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Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport

Written questions to Dr. G. PANNWITZ

KREIS-VG

ANIT hearing of 1/02/2021 on Approvals controls data

No QUESTION S & D

Ms Caravalhais
(S&D)

Question

The Commission’s report of 2011 on the impact of regulation 1/2005, and several reports by other entities, identified the need for a more
harmonised data collection, namely regarding the monitoring during transport, as one of the major improvements needed concerning animal
transport.
Additionally, although information is being registered and collected, the quantity of information generated is difficult to process and is not being
used to improve controls in a wide perspective. How can technological innovations help to harmonise data collection and processing, as to helping
improve the enforcement of regulation and ensuring animal welfare during transport?

Answer In my answer I’d like to concentrate on some aspects of verifications to be done by the competent authority before allowing a long journey at all.
The authority shall carry out checks to verify that the transporter has a valid authorisation, that the vehicle is approved for the purpose and the
drivers have valid certificates. The standards regarding vehicles and personnel are – somewhat1 – harmonized. Also, the competent authority
must check in advance that the transport plan is realistic, and check beyond reasonable doubt that the transport will be animal welfare
compliant2.
The latter may be difficult to verify because many factors have to be accounted for, e.g. animals (species, age, probable condition), purpose of
transport (breeding, fattening, slaughter), time of loading, distances, road and traffic conditions, borders, weather conditions. The previous
experiences of the authority regarding animals, holding, organizer, and transporter must be considered. The collection and evaluation of this
information may be time-consuming and complex. Depth and quality of these checks can be quite different, resulting in different acceptance
levels for planned journeys by various authorities.
However, some of these checks should be, and can already be, standardized and computerized, without costing much time. For instance, the
information regarding place, date and time of departure and the planned destination is already electronically available in TRACES. So far, TRACES
suggests an estimated journey time that is nearly always far too optimistic. It may be taken for granted by some authorities and offer an excuse to

1 Vehicles licensed in one member state for a certain species may not be eligible to get a similar license in another member state, the same applies for
vessels, and there appear to be quite different standards regarding competence requirements for drivers/attendants.
2 1/2005, Art. 14 & Art. 3; 2017/625 Art. 21
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avoid further checks, as the transport was “accepted by the system”. A better navigation software needs to be used to deliver realistic driving
time estimates. This should be implemented into TRACES3.
A weather database can supply expected temperatures and other weather conditions along the planned route in a standardized way and should
also be implemented4. There is an example of such software programmed by the author freely accessible on the web5. It is performing the
described calculations and is fetching the necessary data. A similar tool could be made available for all competent authorities of member states
alike so that realistic checks for route plans can be executed in a fast and standardized manner.
It is proven that highly unrealistic transport plans were validated by competent authorities6. To increase compliance, it could be made common
knowledge that automatic screening for plausibility of validated route plans of transports in present and past is also possible.
I do not envision technical problems in data processing. There is several practice-proven software for the described tasks. Also, support tools for
planning do not need to process personal data7. Data quantity is not unmanageable either.8 Data quality is quite good as certain territorial units
are sufficient for the purpose and are standardized9. A legal basis is also existent and includes an information management system for official
controls (IMSOC)10. For further information please see also the answers to other questions.

3 or connected to TRACES via an application programming interface (API), etc.
4 Eg. meteoblue, worldweatheronline, meteoalarm, or the European Severe Weather database
5 www.tschindi.org Button “Traces”, in several languages (the automatic translation may not be perfect). The app server is limited to handle small traffic only
because of cost restrictions.
6 Examples in several commission and NGO reports and also in author’s work
7 routes of vehicles / vessels starting at a certain time and date are calculated anonymously
8 the amount of data processed in TRACES is much less compared to video analysis, voice / face recognition etc.
9 postal codes, UN/LOCODEs, NUTS level 3 (Nomenclature des unités territoriales statistiques)
10 Regulation 2017/625, providing the framework for official controls. Official controls regarding animals inside the EU, entering the EU or being exported from
the EU shall be efficient and appropriate (eg. Art. 2, 5, 9, 21). Data collection and computerized data evaluation are key points of official controls and
enforcement (Art. 1f, consideration Nr. 85-87, Art 88, IMSOC: Art 131 ff.). However, certain implementing acts are still necessary (Art. 134).

http://www.tschindi.org/
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No QUESTION S & D

J. Olekas (S&D)

Question

There are a few problems regarding animal transport, which stem from the diversity of controls and their enforcement across the EU. There are
Danish drivers leaving the sector because of fears of over-sanctioning, while in Lithuania the farmers are unhappy about the relative lack of
accountability of the transport companies.
In order to have a Union-wide framework of rules regarding accountability that could help us with this problem, we need to also have the
technical possibilities to implement and control the common rules.
Would it be possible to mandate the companies that transport live animals to use a single navigation system that would also provide access to
the information it collects and records to the state veterinary services that had approved the journey? This could strengthen the accountability
framework, and the institutions that approve of the journey would be able to ensure that the pre-agreed plan is being followed.

Answer At present, there is no legal obligation for a transport company to use a specific navigation system on their means of road transport. There are
various systems in use and the main problems for the competent authority are different data structures and standards11 combined with varying
access rights.
There are GPS-systems highly resistant to manipulation on the market. Standardized data structures for animal transporters have been
developed12. Only then can the data be subjected to automatic analysis. An obligation for transporters to provide standardized data sets that
are easily accessible by the competent authority is urgently necessary and must include the obligation to include an application programming
interface (API). Otherwise, it is difficult to make efficient use of the datasets for control purposes.
The system can build on data of GPS and Temperature sensors, can include the driver ID, can be linked to maps and to datasets of outside air
temperature, to onboard miniature camera footage etc. In any case, easy access, simple user interfaces and API are important.
It should be made mandatory for companies performing high-risk transports to upload their data in real-time to a specified server hosted by /
for the competent authority, to be stored there and analysed within a predefined time.

11 regarding formats of coordinates, time, files, APIs, etc.
12 eg: Di Pasquale A et al (2009): Animal welfare monitoring and livestock traceability during transport. Vet Ital 45, 577-586.



Page 4 of 11

No QUESTION GREENS – EFA

Greens-EFA

Question 1

What is your opinion on creating an EU monitoring system similar to TRACES, but allowing persons other than national authorities to access the
information and including data on the planned length of transport, species, starting point, destination and resting periods if necessary?
Would it be possible to create such a system and do you think it would be an effective tool to curb breaches of journey times, etc?
How would you assess the current use of satellite navigation system information, in the assessment of compliance of animal transports?Do
authorities have sufficient access? Is the data regularly checked and reliable?

Answer First of all, I need to say that we as a competent authority must become familiar with the new TRACES NT system (NT=new technology).
Unfortunately, together with the start of the new animal health law13, which is in itself generating some problems, the present TRACES classic
system is going out of service on 21/04/2021. Thereafter, all official certificates regarding live animals (INTRA) are to be validated in TRACES NT.
There has been no training, no testing or preview of TRACES NT INTRA so far. Other problems are foreseeable.14

In TRACES classic, journey logs can be accessed only for transports that start or finish in the area of the competent authority. The structure of
the journey log is not easy to comprehend in TRACES classic. For this reason, software improvements are necessary.
The competent authority has been unable to systematically evaluate other transports carried out by companies they have licensed (at least this
applies to Germany). That means, when a transport company is located & licensed in our district, then if this company transports animals
elsewhere (from the Netherlands to Spain, for example), we have been unable to evaluate any of these activities in TRACES classic. Sufficient
access has not been provided. The analyzing tools of Traces qlikview are not easy to understand and limited in scope.
It is as yet unknown how the web access to data in TRACES NT will be designed. At the software level, it would be helpful if TRACES NT gave easy
access to their API manual /API library. The structure of the API of TRACES NT is as yet unknown. It would be desirable if the API could deliver th
full amount of data that can be seen on the web surface of TRACES anyway.
However, in TRACES NT the journey log is planned to be a stand-alone document with an access for drivers to update their section (4)
electronically. It is unclear if the journey log may be easily available only to the competent authority that authorized the transport, to other
authorities, or other stakeholders.
My view on the matter is that certain information regarding animal traffic could be made more transparent, but this needs to comply with data
protection regulations15. Unless known otherwise, there is in TRACES classic as yet no way for the competent authority to determine the likely
amount of live animal transports passing through their area.
For satellite navigation system use and breaches on journey times, please refer to the other questions.

13 Regulation 2016/429 of the European Parliament and of the Council
14 It is not going to be possible to electronically migrate any data of existing organizations from TRACES classic to TRACES NT. Apparently, the data will have to
be re-entered manually and be (manually) validated again by competent authorities. We were also informed that components of Traces classic reach a
“technical end of life” (?). It is unclear why and by whom this was decided / not prevented.
15 For instance, there are currently various open databases for vessels, planes, buses and other means of transport, but these contain no personal data.
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No QUESTION ECR

Peter Lundgren

Question

I recently payed attention to an abominable and shocking incident in Sweden that concerns animal welfare and not animal transport. It is still
very important and show us the larger issue when it comes to animal welfare in the meat production in general.
It recently discovered that a certified slaughterhouse in Southern Sweden had been torturing the animal in a sadistic way. The employees had
kicked the animals in the head and beating them with a chain. Some of the pictures were so brutal that the news channel could not show them
on TV. This film material is showing the same crime against animal welfare as the Swedish authorities shut down the slaughterhouse once
before, but this time even more brutal than before. The fact that the slaughterhouse was allowed to re-open again after how they were treating
the animals at the first place shows that the system is broken and the wellbeing of animals are not priority by the authorities. The owner of the
slaughterhouse should had got the licence revoked for both running a business concerning animals and own animals for a lifetime, but also got
convicted for grossly animal cruelty. The employees should of course also got convicted for grossly animal cruelty.
How can we improve the controls to ensure that animals are not harmed during transport and what measures can we take to prevent animals
from keep being harmed?
What can we as politicians do legislatively to prevent animals abusers from torturing animals again after they have committed such heinous
crimes?

Answer As far as I am aware, each member state has a legal system dealing with criminal offences. I am not sure how much of this is harmonized. In any
case, there are many aspects to successful prosecution. For instance, apart from the provision of evidence, all formal legal criteria and deadlines
must be met. There is also a difference between the prosecution of an individual who has physically committed a crime, and the prove that a
slaughterhouse owner has neglected his duty to supervise his staff to an extent leading to a professional ban.
In EU slaughterhouses it is mandatory to use standard operating procedures (SOP)16. There are methods for automatic monitoring of stunning
equipment and of stunning success. Stunning performance also includes time to exsanguination and an examination of sculls regarding targeted
stunning, etc. There are more aspects to curb criminal behavior including education. In addition, there are slaughterhouses in some member
states where camera surveillance systems have been implemented in the lairage and stunning area.

16 mandatory according to Council Regulation 1099/2009, as well as repeated checks and training of personnel, etc.
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No QUESTION THE LEFT - GUE/NGL

The Left -
GUE/NGL

Question 1

What are in your view the main issues we’re facing when it comes to the approval of vehicles and vessels for the transportation of animals, the
controls of these transports and the data collected in the EU?

Answer The approval of vessels appears to be handled differently among member states. As there are about 70 vessels concerned, and the vessels are
to deliver large amounts of animals, they may perhaps be approved / licensed by a single authority in Europe. Apart from the necessary
technical specifications on board, the vessels should be uniquely identifiable by their IMO Number in TRACES.
Also, the licensing of the means of road transport of un-weaned calves should be harmonized in the EU. Certain aspects of other transport
vehicles should also be harmonized (eg. concerning type of and number of drinkers, type of flooring and other technical specifications like
sensors and GPS). This might not always need additional legislation. There are already useful EU resources regarding fitness to travel, technical
specifications, and loading procedures17.
The TRACES system should be programmed more stringently to avoid implausible planning and user manipulation. TRACES should allow better
access (at present it is unclear how TRACES NT will be designed), better flow of information among competent authorities and a more intuitive
qlikview (this is the statistics tool of TRACES).
Regarding controls and data, please refer to the other questions.

17 see for instance www.animaltransportguides.eu where many technical details are already provided

http://www.animaltransportguides.eu/
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No QUESTION THE LEFT - GUE/NGL

The Left -
GUE/NGL

Question 2

Transport to third countries
Despite an increase of the amount of transports with live animals in the EU and the great risks for the welfare of these animals, the total
amount of controls by national authorities Under Regulation 1/2005 decreased, while controls are essential to guarantee the welfare of animals
during transport. In your opinion, what is needed to have sufficient controls?
Could you elaborate a bit more on the role that veterinarians currently play in enforcement of the rules intra-EU, and since the EU exports
millions of animals every year, also more specifically when animals are exported to third countries?
Would you agree that if Regulation 1/2005 is interpreted correctly, approvals of transports to third countries with certain slaughter practices
are not in line with existing EU legislation?
Do you think that it is possible at all to meet the requirements of Regulation 1/2005 Regulation if there are no veterinarians, or not enough
veterinarians, on board of a vessel to provide care to thousands of animals - for sometimes weeks on end?

Answer Certification of high-risk animal transports (to certain third countries, certain long transports of un-weaned calves) should be much more
restrictive and mostly be forbidden. It is unsatisfactory and inefficient to refer decisions regarding live animal exports to certain third countries
to the merit of various local competent authorities and court judgments.
In my opinion, the European Commission needs to provide a list of acceptable staging points in third countries with similar standards as in the
EU including veterinary checks of every consignment.  There is already an existing system for approval of businesses in third countries wishing to
export foodstuffs and animals into the EU. This includes inspections on site by the Food and Veterinary Office to verify that European standards
are met or not. Approval of third country staging points should be similarly handled.
Export of animals intended for slaughter to certain third countries should be banned altogether due to their slaughter practices. There should
be an EU harmonized list of countries unable to receive animals from the EU until certain criteria are met. Again, if EU animals are to be
slaughtered directly after a transport in a third country, the slaughterhouse should be EU certified.
As far as I am aware, Australia requires a vet onboard their livestock vessels. Perhaps the EU might consider this as well.
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No QUESTION THE LEFT - GUE/NGL

The Left -
GUE/NGL

Question 3

GPS
In your opinion, how could the compulsory presence of GPS in all vehicles and vessels for the transportation of animals, despite the length of the
transport, contribute to a better implementation and enforcement of Regulation 1/2005?

Answer Animal transport vessels are already equipped with GPS. In road vehicles licensed for long transports, a GPS / satellite navigation system has
also been mandatory (1/2005 Art. 6 (9) & Ann. I Ch.VI 4.2). It is possible to use their GPS data for control purposes18. I would like to dwell on our
experience with these a little.
In Germany it has been made obligatory for a transport company to grant the competent authority full real-time access to observe their GPS-
system during long journeys. Specifically, access to the system has to be provided by the transport company to the competent authority via
password & Iogin.
In our experience, there have been some practical difficulties. The systems in use are very variable in structure, depth, languages and provision
of information. Some systems are not easily understood and it takes a while to find the required information. Some systems allow an overview
of a route with a map, some systems seem to provide just time and coordinates (for the authority, perhaps), combined with verbal descriptions
(“near Berlin, Germany”).
Some transporters grant login access only for the duration of the transport and access is denied immediately afterwards. Some transporters
allow longer access, but only the current position of the vehicle can be viewed, which is irrelevant some time after unloading. In other systems
the data can be viewed by the authority for longer.
Sometimes time & temperature data are logged in separates files and not easily linked synoptically to a position. Sometimes temperature data
is missing altogether, and the status of loading flap may also be missing.
Finally, data storage for the authority is also provided in a heterogeneous manner: “view only”, or downloadable as pdf, txt/csv, xlsx or
sometimes xml files.
Temperature printouts provided by the company after a transport19 are sometimes difficult to get, or incomplete, i.e. without location and not
otherwise verifiable.
It is our experience that it is more difficult to get information after a transport was performed by a company outside the region of competence.

18 ”The competent authority shall carry out at any stage of the long journey appropriate checks on a random or targeted basis to verify that declared journey
times are realistic and that the journey complies with this Regulation and in particular that travel times and rest periods have complied with the limits set out
in Chapter V of Annex I.” (1/2005 Art 15 (1), Art 15 (4))
19 1/2005 Annex I Chapter VI Pt. 3.3
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So, the mere access20 to the GPS system of the transporter may sometimes be very helpful, but can also be of limited value. GPS data is useful
only if easy access is provided, when data can be aggregated and examined retrospectively, if datasets can be easily examined, datasets can be
downloaded, and if data structure is standardized allowing software analysis.
So before one would consider GPS in other animal transport vehicles, these problems need to be addressed.
In the future, most commercial vehicles >3.5 t need to be successively equipped with digital tachographs and standardized interfaces may be
provided for other purposes21, which may include a GPS.

20 According to 1/2005, meanwhile laid down in Regulation 2017/625 Art. 15 (1b)
21 Regulation 165/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council
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No QUESTION THE LEFT - GUE/NGL

The Left -
GUE/NGL

Question 4a

Veterinarians working conditions
During the last ANIT Public hearing on Enforcement of Regulation 01/2005 by the Member States and the Commission, Nancy De Briyne, Deputy
Executive Director of the Federation of Veterinarians of Europe acknowledged that veterinarians often receive pressure to approve
transportation regardless of the situation of the animals.
Do you agree with this statement, and if so, could you please elaborate on these pressures: who/where are they mainly from?
In what kind of situation or maybe in what kind of transportation (road, sea, air) are they more likely to occur?
What would you recommend to ensure that the veterinarians are free to do their job and be sure that the animals are protected during
transportation?

Answer Pressure is surely existent in one way or another and is part of many jobs. I would like to try to explain possible scenarios when animal welfare
may get compromised in the process of approval, loading and follow-up of animal transports.
Time pressure is one aspect. Before long journeys, there is about 48hrs time to approve or deny a certain transport plan. To deny, the authority
must have enough valid information to refuse the submitted planning. If the planning is incomplete in one way or another, or providing over-
optimistic transport times, contains the wrong data regarding staging points, vehicles, driver, weather etc. or any other wrong or subtly missing
information, this needs to be detected and disproven. Otherwise, transporter or organizer may hold the competent authority liable if a certain
transport is not certified in a timely manner. Sure, it is the duty of the organizer to supply the relevant information, but there are many ways to
cut corners.
Many pressures are based on competing interests. Mostly, before loading, some pressure is put upon the veterinarian by the organizer who
sees clear benefits from a transport taking place. There may be pressure from superiors within or outside a competent authority who may have
an interest in the economic livelihood of certain enterprises. There may also be pressure by superiors to find ways for a transport not to take
place. There may be lack of any administrative support.
In EU ports, I would imagine that alternatives to loading are quite limited for the veterinarian on the spot. When loading takes place in a
holding, there are sometimes farmers who wish to “clear the decks”, ie. to send more / heavier animals than planned or to include animals unfit
for travel. There may be pressure by organizer / transporter who may have signed an over-optimistic contract with a consignee for a certain
number of animals. If animal number, weight of consignment, or time of departure (followed by late unloading, eg at a slaughterhouse) are not
met, contract fines may be due for them. There may be an interest to speed up loading in order to avoid rush hours around cities or to be in
time for ferry departures, etc.
A well-meaning intention to increase transparency and quality of veterinary controls may lead to more bureaucracy and box-ticking.
There may be sudden changes of vehicle, destination, animals etc. leading to confusion. There may also be cases when certain official checks are
not done due to complacency, misunderstanding (language barrier), lack of knowledge or interest, or due to fatigue. There may also be pressure
on the veterinarian because of other appointments. There may be personal acquaintances or other conflicts of interest.
There may be court judgements demanding that certain transports have to be certified regardless of the situation of the animals in third
countries.
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In follow up of transports, there may be no time to check the plausibility of returned journey logs or other data. It may go unnoticed if journey
logs are not returned.
The legal EU framework for official controls is in itself quite substantial22. Member states shall
- ensure impartiality, quality, consistency, effectiveness and appropriateness of official controls
- have a sufficient number of suitably qualified and experienced staff
- ensure that staff performing official controls can act freely from any conflict of interest
- etc.
Certainly, some form of (eg BTSF) training is always helpful, especially to learn about options for action in various circumstances.
A reduction of certain long animal distance transports might be a suitable target, leading to lessen the strain on animals and veterinary
resources alike. In many circumstances, limiting transports to less than 8 hrs / 600 km for road traffic should be promoted. Given the economic
situation of many farmers and their dependency on supraregional flow of animals this will be a complex task.

22 Regulation 625/2017 Art. 5.


