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According to a study conducted by Animals International, in September 2018, Romania was, in 2017, the biggest sheep exporter, yet the local
market cannot absorb the meat volumes in case of a ban of live animals’ exports. What is more, the sector is not backed up by a mature cold
chain, a wide network of slaughterhouses or a boost in consumers’ demand.
On top of that, the study outlined that third countries usually impose very high custom tariff rates for processed, refrigerated and frozen meat
and no such taxes for live animals. In this regard, where could Romanian farmers identify new markets to sell their products under the current
challenging trade circumstances? What would be the impact in the long run on the Romanian sector until such emerging markets can be
identified?

ANSWERS Thank you very much Mrs. Carmen Avram for these particularly good questions.
Romania’s livestock includes 12 million sheep and goat annually. Except Easter time, the country is not a traditional consumer of meat from these
species. The main reason why the country has so many animals is the export opportunity at an incredibly low price supported by EU subsidies for
grazing the pastures. Romania has become the world leader on sheep and goat and number 2 EU exporter to 3rd countries on bovine. I must add
here the fact that there is no environmental impact assessment performed to show the support capacity of the Romanian ecosystems for the
existing livestock but the soil erosion due to overgrazing is visible in all areas where sheep, goats and cattle are present. This largely includes
Natura 2000 sites.

According to the study produced by the economic analyst, Mr. Claudiu Cazacu, Romania could earn 5311 new direct jobs and 46,26 million euros
(excluding side businesses) when replacing live export with boxed meat during when the transition would last 4 years. The study is available also
in Romanian language here:
RO: https://secure.animalsaustralia.org/documents/aamedia/21608_Raport_economic_%E2%80%93_export_animale_vii_(2018).pdf
EN:https://secure.animalsaustralia.org/documents/aamedia/75145_2018_ROMANIA_Economic-on-the-impact-of-replacement-of-live-
exports.pdf

According to the information I have received from slaughterhouse owners and Romalimenta (largest food association), Romania has already in
place unused slaughter capacity that is sufficient to immediately replace live export with frozen or refrigerated meat.
Furthermore, all 3rd countries importing live animals from Romania, already imports boxed meat as well. Therefore, sending boxed meat is neither
an offer issue for Romanian farmers, nor a demand issue for the importing countries. As a matter of fact, the resilience and food security for
importing countries could largely benefit from switching to boxed meat. Bahrain, for example, has completely replaced import of live animals with

https://secure.animalsaustralia.org/documents/aamedia/21608_Raport_economic_%E2%80%93_export_animale_vii_(2018).pdf
https://secure.animalsaustralia.org/documents/aamedia/75145_2018_ROMANIA_Economic-on-the-impact-of-replacement-of-live-exports.pdf
https://secure.animalsaustralia.org/documents/aamedia/75145_2018_ROMANIA_Economic-on-the-impact-of-replacement-of-live-exports.pdf
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boxed meat. As a person who has spent much time in the importing countries, I can assure you that food security and price are the biggest concerns
there, while from a cultural and religious point of view they completely trust meat from animals slaughtered in the EU that fulfill both, halal and
EU slaughter laws. It is truly little known by most people that halal does not forbid stunning before slaughter. In many cases the stunning is not
performed due to lack of care and to reduce the price of the meat. There are halal certification experts in almost all big cities of Europe. A growing
number of 3rd countries have started to perform stunning before slaughter, except Israel is the only country that does not accept stunning before
slaughter as kosher requirements specifically forbid this practice.

Maria NOICHL
(S&D)

1) What practices did you observe in third countries that are illegal in the EU?
2) When animals are transported by sea, no mandatory breaks apply by law, regardless of the very long duration of such journeys. In your
professional experience, is it possible for animals to rest during transports via ship?

ANSWERS Dear Mrs. Noichl, thank you for your questions. To your first question. Nothing that I have seen in 3rd countries would be legal anywhere in the EU,
from the moment of the arrival of the animals until their death. My formal statement prepared for the hearing refers to these practices already.
Therefore, I will just list here the key aspects that are most concerning.

Regarding the trucks used for further transport to their destinations once the animals arrive by sea in 3rd countries ports: These trucks are not
suitable for animal transport. They are usually trucks meant to transport construction materials such as sand and stones. And when they are
designed for animals then the vehicles have often no roof and no species appropriate structures. Animals can easily suffer injuries due to the bad
structures and from heat stress.

Regarding handling and the slaughter of EU animals in 3rd countries, I wish to inform you that most countries have no laws to protect animals.
Therefore, there are no bad practices that are banned. The only means to protect the animals could be the OIE minimum requirements and the
religious one. Both are largely disregarded. Animals are being killed in all sort of places: in improvised slaughterhouses, on the streets, in animal
markets or even taken home in a car boot. In most cases, animals are being handled by workers that are untrained and improperly equipped. This
results in prolonged death while multiple throat cuts are applied instead of one as religious requirement demands – all this while fully conscious.
Animals can see each other when they are being killed and smell each other’s blood. They suffer from fear, often from thirst and hunger before the
final cut. They are brutally restrained with ropes to immobilize them, often hoisted by one leg. Depending on a country to another, I have observed,
especially for cattle, that workers try to handle the animals by grabbing their eye sockets, stabbing their eyes, and slashing their tendons to easier
cut their throats. If available, restraining devices (such as trip-floor or rotation boxes) are inappropriately used multiplying distress and suffering.

To your second question. I must say that I am astonished that sea transport is interpreted as resting time in Reg 1/2005. Animals can never rest on
the sea, a totally new and unusual environment for them where all previous group hierarchy is lost. It is common they do not drink or feed due to
stress. On top of this. The density of animals on a ship is so high that it can’t be ensured that all of them have access to feed and water during the
entire journey. Even if a vet would accompany the animals it can’t be guaranteed that all animals can be reached if needing medical attention. In
many cases animals in need are not observed until the ship has reached destination and living animals have been unloaded leaving the dead and
dying ones on decks. If this is resting time, then why animals do die on all journeys? Would the very same animals die if they would have stayed on
their farm of origin? Livestock carriers are not 5 stars cruisers, Mrs. Noichl. It is clearly a major error of the transport regulation to consider sea
journeys as resting time. In all definitions of the world: a vehicle, an airplane, a ship or a train are considered means of transport. You may sleep, as
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a passenger, in all those but you are still being transported. I have no idea how the EU Commission has ever come to this profoundly wrong definition
back in 2005 but it is about time to correct this, in my opinion.
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QUESTIONS Waiting times at Bulgarian-Turkish border

Animals often have to wait, confined in stationary vehicles, for hours “at least six hours in the vehicles just to cross the border” (DG SANTE 6834).
Moreover, if Turkish authorities have a problem with a transporter, animals will be subject to unnecessary suffering by staying even longer
periods in the vehicles. This unnecessary suffering is aggravated whenever the shortcomings take more than a few hours to be addressed.
Sometimes, the journey log do not even include the waiting times at the border.

Veterinary authority at the border indicated that around 30% of all consignments received present shortcomings during the first inspection. The
process of addressing these shortcomings adds to the time animals have to spend at the border on board stationary vehicles.

1. How are waiting times currently estimated and accounted for in journey logs?
2. How could more realistic waiting times be estimated in the journey log? Is this possible?
3. What are the main causes of delay and which realistic solutions could be taken to decrease these waiting times?

ANSWERS 1. Following the FVO report several Member States started to calculate 6 hours for the border crossing.

2. Evidence from Animal Welfare Foundation (AWF), our partner organisation and member of Eurogroup for Animals confirm that waiting
times at the BG border and at TR border are unpredictable. Especially at the TR terminal waiting times can be between 3 hours and up to several
days. One consignment was stuck for 11 days during summer with dying the animals onboard. In our opinion there are still no emergency plans
to guarantee welfare issues, if problems occur.

3. According to findings of AWF a delay at the BG border occurs due to traffic jams and missing priority lane for livestock (priority lane is
existing, but not working in practise). Delays at the TR border can be caused by various reasons. We as NGOs only have limited access to official
paperwork listing the exact cause of delay each time. From AWF work in the field we know that some of the reasons are deficient paperwork,
unpaid import duties or because consignments do not meet Turkey’s import requirements regarding animal health issues, the date of
insemination, the weight of cattle or the gender of sheep. Other reasons are: list of ear tags does not correspond with the animals on board the
truck, more animals loaded than indicated in documents, inaccuracies regarding the age or gender of all the animals on board in order to avoid
import taxes, etc.

QUESTIONS High temperatures and exports

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.

Almost all vehicles used for transporting animals inside and outside the Union do not have air cooling systems, and in any case these coolings
systems are ineffectual.

QUESTIONS FROM GREENS/EFA
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DG (SANTE) 6834 - Health Report on Welfare of animals exported by route states that  “high temperatures are the main cause of animal welfare
problems during journeys. Problems arise during hot days during the summer.” On 5 June 2020 the Commission wrote to the MS suggesting they
strongly encourage transporters “to suspend or substantially reduce the transport of animals over long journeys during summer time”.

1. Have you witnessed any changes in patterns of summer animal transports?
2. Have summer journeys been suspended or substantially reduced? Is there any data available regarding such suspensions or reductions?

Do you believe the Commission suggestion is enough to curb transport in extreme temperatures?

ANSWERS 1. Following the FVO and NGO reports some Member States took action. For e.g. Hungary implemented a transport ban during the hottest
period of the year, but in regards of transports with the destination Turkey, the Netherlands do not approve long journeys when outside
temperatures are exceeding 35 degrees, the German minister asked the federal states to not approve long journeys if temperatures are
exceeding 30 degrees, Austria the same. Other Member States did not take any measures at all and some even became a transhipment centre
for EU animals during summer.  There is no uniform enforcement.

2. At the Turkish border for sure the trade was reduced during summer month, because there is a focus at this border due to NGO reports.
Nevertheless, our partners from Animal Welfare Foundation can confirm that the trade to Third Countries continued during the hot periods of
the year and we observed the EU ports being busy with livestock trade. Journeys involving sea transport have been approved even though the
temperatures at destination in the Third countries were above 30 °C. It should be taken into consideration that animals are transported further
after the sea transport to animal holding or slaughterhouses. The recommendation of the EU Commission is legally not binding and will not lead
to a uniform approach of Member States in regards of journey approval during extreme temperatures.

QUESTIONS Lack of facilities at Turkish border to protect the welfare of animals

The scarce availability of facilities to address the needs of the animals and the lack of facilities to unload them is a high risk to the welfare of the
animals transiting this border, in particular during the hotter periods of the year and/or when they have to be detained. This makes it almost
impossible for transporters to comply with EU rules when travelling along this route.

1. What action is taken when facilities are unavailable? Are journey logs approved nevertheless? Is the lack of facilities reported, either in
journey log or by other parties (authorities, NGOs)? Which contingency measures are required within the journey logs?
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ANSWERS 1. Only one kilometre from the Turkish border of Kapikule are several unloading facilities available to unload, feed and water animals, but
those can only be reached when the border is already crossed. If there are health or document issues the animals need to wait onboard the
truck in the Turkish terminal (no-man’s-land). Our partners from Animal Welfare Foundation (AWF) have observed and reported many incidents
where transports with animals onboard got stuck. On request hay is available and brought inside the border, but it is extremely expensive and
thus animals are not fed appropriately. The major reason for the suffering and dying of the animals are the extreme temperatures in connection
with the ammonia level in the filthy truck. AWF documented temperatures of 48 degrees inside a stationary truck with animals. The transporter
needs to have contingency plans, but they don’t help inside the border. The Turkish border inspection post should have contingency plans and
facilities to be able unload animals for these incidents. As long as there are no such contingency plans to address welfare issues at this border,
no journey logs should be approved to Turkey. The lack of infrastructure and emergency measures at the Turkish border inspection post has
been regularly reported to the involved competent authorities and the Commission. There is no real requirement that the journey log should
incorporate contingency measures, but the transporter that is undertaking a journey should have it' own contingency plan. And the competent
authority approving the transporter should have a system in place on how to verify the contingency plan that was provided by the transporter.
Per example in the Network Document on exports to third countries produced by the National Contact Points and sustained by the Commission
it is recommended that the Transporter designs a journey specific contingency plan, but since it is not legislated, and it not binding.

QUESTIONS Many livestock vessels approved are poorly designed and maintained, and have constructions posing many risks for the safety of the animals.
MS also have different criteria for granting approvals which leads to inconsistencies. Moreover, veterinary authorities and port authorities work
in an isolated way which is problematic, as their knowledge and work are complementary. Approval of transport ships for animals with EU-wide
validity is insufficient or unqualified, but also the procedures in the export ports with the accompanying change of means of transport from road
to ship transport is insufficiently coordinated and dangerous to animal welfare. Moreover, there is nobody on board of the vessel in responsible
for animal welfare

1. Which authorities are involved in the pre-loading checks of sea vessels? Which checks are carried out, and what time is taken to undertake
these checks?

2. How often are checks performed on the fitness of animals, pre-loading? How much time is accorded for this exercise? Given the high
concentration of animals, how realistic is it that the authorities on board are able to verify the welfare of every animal?

Different stakeholders call for the establishment of an EU central authority to perform inspections on and grant approvals to vessels for the
transport of live animals. A team of independent experts shall be formed as part of the EU central authority. Compulsory training should also be
provided to the crew, and it should include at least the requirements laid down in Annex IV of Council Regulation 1/2005.

3. What difficulties do you witness in checking vessels, in your role?

4. Do you support this idea of EU independent expert to carry out inspections on vessels?

5. How feasible is it to meet the requirements of Regulation 1/2005 Regulation when there are no veterinarians or not enough veterinarians,
on board of a vessel?
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6. Did you observe or handle any cases of loading of unfit animals? If yes please describe the situation?

ANSWERS 1-3. As an NGO we do not have the information on the approval team of vessels. But based on a freedom of information request submitted by
Animal Welfare Foundation (AWF) to all the Member States approving the vessels according to ART. 19 we know that the approval procedures
are very different in the Member States. While in Ireland the approval of a vessel lasts several days, there is information of countries where it
took only a few hours only. We can say that according to our and AWF’s knowledge and observations at some ports the Veterinary authority
alone is performing the preloading inspection according to art.20 and only in case of doubts the expert maritime authority is called for assistance.
The veterinary inspector is not an expert on the technical requirements, he can miss any important clues that could indicate the failure in the
technical requirements. We do not know for how long the inspections are done according to Art. 20 in all the Member States due to this
information is not public. Nevertheless, based on a freedom of information requests submitted by AWF to some of the Member States, we know
that the times for the inspections are very different between the Member States. Also, we know that exists a huge difference between the vessel
approvals costs, from around 5€ fees in some countries (HR), 600 € fees in others (Spain) and even 10,000€ in others (Ireland). Again, this makes
evidence the clear non-harmonized system in relation to certificate approvals.

Additional I made the experience that in some cases local police protects trading companies and corrupted veterinarians. Together they tried to
prevent evidence of wrong doings to disappear. Without exception, police, harbour master, trading companies, transporters and veterinarians
have ZERO transparency. I have tried in multiple occasions to observe handling of animals in harbours but on all occasions my presence was
denied. While in France and Spain, the authorities were at least polite, in Slovenia, Croatia and Romania they were either aggressive and abusive
or they tried to destroy the evidence I have obtained. This was the case in Croatia and Romania. In Croatia, the workers of the transport company
have even thrown with stones at me trying to hurt me and destroy my equipment. I was taken to the police station in Rasa, Croatia and kept
against my will with no breech of the law at all and the police officer tried for a long time to get all filmed evidence erased. In Romania, after the
trading company and the official veterinarian pushed me away from a filming range, then the local police blocked the public road and search my
vehicle for quite a long time as a form of intimidation in my perception.

1. For example, this summer 2020 together with our partners Animal Welfare Foundation, during investigations in the port of Cartagena
(Spain) our teams documented animals that should have been considered unfit for long-distance transport by veterinary authorities but were
loaded on the vessel. One of the reasons of this failure are working hours of competent authorities and absence of veterinary officers in the Port
during loading. We proved yet again that monitoring of animals does not exist in practice, and Cartagena port veterinary authorities are
understaffed. We saw that animals are declared unfit only when an official authority is present. After the loading, official vets should also inspect
all pens on the vessel to verify if any unfit animals have been loaded by mistake. In such case, the unfit animal should be emergency slaughtered
or euthanized on the vessel. To ensure the constant monitoring of animal welfare, veterinary care should be available at all times. In their official
reply to point 11 of FVO audit (DG(SANTE) 2018-6446) of 25 January34, Spanish authorities affirmed that animals are not always checked, as
according to them the port personnel have the necessary knowledge to identify if an animal is fit or not. Investigations by Animal Welfare
Foundation in 2018 and 2020 proved yet again that port personnel fail to detect unfit animals and we have shown that still there are no facilities
to properly inspect and rest the animals. The presence of an official veterinarian is necessary to inspect all loaded animals according to the
regulation, but currently, it is impossible for official veterinarians to detect and isolate some of the unfit animals with such huge groups of
animals and speed of loading, especially in case of sheep. All vessels are transporting thousands of animals with biggest one being able to



Page 8 of 18

transport some 70.000 sheep at once. With all the good will of an army of well-trained veterinarians there is no physical time to inspect all
animals properly. This is also especially difficult if the veterinarian/ inspector can only see one side of the animal. Even though the facilities allow
the selection of an unfit animal through doors in the gangway, there is every chance that sick and unfit animals are loaded on to vessels and
transported over multiple days to their destination.

Had a compulsory 24-hour rest of animals in the Ports´ stables been introduced, competent authorities would have more time for a thorough
individual inspection of animals and all transport related requirements. In an ideal situation they should have a comprehensive checklist of
diseases and symptoms of animals to deny their loading. But this does not exist within the current legal framework. We have prepared such a
checklist together with a veterinarian who have been on board of vessel for dozens of sea journeys and who knows and understands the
practicalities of such transports. We can share the preloading checklist and the templates for the daily sea journey and final report up on arrival
at destination with you if you should have interest.

4. It could be a step forward. I believe that a rotation of these experts is particularly important to prevent forming friendships. I imagine
they could prevent tens of vessels from leaving for a lot of reasons: deliberate overloading, incompliance of vessels (structures), incompliance
due to heat stress (temperatures outside the allowed range during parts or entire road + sea journeys), incompliance with EU slaughter legislation
in destination countries etc.

5. Reg 1/2005 cannot be respected without an independent veterinarian on board. We have prepared a legal opinion in this regard and we
can share it with you if you wish. The fact this does not happen for the vast majority of the sea journeys is a fault by the EU Commission. But if
the construction of the vessels and the technical requirements are faulty also the vet cannot help in improving the welfare of the animals on
board of the vessel.

6. Yes, I have. It happens regularly. It is those animals who simply no longer react to electric prods when they are applied for several seconds
in a row for multiple times by one worker, while another is turning and spinning the tail of the cattle to force the animal to climb the ramp. And
this is not when animals are stubborn or afraid of these unknown environments but simply exhausted or ill or injured. Sometimes, the loading
ramp is blocked due to such situations causing unnecessary additional stress to all animals. I have seen workers using fresh water thrown over
the problematic animals forcing them to stand up. But I have never seen the veterinarian actually looking at the animals. In a special case, on
7th of July 2020, while I was in Cartagena, Spain observing the loading of French bulls onto the vessel named ETAB with destination Libya, I have
witnessed the following scenes.

A French bull with the ear tag number FR 63 6555 8962 was brought by a truck with Spanish license plate (E 37 27 CNB) to unload animals directly
on the vessel. The animal arrived unfit at the harbour, but workers abused their mechanical and electric prods on him for more than one hour
with the only success having the animal moved by a few meters from truck to the corridor that leads to the ramp of the vessel. But the animal
was unable to stand on his own fit. After another hour, the workers have decided to let the large bulls on the upper level of the truck to be
unloaded by stepping over the body of the fallen bull. After more attempts to load the unfit animal onto the vessel they have decided to pull the
animal by one of his legs back into the truck using a tractor. The truck left the harbour and stopped at a petrol station where the driver had lunch
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while the animal who was still alive and should have been killed on spot in the harbour, remained on the truck in full sun, without ventilation
while temperature inside the vehicle was above 35 degree Celsius.

I also must share with you the incident that occurred while I was in the Croatian port of Rasa on August 7th 2018. A large bull (unidentified ear
tag) who arrived in a truck with a German license plate, fall into the water from the loading ramp leading on the vessel named Karim Allah with
destination Lebanon. The animal was between the dock and the vessel and after a longer time he was lifted by his left front leg back on the ramp
using ropes and a crane. The animal was then pushed onto the vessel without the veterinarian who was present checking him. I observed that
the animal had a long bruise along his spinal cord. However, the veterinarian saw me and the group of people that was accompanying me and
he called the port police. The officer took us to the station and made everything possible to erase the evidence that was luckily well hidden.

The vision of both and other cases is available for you if you have interest.

QUESTIONS 1. How often do you observe that animals are transported over 30C?
2. What is your observation concerning ports?
3. How cooperative is the police and the national customs and nat. veterinarians?
4. What documentation do you have to evidence this?

ANSWERS 1. We would like to refer to evidence from our partners from Animal Welfare Foundation (AWF) who have spent 142 investigation days at
the border between Bulgaria and Turkey between 2010 and 2020. On 61 investigation days the outside temperature was higher than 30 degrees
Celsius, reaching up to 43˚C. However, for a correct statistical picture one should only take into account 79 investigation days carried out during
warm months (May - September). This gives an alarming proportion of 77% days with extreme temperature (61 of 79). On all investigation days
they documented livestock trucks exporting live animals.

Additionally, they managed to measure temperature inside some trucks (mainly on the 1st deck of the truck, while the hottest one is usually
the top one):

 On Bulgarian side of the border, we measured 29 trucks and in 79,8% of the cases the temperature inside vehicles exceeded 30˚C (reaching up
to 41˚C);

 In No Man’s Land we measured internal temperature of 45 trucks, and all but 1 had temperatures above 30˚C (reaching up to 41.5˚C)

 On Turkish side of the border, out of 116 measured trucks, in 92,3% temperature inside exceeded 30˚C (max measured: 39.4˚C)

Please note that, besides temperature, there is another very important factor that may severely impact animal welfare during hot weather,
namely the relative humidity (RH). These two values (temperature and RH) are used to calculate THI (Temperature Humidity Index) – a
measure that helps to assess the risk of heat stress and prevent major events. Even if temperature itself is not extremely high (for example
26˚), but the humidity is high (e.g. 66%), the risk of heat stress is increased. In this example THI value is almost 75, which means moderate heat
stress for livestock.
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According to AWF’s calculations, for years 2017 -2019, in case of 77.7% (21 of 27) trucks transporting cattle or sheep measured on Bulgarian
side of the border, the THI exceeded 80, which means severe heat stress for livestock. On Turkish side of the border, THI exceeded 80 in case
of 93.6% (44 of 47) of trucks measured.

During Dec.2018 and 15th of March 2019, 617 animal transports from Germany, Netherlands, Denmark, Austria, Czech Republic, Hungary,
France and Slovakia crossed the EU border in Poland to destinations in Russia, Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. 50 % of
these transports were conducted during temperatures of minus 24 degrees. Competent authorities usually approve journeys of cattle up until
minus 10 degrees outside temperatures, because temperature requirements apply for the temperature inside the vehicle and cattle are inside
the truck increase the inside temperatures.  Additionally, between 2016 and 2020 AWF’s team observed 5 transports of unweaned calves and
2 transports of lambs carried when outside temp. was below 0 (range from -1 up to -10).

These breaches are systematic and regular and Member States with lack of enforcement are used as transfer-site to continue with exports
during extreme temperatures. Also, member states act as repeat offenders in these regards. But it is most concerning that EC does not take
action even when a direct order from the Commissioner was disregarded in July 2019 when Romania sent over 66.000 sheep on Al Shuwaikh
vessel to multiple destinations in the Persian Gulf, a place that already registered 52 C in the shade that summer and where temperatures
never go below 30 C from May to September neither by day nor by night. I went to the Gulf to document the faith of the animals sent with Al
Shuwaikh that travelled for 3 weeks until its destination. This is what we found: https://animalsaustralia-media.org/uploads/festival-de-
sacrificii-2019/

2. My experience is related to the following EU exit ports: Midia (RO), Rasa (HR), Koper (SI), Sete (FR), Cartagena (ES). The key observations
documented are:

- The official veterinarian is not always present at unloading from trucks and loading onto the vessels.

- When present, he/she usually is not fulfilling duties properly. Unfit animals are also loaded onto vessels unless they collapse on the
ramps. Animals are not always euthanized at ports but brought back on trucks leaving the port.

- There are no checklists for certain weaknesses and diseases of animals to refuse their boarding. Once, in Croatia, when I was noticed by
the official veterinarian taken evidence of wrong doings, then local police came to demand destruction of the evidence. When
complaining to higher police, no action was taken as the 2 police services were family relatives.

- Port authorities (police, administrator of animal trade docks, security company, harbor master etc.) are completely untransparent.
Access to animal loading areas was never granted regardless of I followed their required, time intense procedures.

- Animal workers frequently abuse animals during unloading from trucks and loading on the vessels, regardless of animals arriving
exhausted from already long road journeys and often facing long waiting time on trucks at the harbor. Despite the use of electric prods
shall be avoided as far as possible, we regularly have witnessed their repeatedly use; for more than one second, if animals failed to
response. They were applied at heads and other sensitive body parts causing them unnecessary suffering. Furthermore, we
documented sheep being thrown and kicked from trucks, animals being beaten and dragged by their legs.

https://animalsaustralia-media.org/uploads/festival-de-sacrificii-2019/
https://animalsaustralia-media.org/uploads/festival-de-sacrificii-2019/
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- Lack of coordination among animal handlers at the trucks, those along the corridors/ramps and those who belong to the vessel crew,
often lead to blockades that result in injuries and sometimes animals escaping and running through the harbor or even falling in water.

- Bad logistics and heat stress. I have often witnessed long waiting times at the harbors with animals having to wait for several hours in
full sun. It is a common problem in all harbors. The temperature requirements of the 2005/1 regulation are often neglected with trucks
arriving at harbors when temperature is higher than 30 and even 35 degrees. Even if some countries started for the past 2-3 years to
listen to some of the EU Commission warnings prior heat waves and temporarily suspend long distance transports, many countries
don’t. In fact, it is a systemic problem that veterinarians approve journey logs without considering that not only the temperature at
starting point matters, but during the entire journey. They largely disregard the fact that temperature may be higher than 30-35
degrees on long sections of the journey. And absolutely no member state considers temperature during sea transport and further road
transport in 3rd countries until final destination. In a particular case, in Sete/France I have witnessed very intense heat stress of cattle at
28 degree Celsius too when animals were left the entire day in trucks next to the vessel. And perhaps, the most controversial case
remains the one of Al Shuwaikh, the largest vessel of all that came for the very first time in the EU, using Romanian harbor Midia in July
2019 being authorized instantly. The vessel left the harbor with more than 66.000 sheep on board to multiple destinations in Gulf states
despite the call of the EU Commission to halt the transport due to extremely high temperatures.

- Romania has not only condemned animals to terrible handling and slaughter practices – but will also exposed them to the extreme heat
on the ground in these regions. At the time of writing to the Romanian Authorities [July 2019], Kuwait has already recorded 52,2 degree
Celsius, the highest temperature in the world for year 2019. The highest ever temperature recorded in Kuwait was 54.0 °C (129.2 °F) at
Mitribah on 21 July 2016 which is the highest temperature ever reliably recorded on Earth. This extreme heat applies across the region
generally. We have evidence of the state of the animals upon arrival in the Gulf and those who died due to heat stress.

- Staying in Romania, the Queen Hind case when over 14.600 sheep perished when the vessel capsized showed there is no emergency
protocol in place for such disasters. An investigation report by the Romanian authorities is still missing but the company that brought
the vessel to shore found secret decks with extra animals on board.

- Unfortunately, neither police, nor the national customs and harbour or national veterinarians cooperate to improve the situation. They
lack transparency.

3. From my experience the cooperation of competent authorities is different amongst the member states, but in some member states there
is a good collaboration. Our partners from the Animal Welfare Foundation e.g., are offering trainings for the competent authorities on how to
inspect the live animals transports according to Regulation 1/2005. They also offer this training to the police inspectors, traffic inspectors and
veterinary authorities. Some member states are very pleased and in those countries AWF is assisting them while they are performing their official
controls and in other member states the level of cooperation is much lower. It all depends on the member states.

QUESTIONS 1. What steps are taken by the EU Commission and MS to ensure that the EU regulations on transport and slaughter are respected in third
countries?
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ANSWERS Neither the Commission, not the MS are taking clear steps to ensure that the EU regulations on transport and slaughter are respected in third
countries. Third countries have no laws to protect animals and there is no system in place to monitor animal welfare once animals leave the EU.
Worldwide there is only one existing system to control that animal welfare laws from the exporting country are respected in the importing
countries which is the Exporter Supply Chain Assurance System (ESCAS), designed by the Australian Government. It is a complex monitoring
system that lays the liability with the exporter, stipulates that a veterinarian is accompanying animals on each sea transport, that all ships are
at the highest standards for animal welfare, making sure that all animals will be slaughtered only in approved facilities that respects the
Australian laws, including stunning prior throat cut. You can find more official information about ESCAS here:

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/export/controlled-goods/live-animals/livestock/information-exporters-industry/escas/escas-report
But despite putting such systems in place animal welfare can’t be guaranteed due to inherent risks of sea journeys. Even Australia’s ESCAS
could not prevent animals from being cooked alive: https://animalsaustralia-media.org/uploads/live-sheep-export-AI/

QUESTIONS Use of facilities in harbours.

Several harbours have built infrastructures such as stables for animals to be able to rest before being loaded on trucks. But observers point out
that those stables are rarely used. Animals are sometimes staying for several hours in trucks, sometimes with high temperatures before being
loaded into the transport vessel.

1. Have you witnessed this, and for what reasons do you attribute this?
2. Who are the people in charge of loading animals? Which kind of training do they receive? How often is a veterinary present to assist the

operations? Are there checks regarding how much space each animal has?

ANSWERS 1. Yes, I have witnessed this in all harbours that I have visited.
In the Romanian harbour, Midia, there are 5 stables but to my experience just 1 is used and this happens in a very few days of the year. Midia
is EU busiest harbour for livestock with over 200 vessels leaving the shore loaded with over 2 million sheep and cattle each year.

In Croatian harbour, Rasa, there is just one stable where animals stay when the vessel is late a few days. Otherwise, animals are unloaded from
trucks directly onto the vessels.

In French harbour, Sete, an exit point that I have visited each year starting 2016, there is a stable that has been moved from a dock to another.
I have seen this stable being used only once in an extraordinary situation in June 2018, the month with most hours of sun. 15.6.2018 was a day
without any clouds on the sky and something went wrong with loading from trucks onto the vessel named at that date Falconia (today named
Dragon) as soon as the loading of the vessel started. The animals could not climb the ramp and after a good hour of abusing their mechanical
and electric tools, the animal handlers stopped the loading for the rest of the day. There were some animals waiting in the trucks for at least
15 hours over the night and then in full sun showing signs of heat stress (even if the temperature was 28°C) before loading on the vessel
presumed.

In the Spanish harbour, Cartagena, there are no stables at all. Trucks are queueing for many hours when they arrive during the siesta brake of
the harbour workers (including those who measure the weight of the trucks fully loaded with animals). Then the trucks await on the dock, next

https://animalsaustralia-media.org/uploads/live-sheep-export-AI/
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to the vessel. There is a space there for just 10 trucks to park under a black flat roofed carport made of partially transparent plastic material
that collects additional heat, adding more heat stress to animals awaiting inside trucks.

The reason of the waiting times of the animal trucks onboard the trucks is insufficient coordination of the transports arriving to the port. The
coordination of the transports should be done by the organizer, but the problem is that each animal consignment transported by road has its
own organizer and all this organizers per. Ex. If there are 50 trucks going to load animal on a single vessel there could be 50 organizers, so a
need of an overall organizer that would coordinate the time of arrival of the trucks to the port should be established. The second reason is the
faulty contingency plan of the competent authorities in the port. The competent authorities should as well as the transporter have a
contingency plan on how to deal in situation when this happens. That is why it is so important to have stables in the ports and a procedure in
place on how to resolve this situation. The waiting of the animals inside the trucks parked inside the port should be an emergency situation
and not a standard operating procedure as it is now in some of the ports.

My other assumption is that trading companies are looking at cost reduction and getting the animals as fast as possible to their destination.
Keeping animals in harbour stables means paying animal handlers and the space for more days. There are additional costs with water, feed
and medical care as well for each extra day the animals spend in a harbour stable.

2. In charge of loading of the animals are two groups of people. The personal of the port and in the case the port has stables registered as
assembly stable these people are called keepers and need to have training according to Art. 9. The keepers handle the animals from the road
transport vehicle to the stable and then to the vessel or directly from the road transport vehicle to the vessel. Inside the vessel the stable crew
is in charge. The welfare of the animal is very dependent on the knowledge of the stable crew that also should be trained according to the
requirements of the Regulation. The Regulation requires that the transporter allows the handling of the animals just to trained personal
consequently the crew is the personnel from the transporter that is handling the animals. Also, article 3 of the Regulation demands that the
animals should be handled by experienced personal.

Before the loading of a vessel a plan of loading needs to be presented and approved by the official veterinarian in charge. In the approval
procedure also the surface area for the animals should be checked. But for example, this summer 2020 together with our partners from
Animal Welfare Foundation, during investigations in the port of Cartagena (Spain) our teams documented cases of non-properly calculation of
loading densities in advance by competent authorities, and due to overloading they needed to correct the mistake, unloading the animals
(previously loaded into the vessel) and send them again to the farms. This is a serious problem from the welfare point of view (adding
unnecessary stress to the animals), but also a serious sanitary concern, as such animals are re-imported to an EU territory from a vessel that
does not guarantee proper disinfection.
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QUESTIONS FROM THE LEFT

QUESTIONS Export of animals to third countries

Export transports of animals to non-EU countries regularly violate EU law with EU animal welfare requirements regularly being ignored and thus
causing enormous suffering to the animals. However, veterinary authorities still approve animal transports despite unrealistic route planning,
incomplete journey logs and transport conditions contrary to animal welfare.

1. In your opinion, how full enforcement of the Regulation could be ensured outside of the EU?

2. How is it possible that those responsible for such illegal transports, both economic operators and authority representatives, have been
able to operate in this way for years and still continue to do so, apparently without any consequences?

EU-level ban of live animals export

Under Regulation (EC) 1/2005 no animals should travel for more than eight hours without being rested. However, violations occur on
regular basis, especially when transporting animals outside EU to the third countries. Practice has shown that outside the EU there is no
real control system enforcing EU legislation.

3. How can the EU ensure that current rules are enforced?

4. What do you think of the complete ban of live animal transports outside of the EU?

Alternatives to export of live animals

5. Do you agree that export of live animals to third countries must be replaced by carcass trade, as it remains impossible to guarantee that
the Regulation (EC) 1/2005 is fully enforced outside the EU (including EU law on slaughter and stunning which also cannot be enforced
in third countries)?

6. Would it be feasible for the EU to export outside its territories frozen meat coming from animals slaughtered in the EU with reversible
stunning, of live animals?

7. In your views, are there immediate measures the EU could put in place to prevent that EU animals slaughtered in third countries will
face horrible and cruel killing conditions?

European Parliament in the 2019 implementation report called on the Commission to develop a strategy to ensure a shift from live animal
transport to a mainly meat-and-carcass and germinal products trade, given the environmental and animal welfare and health impacts of live
animal transport.

8. What should be in your opinion main points and priorities in such strategy?
Loading practices on vessels
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9. In your experience, do the animals usually have to wait a lot before loading on the vessels? If so, do you know what is the cause and is
there always a place for them to rest according to Regulation (EC) 1/2005? Otherwise, what could be done about it?

10. Some NGOs claim that most of the time, the place of destination indicated on the journey logs of the trucks having to load animals onto
a cargo ship bound for third countries is the port of exit from the EU and not the place of unloading in third countries. Do you agree
with this statement? If so, what are the consequences for the animals, and what would you recommend to solve this problem?

11. In your opinion, do the competent authorities of member states have the necessary technical training to issue approvals to livestock
vessels and inspect them before loading to authorize or not their departure? If not, what should be done?

Veterinary controls

12. In your experience, is there always an official veterinarian present during loading of animals in the trucks/vessels? If not, wouldn’t it be
a good way to prevent infractions like too much density, lack of headspace, lack of adequate watering system, mistreatment during
loading, etc.?

13. Do you think it would be possible, economically speaking and regarding human resources, to make controls during loading mandatory?

ANSWERS Export of animals to third countries

1. There is no law enforcement outside the EU. Neither the Commission, not the MS are taking clear steps to ensure that the EU regulations on
transport and slaughter are respected in third countries. Third countries have no laws to protect animals and there is no system in place to
monitor animal welfare once animals leave EU. Without a traceability and transparency system to monitor animal welfare until destination
there is no way for economic operators and authority representatives to comply with EU transport and slaughter laws.

2. There is a clear lack of controls and EU harmonized sanctions that should be strong enough to prevent such exports.

EU-level ban of live animals exports

Under Regulation (EC) 1/2005 no animals should travel for more than eight hours without being rested. However, violations occur on regular
basis, especially when transporting animals outside EU to the third countries. Practice has shown that outside the EU there is no real control
system enforcing EU legislation.

3. The EU has currently no means to ensure that current rules are enforced.
4. I believe that a complete shift to export of boxed meat is possible without market disruptions when made gradually over 4 years. It

seems there is enough slaughter capacity in EU to deal with this and there are sufficient experts to certify that EU slaughtered animals
comply with both, EU laws and Muslim requirements. Stunning before slaughter is accepted in Halal but simply not known to many. All
countries that import live animals already import meat as well. Bahrain was the first country in the Middle East to completely switch to
import just meat and no more live animals. As destination countries are investing in freezing capacity, the full shift to meat of trade will
become barrier-free.
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Alternatives to export of live animals

5. I completely agree with this solution. This would cancel the unnecessary suffering of the animals. At the same time will keep more jobs
and money in the EU while reducing the risk of spreading diseases.

6. I believe that it would be feasible for the EU to export frozen and refrigerated meat coming from animals slaughtered in the EU with
reversible stunning to countries that follows halal requirements. This would not be possible for countries where the kosher
requirements must be met.

7. I think that the EU can and should put in place immediate measures to increase transparency and traceability until a complete shift to
meat trade will be in place. The EU can follow the only system that exists in the World that is currently able to partially control that
animal welfare laws from the exporting country are respected in the importing countries is ESCAS, designed by the Australian
Government. It is a complex monitoring system that includes laying the liability with the exporter, having a veterinarian on each sea
transport of live animals, that all ships are at the highest standards for animal welfare, making sure that all animals will be slaughtered
only in approved facilities that respects the Australian laws, including stunning prior throat cut. You can find more official information
about ESCAS here: https://www.agriculture.gov.au/export/controlled-goods/live-animals/livestock/information-exporters-
industry/escas/escas-report

On top of this, I strongly believe (and already proposed this idea to the EU Commission in March 2019, with no answer to date) to
launch the “Animal Inspector” app. This app should enable the public to access information about all animals transported on EU roads
and help authorities to apply the law when needed. The information could be accessed by simply introducing the license plate of the
truck into the app that will confirm if it is a legal or illegal animal transport (in case there is a truck with no journey log). If it is legal then
the app should provide all information that is of public interest (species of animals transported, the number of animals, their total
weight, the starting point, the route and the destination). For authorities (police, veterinary authorities etc) there should be available
also all the private data about the vehicle, animal owners etc.

8. The main points and priorities in my opinion should be:

- Assessment of current slaughter capacity in the EU
- Assessment of current Halal and Kosher certification capacity in the EU
- Assessment of freezing capacity in 3rd countries
- Do not increase slaughter capacity in the EU but help 3rd countries building up own herds by providing them with genetic material. EU
could export feed grown in a sustainable manner when 3rd countries have no chance to produce own feed

Loading practices on vessels

9. Yes, they do have to wait for many hours for various reasons. Long journeys can come with delays on the road and lack of
synchronization with harbour workers. Many of the dozens of trucks that supply a vessel can arrive either in a short period of time and
workers cannot handle it or simply the opposite and getting the workers outside their working hours. Sometime, drivers try to chat by

https://www.agriculture.gov.au/export/controlled-goods/live-animals/livestock/information-exporters-industry/escas/escas-report
https://www.agriculture.gov.au/export/controlled-goods/live-animals/livestock/information-exporters-industry/escas/escas-report
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gathering in a hide close to harbour and wait there to regroup and allow one truck to make it to the harbour each 30 minutes (the
average time needed to unload a truck).

10. I believe all these journey logs are illegal. The destination is beyond EU boarders. I suggest the immediate implementation of the
suggestion I made at answer to your question no.7.

11. I am not sure that the competent authorities of member states have the necessary technical training to issue approvals to livestock
vessels and inspect them before loading to authorize or not their departure. The audits of the EU Commission can be interpreted that
the authorities do not have neither the necessary training nor the will. But there are still no changes and no necessary infringements
from the EU against any MS. This soft approach from the EU Commission is not encouraging at all.

12. The veterinary competent authorities certainly cannot have enough knowledge on how to inspect the technical requirements of a
vessel. The cooperation between the veterinary and maritime competent authorities should be established. In this regard, I would
propose to set up a group of experts in approval of the livestock vessels, formed by port state authorities and classification societies
members of IACS (International Association of Classification Societies). This group must inspect the vessels in the port where the vessel
is and on request of the transporter that wants to use it.  The group would perform the inspection and submit an inspection’s report to
the competent authorities ex Regulation 1/2005 of the port. Based on the positive/negative report from the group of experts, the
competent authority would than issue/or not the authorization. This approach would also resolve the problem of harmonization and
implementation of the Regulation and avoid that certain member states would have a stricter inspection of the vessel and other less
strict criteria and would harmonize the quality of the inspection as all the vessels would be inspected using the same criteria.

13. Again, this depends a lot on the member state involved and the number of exports we are talking about. For example, during an
investigation in port of Cartagena (Spain) this summer 2020, we with our partners from Animal Welfare Foundation observed that, with
one exception of officials present, the loading was always performed unprofessionally. The unskilled workers were inappropriately using
electric prods, causing chaos, extending the process, scaring the animals and causing unnecessary suffering. We documented the use of
electric prods on sheep and on sensitive body parts of cattle (e.g., face), which is a blatant violation of the Regulation, just like the
documented violent and repeated kicking of animals that were incapable of moving. The authorities at Cartagena Port regularly fail to
ensure that animals are not dragged by head, ears, legs, tail or fleece, or by mechanical means, or handled in such a way as not to cause
them unnecessary pain or suffering. Right now, Cartagena is the busiest port in Europe, and due to the huge volume of vessels loaded
every week it is crucial to have several official veterinarians inspecting all the animals, and therefore there is a clear need to increase
the number of official vets working at such border exit points. It is evident that despite efforts of the European Commission to
constantly remind the Member States that Regulation (EC) No. 1/2005 should be correctly implemented, Member States are not
implementing it in a harmonized way.

14. In light of Animal International’s experience, to have a mandatory presence of the veterinary inspectors during loading can be a big
economic burden but is necessary to ensure veterinary authorities in charge of the border exit are sufficiently staffed and trained to
supervise and check the compliance with the Regulation of the whole operation of loading on a vessel, which should include: the
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inspection of the vessel itself; the conditions of road transport; journey times; fitness for transport of all individual animals; supervision
and control during loading procedures into livestock vessels and to check documentation of hundreds of animals.


