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Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport 

 

Written questions to Carola SCHOUTEN 
- Dutch Minister of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality - 

ANIT Public Hearing on Long distance transports of live animals within the European Union 

Hearing 3 QUESTIONS FROM EPP 

Daniel BUDA  
(EPP) 

EFSA’s scientific opinion on welfare to animals during transport has submitted a number of recommendations concerning the means of transport, 
traveling time, navigation system, feeding and watering, space allowance and temperature monitoring during the transport of live animals. The 
European Commission audit reports of 2017 concluded that animal welfare during live transport failed in the majority of member states 
scrutinised. The EC committed to stronger measures of enforcement covered by the legal basis. 
 
How can the EC ensure that enforced regulation shall apply to all member states to minimise the level of non-compliance? 
 

ANSWER In my view, the European Commission can play a role in minimising the level of non-compliance by:  
1. Providing technical guidance for those provisions which are open for different interpretations, and in particular those provisions where 

practice shows that clearly, the interpretations are not in line with Regulation (EU) 1/2005.  
2. Making optimal use of the National Contact Point (NCP) network for Regulation (EC) 1/2005:  

- frequently organise meetings;  

- encourage and facilitate the production of NCP network documents on practical guidance and best practices regarding checks and 

official controls carried out under Regulation (EC) 1/2005. 

3. Investigating serious incidents and impose sanctions when appropriate.  

 

 
 

Hearing 3 QUESTIONS FROM S&D 

Isabel 
CARVALHAIS 

(S&D) 

Given the higher risks for animal welfare regarding the implementation of Regulation 01/2005 dispositions on long-distance transport of live 
animals presents particular challenges 
 

1. In your experience, what are the mains challenges faced in complying with the Regulation 01/2005, in relation with the long-distance 
transport of live animals within the EU? 
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2. What additional tools and dispositions are needed to ensure the enforcement of the existing legislation and animal welfare during 
transport? 

3. Could you describe the training program of transporters and drivers established in Netherlands? 
a. What is your opinion on the developing a homogeneous criteria for competent authorities on how to conduct road inspections? 

 
ANSWERS  

1) In our experience, the main challenges faced in complying with Regulation (EC) 1/2005, in relation to long distance transport of live animals 
(>8 hours) within the EU are:  

- Different interpretations of provisions of the regulation, for example concerning:  
- transport in extreme temperatures (heat and cold);  
- long journeys of unweaned animals: it is unclear if animals must be fed after 9 hours (regulation says “if necessary”); 

- Exchange of information between authorities: approximately 75% of exports of live animals from the Netherlands are carried out by 
transporters from other member states. We experience problems when imposing sanctions on those transporters, for example in the 
case of non-returned journey logs, and refusing to submit satellite navigation system (SNS) data and temperature recordings; 

- Imposing sanctions on Dutch transporters on the basis of notifications from other member states. 
 

2) 2) To ensure enforcement of the existing legislation, which would improve animal welfare during transport, there is a need for harmonised 
interpretations of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 and more harmonisation of checks and official controls.  

3) In the Netherlands, there is a strong link between training programs and the examination for certificates of competence as provided for in 
Article 17, paragraph 2 of Regulation (EC) 1/2005. The Dutch central examination institute CBR is designated by my ministry for examination and 
issuing of the certificates. CBR also conducts regular driving test for members of the public in the Netherlands.  
The qualification requirements to be attained are laid down by a board of experts, consisting of a ministry representative, representatives of the 
transport/animal trade/industry sectors and representatives of CBR. The qualification requirements cover the following subjects: 

- understanding animal behaviour and handling animals 
- basic knowledge of notifiable animal diseases 
- relevant provisions of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 and related (national and EU) legislation  
- specifics about driving with livestock 
- cleaning and disinfection 
- communication.  

The training programmes and exam are based on the qualification requirements. The board evaluates the qualification requirements each year, 
and updates it if necessary.  
Training institutes must have their training materials screened by my ministry for conformity with the qualification requirements before they 
can present their course participants for the exam. Exam questions are regularly changed and updated, and must always be approved by the 
board of experts.  
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CBR and training institutes meet regularly in order to share and discuss best practices, such as the materials of the EU Animal Transport Guides 
project. 
Certificates of competence from the Netherlands are only valid for five years, after which the driver/attendant must do a refresher training and 
take a new exam. This ensures they keep their knowledge up-to-date with regard to legislation and guidelines for good practice.  
We have noticed that, due to the Netherlands’ stricter standard and the certificates’ five-year validity, Dutch drivers and attendants tend to go 
to other member states, where they can sign up for an exam, leading to a certificate that is valid for life. The Dutch association of livestock 
traders, however, is developing a quality assurance system for the sector a Dutch certificate of competence will be one of the conditions for 
getting the quality mark.   
 
3a) I support the idea of developing uniform criteria on conducting road inspections for competent authorities, at least when it comes to 
interpretations and best practices for checks and official controls, such as set out in network documents by the National Contact Point network 
for Regulation (EU) 1/2005.  
 

Maria NOICHL 
(S&D) 

1) What is the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture doing to avoid transports of live animals to third countries and to limit the dependency on imports 

of calves from other Member states?  

 

2) What measures will the Dutch Government put in place to align with the EU Farm-to-Fork strategy’s main aim of building up short food 

chains? 

 

ANSWERS 1) In general, we aim to reduce live animal transports and shift towards meat transport (carcasses). In the case of breeding animals, we want to 

move toward exporting genetic materials. NL policy does not allow the export of animals for immediate slaughter to slaughterhouses outside 

the EU. In addition, exports to third countries requiring a 24-hour rest at resting points outside the EU are not possible at the moment. I think it 

would help if certain practical and legal questions regarding the full implementation of the “Zuchtvieh-ruling” of the European Court of Justice1 

were clarified.  

Recently, NGOs released shocking reports and videos of EU cattle on local markets in Morocco, and in slaughterhouses in Egypt and Lebanon. I 

would like to open a discussion in the EU about exports to non-EU destinations, especially to countries with lower welfare standards. Even 

though the Netherlands only export breeding animals, and not animals for immediate slaughter to third countries, we need to realise that, in 

the end, breeding animals will also be traded on local markets and slaughtered in local slaughterhouses.  

 

As regards unweaned calves, I have concerns regarding the welfare of these young and vulnerable animals during long journeys. Last year, I 

have told to the Dutch veal industry that they should sharply reduce, and eventually stop all long distance (>8 hours) imports of young calves. 

The Dutch veal industry should not be dependent on these imports. In addition, we recently asked the European Commission for technical 

 
1 Court of Justice ruling in Case C-424/13 
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clarification of a letter from DG SANTE from 2020, regarding roll-on roll-off (RORO) transports2 of young calves. For future changes in Regulation 

(EC) 1/2005, my position is that long journeys (>8 hours) should not be allowed for unweaned animals.  

 

2) As regards the EU Farm-to-Fork strategy, building up short food chains is a logical step in our aim for circular agriculture. We see that our goal 

to minimise the transport of live animals in Europe and our efforts to generally improve the welfare in animal transport, are fully in line with the 

goals of the Farm to Fork strategy. In addition, national labels for animal welfare, like the ‘Beter leven’ mark, also seek to take into account 

transport times.  

  
 

Hearing 3 QUESTIONS FROM RENEW  

QUESTIONS 1) Last year, the Netherlands  issued a decree banning all live exports that require a stop in third countries, showing its commitment towards a 
proper implementation of Regulation 1/2005 and ECJ Zuchtvieh case 424/13.  
Could you please elaborate on that? Have you shared your initiative with other Member states?  
 
2) In 2019 you hosted an event on the need to shift from live transport to a meat and carcasses only trade.  
What the commission should do to operate such a shift? 
 

ANSWERS  

1) I want to clarify that I did not issue an order or any legal decision on this matter. Information from different sources shows that resting places 

in certain third countries did not comply with both Regulation (EC) 1/2005 and the Zuchtvieh-ruling3. Resting places were sub-standard, and 

even sometimes all but non-existent and/or they were often not used for a 24-hours stop, even though the journey plan indicated that a stop 

would be made there. So far, there is no system in place to verify if non-EU resting places exist and comply with the rules, and there is no official 

EU-list of resting places outside the EU.  

I therefore concluded that the Dutch competent authority (NVWA) could not verify the journey logs for these exports and issue export 

certificates for exports to destinations outside the EU that would require the use of a resting place outside the EU. As a consequence, 

certification for these exports was suspended. This put a halt to export of breeding animals to destinations in Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and 

furthest Russia. 

These exports can only be resumed when the sector has a sound plan that provide assurance that: a) resting places in third countries comply 
with the standards laid down in EU legislation, and b) resting places stated in the journey plan are actually used. A plan has been developed and 
is now being studied by my ministry. 

 
2 Transports by sea on a regular and direct link between two geographical points of the EU by means of vehicles loaded on to vessels without unloading of the animals (point 

1.7(b) of Chapter V of Annex I to Regulation (EU) 1/2005). 
 
3 Court of Justice ruling in Case C-424/13 
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During this process, my ministry organised online technical meetings with a number of National contact points for Regulation (EU) 1/2005, 

which were well attended. Clearly, this is an issue that several member states are grappling with. We try to update each other regularly and are 

seeking a harmonised response to this problem. This is a challenge and I believe the National contact point meetings could play an important 

role in this regard.  

 

2) The event “Moving Matters” about the shift towards meat transport (carcasses), was intended to start a discussion and look for solutions; 

things that every stakeholder and person can do to help achieve this. In my opinion, the European Commission could consider the following 

actions, mentioned during the event:  

• Provide insight into and data on the availability of slaughterhouses and the most used transport routes. 

• Take account of sustainability concerns, like longer transport routes, for the proposed animal welfare label and promote the transport 

of meat and carcasses in the EU.  

• Incentivise the use of local slaughterhouses and mobile slaughterhouses.   

 

QUESTIONS The implementation of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 seems to be insufficient to meet the Regulation's main objective, which is to improve animal 
welfare during transports. It seems that there is a lack of uniform and effective enforcement of the existing legislation, in particular in relation 
to verification of journey logs and the application of penalties.  

1. Is it your experience that there are big differences in the implementation of and compliance with Regulation (EC) 1/2005?  

2. And, in your opinion, which actions are needed to improve animal welfare during long-distance transports within the EU?  

 

ANSWERS 1. Yes, there are big differences in the implementation of and compliance with Regulation (EC) 1/2005. Examples are: implementation of 

provisions regarding extreme temperatures, checks of journey logs, including retrospective checks of satellite navigation system (SNS) 

data and temperature recordings. Also, there are differences regarding sanctions imposed in case of breaches of the regulation; a 

certain offence could lead to €1,500 fine in the Netherlands, and not even get a warning elsewhere. 

2. Aside from an appeal for uniform interpretations and implementation of the current rules (please see my earlier response), I strongly 

welcome the evaluation and update of Regulation (EC) 1/2005. As regards improving animal welfare during long distance transports, 

there is, in my opinion, a need for:  

- a ban for long journeys (>8 hours) for slaughter animals and unweaned animals (such as young calves); 

- more precise provisions regarding head space (distance to ceilings) and space allowances; 

- clearer rules for transports in extreme temperatures, tailored to different species; 

- better rules for long distance transports of poultry, as the current rules are insufficient to protect the welfare of poultry. For 

example, it is not possible to perform relevant checks (no journey logs required and no SNS data or temperature registration, for 

example); 
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- harmonised criteria for training of drivers and attendants for the purpose of attaining certificates of competence (please see my 

previous answer on pages 2-3).  

 

earing 3 QUESTIONS FROM GREENS/EFA GROUP 

QUESTIONS  Important parts of the journey log are often left blank. Journey logs sometimes give unrealistically short journey times; as a result the stops at 
an approved control post for rest, water and food that are obligatory for long journeys are neither planned nor carried out. If we look at France 
for instance, in 2018, the analysis of the journey logs of the 171 notifications for non-conformities sent to the French Ministry of agriculture by 
other MS has shown that many plans validated by French competent authorities were controlled very superficially or were not checked at all. 
 
> How do you calculate whether a journey time is realistic? Are incomplete or unrealistic journey logs accepted, in your experience (in your 
Member state/in others)? If so, how do you explain that these journey logs are approved? Is missing data ever considered acceptable, and in 
which circumstances? 
 
>In your MS, are journey logs accepted without advance access to satellite navigation system data? If so, how can journey logs be relied on? Is 
data accepted retrospectively? 
 
Harbors are often listed as place of destination. How is it possible that journey logs with such destinations are accepted? If it is impossible to 
specify the exact destination, then why is such a journey accepted?  
 
Which contingency measures are required within the journey logs?  

ANSWERS  
>The Dutch competent authority (NVWA) has designated ‘screeners/planners’ in two central offices in the Netherlands. They have detailed 
instructions for carrying out the necessary administrative checks before an official veterinarian is sent to perform the physical checks. Only then 
can an export certificate be issued. Journey time must be calculated using Routenet.nl (set for ‘40 tonne vehicles’) and a print version of the 
Routenet journey must be included with the export certificate application. The time required for loading and unloading, is 30 minutes each. 
Waiting times and operational hours of checkpoints at EU borders are taken into account, if known. In the case of missing data, the organiser is 
asked to supply this information, otherwise the process cannot proceed. In principle, an official veterinarian is only sent to perform the physical 
checks needed for issuing an export certificate, after all steps of the screening have been completed.  

 

>No advance satellite navigation system (SNS) data is needed for accepting journey logs. We use Routenet.nl and available information regarding 
the route (such as opening hours and anticipated delays due to Covid-19 related checks/measures, for instance). If there are any doubts or 
concerns about the journey plan, the export will be checked retrospectively, using the returned journey log in combination with SNS data and 
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temperature recordings. This will show if the journey did in fact take place as planned, and if the provisions of Regulation (EU) 1/2005 were 
complied with.  
 
> Journey plans for exports to third countries by sea  and by road  include the final leg of the journey to the final destination. The NVWA does not, 
however, routinely perform retrospective checks with SNS data to verify if the journey after EU borders was in accordance with regulation (EU) 
1/2005. EU law cannot be imposed outside EU territory and local transporters who pick up animals after the journey by sea do not necessarily 
have EU approved vehicles or satellite navigation systems. This is one of the outstanding issues regarding the implementation of the Zuchtvieh 
ruling, that need clarification.   
 
>A contingency plan is not required for an individual export/journey log. Contingency plans are submitted with the application for transporter 
authorisation, as laid down in Article 11, paragraph 1 (b) iv) of Regulation (EU) 1/2005. The NVWA has a detailed instruction which outlines the 
minimum aspects that need to be covered in this plan.  
 

 

QUESTIONS  > Can you please describe if and how the police and customs staff is trained and educated in order to ensure smooth and correct controls?  Can 
you please describe the extent to which different authorities, e.g. the police and official veterinarians, collaborate together in your MS? Is data 
or training shared? What should be improved? 
 

ANSWERS >Controls and sanctions regarding Regulation (EC) 1/2005 are the responsibility of the competent authority, which in the Netherlands is the 
Netherlands Food and Consumer Product Safety Authority (NVWA). There is some cooperation with the police and customs, but all matters 
regarding Regulation (EC) 1/2005 are dealt with by NVWA. They have mobile units (cars) and are authorised to order vehicles on public roads to 
pull over. If the police or other public officials encounter problematic or suspicious situations with live animal transports, NVWA is notified.  
 

QUESTIONS Long journeys often involve several Member states, which complicates enforcement of EU legislation. Article 26 is aimed to address 
enforcement when several MS are involved, but it is used to differing degrees - and with differing success by  MS. When a MS of transit or 
destination finds breaches of the Regulation they must notify these to the MS that authorised the transporter, granted the vehicle’s certificate 
of approval and to the MS that granted the driver’s certificate of competence. However, these notifications are rarely given in a systematic way 
and even when they are, the MSs who receive the information often do not act on it. An harmonised, centralised and mandatory reporting and 
monitoring system must be implemented. 
 
> What has been your experience of using Article 26 to tackle cross border breaches? How often do you notify breaches to other Member 
states, and which type of breaches are most common, in your experience? What has been the response of the other Member states? What are 
the trends in reporting breaches (increasing/decreasing?) 
 
> How do you respond to the notifications provided to you by other Member states? 
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> Have you ever resorted to the possibility to prohibit a transporter or means of transport on your territory - even where it has been approved 
by another Member state? 
 

ANSWERS >Notifications under article 26 of Regulation (EU) 1/2005 have improved a lot over the years, due to the efforts and support of the European 
Commission and due to the NCP meetings. A format was developed. This is not used by all member states, but it has improved notifications from 
certain member states, in particular the level of detail provided. Still, there are certain member states or regions that supply insufficient 
information and/or do not reply at all to our notifications.  
In 2020, the NVWA sent other member states a total of 275 notifications related to breaches of Regulation (EC) 1/2005. The most common 
breaches concerned to fitness for transport (including pregnant animals for whom 90 % or more of the expected gestation period had already 
passed), catching injuries (poultry), transport- and resting times, non-returned journey logs, SNS data and temperature recordings. There are no 
clear trends over the past years.  
 
>The NVWA head office in Utrecht has an email address for notifications and questions related to Regulation (EU) 1/2005. After receiving a 
notification regarding a possible breach of the Regulation, the notifier receives a confirmation of receipt with a reference number. NVWA 
investigates the notification and, if necessary, contacts the official veterinarian who signed the export certificate. The official veterinarian fills in 
a form made for this purpose. After collecting all the necessary information, the NVWA office in Zwolle determines if there are sufficient grounds 
(and evidence) for imposing a sanction. It must be noted that, in general, it is difficult to fine Dutch transporters or organisers based on 
notifications from other member states. Often there is not enough evidence. The sender of the notification is always informed of the outcome of 
the investigation. 
 
>The NVWA has never used its authority to prohibit a transporter or means of transport on our territory, as referred to in Article 26, paragraph 
6 of Regulation (EU) 1/2005. The possibility has been discussed several times and there have been situations where NVWA has indeed 
threatened to do so, particularly in the case of structurally non-returned journey logs, even after repeated requests to the transporter, and 
requests for assistance to the national contact point of the member state concerned. There are doubts about the effectiveness of a ban. Under 
the current rules, a banned transporter could ask others (for example a family member) to apply for a transporter authorisation, which would 
make it possible to resume business.  

 

QUESTIONS Regulation 1/2005 provides that for journeys over 8 hours ventilation systems must at all times be able to maintain a temperature between 5 
and 30°C with a 5°C tolerance depending on the outside temperature. This is to address the situation where outside temperatures unexpectedly 
exceed 30˚C after the journey has started. In a letter dated 28 June 2016 to Chief Veterinary Officers, the Commission said that “In practice, 
there is no possibility to lower the internal temperatures on vehicles travelling in ambient temperature conditions over 30°C.”  
 
There are indications that almost all vehicles used for transporting animals inside and outside the Union do not have air cooling systems. Their 
air ventilation systems move air through the animal compartment, but when the external temperature is over 30C, these ventilation systems 
cannot guarantee that the temperature inside the vehicle is maintained within the limits indicated in the animal transport Regulation. 
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> How does your authority consider the matter of temperature when approving journey logs? How is the predicted temperature right until final 
destination assessed, in order to ensure animal welfare right until final destination, as per the ECJ ruling?  
 
>Which predicted min/max is accepted, using which sources? Does your Member state issue guidelines on the conduct of this check? 
 
> Is it technically possible for vessels to be equipped to maintain appropriate temperatures (between 5-30 degrees) ? If so, how are vehicles/sea 
vessels checked and how often, to assess how well equipped they are (with ventilation/cooling systems etc) to deal with temperature excesses? 
Which authorities are involved in this checking process, and how do they interact (particularly when authorities of different Member states 
must communicate)? 
 
> Do you have any cases when a vessel was not approved for further use until a proper ventilation system was installed?  
 
> Are there any consequences for organisers when the outside temperature exceeded 30C?  
 
Are there retrospective controls that lead to legal consequences?  
 
> Most often breaches are due to the outside temperature, how many fines and how high where the fines you have given once a breach was 
observed during transport?  
 

ANSWERS  
> During summer months, for all long journeys through and to areas with forecast temperatures over 30˚C, the organiser must provide to the 
NVWA screeners a declaration, describing how the provisions of Regulation (EU) 1/2005 on extreme temperatures are met. They must include a 
printout of the temperature forecasts along the route, using the website Meteoblue.com. The temperatures on the route and at destination 
may not exceed 30 ˚C. Exceptions are possible for vehicles with active cooling systems. All these declarations and printouts are checked during 
NVWA-screening.  
 
> This procedure is only followed for maximum temperatures (using the limit of 30˚C). There are specific instructions for these checks, which are 
publicly available on the website of the NVWA. The NVWA does not perform similar administrative checks for minimum temperatures in winter, 
because it is more difficult to predict if the temperatures inside the vehicle would fall below the legal limit. The animals themselves also 
generate heat, warming up the interior of the vehicle. This issue has been discussed extensively during NCP meetings.  
 
>Technically speaking, it is extremely difficult to assess how a ventilation system can keep the temperature between 5 and 30 ˚C in a vehicle 
that is fully loaded with animals, and under various hot and cold weather conditions. The Netherlands Vehicle Authority (RDW) has detailed 
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instructions for the approval of Type II vehicles, however, these do not provide further guidance with regard to these particular provisions, 
other than checking if the ventilation system works when turned on.  
 
> The Netherlands does not issue approvals for vessels. For type II vehicles, it is unclear if there are cases where a vehicle was not approved due 
to problems with ventilations systems. Only if all subjects of the checklist for approval are ok, RDW issues the certificate for approval.  
 
> As explained above, long journeys may only take place if the forecast on the route and at destination is below 30˚C. Exceptions are possible 
for vehicles with active cooling systems. In addition, for all exports involving long journeys that are given permission to proceed, transporters 
are requested to send their SNS data and temperature recordings for analysis, if the outside temperatures along the route was 25˚C or more. In 
the summer of 2020, this has led to 20 penalty reports, each of which can lead to fines of €1,500. 
 

QUESTIONS EU legislation sets a general journey time of max 8 hours, but which can be extended up to 14 plus 14 hours for certain species, if certain feeding 
and rest provisions are followed. Even for vulnerable animals such as calves, we have heard from veterinarians in previous hearings that the 9hr 
limit is inappropriate considering their vulnerability and particular feeding requirements.   
 
Further, EFSA estimates that beyond 4 hours of transport, the animal mortality is ten times higher.  
 
> Do you consider these time limits compatible with the goal of ensuring animal welfare during transport? Compatible with recognition of animals 
as sentient beings under article 13 TFEU? 
 
> Would you recommend a shorter maximum travel time, and which times for which species? 
 

ANSWERS  

>Maximum journey times should be based on what is acceptable for the animals concerned, ethologically and physiologically, although live animal 
transports will always involve some degree of stress and discomfort. For guidance on this, scientific opinions are essential. In my view, the current 
rules and how they are interpreted do not necessarily contradict the recognition of animals as sentient beings. The Dutch law also recognises 
animals as sentient beings. I do believe, however, that the rules on the transport of unweaned calves and the different interpretations of these 
rules, are often inadequate in fulfilling the animals’ needs and protecting them from suffering.  

 

>I strongly urge a ban on long journeys (>8 hours) for unweaned animals. There is increasing scientific evidence that these young and vulnerable 
animals suffer from prolonged hunger on long journeys which take place under the current interpretation of the rules, where calves are 
transported for up to 19 hours without being fed. In addition, these animals are unable to drink from the standard drinking devices in the vehicles. 

Animals destined for slaughterhouses should not be transported for more than eight hours. Animals should preferably be slaughtered locally. It 
is more animal friendly, and more environmentally friendly to slaughter locally and transport the meat or carcasses instead.  
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Finally, even an eight-hour journey will be too much for certain animals, such as end-of-production dairy cows. They are often not fit enough to 
cope with longer journeys.  
 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS Where do you see unclear wording with too much room for interpretation in the current legislation, how do you handle those? How could 
these be eliminated?  
 

ANSWERS In my opinion, a few important examples of unclear wording, with too much room for interpretation in Regulation (EU) 1/2005, are as follows: 

 

- Article 1, paragraph 5 concerning the scope of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 specifies that it ‘shall not apply to the transport of animals which 
does not take place in connection with an economic activity’. The interpretation of what constitutes an ‘economic activity’ varies 
between member states. For example, NVWA considers all exports of cattle, goats and sheep to be economic. The term ‘economic 
activity’ should be clearly defined and this definition should be added to the list of terms and in Article 2.  

- The provisions regarding head space/ distance to ceilings are relatively vague. We would suggest using EFSA’s recommendations 
concerning the ceiling height for cattle and request recommendations regarding other animal species.  

- The provisions regarding space allowances for different animal species describe relatively large ranges for most species. For pigs, only one 
clear measure is given for loading density for pigs ‘of around 100 kg’, which is not usually what pigs being transported weigh. For all pigs 
the general rule is that they ‘must at least be able to lie down and stand up in their natural position’. This makes it difficult for both the 
transporters and the authorities to agree on what an acceptable loading density is. The solution would be to provide a more precise and 
objective approach for determining space allowances during transport using allometric equations. For practical purposes, the formula 
could be used to draw up a table setting out the number of animals allowed per square metre.  

- In 2017, my ministry has attempted to implement specific standards in national legislation for ceiling heights and space allowances for 
pigs and cattle (using an allometric approach). Unfortunately, these were received by a detailed opinion and comments from the 
European Commission.  

- Extreme temperatures: According to Regulation (EU) 1/2005, ventilation systems on means of transport by road ‘shall be designed, 
constructed and maintained in such way that, at any time during the journey, whether the means of transport is stationary or moving, 
they are capable of maintaining a range of temperatures from 5˚C to 30 ˚C within the means of transport, for all animals, with a +/- 5 ˚C 
tolerance, depending on the outside temperature’. In my answers to the questions above, I have explained how NVWA and the RDW 
assess compliance with these provisions. There is a need for clearer provisions and temperature ranges tailored specifically for individual 
species, based on scientific knowledge. In addition, provisions on temperatures should also apply to short journeys (i.e. journey time up 
to eight hours).  

- There are no criteria on training for drivers and attendants, for the purpose of attaining a certificate of competence (Article 17, paragraph 
2). These certificates are meant to ensure animals are treated in a way that is conducive to their welfare and complies with Regulation 
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(EC) 1/2005, but there should be more emphasis on the quality of the training and exams. Harmonised criteria should include standards 
for the hours of training required to obtain a certificate of competence. In addition, the certificate should not be valid for life. Retraining 
and examination after a period of, for example, five years would ensure drivers and attendants keep their knowledge of legislation and 
best practices up to date.  

- As a final example, there is a need for practical and legal guidance for implementing the “Zuchtvieh ruling4”. For each long road journey, 
also to destinations outside the EU, NVWA requires a journey plan to the final destination. But this ruling has many more implications 
that need to be addressed. For example, there is no common EU approach for a reliable system of verifying resting places outside the EU.  

  

QUESTIONS > What has been the reaction to the Commission’s recommendations on summer transports, in your Member state/experience? Have summer 
journeys been suspended or substantially reduced? 
 

ANSWERS  

>Please see my reply to the questions of the Greens/ EFA Group on pages 9-10. We have been in close contact with several member states to 
discuss the best way to respond to these recommendations. I regret that the NCP meeting for Regulation (EC) 1/2005 could not take place at the 
end of 2020, because it would have been very useful to evaluate and draw up some best practices.  
 
> In summer 2020, various exports were rescheduled due to extremely high temperatures along the route. In addition, NVWA refused to issue 
export certificates for some long journeys after they did not pass the screening process. However, it is difficult to quantify the effect of the 
measures taken, due to the annual fluctuations in live animal exports, and the possible impact of COVID-19 in summer 2020. On the whole, we 
have not seen a significant decrease of exports, compared to other years.  
 

  

aring 3 QUESTIONS FROM ECR 

Peter 
LUNDGREN 

(ECR) 
 

Last year the Netherlands stopped giving permit for animal transports outside EU. Dutch authorities did not trust that the animals got the law 
given rest as they are entitled to. 
Ms Carola Schouten, Dutch Minister of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality pointed out that if animals are transported long distance and 
cannot get a proper rest they shall not be exported at all. I fully agree about that statement and all European countries should have that policy. 
I have been a lorry driver for 30 years so I know how tiring long distance transports are and that how important having a rest is, but also to 
leave the truck to stretch your legs, get some fresh air and get something to eat. Then imagine how hard long distance transports must be for 
the poor animals. 
 

 
4 Court of Justice ruling in Case C-424/13 
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What is your point of view of working for to not have any long transports at all inside EU? Shorter transports and more local slaughterhouses 
are not only caring about the wellbeing of the animals. It also gives higher quality of the meat. 
 
 

ANSWERS My aim to reduce animal transports in terms of absolute numbers and journey times. Indeed, animals should preferably be slaughtered locally. It 
is more animal friendly, and more environmentally friendly to slaughter locally and transport the meat or carcasses instead.  

The EU internal market, regional differences in labour and inspection costs and (possibly related) regional specialisation have resulted in long-
distance trade in live animals over long distances, such as Dutch piglets to Spain, young unweaned calves from the Baltic region and Ireland to 
the Netherlands, laying hens to slaughterhouses in Poland, pregnant heifers to the Russian Federation, etc. Only an explicit EU ban on long 
journeys for live animals will effectively reverse or stop this.  

 

Hearing 3 QUESTIONS FROM THE LEFT 

QUESTIONS 
 

• EU-level ban of live animals exports 

1) Since 26 May 2020, the Netherlands suspended all export transports that would require a 24-hour rest for the animals outside the EU as 
compliance with the resting intervals cannot be guaranteed in the non-EU part of the journey. This is a step forward, but do you agree that this 
needs to become reality on the EU-level since animals are still being exported now via other countries. In the context of Dutch temporary 
suspension, what is your opinion on an EU-level ban of live animals exports?  
 
2) What kind of opposition do you find in the Council vis a vis an EU-level ban of live animals exports? 
 

• Transport of unweaned animals in the EU  

3) Would you agree that it is impossible to transport unweaned calves in conditions guaranteeing their welfare and with a strict enforcement of 
Regulation (EC) 1/2005?  
 
4) Experience shows that for transport organisers and transporters economic arguments and profit play more important role than welfare of 
transported animals. For instance, the Dutch veal sector alone imports around 800,000 calves annually for rearing purposes, many of those 
through the long distance transport. In your opinion what are the necessary steps to end the long distance transport of unweaned animals in 
the EU? What should be an argument to convince other Member states in the Council in favour of such scenario? 
 

• Export of live animals for slaughter 

5) The Netherlands does not approve of its animals being exported for slaughter outside of the EU, however it continues to export cattle to 
other EU countries where the animals are allowed to be exported from the EU for slaughter, in many cases to the countries where the handling 
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of animals and the slaughter methods would be classified as cruel to animals under EU law. 
In your opinion, do you think if the EU law cannot be enforced in third countries (not only in transport, but also in cases of slaughter), the export 
of live animals from the EU should be stopped? 
 

• More specific rules on sanctions on the protection of animals in transport in the EU 

6) Commission has failed to efficiently protect animals in transport and safeguard consistent conditions for the involved parties in all Member 
states. Would you agree that Regulation (EC) 1/2005 on animal transport must become more specific to avoid vague interpretations and 
differences between Member states (weaning age, temperature requirements, loading conditions, means of transport, etc)?  
 
7) In your experience, what are the main breaches of the Regulation (EC) 1/2005 revealed by controls on long distance transport?  
 
8) Regulation (EC) 1/2005 says that fines imposed should be effective, proportionate, and dissuasive, but system of penalties proves to be 
ineffective and Regulation is regularly breached also within the EU. Do you know if some member states have better practices than others 
regarding the sanctions applied?  
 
9) Would you agree that more inspectors are needed, both veterinary and road police? In your opinion, how situation could be improved here? 
 
10) Don’t you think we should ask for an EU-wide harmonization of the sanctions? 
 

• Revision of Regulation (EC) 1/2005   

11) Together with Germany and Denmark, the Netherlands has called upon the European Commission to revise the transport legislation. In your 
joint statement you highlighted, among other points, that a maximum transport time of 8 hours is legitimate; the allometric principle should be 
used to calculate maximum loading densities; it is necessary to define rules for poultry transports to avoid suffocation of animals and allow 
them to sit in a natural position; the necessity to harmonize trainings for drivers and other persons involved in the transport of life animals. 
 
Could you please describe what steps your government has undertaken so far to address these points at a national level?  
 

ANSWERS EU-level ban of live animals exports 
1) I agree that an harmonised EU approach is needed with regard to resting places outside the EU and much effort has been undertaken by 
various member states to achieve a common position. Unfortunately, we have not succeeded. It would help greatly if the European Commission 
would provide clear guidance as regards the practical and legal implications of the Zuchtvieh ruling5. I also want to address my concerns about 
animal welfare standards in countries outside the EU. Exporting EU member states should be more aware of kind of life the animals will have 

 
5 Court of Justice ruling in Case C-424/13 
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after they are transported there. Also breeding animals will, at the end of production, be traded at local markets and, finally, slaughtered in 
local slaughterhouses. (please see recent NGO reports and videos) 
 
2) A proposal for an EU-level ban of live animals exports has not yet been discussed in the Council.  
 
Transport of unweaned animals in the EU  
3) This committee has heard experts in this matter. There is growing evidence that unweaned calves cannot be transported on long journeys if 
the rules of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 are strictly followed and enforced.  
Dutch authorities require the use of adapted drinking systems in trucks for long journeys (>8 hours) of young calves, using flexible rubber 
drinkers. It is widely known and agreed that the systems which are commonly used in these trucks (metal bite nipples) are not suitable for 
young calves. They need to suckle and cannot drink from metal bite nipples. Unfortunately, this ‘Dutch’ solution of flexible rubber drinkers has 
not been widely implemented in other member states and there are growing concerns that they are not the ideal solution after all. Certain 
experts claim that they are harmful for the animals due to the use of over-pressure (the impossibility to perform suckling behaviour) and the 
fact that these young calves should not receive cold water, but rather need warm milk(replacer). The Dutch government is co-financing research 
on the suitability of drinking systems including the use of flexible rubber drinkers for calves. This research is still ongoing. 
 
4) The Netherlands is indeed a major player when it comes to importing young unweaned calves. Last year, I clearly told the Dutch veal industry 
that they should strongly reduce, and ultimately stop all long-distance imports of calves in connection with my concerns about the welfare of 
these vulnerable young animals during long journeys. The Dutch veal industry should not be dependent on these imports. The number of 
imported veal calves from dairy farms more that an eight hour journey away is decreasing. 
On the grounds of animal welfare and the specific needs of unweaned calves, I am calling for a maximum journey time of 8 hours for these 
animals. According to various experts, some of whom have been heard by this committee, the long-distance transport of unweaned calves 
cannot continue under the current provisions of Regulation (EU) 1/2005, because the animals must be fed after nine hours transport. 
Considering that the animals will need to be unloaded at a suitable place (in compliance with all relevant EU rules) in order to feed them and 
that they need to rest after feeding, it is expected that such transports will no longer be feasible or profitable.  
 
Exports of live animals for slaughter 
5) In response to the question if the export of live animals from the EU should be stopped if the EU law cannot be enforced in third countries 
(not only in transport, but also in cases of slaughter), my reply is that we should certainly start a discussion on this. Please see my answers to 
previous questions about this issue.  
 
More specific rules on sanctions on the protection of animals in transport in the EU 
6) I agree that Regulation (EC) 1/2005 on animal transport must become more specific to avoid vague interpretations and differences between 
member states (please see examples of unclear wording on page 11).  
7) In the experience of the NVWA, the main breaches of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 revealed by controls on long-distance animal transports (>8 
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hour) are:  
- non-compliance with the transport- and resting intervals  
- not returning journey logs 
- not milking lactating animals at 12-hour intervals 
- not submitting SNS data/ temperature recordings if requested to do so 
- transporting unweaned calves in vehicles without suitable drinking systems.  

 
8) There are indeed some member states with better practices than others. For example those where a transport which is in violation of 
Regulation (EC) 1/2005 may not continue until the fine is immediately collected. In my view, the NVWA’s system of ‘specific intervention 
policies’ for each domain is a good practice because it ensures uniform interventions according to a transparent system, and the fines are in 
general quite high (€1,500) and doubled with repeated violations of the same provision.  
 
9) I agree that more official veterinarians and inspectors for road checks are needed. In the Netherlands, as in many EU member states, there is 
a general shortage of veterinarians. I am in favour of investigating how inspectors, after comprehensive training, could carry out veterinary 
inspection tasks under supervision of an official veterinarian.  
 
10) I believe it is important that all member states take responsibility for enforcing Regulation (EC) 1/2005 by imposing effective, proportionate 
and dissuasive sanctions in the event of violations. Currently, we see that a certain offence could lead to €1,500 fine in the Netherlands, and not 
even get a warning elsewhere.  
 
Revision of Regulation (EC) 1/2005   
11) with regard to my government’s actions so far to address some particular issues that were mentioned in a joint statement with Germany 
and Denmark, I wish to highlight the following:  

- Maximum transport time of 8 hours; we cannot enforce this under current EU legislation.  

- Use of an allometric equation to calculate maximum loading density; please see my reply to a previous question from the Greens/EFA 

Group on page 11. Unfortunately, the Dutch efforts to implement an allometric equation for space allowances for cattle and pigs were 

unsuccessful.  

- Poultry transports and problems with ventilation, especially in the centre of the conveyance: NVWA official veterinarians in poultry 

slaughterhouses are particularly alert to the number of animals that are dead or injured on arrival, as well as any signs of heat stress or 

cold stress.  

- Training courses for drivers and attendants: please see my detailed answer to a previous question by Isabel CARVALHAIS (S&D) on pages 

2-3. 

 


