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 QUESTIONS FROM S & D 

QUESTIONS  

(C. Avram MEP) 

1. Following Animal Welfare Foundation’s extensive work on live animal transport, could you please detail where the responsibility of 

each and every single actor involved in the long chain of animal transport from farm to destination starts and ends? 

ANSWERS The transport of live animals is a very complex system, and all actors are tightly connected. They are required to have thorough knowledge of 

animals’ phycological needs, their behaviour, the effects of transport on the animals and of a vast range of legal requirements. 

From the point of view of the Regulation 1/2005 the responsibility lies as follows: 

Competent authorities: 

➢ Competent authorities that are issuing health certificates (where applicable) are responsible to inspect the animals, their health status, 

their condition (fitness of animals for the intended journey, pregnant animals, unweaned animals, lactating animals, etc.), disease and 

control measures that apply to the movement of the animals, and animal identification. Whenever some requirements are overlooked, 

animal welfare can be drastically affected. We have seen animals giving birth on board of road transport vehicles, we have seen mixed 

consignments of weaned and unweaned animals where the unweaned ones were overlooked and thus feeding and watering intervals 

were not adjusted to unweaned but rather to weaned animals, resulting of hunger of the former. We have witnessed numerous times 

during the export of animals to third countries, in particular to Turkey, situations where animals were denied entry only because of non-

coherent health certificates and/or identification issues. During our investigations at the external EU border of Bulgaria to Turkey we 

witnessed 58 animal consignments that spent from 24 to 48 hours in order to enter Turkey and 15 consignments needed from 2 day up 

to 10 days to enter Turkey, due to problem with documents.  

Any noncompliance with this responsibility (quality of inspection) affects welfare of the animals during entire journey.  

 

➢ Competent authorities authorizing the Journey Log - the effects of any mistakes during the official verification of the compliance of 

journey log can drastically compromise animal welfare on the entire journey. 

Examples of failures: 

- Documentary failure (e.g. failure to identify the transporter for sea part of the journey, or to identify the certificate for the means 

of transport (by road and sea)). 

- Not identifying incorrect estimation of journey time (considering the entire duration of the journey from the place of departure to 

the place of final destination, including the time the animals will spend on the vessel, waiting on the external EU borders, taking 

into account the opening and closing times of veterinary services of the third countries and the time the animal consignment will 

need to travel to its final destination in the third country). 
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- Non respected requirements for surface area for each animal, especially taking into account weather conditions and temperatures, 

including the fact that animals must have enough space to reach water systems on board of the transport vehicle. 

- Not respect temperature requirements during the entire journey, also the part of the journey on the sea and in the third country. 

- Non respected resting, feeding and watering times, incorrect planning of the journey time.  

-  

➢ Competent authorities authorizing the transporter – also here any possible mistakes during the official controls before issuing the 

transporter’s authorization drastically impact the welfare of animals during the entire journey. This is especially true in case of TYPE 2 

for transporters who are allowed to perform journeys longer than 8 hours. Here I would like to stress importance of verification of 

contingency plans of the transporter. The transporter needs to be approved for the species and category of animals transported, and 

for specific mode of transport (sea, road, rail, air). When a transporter is approved for transport by sea, special attention should be 

given to verification of the training of personnel in charge for animals. 

 

➢ Competent authorities issuing certificates of approval for transport vehicles (road and sea transport). The failure to consider all the 

requirements legislated in the Regulation, especially ones on adequate water systems for animal species and category to be transported 

on a certain transport vehicle. Frequently what is missing is knowledge needed to verify specific technical requirements of vessels. If a 

certificate is issued for an inadequate transport vehicle, animal welfare will be drastically affected during the entire journey.  

 

 

➢ Competent authorities issuing certificates of competence for attendants acc. to Art. 17(2). If the attendants do not receive proper 

training and therefore, they lack sufficient knowledge, animal welfare is affected on each journey they perform, so repetitive violations 

may occur. Therefore, competent authorities need to have a system in place (retrospective checks, verification of the quality of the 

training courses, etc.) in order to guarantee that every person who receives the certificate is well trained.  

 

➢ Competent authorities at exit points, places of destination and control posts: these competent authorities are responsible for 

verification of documentary requirements according to the Regulation, but most of all, for inspection of fitness of the animals to 

continue the intended journey or, in the case of arrival of the animals in the final destination, for inspection of their fitness on arrival. 

In addition, they need to report any violations and shortcomings.  
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➢ Communication between competent authorities within a Member State and between Member States. Reporting the outcomes of official 

controls where violations or other concerns are identified is of utmost importance to ensure that the same problems will not reoccur. In 

total, 89% of transport companies were found to violate the Regulation, out of which 47% of the transporters were found to repetitively 

violate the Regulation.  84% of all documented animal consignments were in violation of at least one requirement of the Regulation. 

Please note that the remaining consignments or companies were not necessarily compliant – they may have evaded our detailed 

inspection.  
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Figure 1 The graph shows the repetitive violations reg. the country of approval of the journey log. In many cases the information was provided by 

the drivers /attendants. All the animal consignments included in this table were observed at the external EU border Kapitan Andreevo (BG). 
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Figure 2 The graph shows the repetitive violations done by approved transport companies divided by the member state that issued the certificate 

of approval TYPE 2.  All the animal consignments included in this table were observed at the external EU border Kapitan Andreevo (Bulgaria). 
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➢ Contingency plans of the competent authorities. Competent authorities themselves must also have feasible contingency plans that can 

be applied in different situations, for example at exit points (in case of denied entry to a third country for an animal consignment), 

traffic accidents on the road, etc. 

The failure of competent authorities to identify violations affects animal welfare from the beginning to the end of a journey; furthermore, 

it can lead to repeated and systematic violations. However, competent authorities rely on the clarity of the legal basis for their verification. 

For example, if legislated requirements are not clear and allow for non-harmonized interpretations, this leads to different implementation 

of legal requirements. Consequently, the responsibility for enforcement of the Regulation lies also with the Commission that needs to 

provide clear legal basis to be followed by the member states, and not just recommendations.  

➢ The organizer holds the responsibility for animal welfare during the entire journey and needs to harmonize different parts of the 

journey so that animal welfare is not compromised. One of the biggest challenges the organizers face during harmonization of 

different animal consignments, is the change of the means of transport from road to sea (from truck to vessel). Another challenge 

is to follow temperature requirements during the entire journey. The organizer holds a huge load of responsibility from the 

beginning to the final destination of each animal that they organize the transport of. In case of transport of domestic equidae 

(except registered ones), domestic bovines, ovine, caprine and swine, the organizer also needs to prepare the planning (Section I 

of the Journey Log); with their signature the organizer guarantees that provisions of Regulation 1/2005 are taken into account. 

 

➢ Transporter is the entity that transports animals. Transporters who transport animals for up to 65 km do not need to be authorized, 

but still they need to transport animals in accordance with technical rules set in Annex I of the Regulation. Regardless whether the 

transporter is authorized (Type 1 or Type 2) or not, they are responsible for animal welfare from the time the animals are loaded 

on the transport vehicle until the animals are unloaded at their final destination. Moreover, authorized transporters are responsible 

to notify of any changes in relation to documents authorising their means of the transport for animal transport (e.g. changes in 

road transport vehicles, changes in certificates of competence under Art. 17, etc.). Furthermore, the transporter is responsible to 

send back the Journey log to the competent authority that authorized it at the place of departure, and to keep the transport 

documentation of each animal consignment (Journey Log, tachograph printouts and satellite navigation system data, if applicable) 

for at least 3 years. The transporter also guarantees that animals are entrusted with trained personnel with sufficient knowledge 

to safeguard welfare of the transported animals, and in case of transport of domestic equines (except registered ones), domestic 

bovines, ovine, caprine and swine, the attendant thoroughly and precisely fills out section 4 of the journey log. Most of all, the 

transporter authorized for long journeys needs to have a feasible contingency plan that takes into account all emergency situations 

that may occur during a transport on a specific route.  
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➢ Attendants are directly responsible for animals during the journey and they need to accompany them during the entire journey. 

They are responsible for any violations are directly connected with animals (e.g. not respecting the feeding and watering needs of 

animals, bedding, density requirements, transport during extreme temperatures, insufficient headroom for animals on the vehicle, 

animals loaded on the vehicles that pose the risk of injury, improper handling of the animals, etc.). Attendants responsible for 

domestic equines, bovines, wine, ovine, caprine and poultry during the journey also need to hold a certificate of competence under 

Art. 17(2). Attendants are responsible from the beginning of the journey to the final destination.  

 

➢ Keepers attend the animals on a temporary basis during the journey, for example at the place of departure, transfer or destination 

(assembly centres, holding facilities, control posts). They are responsible for animal welfare during these stages of the journey, and 

shall ensure that technical rules set out in Chapters I and III are met. They need to truthfully and diligently fill in section 2 (place of 

departure) and 3 (place of destination) of the Journey Log, and report any violations to competent authorities. We have frequently 

seen that keepers indicate false loading times in Section 2 of JL, or even leave it blank with just a stamp. We also have evidence of 

keepers at slaughterhouses failing to report violations, therefore competent authorities were not informed, consequently the 

shortcomings were not reported.  

 

QUESTIONS  

(M. Noichl 

MEP) 

1. Have you ever brought your findings to attention of the competent authorities/ police of a given country? If yes: How often were the 

responsible people/companies sanctioned/fined? If the violation were reported in third countries, how did the police/competent authority 

react upon your findings? 

ANSWERS During our investigation we often collaborate with competent authorities (police, traffic inspectors and veterinary authorities) so the findings 

are reported already during, or soon after the inspection. After each investigation, regardless if it was done in collaboration with competent 

authorities or not, we write reports and complaints to responsible authorities and in some cases also to responsible transport companies.  

 

We had sent several letters to Turkish Ministry regarding the problems at the border. We have never received any written reply, but had several 

meetings in the Ministry and with officials at the border. We managed to improve several issues at the border, e.g. facilities to unload and rest 

animals on the Turkish side of the border, or cooperation with the BIP officials in Kapikule.  
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 QUESTIONS FROM RENEW 

QUESTIONS 1. What are your perceptions of where and when the breaches of 1/2005 are most evident in the transportation chain?  

2. When your organisation conducts investigations, how often do you find violations of the Regulation? 

ANSWERS  

1. What are your perceptions of where and when the breaches of 1/2005 are most evident in the transportation chain?  

This depends on the breach.  Some breaches, like not respecting density requirements, use of inappropriate transport vehicles, loading of animals 

unfit for the intended journey, etc., can be clearly seen already at the beginning of the journey. In general, the longer the violation persists, i.e. 

the longer the journey is, more it affects the animals. Consequently, the effect that a violation has on the animals is most visible towards the end 

of the journey. Also, when looking on the effects of a violation on the animals, we need to inspect a consignment for example during high 

temperature or when the prescribed water, feeding and resting periods are exceeded. Thus, it is safe to say that the most visible effect of violations 

on the animals is seen at the end of the journey. Therefore, is of outmost importance that competent authorities at the place of destination and 

at exit points conscientiously and regularly report al the violations and shortcomings observed. 

2. When your organisation conducts investigations, how often do you find violations of the Regulation?  

In total, 89%of transport companies were found to violate the Regulation, out of which 47% of the transporters were found to repetitively violate 

the Regulation.  84% of all documented animal consignments were in violation of at least one requirement of the Regulation. Please note that the 

remaining consignments or companies were not necessarily compliant – they may have evaded our detailed inspection.  

Most frequent violations that we documented and are linked to the transporters are: 

- Space above the heads of the animals in order to stand in their natural position was found inadequate in 100% of lamb transports, 78% 

of calf transports and 24 % of bovine exported to Turkey. 

- 44% of animal consignments observed at the Turkish border were overcrowded. Out of this 100 % of the consignments transporting lambs 

were found incompliant. meaning that the animals had no space in order to move and reach the drinking devices inside the road transport 

vehicle, 

- 50% of animal consignments exported to Russia between December 2018 and March 2019 had temperatures en route reaching -10 

degrees and lower, meaning that it is very likely that the temperature inside the animal compartment was lower than 5°C.   

- As a contrast, when we measured temperature inside the animal compartments on Turkish border, we found that 96% exceeded the 

allowed 30 degrees C.  



Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport 

Page 10 of 25 

 

- Drinking devices were not adequate for the species and category of animals transported on 47% of the road transport vehicles. Out of 

this 100 % of consignments transporting unweaned animals were found incompliant regarding the water system. 

- 41% of animal consignments had inadequate bedding. In this figure is included also the leakage of the animal faeces, litter or feed.  

- 46 % of road transport vehicles had inadequate partitions, meaning that the partitions were constructed or positioned in a way to provoke 

injuries to the animals inside the transport vehicle. 
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 QUESTIONS FROM GREENS / EFA 

QUESTION Unfair practices and lack of harmonization 

Our previous hearings revealed that unfair practices were taking place due to lack of harmonized system between Member States. Trucks to 

transport calves for instance, when not to be authorized in Germany, would get an authorisation in another EU country with more flexible 

practices and then come to Germany to transport calves, eg from Germany to Belgium or Spain.  

1. Do you see these practices happen often?  

2. Which differences in vehicle authorisations between the Member States have you witnessed/are you aware of, and via which 

sources?  

3. Does the difference result from different interpretation of the legislation - or differences in quality of approvals? 

ANSWER  

1. To our knowledge, when speaking of vehicle authorisation for transport of unweaned animals (calves included), besides Germany also 

Slovenia does not authorise vehicles for long distance transport of unweaned animals. The certificates of authorisation issued by these 

two countries are properly issued, specifying the species and category of animals transported. This practice is also recommended in the 

Network document on Exports to third countries written by National Contact Points for transport. The problem is that network 

documents are just recommendations and do not hold any legal weight, and are therefore respected or not depending on the interests 

of each member state. As a result, each German or Slovenian transport company applying for the authorization of their road transport 

vehicle in other members states exploits the lack of harmonization between the member states. Representing an NGO, I cannot answer 

how many vehicles have had this method adopted.  

 

Vessels with approvals withdrawn by  e.g. France, later receive the approval under art. 19 in Romania. Old road vehicles denied approval 

in Germany are sold to Bulgaria and approved there. The same happens with approval of journeys to Third Countries. While federal states 

in Germany do not approve journeys of cattle to a list of Third Countries, the cattle are now transported to other Member States and 

exports are approved there.  

 

 

2. Differences between road vehicle authorizations (most frequently observed) 

The most common differences between the vehicle authorization are: 

- In some MS vehicles hold an approval for all types and categories of animals, even though these animals have very different needs; 
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- Water system requirements: water systems not suitable for species and category of animals transported (for example unweaned 

animals) or the use of the water system adequate for pigs on vehicles authorized for sheep and caprine.  

- The access to the animals: The animals in all compartments cannot be accessed (too small side doors / lack of side doors). 

- Too big gaps between the side wall of the transport vehicles and the hydraulic floor. On such vehicles only large animals with bigger 

feet should be transported and not small animals like sheep, lambs, goats and kids.  

- Use of improper dividers (too low, with a gap between the divider and the floor or the side of the vehicle), which pose the risk of 

injury especially for small animals that can have their extremities get stuck. 

- On the authorization it is not specified on how many levels can a certain species / category of animals be transported. 

- Inadequate measuring of the surface area that can be used by the animals inside the road transport vehicle (space above the wheels 

is not subtracted from the space intended for animals, the space on each level inside the transport vehicle).  

One example of unfair competition by sea transport: (we are preparing a dossier with detail information on more cases documented by us since 
2014). 
In 2019 we documented a case on vessel Julia L.S. Livestock Carrier (IMO: 7901693) that was denied loading of animals at port of Setubal (PT). 
During the inspection performed at Setubal Port (PT) on 06/11/2019 were found 17 deficiencies, related to: Certificate & Documentation - Ship 
Certificates; Structural Conditions; Radio Communications; Safety of Navigation; Emergency Systems; Propulsion and auxiliary machinery; 
Labour conditions - Accommodation, recreational facilities, food and càtering and ISM. Until 13.11.2019 the vessel waited outside the port of 
Setubal hoping they will allow loading due to this was not possible Julia L.S. Livestock Carrier left direction to Midia port (Romania). 23.11.2019 
Julia L.S. Livestock Carrier arrived at Midia port (Romania).  
25.11.2019 The Veterinary Authority in Romania ANSVSA allowed Julia L.S. to load animals for export (just 1 day after the Queen Hind tragedy, 
the capsized vessel killing more than 14.000 sheep, made it around the World).  
According to the letter that Animals International (Gabriel Paun) received from Romanian veterinarian authority on 25.02.2020, Julia L.S. was 
inspected prior loading 990 bulls to Israel on 25.11.2019. It was inspected again on 04.02.2020 and every time when coming to Midia, Romania 
prior loading of animals. According to the Romanian authorities not major problems were found during these inspections.  
03.12.2019 Julia L.S. Livestock Carrier arrived at the port of Israel.  
 

The source of the identification of the differences are our controls of transport vehicles on the road.  

 

3. The differences result both from unharmonized interpretation and different quality of approvals. There are even problems due to 

mistranslations of the English original into different languages of Member States.   
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QUESTION Absence of level playing field 

Many speakers received during our previous hearings underlined the absence of level playing field regarding transport of live animals. 

Monitoring and cooperation between MS are not efficient, and sanctions are not or poorly applied, which penalizes companies and 

transporters actually trying to comply with EU Regulation 1/2005. 

1. What is your assessment of the current application of sanctions?  

2. Is the system coherent, consistent, and how could it be improved? 

3. Would you support an EU harmonized system of transporter authorisation, to ensure a level playing field and to incentivise 

transporters to adopt best practices? 

4. Would you support an EU harmonized system of rating of transporters, with a blacklist of transporters having breached EU legislation 

on AW during transport at different occasions?  

 

ANSWER 1. The application of sanctions and monetary fines are the responsibility of Member States. During our controls performed in cooperation 

with competent authorities from different Member States, we have seen differences in the application of monetary fines and other sanctions 

when violations were revealed. We believe that it is related to the knowledge/experience of the inspecting competent authority and the 

structure that is provided for the competent authority to perform the inspection.  

For example, if a competent authority finds a violation of overcrowding or unfit animals, these animals need to be unloaded and / or cared 

for. If the competent authority does not have a structural possibility (e.g. a contingency stable where the animals can be unloaded, or a 

feasible contingency plan), then such CA cannot perform their inspection properly. The Regulation states in Art. 22(2) that if an animal 

consignment needs to be detained for more than two hours during the transport, the competent authority needs to ensure proper 

arrangements for the animals. Therefore, the lack of contingency stables or feasible contingency plans of competent authorities also plays a 

major role in the reluctance of competent authorities to perform inspections during the journey where violations are most easily observed.  

 

2. The system as we know it is not coherent and consistent.  

During our inspections with the Police in different Member States we have learned about the Commission Regulation (EU) 2016/403 of 18 

March 2016 supplementing Regulation (EC) No 1071/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council with regard to the classification of 

serious infringements of the Union rules, which may lead to the loss of good repute by the road transport operator, and amending Annex III 

to Directive 2006/22/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council (Text with EEA relevance) in the table 12 - Groups of infringements 

against Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005  (Animal transport).  

We are not an expert on Regulation 1071/2009, but to our limited understanding it is an attempt to harmonize and ensure level playing field 

among the Member States. It would help ensuring the equality of inspections among different member states. Special regard is paid to use 
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of  appropriate escalating approach to enforcement: minor, serious offences and repeated offences. A similar approach should be considered 

also when sanctioning offences of Regulation 1/2005. 

 

3.We support authorizing bodies of independent expert teams for the authorization of transporters. 

  

4. Yes, if the system is well thought of, and the group of expert competent authorities are in charge of it, to avoid again a situation where a 

lack of knowledge opens the door to unequal quality of inspections.  

 

QUESTION Air cooling systems 

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. There are indications that almost all vehicles used for transporting 

animals inside the Union do not have air cooling systems, only air ventilation that cannot guarantee that the temperature inside the vehicle 

is maintained within these limits. 

1. Have you witnessed vehicles of transporters you work with equipped with air cooling systems, or a system allowing to maintained a 

temperature in the vehicle between 5 and 30 degrees? 

2. How often do you observe that animals are transported over 30C? What are your observation concerning ports?  

ANSWER 1. Yes, we have seen air conditioned trucks.    

2. Each time when outside temperature is above 30 degrees, the temperature inside trucks with animals exceeds 30 degrees Celsius as well. 

In ports, animals are often kept stationary for up to 12 hours on trucks until they are loaded on vessels, even though temperature exceeds 

30 degrees C. 

To ensure that weather conditions along the whole route, including in the EU exit port and at the destination, are considered before 

approving the transports. Nevertheless, for example in our last investigations this summer 2020 in the port of Cartagena (ES), In six out of 

eight vessels observed by our teams, animals were loaded on days with temperature in the port of Cartagena exceeding 30ºC. Seven of these 

vessels arrived at the destination with an outside temperature of over 30ºC. In one case the temperature on the arrival of animals reached 

even 40ºC (Saudi Arabia). This is a breach of Art. 20.2; Art. 21.1d; Annex I (chapter II points 1.1.b), (chapter VI points 3) and Art. 5.3.a of the 

Regulation (EC) No. 1/2005. The FVO report DG(SANTE) 2019-683 also highlights the problem of high temperatures: “High temperatures are 

the main cause of animal welfare problems during journeys. Problems arise during hot days during the summer. This is due to the absence of 

cooling systems in livestock vehicles, which cannot maintain the temperature within the required limits when the days are very hot.”  
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QUESTION The particular case of unweaned animals 

Young calves and lambs are not adapted to cope with transport, which results in high rates of morbidity and mortality. Expert underlined in 

ANIT hearings that it was hardly plausible to have trucks responding to their physiological needs, and that it was scientifically  proven  that  

feeding  calves or lambs  with  milk  replacer or  electrolyte  solution requires high standards that cannot practically be guaranteed during 

transport. Several researches and observations from NGO reveal that calves in lorries are not being fed or watered according to their needs. 

Moreover, the drinking devices are not suitable, are not recognised by the calves as drinking devices and only offer water. EFSA report from 

2009 also states that feeding calves on board of the vehicle with milk or milk replacer is technically impossible. 

1. Can you tell us how transporters work to transport unweaned animals respecting their physiology and physical needs, as well as the 

legislation in force?  

2. Have you observed available systems in vehicles which allow for a species-specific and behaviourally appropriate supply of feed to 

unweaned calves and lambs? 

 

ANSWER 1. The supply of liquids and feed to the unweaned animals on board of transport vehicles is impossible, thus transporters do not comply with 

the requirement to supply unweaned animals according to their needs after 9 hours of transport. 

If the transporter unloads unweaned animals after 9 hours travelling to have them properly supplied at a control post, this resting time is 

included in the maximum journey time. Thus, it would shorten the distance that the transporter can cover in the maximum allowed journey 

time of 19 hours. 

In practice this means that if transporters were to unload animals after nine hours of transport, the unloading and reloading of animals would 

take a minimum of one hour., Time needed to feed 150 calves and let them digest, would add up at least 5 more hours, meaning that only 5 

hours of transport time would remain before the maximum permitted time of 19 hours is reached (9 hours transport + 5 hours unloading 

/feeding/reloading + 5 hours transport = 19 hours). Therefore, the transporters do not follow this practice, but rather transport the animals 

for 19 hours without such breaks.  

2.No, we have not observed such a system in vehicles.  

 

QUESTION Approval of journeys 

It seems that approval can be given to completely unrealistic journeys, about the final destination of the animals, the duration or even the 

temperatures. 

1. How could you explain so many cases of unrealistic journey logs which are given authorisation? 
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2. Which contingency measures are required within the journey logs? 

ANSWER 1. Most likely the reason is that Competent authorities approving the journey logs are misinterpreting the legislated requirements, and do 

not have a system for verification of data provided by the organizer, especially for journeys outside EU. Local competent authorities are 

frequently under a lot of pressure to approve such journeys, because live transport is a huge business. Please see also the answer to the 

question ‘How common would you consider these events? Have you witnessed pressure made to CA or veterinarian authorities, and if so 

which ones?’  

2. The journey log itself does not require contingency measures, but the contingency measures are required for the transporters authorized 

for long distance journeys, so called TYPE 2 transporters. They need to present their contingency measures to the competent authority when 

requesting the TYPE 2 approval. However, in the Network Document on exports to third countries produced by National Contact Points and 

sustained by the Commission it is recommended that transporter designs a journey specific contingency plan. Since it is not legislated, and 

has no legal weight, the recommendation stays just a recommendation.   

What is already legislated, and misinterpreted by many Member States, is that competent authorities during their documentary check under 

art. 14(1.a.ii) are not checking the transporters’ authorization for the sea part of the journey or the approval for the means of transport by 

sea(a Certificate for the vessel). These documents should be included in the approval process at the place of departure. 

QUESTION Pressures to veterinarian authorities 

Several speakers, such as Nancy De Briyne, Deputy Executive Director of the Federation of Veterinarians of Europe, underlined the pressure 

made on veterinarian authorities while carrying inspections and reporting breaches. Alexander Rabitsch, veterinarian and former animal   

welfare inspector confirmed he was put under extraordinary pressure. He reported about a German transporter which tried to force him to 

withdraw reports to the court and to the paying agency of export subsidies because of detection of infringements on Reg 1/2005. The 

transport company representatives threatened Mr Rabitsch family, precising details about his private address and life. 

1. How common would you consider these events? Have you witnessed pressure made to CA or veterinarian authorities, and if so which 

ones? 

ANSWER  

We know a number of official German veterinarians who have problems due to their strict approach in their work in slaughterhouses, or when 

refusing to approving violating journeys. As a consequence they have been transferred to other areas of work.  
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The pressure on competent authorities arises also from lack of a system that would support the work of the competent authorities, 

and from unclarity of the Regulation. 

For example: 

➢ Lack of clear legal requirements and precise check-lists based on legal requirements.  

Competent authorities have difficulties when applying unclear legislation. For example when they need to verify the journey 

log and the planning of the journey according to temperature requirements for the entire duration of the journey, and it is not 

determined which official forecast service they should use to verify the temperature data presented to them by the organizer. 

Similarly, for approving the journeys to third countries by road, it is not determined which official data can be used to establish 

that the feeding and watering and resting intervals will be provided to the animals with similar standards as ones required by 

paragraph 54/55 of the ECJ Court’s judgment and the Regulation. Moreover, specifications of navigation system to be used in 

ALL means of transport (as legislated in Art. 32 in connection with paragraph 4.3, Ch.6 of Annex I) have not been defined.  

➢ Lack of efficient contingency plans and contingency stables that enable competent authorities perform their official control 

duties. When cooperating with competent authorities from different Members States we have often seen that competent 

authorities struggle to find a place where the animals from consignments could be unloaded if the situation requires the 

unloading. Because of this, competent authorities are reluctant to perform thorough controls, especially en route.  

In general, the biggest pressure on veterinary authorities comes from the unclarity of the Regulation and the unharmonized application 

thereof that as a consequence frequently leads to the annulation of the competent authorities’ decisions in the court.  

In Germany a competent authority lost several times in court, because of unclarity of the Regulation regarding drinking systems for 

unweaned animals and their specific needs.  

 

 

 

QUESTION Transport outside EU 

Where, under Regulation 1/2005, the transport needs to stop at a control post in a non-EU country to enable animals to be given feed, water 

and 24 hours rest, the organiser must identify a place for the stop which either is a control post or provides facilities equivalent to those of 

an EU approved control post ( paragraph 54/55 of the Court’s judgment). It appears that competent authorities are lacking information on 

existence and suitability of control posts and resting points outside EU, that there is no official information available and CA therefore have 

to trust organizer. 

2. When stops have to be made in 3rd countries, how to make sur transporters comply with EU Regulation? 



Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport 

Page 19 of 25 

 

ANSWERS  We believe that without a system in place that guarantees the application of requirements of the Regulation and the related Court’s judgement, 

the export of live animals should be stopped. It is extremely unfair that the verification of the compliance of animal transport on the territory 

of third countries relies solely on the ingenuity of a single person / competent authority who verifies the journey planning.  

Even if such a system would be in place, it would only work if Third Countries had equal standards, but most are lacking any animal welfare 

legislation..  

 

QUESTION Vessels and sea transport 

Many livestock vessels were originally car ferries or cargo ships and have been converted for the transport of animals. As a result many are 

unsuitable for animal transport as animal behaviour and needs were not sufficiently incorporated into the ship design. Thus, we have reason 

to believe many livestock vessels that have been approved under Article 19 of Regulation 1/2005 should not have been approved as they are 

poorly designed and maintained and have constructions posing many risks for the safety of the animals. A CIWF 2020 analysis showed that 

55% of livestock vessels approved in the EU were licensed in countries black-listed for poor performance under the Paris Memorandum of 

Understanding and are considered a high risk in relation to maritime safety. Only 30% of the vessels are flagged under the white list. 

DG SANTE 2020 report on export of live animals by sea shows that neither the exporters nor the MS authorities are giving any proper 

consideration to the animals’ welfare during the sea journeys. It also appears that nor is there anyone on board the ship who has clear legal 

responsibility for the animals’ well-being. 

3. Which staff is responsible for animal welfare during sea transport? What is the ratio of staff to animals? If not, how do you ensure 

animal well-being and Reg 1/2005 requirements are respected during sea transport? Which training for the staff onboard is 

dispensed to properly implement Reg 1/2005 requirements? 

4. What difficulties do you witness in checking vessels, in your role (sector/NGOs)? 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? Did you observe or worked on any cases of loading of unfit animals? If yes please describe the 

situation?  

ANSWERS 3.  A clear legal responsibility connected with presence of properly trained staff arises from the responsibility of the transporter that in Art. 6(4) 

is required to entrust the handling of the animals to personnel who have received proper training on the relevant provisions of Annexes I and 

II. If the transporter for the sea part of the journey is not identified or does not exist, then the legal responsibility of properly trained personnel 

on the vessel cannot be linked to any entity. The Animal Welfare Foundation, the NGO I represent, started the transport by sea project in 2014. 

The lack of authorized transporters for sea mode of transport was one of the first breaches we found. Consequently, if something is wrong, the 

competent authority has no legal person to act against. Additionally, there is no contingency plan provided by the transporter in order to 
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safeguard the welfare of the animals during unexpected situations that may occur during sea transport. As I mentioned before, we frequently 

witness in reality how this affects the welfare of animals.  

 

4. As an NGO we have witnessed that competent authorities have difficulties in performing the inspections, especially regarding the technical 

requirements of the vessels. According to our knowledge, there are still big differences in the quality of the inspections. With the Freedom of 

Information law we have requested the Members States to share with us their Standard operating procedures on approval of vessels, but we 

have not received all the replies from the MS. In general, given the specialist knowledge required for the approval of the vessel, already in 2014 

we asked the Commission to form an independent expert group specialized in inspection of the requirements needed for the approval of the 

vessel. Based on their expert report, competent authorities from the member state where the approval was requested, would then issue the 

Certificate under art. 19.  

 

5. The presence of an independent veterinarian would for sure improve the welfare of the animals during the sea journey. Regarding the loading 

of unfit animals, the biggest risk of such event is in ports where competent authorities are not present during the entire procedure of reloading 

of the animals form the truck to the vessel and/or in the ports that do not have stables and established systems for euthanasia of animals found 

to be unfit to continue the journey, and consequently a system for disposal of dead bodies.  

 

 

QUESTION Training of Staff 

1. Do you know if the staff of transport companies is trained and educated in order to ensure smooth transport of live animals?   

2. Do the staff receive specific education or training on animal welfare, and on how to properly deal with animals, different species, their 

welfare and physiological needs?  

3. How does training compare across companies? 

ANSWERS  

1. & 2. I am not aware of any specific training courses for the staff attending to the animals on the board of vessels. We know that the 

requirements for receiving a certificate of competence differ greatly between the Member States of the European Union. In some Member 

States the applicants have to undergo several days of training, while in other MS receive the certificate after 1 hour of theory.  

 

3. Requirements for training for the drivers and attendants to receive the certificate of competence under Art. 17 (1) is legislated in Annex IV 

of the Regulation, but the requirements for training of attendants in charge of animals during the sea transport are not legislated in such detail 
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as for attendants taking care of animals during road transport. Since the personnel attending to the animals on vessels changes frequently, it 

is difficult to say which vessels have well trained personnel, and which have underqualified staff.  
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 QUESTIONS FROM ECR 

QUESTIONS  

 

 

 

 

ANSWERS  
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 QUESTIONS FROM THE LEFT 

QUESTIONS 1. What are your suggestions to improve compliance with Regulation 1/2005 and what needs to be changed in the revision of this 

Regulation to ensure effective protection to the animals being transported alive? 

2. In your experience, what are the main breaches of the Regulation (EC) 1/2005 regarding transport of the animals, both in the EU and 

outside EU?  

3. Do you know if some Member States have better practices than others regarding the sanctions applied?  

4. Don’t you think we should ask for an EU-wide harmonization of the sanctions? 

5. What is your experience on compliance and animal welfare during sea transports? 

ANSWERS  

1. This question requires a very lengthy answer, but I will just summarize the main points: 

- unclear wording that needs to be more precise:  

• Loading and unloading operations defined as journey time. The definition should be more precise.  

• Presence of a veterinarian during loading (presently only required in Sec.2. of JL)  

• Use of partitions  

• Internal heights defined with precise figures according to ARES (2011) 870575-10.08.2011  

• Approval of vehicles and specification for type and age of animals  

• Number of watering devices inside the transport vehicle should be defined.   

• Sufficient space above the animals (it should be clearly written what hight is required in centimetres)  

• Sufficient bedding. Definition of what sufficient bedding means.  

• Type of animals (what is meant by animal type - Species and category of the animals should be written instead of type of 

animals)  

• Clear age definition of unweaned animals  

• Clear definition of the representative based inside the EU for the transporters based in the third countries when requesting a 

transporter authorization in EU  

• The differentiation between the classification societies that are used for inspections under Annex I, Ch.IV, point 1 and the 

competent authorities that are responsible for the inspections under Art. 19 (1,c). Article 11 connected with art 19.   

• Age definition of weaned animals (e.g. calves older than 10 weeks are considered weaned, etc.)  
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• Clear definition of commercial transport. 

- Prohibition of long-distance transport of unweaned animals on journeys over eight hours. 

- Correction of space requirements for lambs and pigs. 

- Definition of place of destination as the place of slaughter or holding facility. 

-Clear requirement for the authorized TYPE 2 transporters by sea to provide valid certificates of approval for vessels when requesting the 
transporter authorization. 

- Detailed requirements for commercial transport of pet animals. 

2. In your experience, what are the main breaches of the Regulation (EC) 1/2005 regarding transport of the animals, both in the EU and outside 
EU?  
Main breaches found during long distance transport are overcrowding, lack of headspace, lack of water and feed supply, unrealistic journey 
plans, violations against drivers’ working time regulations.  
3. I cannot really answer this question since I do not have sufficient knowledge on sanctioning systems inside each member state, but in general 
I can say that when working with competent authorities in different member states we see that in some member states it is easier to apply 
sanctions than in others because they have a system in place that allows them to apply sanctions also to the transporters who were authorized 
elsewhere.  
 
4. Yes, that would be good. 
 
5. 
Member States of exit fail to verify compliance of vessels through re-inspections before loading takes place, to ensure the fitness of animals for 
transport and to verify that loading operations are carried out in compliance with article 20 and 21 of Regulation (EC) 1/2005. We observed that 
veterinary authorities are not sufficiently staffed to supervise the whole operation of the loading of a vessel and that there is no independent 
monitoring or policing of procedures in the ports.  
As soon as the animals are entering the vessel, there is no way to ensure compliance with the Regulation. This can be witnessed right now with 

the two cases of animal transport by sea on vessels Karim Allah and Elbeik. The violations that are common also with other sea transport 

journeys are: 
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- the lack of an authorized TYPE 2 transporter for sea part of the journey. The authorized transporter is vital because it is his duty to have a 

feasible contingency plan for emergency situations. 

- the lack of contingency plan of the competent authorities that would consider the possibility of the refusal of the animals by third countries, 

- the lack of housing facilities for animals inside the ports. 

 

Additionally, the main problems that we have witnessed during the investigations on transport that involves sea part of the journey are the 

different quality of the controls for issuing the certificate of approval of vessels, and the duration of the control. Under the Freedom of 

Information law we received information that the duration of the control for issuing the Certificate of competence ranges from eight hours to 

three days, meaning that the quality of controls are different and not harmonized.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


