees to platforms and consumers that the animal is
reliably registered to someone that can be found. This video explains how it works. 

1



Registration verification in the online trade (Art. 17, §3, §4 §5, §6, §7) 

Without imposing a general monitoring duty, it helps advance the provisions and objectives of
the Digital Services Act (Regulation (EU) 2022/2065), with which it is fully in line, in a GDPR-
proof way. Two Legal Opinions by top Belgian legal firm Stibbe support that. Since 2021 VeriPet
has been up and running in Ireland by the main platform for dog ads, dogs.ie (in green check
mark you can see the ads that have gone through it) with checks against the database FIDO,
with positive user feedback. Also, when an ad is verified and published there, a “Verification
Link” is created which shows further information linked to this microchip number (e.g. breed,
sex, color, age, etc.) that the database can make available, so that consumers can cross-check it
versus what the seller writes in the ad. VeriPet was also implemented for a year in Switzerland
by Anibis.ch - one of the biggest marketplaces (now Tutti.ch) with checks against Amicus - the
national animal database. 

According to the main Law LOI n°2021-1539 du 30 novembre 2021 visant à lutter contre la maltraitance animale et
conforter le lien entre les animaux et les hommes, and its Article 18 which created Art. L. 214-8-2 in the “Code
rural et de la pêche maritime”: « Tout service de communication au public ou tout annonceur autorisant la diffusion
d'offres de cession de carnivores domestiques sur son service impose à l'auteur de l'offre de renseigner les
informations prévues à l'article L. 214-8-1 et met en œuvre un système de contrôle préalable afin de vérifier la
validité de l'enregistrement de l'animal sur le fichier national mentionné à l'article L. 212-2 et de labelliser chaque
annonce.» ; and Art. L. 215-15 in the “Code rural et de la pêche maritime”: « Est puni de 7 500 euros d'amende le
fait de ne pas mettre en œuvre le système de contrôle préalable mentionné à l'article L. 214-8-2.». Supplementing
it, Décret n°2022-1012 du 18 juillet 2022 relatif à la protection des animaux de compagnie et des équidés contre la
maltraitance animale added Article D 214-32.-III in the “Code rural et de la pêche maritime” that reads: «L'annonce
est labellisée, au sens de l'article L. 214-8-2, par l'annonceur ou le service de communication au public après
vérification de: 1° La validité de l'enregistrement de l'animal sur le fichier national d'identification des carnivores
domestiques mentionné à l'article L. 212-2 ; 2° L'identité du propriétaire de l'animal ; 3° La mention des
informations prévues à l'article L. 214-8-1. « L'annonce publiée comporte, après vérification, la mention “ annonce
vérifiée”.» Finally Décret n° 2023-628 du 18 juillet 2023 relatif à la traçabilité et au suivi statistique et administratif
des animaux dont l'identification est obligatoire amends and supplements Art. R. 212-14-2 of the “Code rural et de
la pêche maritime” stating that: « Peuvent également être destinataires des données, les services de
communication au public et les annonceurs autorisant la diffusion d'offres de cession de carnivores domestiques
sur leur service, pour mettre en œuvre le système de contrôle préalable mentionné à l'article L. 214-8-2. » ; 
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What must be stressed is that verification must not just prove that an offered animal is
registered but also ensure it is registered to those responsible for it, so that they can be
found.
 
Experience shows that illegal sellers very often fill in information that is either fake or copied
from legitimate ads and breeders, and that it often does not correspond to their own activity.
This is particularly relevant for microchip and breeder numbers: Indicating a microchip number
or breeder registration/license number in the ad (often in mandatory fields) makes the offer
look legit and the seller accountable, creating consumer trust. Some platforms may even
include links to the websites of the country’s animal registration database(s) or breeder
registries, for consumers to do their own research. Yet even if they find any of these numbers
listed therein, consumers can only go so far as to see a) if a microchip is registered in a
database, and b) if a breeder number exists. But even if the microchip number is found
registered, this alone does not confirm it belongs to the animal being offered. Because even
when databases have an open search function, what they can show at best is whether a given
microchip number is registered with them or not. Other information (e.g. on owner, species,
breed, sex, age, etc.) is not publicly available. This means that a microchip number in an advert
can be indeed registered, but belonging to another animal or a legit advertisement, from which
it may have been copied or otherwise misused. Same for breeder numbers, which are publicly
available in lists in most EU countries. Only by verifying that the offered animal’s microchip is
registered together with the person responsible for it before the ad goes live can guarantee
animals link back to the seller. 

Registration verification in the online trade (Art. 17, §3, §4 §5, §6, §7) 
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DATABASE
INTEROPERABILITY 
(ART. 19, §2) 

4
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We fully support the provisions of the Commission and the Council on database interoperability.
Animal registration databases exist in all Member States - whether public, private, national or
regional. The Regulation will simply harmonize their function and make them interoperable.
This is a non-burdensome measure, especially with the infrastructure already in place. Similar
systems for the registration of other animal species and for veterinary information exchange
have been operational for years already. With that in mind, and to ensure individual animal
traceability, we would encourage consideration of a system that allows for swift database
communication, like the one provided by EUROPETNET for over 20 years now. 
 
EUROPETNET is a group of animal databases from across Europe. Its member databases share
with it the microchip numbers they hold and the dates these were registered with them. This
allows EUROPETNET to run an international connectivity initiative that can search for a
microchip in all these databases and show in which of them it is / was ever registered at (feel
free to use mock chip number 123456789101112 on its search engine to chronologically see an
animal’s registration history in various databases, in several countries). The service is available
from anywhere, at any time, and allows to instantly identify the database holding the latest
information on a microchip, as well as trace the animal to its database of origin. From reuniting
lost pets with owners to bringing transparency in trade (with the VeriPet software detailed in
part 3) EUROPETNET is an effective international interoperability system for EU-wide
traceability. It works with a centralized interoperability model, where core meta data
(microchip number and registration date) is kept centrally and the system points back to the
database where the detailed data (on animal and owner) is stored. This differs from a system of
database-to-database interoperability, which takes all databases to talk to each other,
requiring direct integrated search capabilities at all times. 

Database interoperability (Art. 19, §2) 
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 PET SHOPS (AR. 4, 7, 12)

5
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Pet Shops (Art. 4, 7, 12) 

The proposal allows small pet shops to not comply with the very basic health and welfare
obligations of Chapter II. Not only is this unacceptable, we also believe that pet shops cannot
provide an environment suitable for the welfare and species-appropriate needs of animals
based on the Five Domains Model.  This is very relevant for their mental state, notably
considering the distress caused by living in a restrained environment (i.e. display enclosures)
where animals of different species are kept, with restrictions both in terms of keeping
conditions, as well as socialization and exercise. Potential stressors in the pet shop
environment are multisensory (e.g. sounds, smell, sight etc.) with the constant exposure to
unfamiliar animals and humans, the rapid turnover of consumers and the handling by
employees and prospective buyers.  
 
Furthermore, puppies, kittens and virtually all animals offered in pet shops are supplied by
commercial breeding facilities, where indiscriminate maternal separation is routine. 

Even if that occurs at a seemingly normal weaning age, it can much impact their behaviour and
cause problems down the line.    Pet shops provide a convenient channel to the market for
these animals, also allowing embellishment of the conditions in which they may have been bred
and kept to appeal to consumers. The latter are, usually, unable to see where and how the
displayed animal was bred and raised, how it interacted with its mother and siblings, or if it
received appropriate veterinary and husbandry care. Inadequate early environments and
limited opportunities for species-appropriate socialization can lead to severe behavioural
issues and aggression.   

Several studies based on dog owner surveys have shown that dogs bought from a pet shop
displayed a higher frequency of undesired adulthood behaviour compared to dogs acquired in
other ways.   The incremental aggression towards humans (largely household members) and
other dogs being the most common finding in all of them, followed by enhanced fear. Another
concern is what happens to the animals if they are not sold within a certain time.     

Selling dogs and cats in pet shops encourages impulsive and irresponsible buying, often for
reasons of fashion, compassion or immediate availability, whereas one may not have even
considered getting a pet until found there. 

Unthoughtful acquisition equals poor consideration of the implications of having a pet (e.g. on
the material and emotional resources for its life-long care, or on whether it fits ones’ lifestyle).
This is often at the expense of animals, but also of public finance - with local governments and
shelters usually being called in to bear the burden of the care and management of relinquished
animals.  

xviii
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We firmly believe that a ban on the sale of animals, notably cats and dogs, in pet shops will not
affect their operation. The reason is that thousands of pet shops, from small stores to large
chains, operate under a lucrative business model that relies less on the sale of dogs and
cats, and increasingly focuses on pet products and services to generate revenue. At least 12
Member States have outlawed the sale of cats and dogs in pet shops,      while in several others,
consumers and the sector's self-regulation have just moved away from this outdated practice,
even working with rehoming groups to assist local governments and shelters in addressing the
surplus of homeless animals. It must be noted that a ban for pet shops to sell puppies and
kittens (and also other small animals, like rabbits) would not impact small-scale breeders, who
abstain from selling animals through pet shops, but work directly with clients to ensure the
best possible match for their litter. In fact, many breed clubs and associations strongly
discourage their members from supplying pet shops.  

Pet Shops (Art. 4, 7, 12) 

xxiii
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EXTREME BREEDING 
(ART. 6, §3)

6
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Although the proposal says that breeding strategies should not result in genotypes and
phenotypes that have detrimental effects on the welfare of dogs and cats, it notes that
brachycephalic traits will be allowed, provided the welfare consequences associated with this
are minimized. Not only is this very vague, but it also risks remaining an empty box, since there
will always be welfare consequences associated with brachycephalic dogs. They will suffer by
the very nature of being bred this way. A clear definition on extreme breeding and extreme
features must be introduced, as well as a health and welfare certification system covering all
the particularities of each extreme breed feature. For example, the inclusion of existing
scientifically substantiated measuring methods that can be used to quantify objectively the
morphological characteristics of short-muzzled dogs related to the risks of developing
Brachycephalic Ocular Syndrome (BOS) and Brachycephalic Obstructive Airway Syndrome
(BOAS). We support a ban on the import, advertisement and use for exhibition and competition,
or otherwise showing of brachycephalic breeds or animals with extreme features as
necessary, since the blueprint for the “perfect” example of such breeds goes against their
health and welfare. Normalizing such breeds and features through media exposure translates
into impulsive buying for which measures should also be included. For more information see
Eurogroup for Animals’ Extreme Breeding in Europe-mapping of legislation Report. 

Extreme breeding (Art. 6, §3)
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 MUTILATIONS (ART. 15, §1) 

7

We regret that the proposal affords exemptions for mutilations. We strongly support a
harmonized, horizontal ban on mutilations which would not just be applicable for "cats and
dogs bred or kept or placed on the Union market" - which according to the proposal even
excludes small establishments that would still be allowed to sell mutilated animals. However,
it is fully understandable for shelters - undertaking the task of caring for such animals - to be
exempted from this ban, and subsequently providing the new owner with documentation
testifying adoption of a mutilated animal. We oppose any exemptions afforded for small
breeders and pet shops. The supply, offering, advertisement and use in exhibitions or
competitions of animals mutilated for reasons other than medical ones must be prohibited. It is
essential that the Regulation also clarifies that sterilization is not a mutilation - which was a
suggestion we much welcomed in the Council’s text. 
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 TETHERING (ART. 14, §3) 

8

Tethering except for the duration of a medical treatment shall be prohibited regardless of the
amount of time. We would suggest removing the “within the premises of the establishment for
more than 1 hour”, as duration would be very difficult to control. Misconduct would require
submission of evidence (e.g. pictures, footage) for days in a row and at different times, to prove
continuity of the chaining, which is very challenging, making enforcement impossible. Not least
because several medical treatments last over an hour. 
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 KILLING (ART. 13, §2) 

9
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Killing (Art. 13, §2) 

It is fundamental to explicitly mention that euthanasia can be only performed by a vet, as it has
been partly done in the Council’s mandate. To avoid confusion, misconduct and animal cruelty,
we firmly believe a definition must be added to distinguish euthanasia - to which anaesthesia
and analgesia through veterinary drugs administered by vets are central - from plain killing.
We suggest one along the lines of: “Euthanasia is the practice of ending the life of a dog or a cat
painlessly under anaesthesia and prolonged analgesia, only by a veterinarian and exclusively with
veterinary medicinal products, when a veterinarian or behaviour specialist establishes through a
physical and behavioural examination that the severe or long-term physical or psychological
suffering of an animal can otherwise not be effectively reduced or prevented".  
 
And, if, presumably, the Regulation can only cover animals that are openly offered from
establishments (although legally it is perfectly possible to cover all dogs and cats irrespective
of them being kept in establishments, as detailed in part 2) - and is thus not applicable to
facility (e.g. working dogs), stray or pet animals - it is rather hard to think of situations where
the urgent killing of animals kept in establishments would be necessary for non-vets to
preform it. 
 
Experience shows that animals in breeding places are well kept to reduce the risk of escape,
injury or accident, not least because of their market value. This leaves little space for cases
where temporary relief (e.g. administration of tranquilizers - also feasible from afar, and
painkillers) is not possible or sufficient until the vet's intervention, and where the immediate
killing of the animal is imperative. For shelters injuries are more likely to occur. However, it is
impossible to think of situations in establishments where the immediate killing of the animal
would be necessary. Or for example of cases of rabies, as the disease has been virtually
eradicated in Europe’s dog and cat populations because of how much the EU invested in fighting
it, also with extensive oral vaccination programs (edible baits) for wild animals (e.g. red foxes,
raccoon dogs, jackals, bats). 
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Killing (Art. 13, §2) 

Allowing non-vets to kill as part of this Regulation would mean institutionalizing cruelty. 

It would adversely affect a massive number of animals that sit at the core of the subject-matter
of this Regulation, legalizing practices that are widespread and routinely applied: in breeding
places that is the killing (e.g. neck twisting or other) of animals born with a feature defying
breed standards, or a defect that may not compromise their welfare but their market value and
is commercially unacceptable (e.g. small cleft lip / harelip but without cleft palate,
polydactylism - extra toes, etc.); for shelters the EU has already witnessed cruelty in stray
control by non-vets, on welfare grounds, and without any veterinary assessment of the
conditions requesting it. 

Then for dogs bred for hunting (which as discussed in part 2 falls in the scope of economic
activity) that would facilitate the early killing of the weaker littermates and open the door to the
legitimate killing and cruel disposal of any underperforming (e.g. gun-shy) or depleted dogs -
as it extensively happens with galgos and greyhounds. 

No vet is called in most of these cases to scientifically assess the situation and how
irrevocable it is. And since the use of veterinary medicine is mainly reserved for vets, the
methods reportedly deployed involve shooting, gassing, crushing, bludgeoning, drowning or
other. 

And even if we assume that the shooting is the most humane of them all to be used by non-vets,
that would require breeders and shelter operators to hold gun permits, likely adding to any
administrative burden. 

The killing of healthy animals as part of stray animal population control strategies has been
assessed to be an ineffective measure, including by the World Organisation for Animal Health.
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ELECTRIC COLLARS 
(ART. 15, §3) 

10

The selling, import, advertisement, manufacturing and use of equipment on dogs and cats that
can deliver electrical shocks, such as electronic shock collars for training or containment
(invisible fencing), and pinch or prong collars should be prohibited for all cats and dogs.  
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 HEALTH (ART. 13, §3)

11

32

©
 F

O
U

R
 P

A
W

S 
| P

aw
s 

fo
r 

C
om

pa
ss

io
n

From a veterinary perspective, three pregnancies in two years is classified as stressful as
these are associated with physiological and mental strain for the animals. The average
gestation period for dogs is 2 months, and whelping time lasts another 2-3 months. For most
dog breeds heat happens twice a year, and literature much recommends skipping a heat period
between pregnancies. We recommend that the number shall be reduced to two pregnancies in
two years. This is very relevant for brachycephalic breeds, for which the high prevalence of
obstructed labour largely requires Caesarean section, inflicting significant suffering, also with
the abusive use of artificial insemination -since natural mating of these animals is almost
impossible. Hence we recommend that the breeding with animals that have undergone a
Caesarean section should be prohibited. For cases of animals where a section was necessary
due to breeding-related anatomical and physiological changes, females should be excluded
from breeding after their first caesarean section. Animals that have had a caesarean section for
other reasons should be banned from breeding from the second section on. 



ARTIFICIAL INSEMINATION
(ART. 6) 

12

Artificial insemination must not be used as a default or to overcome problems due to the
inability of the dogs or cats to mate and conceive naturally. It may only be considered
exceptionally, such as to increase genetic variability, and must only be performed by a
veterinarian. 
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POSITIVE LIST
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Positive List

Currently, the proposal only applies to dogs and cats and does not include other animals that
are kept for leisure and companionship. However, varying rules in Member States on the
keeping of certain companion animal species cause internal market distortions and create an
uneven playing field. Some Member States have enacted or are about to enact Positive Lists,
detailing which species can be kept and traded as companion animals. Other Member States
are currently discussing introducing a Positive List, whilst others have a Negative List or no list
at all. An EU-wide Positive List would protect animal welfare, public health, biodiversity and the
single market. Following multiple calls from the Parliament,      and the Council,       supporting
the creation of a framework for an EU level Positive List, the Commission is now carrying out a
feasibility study for an EU Positive List, and whether it would help eliminate internal market
barriers. The study will conclude in 2025, and it is likely to suggest there is a need for such list.  
  
However, there is currently no EU law through which a Positive List could be enacted.
Therefore, a provision could be added to this Regulation, empowering the Commission to adopt
implementing acts, taking into account the study's results, to establish a list of fauna species
allowed to be placed on the market as companion animals (e.g. under Art. 5). This would merely
open the door to a Positive List, creating the legal basis that could be activated if necessary and
when the time is right for the setup of a list. The provision on its own does not require
establishing the actual list now. This would also require an added definition for “companion
animal”, meaning a dog or cat, or any other animal, to be kept for leisure and companionship.
 
Some clarification on the Positive List in relation to this proposal for Regulation, to Regulation
(EU) 2016/429 (Animal Health Law - AHL) and CITES could be useful: In addition to the fact that
a legal basis for an EU-wide Positive List can be found under Article 114 TFEU, under the
existing structure of the AHL the regulation and enforcement of commercial movements is
largely left untouched. This is even more true for intra-EU trade. While the AHL's scope covers
all non-commercial purposes, this newly proposed Regulation would fill the gap by controlling
commercial trade. In fact, under the AHL 'wild animals’ are considered those not kept by
humans and a 'pet animal’ is any animal not kept for commercial purposes (species found in
Annex I). This leaves a substantial gap in the legal framework for the keeping of exotic pets for
a commercial purpose. Furthermore, unlike the AHL, the EU Positive List under this Regulation
would be mainly based on animal welfare - not purely health and the prevention of disease
spread. 

The addition of an EU Positive List based on animal welfare would primarily serve to fill the
legislative gap, while helping to strengthen and support existing regulations such as the AHL or
the wildlife trade regulation. The wildlife trade regulation, which implements CITES
requirements, remains unchanged. CITES cannot be used to regulate commercial trade of
exotic pets due to the Appendix listing process, time between conference meetings, and the
purpose of CITES, which is to facilitate legal trade for the use of wild animals while ensuring
favorable conservation levels. It is not an appropriate legal venue to regulate the commercial
trade of pets for personal ownership, as many species have favourable conservation levels and
are not in need of CITES protection, but their welfare requirements cannot be met while captive. 

xxv xxiv
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Regulation (EU) 2016/429 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 9 March 2016 on
transmissible animal diseases and amending and repealing certain acts in the area of animal
health (Animal Health Law) 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02016R0429-20210421  
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FOUR PAWS is the global animal welfare organisation for animals under direct human
influence, which reveals suffering, rescues animals in need and protects them. Founded
in 1988 in Vienna by Heli Dungler and friends, the organisation advocates for a world
where humans treat animals with respect, empathy and understanding. The sustainable
campaigns and projects of FOUR PAWS focus on companion animals including stray dogs
and cats, farm animals and wild animals – such as bears, big cats and orangutans – kept
in inappropriate conditions as well as in disaster and conflict zones. With offices in
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Germany, Kosovo, the Netherlands,
Switzerland, South Africa, Thailand, Ukraine, the UK, the USA and Vietnam as well as
sanctuaries for rescued animals in eleven countries, FOUR PAWS provides rapid help and
long-term solutions
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