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Panel I: Approvals and controls
1-004-0000

Chair. – Good afternoon everybody. I’m happy to see you, some even in the room, I’m very
happy.

So we are going to start and we have quite some interesting panels again. Like for the last
meeting, we will work today in a mixed format, with Members either physically present in the
meeting as I told you already, or connected from their respective workplaces at home.

The main point on the agenda today is Approvals, Controls and Data. We are pleased to have
five experts today with us who will provide the ANIT Members with an overview of technical
and administrative procedures related to the implementation and enforcement of Regulation
01/2005.

Particular aspects to be considered: approval of journey logs, approval of vehicles, procedures
to licence companies, mechanism for inspections and controls, the use of the TRACES system
in practice, training of veterinarians as well as customs and police officers.

As for the last meeting, let me remind you about the instructions for an optimal functioning of
this mixed meeting. We have today interpretation in French, German, Italian, Dutch, English,
Spanish, Portuguese, Swedish, Hungarian, Slovak and Romanian. Let me remind you as always
that the interventions only by phone or audio connection will not be possible to be interpreted
as we need the video so that the interpretation can work.

As usual, try to please speak slowly and avoid reading your notes, the interpreters will
appreciate it and don’t forget the famous sentence: press the speech button.

So I have the pleasure to open the agenda with the content and the public hearing beginning on
the approvals, controls and data. As I said already we going to have five experts with us and I
will call on them in our Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport.

So first of all there is Dr Håkan Henrikson, he is Chief Veterinary Officer, CVO, and Head of
Trade and Industry at Swedish Board of Agriculture, Jordbruksverket.

And then I’m very happy to welcome also Dr Alexander Rabitsch, veterinarian, consultant and
former animal welfare inspector and Dr Michael Marahrens, veterinarian, Deputy Head and
working group leader of the Institute for Animal Welfare and Animal Husbandry of the
Friedrich Loeffler Institute.

That is for the first panel, focussing on approvals and controls and then for the second, we will
have Mr Péter Bokor, Head of Unit G3 ‘Official Controls’ of the European Commission, DG
SANTE and we will have Dr Gunter Pannwitz, veterinarian and developer of software to
monitor transport.

That’s for that. The experts will take the floor. So the first panel can start, and they have each
eight minutes and then we start the debate. Thank you in advance for respecting the speaking
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time as the timetable, as always, is quite limited. So after each panel we will have two rounds
of questions, starting as usual was the coordinators.

Please, Mr Henrikson, I give you the floor then for eight minutes.

1-005-0000

Håkan Henrikson, Chief Veterinary Officer, Swedish Board of Agriculture. – We appreciate
the opportunity to give the Swedish view on transports. We have also made some PowerPoint
slides that have been distributed to you all, I hope, so you can follow the speech I will make
here.

For Sweden, animal welfare is a very important issue. Our view is that animal welfare in general
needs to be improved to ensure that animals’ needs are fulfilled.

Animal welfare also plays an important role in the farm to fork strategy and in sustainable
livestock production. Sustainability is a big issue in society. People are very concerned and
animal welfare is an important topic in general within sustainability.

Sweden has, however, very limited export of live animals and it is mainly concentrated on
animals exported for breeding purposes. We even believe that the trade of semen is a good way
of conducting trade for the improvement of the genetic material in many species; then transport
of live animals can be reduced even more.

In general, our view is that we need to strive for replacing the transport of live animals with
transport of meat. We believe transport of slaughter animals should be considered as a less
favourable alternative to slaughter at local slaughterhouses. It’s a lot better to transport meat
instead of live animals. This may require various efforts such as investment in another
infrastructure, with more local slaughterhouses and improved cold chain capacity. The benefits
with this would be several and not only animal welfare, but also environmental gains such as a
reduction of carbon dioxide emissions, etc.

When it comes to the transports that are carried out, we think that compliance with the existing
legislation at all times is of the essence and that the interpretation of the rules are uniform within
the EU. That is a very important statement. We also think that the current legislation needs to
be revised in order to take into account present scientific knowledge and ensure that animals’
needs are taken care of when transported. We welcome the ‘fitness check’ that the Commission
is carrying out right now.

Our view is that one issue of special importance is to shorten transport times in order to meet
the animals’ need for rest and comfort during the journey.

We also need to harmonise the definition of journey time and transport time, so that we get a
more uniform interpretation within the EU. We interpret it to include loading and unloading.
This is a question that has been discussed quite frequently.

The planning of the journey also has to be realistic, and comprehensive information on transport
routes and existing control stations should facilitate the work of examining if roadmaps are
realistic. It is also important to look into roadmaps and stops for transports into third countries.

The further development of systems and coordination with traces might be a good idea. Sweden
is in favour of initiatives aimed at making it easier for control authorities to carry out their audits
and controls.
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In the process of approval of journey plans for long transports, factors such as temperature
throughout the whole journey, and opening hours of exit posts and border controls need to be
taken into account.

Another important issue is to secure the welfare of unweaned animals when they are
transported. In our view, there is a lack of knowledge regarding many animal welfare issues
when transporting unweaned animals and it is important that the exact needs of the calves and
lambs regarding feed, watering, rest and thermal regulation are established and fulfilled. Our
view is that the current legislation needs to be updated with present scientific knowledge.

Young animals are also very susceptible to infection and often require antibiotic treatment after
transport — a strenuous journey and a great mix of animals from different places also pose a
risk of infectious diseases. The mixing of many young animals at one site has also many
disadvantages in an animal health perspective.

That was my last sentence, and I would thank you very much for inviting me to this hearing.

1-006-0000

Alexander Rabitsch, animal welfare expert. – Good afternoon Madam Chair, ladies and
gentlemen. It’s a great honour and pleasure for me to speak in front of this great audience. I
will use my eight minutes to talk about the physiological needs in the transport of unweaned
calves. I want to speak in German as I feel a lot more comfortable using my mother tongue.

Ladies and gentlemen, As for the transport of unweaned calves: unweaned animals are either
not yet able or insufficiently able to eat solid feed such as grass or hay. For calves, this is the
case until they are at least eight weeks old. They may, however, be dependent on liquid feed
for longer than that. Calves must thus be fed on liquids until they are at least eight weeks old.

The natural food for new-born animals is milk. This milk is the liquid feed that calves receive
from their mothers under near-natural conditions three to eleven times – five to six on average
– per day from birth for up to six months or more. First of all we need to keep in mind that
under natural conditions calves want to drink milk an average of five to six times per day.

In agricultural dairy farming, calves are separated from their mothers immediately after birth
and fed individually, first with milk but soon after with milk replacer. Milk replacer is a powder
that is mixed with water and contains easily digestible carbohydrates and, above all, protein.
The calves are fed this liquid, at body temperature, in the barn three times or – most often –
twice a day.

Thus there is already a difference here: they are fed twice in the barn but five to six times on
average in free-range conditions. In the barn they therefore receive milk much less often than
they would wish to under natural conditions. The consequence is that with 12-hour – twice daily
– feeding intervals the animals feel enormously hungry just before they are fed. If the intervals
are longer, their hunger changes from mere discomfort to suffering, which worsens as the time
spent without food lengthens. In other words, this gradually leads to considerable suffering.

Calves may now be transported for a maximum of 19 hours. It is commonly agreed that calves
cannot be given liquid feed on board trucks. So let’s say the feeding interval is 19 hours... But,
no, no, in some cases it’s actually much longer! It is by no means always the case that calves
are fed at the place of departure – the ‘assembly centres’ – are always fed with body-temperature
milk in sufficient quantities from German drinkers, nor are they fed just before loading, but
rather at some point during the mandatory six-hour stay at the assembly centres. Except that
there is no legal requirement to feed them at the assembly centres. So the animals’ most recent
meal could be at the farm from which they were taken to the assembly centre. And often – as
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we know very well from experiences in the towns of Vic and Gurb in Spain – after arriving at
the ‘place of destination’ the calves receive no feed, no milk replacer but only an electrolyte
solution. And they do not stay there for the 48-hour period required in Regulation (EC) No
1/2005 but – as we see in Spain – they are loaded again after only a few hours and transported
to the neighbouring villages.

So the stated destination is often not the final destination at all.

So for how long do calves go without food on long-distance transport? Nine hours, 19 hours or
more? They are left without food for up to 33 hours. And if they are loaded again soon after
arrival at the place of destination, where they are only given electrolyte solution, it is much
more than 33 hours. These animals are suffering!

But now I hear you say: ‘After nine hours they must be given liquid and, if necessary, fed. That
what the regulation says.’ Feeding animals on board is simply not possible because you need a
hundred kg of milk replacer, and this powder, must be mixed while warm until there are no
lumps and fed to the animals at body temperature. And you have to ensure that these 200 calves
– and there are often more on a triple-decker lorry – each receive the required amount of liquid.
This needs to be monitored. And they are provided with drinking nipples, the likes of which the
animals have often never seen before. Feeding on board is simply not possible.

So let them drink! Except that calves at this age drink by suckling. If suckling calves can’t
suckle, they can neither drink nor eat. Technically, then, they cannot eat their liquid feed.

The drinkers on board the lorries are metal nipple things the animals are supposed to take in
their mouths. And the liquid is supposed to start flowing when the animal moves what is
normally a metal pin within it. But since the calves are not able to recognise these metal things
as liquid dispensers, in some trucks plastic and rubber tips are pulled over the nipple and fixed
in place. But the mechanism underneath the rubber tip remains as before: a metal nipple. As
soon as the calf takes this imitation teat into its mouth and squeezes it, liquid is squirted into its
mouth with too much pressure. But the calf wants to suck and not have liquid forced into its
mouth at high pressure. The consequence is that the animals stop sucking and after a few or
more – in any case frustrating – attempts they stop drinking altogether. What is more, the liquid
provided on board lorries is either pure water or an electrolyte solution: nothing more than
mineral water.

But neither water nor mineral water is able to satisfy the animals’ hunger. The animals suffer!

Well, then there’s the other option of unloading the animals and feeding them with milk replacer
before immediately loading them up again and getting back on the road. Yes, that’s what the
European Union guidelines say. However, it is important to bear in mind that suckling triggers
the oesophageal groove reflex. This means that when calves suckling calves drink the liquid
goes directly into the abomasum. In order to digest protein in the abomasum, calves must be
able to rest lying down, preferably for nine hours. Immediate reloading and restlessness on the
moving vehicle entails the risk that what is now feed mash flows backwards into the other three
stomachs, which are only developing, or forwards into the small intestine and causes unwanted
fermentation and diarrhoea there. All of these outcomes are distressing for animals.

Moreover, under the rules, control posts are intended only for 12- and 24-hour stays and not for
unloading, watering and reloading calves. Moreover, the unloading and subsequent reloading
of the animals, is, as recital 13 of the regulation states, extremely stressful for them. Under
certain condition this can also lead to the transmission of diseases. This procedure rides
roughshod over the principle that transport must be a short as possible and the needs of the
animals must be taken into account.
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But now you will say: ‘But the calves survive the journey!’ Yes, they do! They even survive
several 19-hour journeys in a row, and they survive if breaks are reduced from 24 to 6 hours,
as well as ferry journeys. But do we want them to go through such an ordeal? At any rate, this
goes against the spirit of the regulation.

Another thing to consider is that while transport companies may consider the rate of death on
arrival – at less than one per cent – to be negligible, the after-effects of such transports mostly
go unnoticed. There are passages in the literature that refer to secondary illnesses, some of
which arise up to three weeks later and can be serious. This needs to be researched in any case.

It has to be said, however: unweaned calves cannot be transported over long distances in a
lawful manner.

1-008-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for this very precise situation of unweaned calves and the
cruelty really related to that. I give the floor then to our third speaker of the first panel,
Dr Michael Marahrens.

1-009-0000

Michael Marahrens, animal welfare expert. – Thank you Chair. Dear Members of the
European Parliament, it’s a great honour for me to speak in front of this audience. Prior to this
hearing I was questioned in writing by various members of the committee on various aspects
of today’s issues, and I refer you to my written answers given there. I would like, however, to
briefly discuss some aspects here. But because of the short time available to me, I would like
to speak in my mother tongue.

Madam Chair, Ladies and gentlemen, the title ‘Approvals, controls and data’ sums up the
functions and tasks of the authorities responsible for ensuring animal welfare, particularly in
respect of the clearance and monitoring of the long-distance transport of animals. Transport to
third countries – those outside the territory of the EU – poses particular challenges, especially
when the mode of transport has to change, from a road vehicle to a ship for instance, as this
usually means a further change back to a road transport is necessary in the third country. The
journey does not end upon arrival at the port of the third country.

But transport to different climate zones, with changing weather conditions, can also pose
considerable risks for the animals’ well-being; this needs to be kept in mind for the purposes of
risk management at the planning stage. Special requirements and limited stress-resistance
capacities among certain species or categories of animals also play a major role. The best
example are young, unweaned animals, which my colleague Alexander Rabitsch has just
spoken about.

In the next few minutes I will discuss the transport of cattle to third countries in greater detail.
The legal basis for official activities in this area is Regulation (EC) No. 1/2005 (the EU
Transport Regulation), Regulation (EC) No. 1255/97 (the EU Control Centres Regulation), the
more recent ‘Control Regulation’ (Regulation (EU) 2017/625) in addition to numerous
supplementary regulations that have been issued in the meantime as well as, last but not least,
the judgement of the European Court of Justice in Case C-424/13, the ‘Breeding Cattle Case’,
among others.

An important prerequisite for the clearance of long-distance transports by the competent
authority is the use of type-II transport vehicles approved for this purpose. This approval is also
carried out by the relevant, mostly local, authorities – usually veterinary bodies. They are
usually overburdened with checking technical aspects of compliance with the rules – the
ventilation system for instance – which is why in Germany, for example, technical inspections
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are carried out by specialist services such as TÜV or DEKRA using a standardised procedure.
But it is the veterinary authority, that also issues the authorisation, which has to check that the
vehicles and their equipment are suitable for transporting the species and category of animal.

Other Member States have differing procedures. As we have just heard, there are considerable
differences in procedures for the approval of vehicles for the transport of unweaned calves or
lambs. As we have also heard, there must be facilities on board the vehicles to both to feed and
water these categories of animals. Accordingly, suitable feeding facilities adapted to the
animals’ needs and behaviour must be installed and carried on board; this is what the regulation
stipulates. The Commission has been making this demand in reports on missions in the Member
States since 2017, but it has done nothing to ensure they comply with it.

Germany has imposed a further precondition – in addition to the requirements of the
Tiertransporte (Animal Transports) handbook, a harmonised nationwide guide to implementing
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 drafted by the competent authorities – for the official clearance of
long-distance transport of unweaned animals: vehicles must be approved for that purpose. No
procedure currently exists for approval at EU level, however. In Germany, therefore, the long-
distance transport of unweaned calves is still being processed by only a small number of
authorities. One of them checks a pilot vehicle with the appropriate equipment and provisional
approval. The other is bound by administrative law to unload calves for a one-hour feeding
break at a control post in a neighbouring Member State, which is not legally approved for this
purpose at all. Moreover, the regulation provides no stipulations whatsoever on unloading for
feeding at this time.

The need to feed animals to avoid unnecessary suffering is now generally recognised in law.
The regulation, however, only refers to feeding ‘if necessary’. There is an urgent need to
harmonise legal requirements here so as to avoid forum-shopping for authorisation in
neighbouring countries, which distorts competition.

Another key aspect for the approval of road vehicles for the long-distance transport of animals
is ensuring the competent authorities have secure access to electronic data concerning
temperature, the loading gate and navigation system. There must be arrangements in place for
the transfer of this data, on request, to the authorities of each Member State affected by the
transport, without transport operators or organisers being able to alter it. There is still no
common or EU-wide standard for this, although it is urgently required so the competent
authorities can assess reliable data. The results of these evaluations should form the basis for
plausibility checks for the subsequent clearance of long-distance transport, especially in third
countries.

This brings us to the next – in my view key – point concerning approvals by competent
authorities: this is the clearance of long-distance transports of animals to third countries. After
verifying formal requirements such as authorisation, competence and so on, a plausibility check
of the organiser’s transport planning is of crucial importance in the approval procedure, an
element which, in one case, ultimately led to the EU Court of Justice ruling in the Breeding
Cattle Case. Here, although the same legal requirements apply throughout the EU, there is no
common standard for the competent authorities, so their capacity and the quality of their
clearance procedures varies greatly. For instance, authorities are not legally obliged to be
present when animals are loaded, so as to ascertain on the spot whether the animals are fit for
transport and whether the vehicle is roadworthy and properly equipped for the transport of
animals.

They are supposed to check the reliably and exactitude of the organiser’s route plan using
electronic data from previous or similar journeys before any transport to third countries can be
undertaken. In Germany, a database or web tool is currently being set up for this purpose.
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As things stand, each individual authority must check individually whether supply points in
third countries intended for use are in any way suitable for unloading and feeding of, and 24-
hour rest periods for, the animals under the requirements of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and
Regulation (EC) No 1255/97, as well as whether they are comparable with control posts in the
EU and have been approved by the third country’s authorities. They have to comply with the
applicable hygiene and biological safety requirements so that the transporters can actually
unload the animals there.

No single authority or individual Member State can check whether these various requirement
are fulfilled, since these routes are generally also used by a number of Member States. We
urgently need to ensure that that these supply points are operational and fit for purpose by means
of certification and subsequent audits, which should be carried out by an EU-accredited
certification body. The EU ‘High-quality control posts’ project, which I refer in my written
comments, provides a model for such action.

The project also provided certification for transport operators. A list of criteria was used for the
approval or certification of control posts and transporters and as well as multi-layer audits. As
the corresponding information for the supply points in Russia is either missing or deemed
insufficient, Germany is not currently transporting any cattle to Central Asia and eastern Russia
but its neighbouring Member States are. This gives rise not only to considerable distortions of
competition, but also to forum-shopping for authorisation. Whether the animals are even
unloaded into these supply points during transports from these neighbouring Member States –
where they are held temporarily for quarantine pending export to Central Asian countries – is a
moot point given the lack of information on hygiene standards.

Another serious problem concerning approvals by competent authorities concerns licensing
ships, usually vessels for transporting animals across the Mediterranean. This is another area in
which there is no common list of EU-wide criteria and standards. In a recent report, the
Commission found that the approval authorities were lacking in expertise in both licensing ships
and operating the port of loading. Both of these issues lead to serious animal welfare problems.

As for the approval of road vehicles or ships for the long-distance transport of animals, there
are thus no common, standardised EU-wide requirements for the technical installations and the
animal-friendly operation of these means of transport. Nor is there a harmonised EU-wide list
of requirements or standard operating procedures for the implementation of plausibility checks,
the use of electronic data from transport vehicles or, in general, harmonised processing of long-
distance transport to third countries by the competent authorities.

Such common standards to ensure animal welfare during long-distance transports, including to
third countries, should be laid down by EU-level expert bodies and/or Commission
implementing regulations. Voluntary agreements and guidelines are no longer of use here. We
need to establish a standard for both ports of loading in the EU and ports of unloading and
supply points in third countries able to safeguard animal welfare by certifying facilities and
ensuring regular, unannounced audits by an independent and EU-accredited certification body
to guarantee they operate in an animal-friendly manner.

The same requirements that apply to a supply points in a third country must also apply to animal
transports to the ‘final’ destination in the third country, since upon arrival the animals must be
accommodated and looked after humanely for at least 48 hours.

No such assurance can, however, be provided as part of the plausibility check of the transport
plan, since the scope of the EU regulation ends when the last animal is unloaded from the
vehicle. It would therefore be advisable to remove this definition from Regulation (EC) No
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1/2005, as it opens the door to abuse in other areas as well. It should be replaced by traceable
livestock breeding.

In 2011, with the Commission’s participation, the OIE published Terrestrial Animal Health
Codes for the Member States, covering both livestock breeding and the transport and slaughter
of animals.  In Chapter 7 they also lay down minimum standards for animal welfare in these
areas. Since almost all third countries to which the EU exports animals are members of the OIE,
such exports must be made contingent on guaranteed, verifiable compliance with these
standards. The EU should take action here and impose the same animal welfare requirements
as it does for imports from third countries. However, whether there is any point at all exporting
Central Europe’s high-output cattle for the purposes of developing an indigenous cattle
population for milk production in third countries – especially in North Africa and the Near and
Middle East given the structural, geological and climatic conditions there – is a matter that
should be addressed elsewhere.

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for your attention.

1-011-0000

Tilly Metz (Verts/ALE), Chair. – Thank you very much for that explicit illustration of
precisely why greater harmonisation is needed. It is amazing that this still hasn’t been done
after all these years. We really must act now.

For your information, we have already placed Dr Rabitsch’s documents and those of the
previous speaker online. And if Dr Marahrens now also sends us his documents and allows us
to make them public, we can then put it all online, with your consent of course, Dr Marahrens.

But now I’ll give the floor to the speakers. The coordinators will go first, and we will start with
Dr Daniel Buda from the EPP. The coordinators will have two minutes each. Thank you. I
switched to German because our guests are German. Thank you for your understanding.

1-012-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Chair, firstly, I too would like to thank the experts for their very
interesting and meaningful presentations. While listening to the discussions, my mind turned to
one of the solutions we might envisage in the near future in response to the very thorny issue
of the transport of live animals inside and outside the European Union.

Clearly, as the first expert speaker stated, we should be moving towards what would preferably
be the export of carcasses, and limiting the export of live animals. I stress once again that
situations exist, or we have to confront situations, when it comes to the export of lamb or beef
to the Middle East, where countries will only accept imports of live animals.

We can of course make it a rule, at European Union level, to stop this type of transport. But the
farmers we deal with week-in, week-out will ask us how we can permit ourselves to take
decisions on their behalf that impact on them economically. That is why I would not go for the
solution of banning the transport of live animals.

On the other hand, we certainly need slaughterhouses, and perhaps, Chair, we can have a
discussion on the issue of how to harmonise the distribution of such slaughterhouses in
proximity to farms, because we want slaughterhouses, but ultimately they need to be located in
specific areas so as to ensure a continuity of slaughter flows.

I would also like to raise once more the issue of the transport of young animals. I would say to
Dr Alexander that there are farms in France – I have been to see them myself – which do not
actually have the requisite capacity and infrastructure to feed freshly fattened calves, and these
are very often farms that specialise in grouping these calves and rearing them.
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Then again, we have situations in which Member States such as Romania, for example, do not
have the capacity to produce day-old chicks or weaned piglets, and we have to import these
animals to Romania from Poland, Denmark and other Member States of the European Union.
On this point too, we cannot go with the idea of stopping or suspending the transport of live
animals.

I would like to ask whether you, as experts, would consider it appropriate to provide financing
to transport firms that are developing their capacities to transport animals to good quality
standards, with this also enabling them to be fed and allowed sufficient floor space to rest, as
they should, thus ultimately facilitating the creation of the right infrastructure for the export of
live animals, both inside and outside the European Union?

1-013-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Thank you Madam Chair and thank you to our three experts from
the first panel for their analyses and the valuable inside information they have shared with us
today.

As a general remark, it seems the problem is not necessarily the vague legislation but the poor
enforcement of it, which, together with a low level of training and insufficient personnel, results
in an unrealistic level of expectations of animal welfare standards. And it seems that on the long
chain from farm to destination we are still lacking an independent body of audit and control.

For Mr Hendrikson: although Sweden processes the vast majority of its live animals, we just
saw a case of unimaginable cruelty against animals happening in your country. So in this case,
there is no question about banning long-distance transport of live animals, and of course neither
about banning slaughterhouses. So, in your opinion, what would be the solution to put an end
to this kind of cruelty and where on the chain from the farm to the destination should the
presence of the veterinarians be mandatory?

For Mr Rabitsch: I would like to follow up on your written answer, and since there is already
an European standardised and mandatory training for veterinarians, why do you think they are
still complaining about the lack of knowledge regarding technical requirements?

And for Mr Marahrens: you told us that what is missing right now is an independent body of
audit to verify if the information provided by organisers, like the availability, access and
conditions of resting points, are really available to transporters, especially outside the EU. So
since DG SANTE has never done controls on the spot, do you believe the European
Commission should set up an independent body of animal inspectors to work with national
authorities, to be physically present and conduct on-the-spot inspections?

1-014-0000

Asger Christensen (Renew). – Thank you for the floor and this very important discussion we
have here today and also for the division of responsibility for the informants of the Animal
Transport Regulation. It was very interesting to hear our three experts. I have highlighted these
issues concerning the division of responsibility many times. Yes, the drivers have too much
responsibility in Denmark, and it makes them afraid to transport animals. In other countries, we
have other problems. The real problem could be a difference of implementation, of
understanding of the Animal Transport Regulation in EU Member States. That’s not okay. I
think we have a huge amount of work ahead of us. Not for the animals that we are transporting
nor for the drivers, who are responsible for the transport. The process would therefore check
the monitoring of data, and the duration should be harmonised. We have learned about a lot of
new technology that we can use to help check the transportation, as I said many times. We could
use some of the GPS data, or it could be heating, or the cooler on the trailer, or the camera on
the trailer, and each time we will see how the animals are during transport, and we could see
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that on our phone or maybe in a data bank. And I’m very sorry to hear that, as a farmer, animals
may not get food after eight hours if they are transported. It’s not acceptable and we must try
to look into that. Thank you for a good presentation.

1-015-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Thank you Chair. Yes, I have several questions, first of all to
Mr Rabitsch. You have already elaborated very clearly that unweaned calves may not be legally
eligible for transportation. Can you please say that again very clear, as you have some
experience as a vet, why they are not legally eligible for transport, and why actually
veterinarians should not sign off the transport paper?

Could you also tell us – the regulation asks that calves are fed once within a 19-hour journey,
there is a one-hour break and they need to be fed – you already said it will be quite complicated
to actually do that but aren’t there follow-up problems if you go on transporting freshly fed
calves for another nine hours? What is that doing to the health of the calves?

And to the colleague from Sweden, Mr Henrikson, my question is, are you actually signing off
legal transportation papers for calves or are you restricting the transport along this, I would say,
very current assessment of the legal requirements?

And then a concrete question also to Mr Rabitsch or whoever can answer it. The European
Court has clearly ruled that EU legislation needs to be accounted until the point of destination.
Is that point of destination the harbour of Beirut or Egypt or wherever where we unload the
animals, or is the point of destination actually when these animals arrive at the slaughterhouses
or stables where they are kept?

You already said there is no obligation that every single transport on a ship is actually witnessed
by a veterinarian. How can we then make sure that only fit-for-transport animals are loaded on
the ships? And are there any official controls from the EU side on the ships after the animals
were loaded whether the conditions of transportation are fit for meeting the regulation of 2005?
And before these animals are unloaded in the ports of destination, are there any checks on the
conditions in which the animals actually arrived there and whether this is within EU regulation?

And last but not least, as far as I got to know, in times where we had exportation subsidies,
these questions were checked by the EU authorities in the points of destination and as far as I
know it’s not checked up to now, but can you tell us what has changed there meanwhile?
1-016-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – Thank you very much and welcome to our guests. It’s very nice to
have you here and to be able to raise questions. The mandate of this committee is to investigate
the alleged failure of the Commission to enforce effectively and of Member States to implement
and to enforce effectively.

The obligation of Member States’ competent authorities in case of infringement is to take
specific measures and notify the infringement, as laid down in the regulation.

The roles and responsibilities of competent authorities involved in the transport procedures are
very much interconnected. For example, poor vehicle approval by competent authority A affects
competent authority B who approves a transport with the use of the badly-defined but approved
vehicle and this in turn affects the work of competent authorities C and the D, who perform
checks along the road and at a place of destination or exit points.

Now the regulation provides for different ways in which competent authorities can report
infringements found during official controls: filling out section five of the journey log, entering
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the outcome of checks in the TRACES system, reporting through the system of national contact
points.

Unfortunately we have information that competent authorities reluctantly use these measures.
The unwillingness of competent authorities to communicate about shortcomings of their
colleagues’ work and/or to report infringements found during their checks contributes to
continued animal suffering and an image of a well-managed animal transport within the EU.

Moreover, failure to report violations also takes away the power of other competent authorities
to react upon them. Without a radical shift in how competent authorities report and counteract
violations, new law itself will not change the number of bad practices and infringements.

So what is your assessment of this situation and how do you think we at the EU level could
improve the situation?

1-017-0000

Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Thank you Chair, and a big thank you to the experts for their
presentations and very detailed answers to our questions. Even the smallest errors in the
approval or checking of a given transport or in the transport details have serious consequences
for animals, and yet this is a daily occurrence. Long-distance journeys are approved without
any problem, while misquoted and implausible journey times, a lack of checkpoints, a lack of
complete routes and so on are plain to see.

It is simply impossible to guarantee animal welfare as long as these practices remain
unaddressed. This is especially true when animals are transported outside the EU.

As Mr Rabitsch also stated in his replies to our written questions: even if all the provisions of
the relevant legislation are complied with, from a criminal perspective, any positive approval
of transport to certain countries simply adds to the pain and torture suffered by these animals
in their subsequent slaughter.

Mr Rabitsch, first of all, thank you very much for making it so clear that unweaned animals can
absolutely not be transported. You have worked for several years as an inspector and have stated
that you carry out extensive and rigorous checks, which lead to so-called ‘detours’ by
transporters. How likely is it that animals will be transported even longer distances if there are
strict controls in place, and what can we do to prevent this?

Finally, I have a question for Mr Marahrens: Since you have decades of experience in this field,
have published many studies and have supervised animal transport, I wonder whether you see
any solutions for ensuring animal welfare during long-distance transport?

Or do you think it would be wiser to invest in alternatives to the transport of live animals?
Thank you very much.

1-018-0000

Juan Ignacio Zoido Álvarez (PPE). – Thank you very much, Chair.

First of all, I would like to thank all the speakers for having accepted the invitation to share
their experiences and their knowledge with us today. Thank you very much for the information
you have provided and for your expertise.

As you will know, we are a committee of inquiry. Our work here differs from our work in the
other committees. While in other committees our exclusive responsibility is to propose
legislation and seek solutions through public policies, here we need to assess – and above all
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judge – whether or not Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 is being complied with, while also being
able to make any other remarks.

That is why, following on from the questions my colleagues have already asked – some of
which I was going to ask also – and the clarifications that the experts sent us in writing and
have given at this hearing, I would like to put just three very concrete questions.

Firstly, have they detected different levels of compliance with this Regulation depending on the
Member State concerned and the type of animals being transported?

Secondly, which actors or Member States are complying with the rules best?

Thirdly, what are some of them in particular doing that could serve as an example for
improvement by the others?

Thank you.

1-019-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Thank you very much and to the three experts for being here and
for your availability to answer our questions. Dr Henrikson, in your written reply, you indicated
that you would be in favour of all the initiatives aimed at making it easier for control authorities
to carry out their audits and controls. In concrete terms, are there measures you would propose
to improve the control system and make it easier to apply while warranting the necessary level
of control to ensure animal welfare during transport in the EU? I would also like to ask if you
could give more of an idea – more details – of the level of inspections conducted in Sweden,
taking into account the total number of animal transport journeys and infringement rates?

Dr Rabitsch, you have identified the diversity of possible interpretations of certain dispositions
of the regulation as one of the major obstacles to a uniform approval of the means of transport.
And today, for instance, Dr Marahrens identified some of the pivotal aspects that should be
analysed throughout the EU. But I would also like to know your view, Mr Rabitsch. What
explains this lack of harmonisation so far, or as you have called it, this diversity of
interpretations?

And just a final question for the three experts. We all know there is extensive literature, for
instance, concerning livestock animal handling by T Grandin, which is very well known, and
so many others that stress the importance of the human factor. We know how important it is in
the training of those who are handling animals on a daily basis. I would also like to hear your
views on this very important subject.

1-020-0000

Marlene Mortler (PPE). – Madam Chair, Can you hear and see me? Many thanks to the
experts. Unfortunately I haven’t received the written answers yet, but there are probably other
reasons for that. I note that the regulation from 2005 is not specific enough. It is not up to date
with current scientific knowledge, and it is still being implemented in a very inconsistent
manner in the Member States. That means we are right to talk about deficiencies.

I have questions for you all: I wonder, firstly, whether the current technical solutions also give
transport companies the opportunity to emphasise the things they do particularly well. After all,
some transporters have been working in this field for a long time and, with their years of
experience, they can help us understand in which areas the industry goes beyond the legal
requirements and what positive effects this may well have on the animals transported.

Secondly: what role do the data collected on the route play for the clearance of subsequent
transports? Are data from transports that are carried out particularly well given the same weight
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as data from transports where there are clear violations and non-compliance? Of course, the
public only pays attention to cases where existing breaches are apparent – and rightly so – and
not to those where everything is above board and runs like clockwork. Has anyone come up
with an overview of things here? What figures are we talking about? We all want to contribute
towards improvements – massive improvements – and standardisation.

1-021-0000

Martin Hojsík (Renew). – Thank you to the distinguished experts, it is really interesting to
listen to you. To start with Mr Marahrens, thank you for explaining in your written reply what
qualifies as a final destination according to 1/2005 but I wonder if you think that the wrong
entries of final destinations are happening on a regular basis. Also, is the final destination
verifiable for competent authorities and if it’s not, what steps should be done to solve the
problem? Is the information given by operators on transport plans transparent and what should
be done if not?

And to Dr Rabitsch, on infringement and the retrospective controls, what do you think are the
key problems when it comes to approval and controls concerning the transport of unweaned
animals and what should be done, in your opinion, to solve this problem? And what are, in your
opinion, the most common infringements occurring in long-distance transport? In your time at
the control body, how often did you register infringements? Do these infringements happen
regularly, or are they more a single incident? So is there a systemic problem, a kind of pattern
of intended infringements? And what are the most common infringements in terms of the
transport of unweaned animals?

And last but not least, the key issues in the enforcement of 1/2005 are the retrospective controls
and the consequences in the case of violation. Now, do you think the retrospective controls are
made in a sufficient way and, if not, what should be changed?

1-022-0000

Jytte Guteland (S&D). – I would also like to say thank you for this opportunity to ask the
questions and for me, the situation that I would like to raise is also the link between the transport
and the situation we have with a very big system and slaughterhouses that are at a long distance
from each other, and I would also like to raise the interlink between how the CAP is functioning
today and transport.

So I would like to have answers to how we can make sure that we have a system where the
animals are treated better and where we don’t have these kinds of systematic problems that we
see today, and how that could be done within this system, because I’m very afraid that since we
have such a CAP as we have, where there is a large scale to everything and slaughterhouses are
at a very long distance from each other, it’s very tough to respect the rules as they are today.

So I’d like to have answers on that and then I also would like to say that, personally, I think that
we also need to aim not to have live animals at all on our roads; we should absolutely transport
meat instead.

1-023-0000

Ska Keller (Verts/ALE). – Thank you very much and thanks to the three speakers. That was
extremely interesting, and also for your written answers, which were also extremely interesting.

I think my follow up questions would go more to Mr Rabitsch and Mr Marahrens, namely, on
the one hand, on the plausibility checks. What in your view is needed in order to make the
plausibility checks efficient and actually work, and what should we change in the legislation
that we have in order to make them work?

In your written questions, there is quite some discussion about the court case where sometimes
courts are forcing veterinarians to stamp off and to sign off animal transports even though the
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veterinarians were saying this is not plausible, this not correct. What do you think would need
to change in the legislation in order to make sure that the courts have a better understanding or
an easier possibility to deal with that, or so that we don’t end up in a situation where the courts
might rule in a way that we would understand is not really following the law?

Then I have a question which is probably similar to what a colleague asked, namely: given all
these problems and the limited possibilities also for checking up, what in your view – maybe
you have an estimate, maybe you have an educated guess – what’s the percentage of live animal
exports that are actually following the rules and the law, also with regard to not having an
animal suffer? Just to have an idea if that’s happening at all right now or whether we would
have, and should have, a doubt about every single live animal transport?

1-024-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – I will put this question in Swedish because it’s aimed mainly at the
Swedish guests we have in the hearing today.

I recently heard about an appalling and shocking case in Sweden. It’s related to animal welfare,
rather than EU transport, but it is an illustration of the problems there are with checks  and
animal welfare within the meat industry as a whole. It has emerged that an abattoir certified by
KRAV [a Swedish organic food label] in southern Sweden has basically been torturing animals
in a wholly sadistic manner. The video footage shows extremely serious abuse. The regional
authorities had previously closed the abattoir concerned. The fact it was allowed to reopen at
all after it emerged that animals there had been tortured in a similar manner shows that the
entire system is not working, and that animal welfare standards are not being upheld.

I should therefore like to put the following questions to the vet and to and the Swedish Board
of Agriculture: how can we improve the checks that are carried out to ensure that animals aren’t
suffering during transport, and what steps can we take to ensure this doesn’t happen again?
What legislative measures can we as politicians take to ensure that those who mistreat animals
are not able to commit such horrific crimes again?

1-026-0000

Billy Kelleher (Renew). – Just to say at the outset, I think we should also look at the terms of
reference that established this committee of inquiry. This committee of inquiry is established
to investigate alleged contraventions and malpractices in animal transport. And I think that
should be our primary role, rather than rewriting the issues themselves.

I mean the fact of the matter is, there have been systemic failures, malpractice across the
European Union in terms of the transport of animals. And the alleged breaches and the lack of
enforcement is what we’re meant to be investigating. The broader issues of animal transport
and the rights and wrongs of same, is not necessarily even within the terms of reference of this
committee.

So I think we need to focus on what we were actually established for, which is to see whether
or not the Commission and the state agencies which are obliged to enforce European law are
actually doing what they are meant to do; and that is to enforce Regulation 01/2005, which
governs and underpins how animals are transported within the European Union and outside.
And there clearly are systemic failures in terms of the investigation by competent authorities
and enforcement and prosecution.
But if we are to decide to change the terms of reference here and to decide that we make
recommendations on animal transport per se, well I think we should go back and seek different
terms of reference. Because I’m here to observe the terms of reference that this committee was
established under, which is on alleged contraventions and malpractices in animal transport. It
should therefore primarily investigate the alleged failures of the Commission and of Member
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States to effectively enforce Regulation 01/2005. That’s your purpose. The broader issues
would need another inquiry or another committee, in my view.

So I’d like to ask, in terms of our failures as a European Union in terms of enforcement, is it
Member States’ failure? Is it Commission’s failure? Is it the weak regulation? Where are the
systemic failures that we have to address to ensure that there’s compliance with the regulations
in terms of the movement of animals, live transport within the European Union and out of the
European Union?

Clearly, people have varying views on the rights and wrongs of us, but let us not mix up the
two. We are obligated here to ensure that if there’s weaknesses in enforcement, if there’s
weaknesses in the protection, if there’s weaknesses in prosecution, well then we should make
recommendations about that issue, and hold the authorities to account that are failing, that are
failing to implement Regulation 01/2005.

In the meantime, I’d just like to ask the people one question, the three witnesses: how is it that
you could transport an animal safely and humanely without much stress if you have to put an
animal on a boat and transfer it for more than 18 hours? I would like to know: is there scientific
evidence around supporting that? Where have they drawn up the conclusions, as it was stated
that it is not really legal? That it is not really legal. I’ve heard one witness telling us today. So
I’d like to see a little bit more evidence on these specific issues, and let us stick to the remit of
this committee.

1-027-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for refocusing the questioning. Indeed, we are here to analyse
how systemic the failures are and who is responsible, but also as your question reveals, we are
also here to analyse the situation and how is it possible with the scientific knowledge that we
have right now, that welfare and the protection of animals can be guaranteed. So this is very
closely linked. I give the floor then to Mr Manuel Bompard from The Left.

1-028-0000

Manuel Bompard (The Left). – Madam Chair, I should like to thank the three speakers for
their presentations.

I have a number of follow-up questions. First, in your answers to the written questions,
Mr Rabitsch, you mentioned the need for a large number of abattoir spot checks to be carried
out in a uniform manner. On that basis, I would like to ask all three of you whether, to ensure
compliance with animal transport rules, Member States should be required to carry out more
roadside spot checks. Or do you think the current number of spot checks is satisfactory?

Mr Rabitsch, in your answer to a question about the pressure brought to bear on official
veterinarians in the course of their work, I was shocked to read that you personally have been
subject to pressure amounting to mafia-like threats. Do you have further evidence to indicate
that this could be a problem throughout the EU? And specifically, what kind of cooperation
with the police would make it possible to better protect veterinarians’ freedom to do their job?

My last question is to you all and concerns journeys by sea. All the reports state that the majority
of vessels are unsuitable for animal transport and that the animals arrive in port after long
journeys during which rest times and maximum temperature limits have not necessarily been
adhered to. Do you agree that, in order to ensure that animal welfare standards are met,
veterinary and technical checks should be carried out as a matter of course each time animals
are loaded at European ports, and that there should be a requirement for at least one veterinarian
to be on board with the equipment needed to treat or put down animals where necessary? If so,
do you think that would be feasible in terms of human and financial resources? Or might it
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simply be better to stop the export of live animals altogether, and replace it with the export of
carcasses?

1-029-0000

Chair. – I give the floor immediately to our three speakers, the experts, who have seven minutes
each and if they need more time, then please send us your written answers afterwards. So who
wants to react first, please take the floor. Maybe Dr Håkan Henrikson, if he wants to.

1-030-0000

Håkan Henrikson, Chief Veterinary Officer, Swedish Board of Agriculture. – Thank you very
much. There are several questions here. I can start with the questions, answering for
veterinarians, as to whether they are under pressure to sign anything that’s not correct. I don’t
know of anything like that in my country, that would put the profession of veterinarians under
pressure to sign papers that show some incorrect information or similar things. So I’m not
familiar with that.

Then as for the questions over the best way to improve the trend for animals’ environment
during transport, so animal welfare, I think good journey plans and guidance to transporters is
of very great value. We have very few infringements recorded in the country, and of course
inspections before and on transport is of the upmost importance, and after transport, at
slaughterhouses. That would give a lot of useful information about the conditions during the
transport and are therefore very important.

Then we’ve got a question about signing papers for calves. Yes, if we had any shipments of
calves, for the transport of calves, I think we would have signed the papers. However, we don’t
at the moment have any such transport of calves, at least not outside the country, but we would
have signed them if everything around this was correct at that moment.

Then for the question about the Swedish slaughterhouse, that had some terrible filming and
pictures of what’s going on inside, we have received information – and I’ve answered the
question in writing about the case at the County Administrative Board – that we naturally find
very appalling. The County Administrative Board has made inspections at the slaughterhouse
previously and they then fulfilled the legal requirements at the slaughterhouse. When I received
my information about the actions that this person made, I acted very swiftly and this person
may no longer work with animals in the slaughterhouse and the slaughter house is at present
shut down. I don’t think, however, this has anything to do with the controls. It’s very appalling,
the films from inside, but it must be the company’s duty to check up on personnel on an
everyday basis. We have frequent checks on the animals and things before slaughter, and that
must be under control from the company, of course, or the slaughterhouse.

We have extensive animal welfare legislation in Sweden, that in many cases goes beyond EU
requirements and the controls on animal welfare are also more numerous than controls in many
other important areas. We put quite a lot of resources into that, so it shouldn’t happen, but still
in one or other case it could happen. We work constantly to try to improve enforcement of the
regulations and on making sure that all people who work with animals are aware and understand
the importance of animal welfare. These types of sadistic actions are, as far we know, very rare,
but it’s also difficult to prevent fully.

At present, the topic of surveillance cameras in slaughterhouses is being discussed. I don’t know
if that is the solution. These type of intervention measures have of course both pros and cons
and that needs to be decided by parliament. It’s a very difficult matter to consider – if we should
have cameras to watch every single worker in a slaughterhouse. But we need further discussion
on what’s the best thing to do in such cases. I’ll stop there.
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1-031-0000

Alexander Rabitsch, Animal welfare expert. – Thank you. I think I will have to answer most
of the questions in writing, because this isn’t something that can be solved in 7 minutes.

Mr Buda said that it is a problem of infrastructure. Well, if one country has the capacity to raise
animals and the other does not – we have the same problem in Austria which exports, to my
knowledge, 50 000 calves but re-imports the meat of 100 000 calves. We have to create capacity
for each individual state to supply itself locally and to eliminate targeted overproduction for
exports to third countries.

And the background to all of this, or the rationale for it, is simply to be found in recital 5, which
reads: ‘For reasons of animal welfare the transport of animals over long journeys, including
animals for slaughter, should be limited as far as possible.’ And what is Europe doing? What
are the Member States doing? They are importing more than ever. In 2016, for the first time,
we exported more than one million cattle to third countries. And that was despite the fact that
the Court of Justice ruling in case C-424/13 was already applicable and should have been
followed. The countries are not complying with it. We have seen a collapse in exports with the
cancellation of, first, export refunds for slaughter animals and, subsequently, export refunds for
breeding cattle. But this Court of Justice ruling has had no effect whatsoever.

We need to pay more attention to the recitals, which are an essential part of the regulation and
must be taken into account, unlike in national laws, where this such things are merely forewords
or act as such.

Ms Avram said that we should export sperm. Yes; who does this? There are essentially 18
countries to which Europe exports animals where animal welfare is at a high risk. And all of
them – with the exception of Morocco and Egypt – have actually signed the OIE Terrestrial
Animal Health Code without having passed their own animal welfare laws. Whenever the
export of breeding cattle also leads to slaughter – and I have seen this first-hand in Morocco –
this takes place under conditions of animal cruelty.

Why are we seeing these difficulties in implementing the Animal Transport Regulation when
there is equivalent veterinary training? Well, it’s because of the wording of the regulation.
Firstly, when the German regulation states ‘ausreichend’ or ‘angemessen’ and the English
regulation says ‘appropriate’ or ‘sufficient’ then there are often very different interpretations
between Finland and Portugal and between Sweden and Greece. That is quite clear.

And then we don’t have any standing operating procedures for the approval of vehicles. We run
these training courses together with various NGOs in different countries, and the police and
veterinarians are always amazed that there is such a large percentage of vehicles which run the
risk of injuring animals. In individual cases, we have sometimes seen animals getting trapped
in vehicles. But animals could potentially become trapped in almost 50% of vehicles. And they
drive long distances, all over Europe, on a permit from who knows where that is never
subsequently checked when they load up for another long-distance transport in another place in
another country.

I think we should oblige the veterinary authorities responsible for clearing loading procedures
to at least inspect these vehicles to show that it’s totally unacceptable for a vehicle with such
defects – unsuitable partition walls or unsuitable drinking troughs – has been on the road for
years. So, standing operating procedures are needed to implement the requirements of the
regulation.

Yes, and Thomas Waitz asked for further explanations on the transport of calves. Well, calves
are allowed to be transported over long distances when they are 14 days old. They can be
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transported for more than eight hours. But what happens to them when they become 14 days
old? The young calf receives its first milk, which contains substances that help it to defend
itself. After 14 days this process is practically reset. After three weeks they leave in any case.
The calves can only develop their own defences against disease from about three or, at the most,
four weeks old. Between the second and fourth week, therefore, there is a window in which
their immunity to diseases breaks down. This means that these animals are highly susceptible
to infectious diseases. And it is precisely at this point that we allow calves to be transported
long distances across the continent. These animals have a physiological weakness, namely an
immune deficiency, and are therefore unfit for transport. And this is aside from the fact that
they cannot be watered because of their age.

In my opinion, calves should not be allowed to be transported on long-distance journeys until
they are five weeks old, and only when they are safely weaned and thus no longer need milk or
milk replacer aboard the vehicle. It is not possible to heat milk on a lorry in order to correctly
feed 250 calves. It can’t be done. In Carinthia in Austria we have unloaded consignments of
250 calves and fed and watered them in groups of 10. It takes us three to four hours just to water
them so that each calf gets a sufficient amount.

So they are fit for transport is from five weeks old and not before. And animals should really
only be transported long distances once they are weaned.

Mr Lundgren: you asked whether there is a lack of communication about infringements? Yes,
there is, and I think institutions should be created to better monitor such infringements. I think
what the Food and Veterinary Office (FVO) is doing is just a drop in the ocean. There is not a
single mission anywhere Europe in which no glaring deficiencies have been found. I think the
Food and Veterinary Office’s team needs to be hugely reinforced. And then there are the usual
suspects, countries which regularly violate the regulation: infringement procedures need to be
opened against them.

Ms Hazekamp wanted to know whether this would not lead to longer transports. Yes, of course!
For example, now that that transports no longer go to Austria they are taking an hour and a half
longer to reach the major ports in the northern Adriatic for loading. One measure is, of course,
for neighbouring countries to be obliged to carry out checks that are just as strict. If I have
understood correctly, there are different degrees of compliance with the regulation. I have
spoken to Commissioner Vytenis Andriukaitis personally and showed him pictures of long-
distance transports, and he was horrified. But a year later, he had to tell the public that 97
percent of transports at the Bulgarian-Turkish border complied with the Animal Transport
Regulation and only three percent had deficiencies.

I was at the Bulgarian-Turkish border at the time, in summer, and we had temperatures of well
over 30 degrees. And I can assure you that it’s not the case that three per cent fail to not comply
with the regulation; one hundred per cent are in breach of it, because they should not have been
transported there.

And just take a look at the Bulgarian-Turkish border! There is a separate check-in queue for
animal transports, but it has not been manned for months. The first lane is chock full of parked
vehicles. The overtaking lane, reserved for animal transport vehicles and other sensitive goods
– goods! – is too busy for checks to be carried out. If you look at the situation on the spot, the
inspector has a glider in a fixed position that the lorry is driven past. And he has to be able to
look in from a distance of 2 metres and judge whether the transports comply, but even this
doesn’t happen.

I have exceeded my seven minutes and I think I have to stop now and I will answer the rest of
the questions in writing.
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1-032-0000

Chair – Great! Thank you very much, Dr Rabitsch, for truly going to see things as they are on
the ground. That is very, very valuable for us.

Dr Michael Marahrens, you also have the floor for a maximum of 7 minutes.

1-033-0000

Michael Marahrens, Animal welfare expert. – Madam Chair, There are a lot of questions to
answer. Of course, I can only partially answer them here, so I must refer you to my written
answers. However, I would like to pick out a few aspects or questions here. Mrs Avram, for
example, asked about the capacities of control posts, i.e. rest stations – as I understood the
question – both in the EU and in third countries.

The organisers of these transports must of course ensure in advance that this control post is
suitable and has sufficient capacity for the specific transports that are planned. This must be
ensured in advance at the planning stage by direct exchanges of information. The EU Platform
for Animal Welfare also has a sub-group on animal transport, which has listed the information
and documents, including the journey log, which organisers must provide to the authorities
responsible for clearing the transport.

If the authorities are unfamiliar with a particular control post – which could be the case if it’s
in a third country such as Russia – then the organiser must provide them with documentation
on it. This includes floor plans, capacities, equipment and so on. And if the organiser does not
receive such documentation from the control post or the competent local authorities, then he
must visit it prior to the planning stage to ascertain and document whether its capacity,
equipment, staff and management are suitable for the accommodation, feeding, watering and
24-hour resting of animals as well as re-equipping the vehicle for the next leg of the journey
and so on. The competent authorities must receive this information before a transport to third
countries – Central Asia, for example – can be cleared. And since this information is not
available at the moment, the German authorities are not currently processing such transports to
countries such as Uzbekistan, for example. In short, we are waiting for reliable information.

Then there was the question about the destination point. Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 only
defines the place of destination as a point at which the animals have to be unloaded and kept
for 48 hours. The clearing authorities cannot, however, check this since the scope of the
regulation ends when the last animal is unloaded from the means of transport. The clearing
authorities are thus simply unable to ascertain whether the animals are actually kept there for
48 hours before they are potentially reloaded for another journey.

This provision on keeping the animals at the destination point for 48 hours is also an invitation
for other types of abuse, I would say. From this point of view, a point of destination is
indistinguishable from a staging post for transfer from one means of transport to another, such
as a port. The port of unloading in the third country is certainly a waystation from which the
animals will be sent elsewhere. Nevertheless, in almost all cases it is indicated as the point of
destination in the transport planning documents. These overlapping relationships need to be
systematically addressed, and it is no coincidence that I am calling for certification and auditing
of both the ports on the EU side and those in third countries to ensure that Regulation (EC) No
1/2005 is complied with at every stage, as the EU Court of Justice has demanded.

There is a great deal of uncertainty as to whether the requirements of the regulation on the
suitability of the vehicles still apply to animal transports by road after unloading from the ship.
Since the transport does not officially end at the port, it must be ensured that the vehicles used
there for the transport of animals are just as fit for purpose as those used within the EU. That
what the wording of the CJEU ruling means.
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Another question concerned using electronic data from previous transports to clear subsequent
ones. I see this as a very important aspect, because the authorities responsible for clearance are
simply unable to carry out checks in the third country. If the authorities cannot fully access
electronic data from these animal transports from the third countries and evaluate them
properly, then essentially they cannot check compliance with Regulation (EC) No 1/2005.

And the authority almost always has to ascertain whether both the organiser and the transporter
are sufficiently reliable as to be competent to organise subsequent consignments. This includes
ensuring the flow of regulated, non-manipulated data to these authorities, there is no question
about that. And I would say that, for example, the planning or the inclusion of future weather
conditions in the third country are partly based on the weather forecast, but there is thus no
information available on what the conditions inside the vehicles are like, whether the
temperature limits of 5 to 30 degrees can actually be maintained under changing weather
conditions.

The authorities have to check all these aspects, and they can only do so on the basis of the
electronic data. I would like to end here and refer you to the written answers to the remaining
questions.

1-034-0000

Chair – Thank you very much to our three experts for all these answers and thank you in
advance for your written answers.

Panel II: Control framework
1-036-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for this very interesting point you made and all the answers you
gave us, and you are going to give us.

I give the floor to our second panel, without losing any time, and Mr Péter Bokor. A lot of
questions were certainly already addressed to him, because he’s Head of Unit G3, for Official
Controls, in DG SANTE at the European Commission, and Doctor Gunter Pannwitz who is a
veterinarian and a developer of software for monitoring transport.

You have the floor Mr Bokor, for eight minutes also.

1-037-0000

Péter Bokor, Head of Official Controls Unit, Commission. – I will try to be concise, which will
not be easy as this is a cross-cutting area, as the previous discussion has shown.

First of all, apologies for not yet sending all our written replies. That we need to do, but we
would like to give you a formal reply, which needs approval by several services and hierarchies,
and so that is slightly heavier.

In my presentation, I will focus on TRACES as a system, to show what it is capable of currently
and what it might be capable of in the future.

I will focus on TRACES despite the fact that your questions point at a cross-cutting issue.
Nevertheless, I will try in my presentation to reply to some of the questions that we received in
advance. For the rest we will reply in writing, and for the question and answer session I might
rely on the help of my expert colleagues, because of the cross-cutting nature again.

Also, you might have different levels of knowledge about TRACES, so I apologise in case I
say anything that is common knowledge. That said, I find it very important to be clear about
the basics of this system.
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Anyway, we have a short time and we will only be able to scratch the surface but I am confident
that our replies, oral or written will be to your satisfaction.

TRACES is short for Trade Control and Expert System. It is a multilingual platform for the
sanitary and phytosanitary recertification required in several domains. This is just to show that
TRACES is not just for the transport of animals. It is there for importation into the EU of
animals, animal products, food and feed of non-animal origin and plants, and beside that it also
serves intra-EU trade and EU exports of animals and certain animal products.

This is a system of information exchange which enables operators, trade partners, competent
authorities and control authorities to exchange information about these movements of
consignments and it is also, of course, a modern digital system to significantly speed up
administrative procedures.
Via this exchange, the system helps traceability, which is also a very important aspect both
within the EU and for imports from non-EU countries. And, of course, it also helps the
Commission for risk management activities, reacting rapidly to health threats by tracing the
movements of consignments.

This is an old system, if I may say, in constant development. It was established in 2004 on the
basis of the former ANIMO and SHIFT systems. As I said, it is in constant evolution. Thus,
currently there are two platforms, so you might come across the terms TRACES Classic and
TRACES New Technology (TRACES-NT). TRACES Classic being the old one, which is to be
closed down by the end of this year.

What is the content of TRACES? Certificates, to put it very bluntly. Certificates for compliance
with the requirements in the different domains that I mentioned. These certificates show, beside
all the data on the consignments, the checks performed and decisions by the authorities, the
competent and control authorities.

The legal basis for the TRACES system is dual, I might say. There is the Official Controls
Regulation (OCR), which says that the Commission shall up set up and manage in collaboration
with the Member States the Information Management System for Official Controls (IMSOC) –
so you might also come across this term – which integrates the TRACES system under, to be
exact, Article 133(4) of the OCR. Then there is the IMSOC Regulation, which is a Commission
implementing regulation. This provides the rules for the functioning of the components. In the
case of TRACES this is under Chapter 3, Section 4.

You might have a feeling for the huge amount of data that we have in TRACES, so obviously
a statistical tool is also important and useful. TRACES also has such a system. Besides this
statistical tool, the Commission also publishes an annual report with the key data in the system
which can be found on our web page.

I find it important to add that in collaboration with other Commission services, other services
from DG SANTE, TRACES also integrated other certification schemes than the ones that I
mentioned, within the sanitary and phytosanitary domains. So it covers certification schemes
for organic products for DG AGRI, imports of timber for DG Environment and also for the
certification scheme to combat illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing for DG MARE.

So again, I find it important to emphasise that TRACES does not only serve animal welfare,
which of course, and unfortunately, for those with interests in this domain, also impacts the
resources that can be allocated to this aspect of the TRACES system.
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Last but not least, it is important to add that TRACES is a tool, It is an IT system which does
what the policy-making regulations approved by the Member States allow it to do.

Now very briefly – I’m on slide number three – I would like to show how TRACES is relevant
for animal welfare during transport. Member States, all sectors, are obliged to use TRACES for
imports, for the issuance of common health entry document ‘A’ for animals, for the point of
entry to the EU market, and also to use it for intra-EU movements, for example to issue online
animal health certificates for planning – mentioned very much in the previous discussion – the
journey log, and to record online the results and outcomes of the official controls of the
movement. Nevertheless, I’d like to emphasise that the controls and checks are not undertaken
at a rate of 100%, so this might be an issue for further discussion.

As can be seen, TRACES is not mandatory for exports. Nevertheless, if the export has a transit
element through a Member State or Member States, then TRACES of course has to be used to
cover the EU part.

On the next two slides – four and five – I would just like to give you an example of data and
statistics and also about the volume of certificates and the data that can be found in this system.
It really is the data in the certificates that is of importance, not the certificates themselves.

As I already mentioned, checks are not done 100% on all consignments, this you can see in
column two for both years 2019 and 2020 which shows that, respectively, 18% and 17% have
been checked. The figures of 800 000-plus are all intra-EU movements or ‘intra-documents’,
so to say, the great majority of which are animals.

The planning part was filled in for about 14% of intra-movements, that is the share of long
journeys, where this is demanded. As you can see, for the controls performed in 2017, 1 833
animal welfare infringements were recorded, which is 1.2% of all the animal movements
controlled by the authorities. In 2020, the respective figure was 660, which is 0.44% of all the
animal movements controlled. So this is a decrease of 64%.

I trust we can say that the existence and operation of TRACES contributed to this significant
fall.

Now about data and access. As I said, it is the data and information in the certificates which are
key. The data comes from the information inserted by economic operators and responsible
national authorities in the official form of the certificates.

It is important to emphasise that, as it is in many cases the national authorities performing
controls that insert data, the data stored in TRACES belongs to the Member State authorities.
It does not belong to the European Commission.

I mentioned that TRACES has a statistical tool, so all kinds of statistics on the movement of
animals, infringements, etc. are available through this tool called QlikView.

As TRACES evolves so does the data content, with new certificates and new formats. Just to
see an example from the new intra-certificate that will apply from April this year, we provide
for an improved list of non-compliances with welfare legislation, which of course means
enhanced data collection and reporting.

This of course also allows Member States to perform data analysis, risk analysis, regarding the
transport of live animals. Thus, they can target their inspections and audits better and that,
equally, applies of course, not just for the Member States but also the Commission itself.
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1-038-0000

Chair. – Excuse me, could you please, Mr Bokor, come to an end, otherwise it will be difficult
to have all the questions? Thank you.

You could have still said the last sentence. Now it was a little bit brutal, no? No, please say
your last sentences nevertheless.

1-039-0000

Péter Bokor, Head of Official Controls Unit, Commission. – Then this is my last sentence, and
sorry for being longer than expected. Despite the fact that it belongs to Member States, the
public can also access the data, though not in real-time, but via access through document
requests for which, just to say, I can give the figure: in 2019 and 2020 we had 19 accesses,
mainly from journalists and animal welfare NGOs.

I would like to stop with this, and for the further developments, maybe we will come to these
in the course of the discussions.

1-040-0000

Gunter Pannwitz, animal welfare expert. – Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen, Chair, and
thank you very much for the invitation. In my eight minutes I’d like to concentrate on practical
aspects of checks and controls and, as has been reiterated several times, say that we as a
competent authority have a legal requirement to check before a long journey that the journey
log is realistic and also welfare-compliant.

We feel and we know that these prior checks are so important because, at this point in time, we
have a high leverage regarding what’s going to happen. We also gain credibility with organisers
and transporters that they know that we know what we are talking about and what they are about
to do, whether this is realistic or not. We and our colleagues prevent infringements and things
nearly every day, but you also have to bear in mind, like in many professions, that we do animal
welfare, we do transport controls, we do slaughterhouse inspections and we do food controls.

So at times it is difficult to process all the legislation that is there and to keep up with all the
standards. But this is not an excuse. We are doing our best and the prior checks are important
but they should only be seen together with the additional checks we do on the spot. We try to
be there as often as possible during the loading, for instance. This is also an important control
point.

But I would like to stick to the prior controls. You have to bear in mind that the amount of
necessary information to collect and process is difficult to handle in the allocated time. First we
have to concentrate on the health and disease status of the animals, of course. We need to filter
the blood tests, we get the laboratory results, etc. We also have to consider the purpose of the
transport and the condition of the animals. They are likely to be in a different condition if they
are to for breeding or for fattening or for slaughter. And we also have to know exactly what
distances we are talking about. What are the weather conditions along the route? How long will
it take lorries to drive and what are the road conditions in parts of the continent?

And to gather this, I would like to explain that we need a bit more help and the help can be
many fold. It was said before that we need a list of EU or otherwise certified staging points so
that we don’t have to argue each time whether this control post or staging post exists or not –
there is a useful web tool in Germany for this. This is quite okay, but I think we need more
software support, and based on our experience I have written some software. But it’s not about
this one, it’s about the general principle. What it needs to be doing is to get the electronic data
from traces – which is for instance point of loading, it’s the names of the drivers, it’s the lorry
with its licence for long or short transport, it’s the place of unloading – and to collect this
information with a navigation database to get realistic driving times for a 40-tonne lorry, to get
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a realistic routing device, to connect this information with the weather database to get the
temperature at every hour along the route. And this needs to be done within, well I wouldn’t
say seconds, but maybe within minutes, and we’re hoping that the aforementioned information
management system of official controls, IMSOC, is likely to be developed in such a system.

So, to check the plausibility, we have to consider many things, and we are doing our best. There
are examples of checks not being done properly, of high temperatures and paper signed where
it could have been foreseen that driving times would be exceeded by one or two drivers and
that the cows may have calved only seven days ago and the calves declared as weaned when
they were clearly unweaned when we certify a lorry of maybe 300 calves and 50 kilograms for
each calf.

So, I think, just to sum up, that more software, more standardisation, can already be done in the
current legislation and can lead to a harmonising effect for many competent authorities of the
Member States if this could be agreed upon.

And just some more words on retrospective controls. Yes, they are important. But they are also,
well, I wouldn’t call it tedious, but it’s a bit strange just looking at returning journey logs, and
as we say in Germany, paper is patient, and where is the system to check up on some written
documentation? If there is nothing to back it up, sometimes it’s a bit of a waste of time. We do
not get all of them but we get most of them and then we look at them and say, okay, if this
might have happened, it might have been different.

So, what I’m saying is, access to on-board unit data is crucial in the future and actually right
now. We have an obligation in Germany and long transports to demand real-time access to the
data from the organiser and from the transporter. But we find so many different systems and
sometimes also languages. We need navigation systems that fire their position every five or ten
minutes and not every three hours or something. So we need consistent time spans. We need
easy access. We then need an aggregation tool to quickly check retrospectively whether
provisions are met or not. And the data should and must be downloadable, and to sum it up, it
must be standardised.

Finally, I would like to ask the inquiry committee, also on behalf of the Association of Official
Veterinarians of Germany, whether the aim to minimise transports, which is in recital 5 of the
01/2005, has been achieved or not. Our impression is that transports are increasing in number
and it’s difficult to keep up.
1-041-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much to you for your good questions and also your concrete measures
you suggest, which are there and which we could standardise and harmonise more and also to
have access to standardised data.

Now we come back to the coordinators and I will ask you to use one and a half minutes in order
that we can have all the questions, so not two minutes, and we start with the EPP with
Mr Wiezik.

1-042-0000

Michal Wiezik (PPE). – Thank you very much Madam Chair. I have a question regarding
Article 28 of Regulation 1/2005 which states that a veterinary expert from the Commission
may, in cooperation with the authorities of the Member States, make on-the-spot checks to
ensure uniform application of this regulation. In answer to a written question to veterinary
experts Mr Rabitsch and Mr Henrikson, both confirmed that, as an official veterinarian and
competent authority, they regularly issued or received notifications concerning infringements
of the law by the state of dispatch. At the same time, they both could find no on-the-spot checks
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by the Commission laid down in the Article 28 were held, as concerned their professional
experience.

So, my question to the Commission representatives is does the Commission apply the respective
provision in the case of repeated or continuous breaches, and how often are these on-the-spot
checks by the Commission held in such problematic cases?

1-043-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Thank you, and many thanks to our experts from the second panel.
As far as I understand, there is a need to thoroughly improve the current tracing system and to
develop new apps. But even so, no matter how many applications we use, these cannot replace
on-the-spot inspections. I am not a transporter, but even I know that there are different tricks to
cheat the system on this. This might be an explanation why, although the number of transports
increased between 2019 and 2020, for instance, the number of animal welfare non-compliances
drastically decreased, by two-thirds.

Mr Bokor, how can we make sure the new updated tracing system will be thoroughly verified
and updated with the latest info by the national authorities, transporters and organisers? When
will the Commission start testing the new platform and when will DG SANTE organise training
sessions? Because my concern is that there will be a gap between 21 April, when TRACES
Classic will go out of service and the moment the new one will be implemented. What will
happen with transports within that timeframe?

Also, Mr Pannwitz, it is clear TRACES has a lot of recourse. I’m curious to know if you have
had discussions with DG SANTE on how to incorporate your suggestions and opinions in the
new TRACES system. Is there any way to incorporate your applications in the TRACES
system?

1-044-0000

Asger Christensen (Renew). – Thank you again for a good update here from Mr Bokor and
Mr Pannwitz, and I think that for me it’s a very important discussion now, here in this panel,
because we have some ideas on how we can do it in future, and also about how we control the
system in the moment, and I can see that we have a big difference across Europe and I think we
must fight to make authorities across Europe for this animal transporting, because I don’t
understand why there is such a big difference. And also Mr Pannwitz talked about using new
technology to help us and I think it’s up to us to decide that so we can do very well animal
transport. For me it’s very important.
1-045-0000

Rosanna Conte (ID). – Chair, colleagues, I would like to thank the experts here today, whose
contribution is crucial to understanding where and how to improve animal transport control and
hence give real meaning to what we mean by animal welfare.

I would like to point to a recent judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union, which
ruled in favour of the obligation on animals being stunned before slaughter, including in the
case of religions that make no provision for this. This ruling is in line with the direction we are
taking and seeks to reduce animal suffering.

These steps, though positive and increasingly desirable, lose all meaning if they are not
accompanied by actual respect for the animals and their transportation in proper conditions. As
we know, this is happening because there are clearly not enough checks being carried out on
violations of the provisions of Regulation 1/2005, which – I would point out – is among the
best in the world. I therefore hope that Dr Pannwitz’s work on prior control can be bolstered
and supported at EU and Member State level.
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We therefore need to focus more on checks, but also on building public awareness. Consumers
must be enabled to give preference to sustainable products which comply with the rules.

In this regard, I would like to ask Dr Bokor the following questions: DG SANTE also handled
the Better Training for Safer Food initiative – what are the results for 2020? Has the trend been
towards an improvement in comparison to previous years? Has it actually been possible to
harmonise control between Member States? Is any scientific data available to support this?

1-046-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Madam Chair, I should like to thank the speakers for their
presentations.

In the report it drew up in 2018, the Court of Auditors pointed out that the data available at EU
level are not detailed enough to provide sufficient information on compliance with animal
welfare legislation. This means that the EU authorities cannot deal with infringements or take
remedial action. This is also what the hauliers I’ve talked to are saying. They maintain there are
entry loopholes that unscrupulous hauliers know how to exploit. Can you tell us about the data
that are collected? What are the sources of the data?

With regard to vehicle locations, you said earlier that you don't get that information in real time,
and that at the moment it takes two or three hours to get it. I suppose the same goes for
temperature readings. Do you receive detailed data? What gaps or inaccuracies are there in the
data that might affect the proper implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005?

You mentioned supervisory authorities. Do those authorities have sufficient access? You also
talked about competent authorities. But what authorities have access to the data? Is it all police
services, or only some of them?

With regard to long-distance transport transiting several countries, do the authorities in the
transit countries also have access to the data? Does the software issue the same alerts to the
authorities if the data are suspicious?

And lastly, does the Commission have data on the number of checks carried out by the
authorities in each Member State? And what parameters were verified for each intervention?

1-047-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – The Commission reports show that officials in the Member States
often accept and stamp journey logs with unrealistically short estimated journey times. As a
result, the obligatory rest stops for very long journeys are neither planned nor carried out.
Furthermore, important parts of the journey logs are often left blank and, despite this, officials
stamp the journey logs as being satisfactory.

In addition, the Commission has confirmed reports confirming that in many cases controls by
officials on journey logs, which have been returned after the completion of that journey, fail to
spot basic deficiencies. Therefore, for example, exceeded journey times remain undetected. It
would be very easy for the competent authority at the place of departure to verify if the
estimated transport time indicated by the organiser of the transport on the journey log is realistic
or not. It would just require a quick look on the internet to check the distance between place of
departure and place of destination and then divide the distance by 78 kilometres per hour. This
is the highest attainable average speed of an animal truck as used by the TRACES system.

Despite this, in practice the requirements regarding approval and checks of journey logs are all
too often not enforced. We have information that this problem has been ongoing for many years
now. What is your assessment of this? Who do you think is responsible for this situation? Is it
at the Member State level or is it at the EU level?



01-02-2021 28

1-048-0000

Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Thank you very much Chair, and thank you to the experts for
their presentations just now. I would like to thank Mr Pannwitz for answering our written
questions and for his clear recommendations, such as improving TRACES, banning high-risk
transport such as to third countries or of unweaned calves and banning for the most part the
export of live animals to certain third countries, and permitting the export of live animals on
board ships only if a vet is on board – although I myself think that one vet for 60 000 sheep, for
example, is woefully inadequate.

I have a question for Mr Pannwitz and for Mr Bokor: NGOs have proved indispensable in
drawing attention to cases of abuse. Is there any possibility of providing citizens or at least
those NGOs active in the animal-transport sector with access to TRACES? And I have two
other questions for Mr Bokor: What is your reaction to the rather strong rejection and criticism
of the export of live animals, as several experts have pointed out today? You are responsible
for the official European controls of animal transport and I would therefore like to hear from
you, Mr Bokor, what solution do you see for the total lack of controls and reliable data in the
transportation of animals to countries outside the European Union?

1-049-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – I would like to thank you also for your availability to answer our
questions, and my question goes to the Commission representative Mr Bokor.

The Commission report from 2019 on the welfare of animals exported by road pointed out that
most national authorities do not use the information available in TRACES in order to target
their inspections and audits. Is there now any obligation for Member States to do so and what
measures are foreseen to promote this?

One of the reasons presented for this situation was the access restrictions, namely the fact that
competent authorities could not have access to TRACES data for the control posts for which
they are responsible, or see the certificates in which they are identified as a country of transit,
and as such cannot report controls carried out during roadside checks on the journey log.

It has also been identified that they could not access all TRACES that were relevant to the
transporters they have approved, making it impossible for them to evaluate the compliance of
the operators they are responsible for, which could work as a risk factor for controls. So my
question is can we trust that the next TRACES will contribute to solve these obstacles that have
been identified?

1-050-0000

Francisco Guerreiro (Verts/ALE). – Thank you Chair, and thank you to all the speakers. My
comments and questions will be directed to Péter Bokor and Dr Pannwitz.

The Court of Auditors states in its 2018 report on the implementation of animal welfare
legislation that Member States need to improve the quality of checks by setting targeted
inspections on animal welfare during transport and making better use of the TRACES system.

Dr Pannwitz stresses in his written answers that TRACES estimates during these times are
nearly always far too optimistic, which offers an excuse to avoid further checks, as the transport
was accepted by the system. End quote.

We also know that the TRACES system does not show the severity of non-compliance, and that
much useful information is not accessible even for competent authorities in each country,
which, therefore, do not use it to target their checks.
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Adapting and developing TRACES further towards a more powerful database that has the
ability to cope with the ever-changing 21st century problems fails due to the lack of state-of-art
software updated in the past, as was stated by the speakers.

Dr Pannwitz , could you please elaborate on whether you consider that your software,
TRACES, is being used according to your initial plans? Are there any plans to change it, so that
sufficient data is collected, and if so, what would those plans be?

Moreover, what is the opinion of both speakers on creating an EU monitoring system similar
to TRACES but that allows citizens, other than national authorities, to access that information
and that includes data on planned lengths of transport, species, starting point, destination and
resting periods if necessary?

Would it be possible to create such a system, and do you think it would be an effective tool to
curb breaches? Thank you very much for your replies and your participation.

1-051-0000

Billy Kelleher (Renew). – Just to Mr Bokor, the Commission representative: in terms of the
ability of Member States and national competent authorities to police and implement the
recommendations and regulation of 01/2005, has any effort had been made, a genuine effort,
by the Commission to insist that national competent authorities do what they are obliged to do
under the various regulations and under EU law?

And have they, or have you as the Commission, have you made any efforts to assist or support
national competent authorities in developing their inspection regimes, and have you taken any
infringement proceedings against any competent authorities or Member States, in view of the
fact that it’s quite clear that some Member States are not engaging in any effort to comply with
the Regulation 01/2005?

And from that perspective, is it not undermining everything that we had set out to do in terms
of guaranteeing that the transport of live animals within the European Union will be done in a
fair, safe, humane way to ensure the safety of the animals and that they would be delivered to
the market, or to wherever they are moving across Europe, in a way that can guarantee no
unnecessary cruelty?

And then I go to Mr Pannwitz. In terms of the software developments that you talk about and
technology, in terms of geolocation data, journey logs, is the data or is the technology there and
is it available and would it be compliant with Regulation 01/2005, due to the fact that this
particular regulation was written some time ago, or would we need to update this regulation, or
is there enough in it to allow us to embrace the new technologies, the new advances in
geolocation, journey logs, tracing etc.?

And finally in terms of assembly centres, do you believe, and this goes to both, do you believe
that assembly centres should be overseen by some national competent authority as opposed to
the hands of private individuals, to allow for and support and guarantee the single market free
movement of goods and services?

1-052-0000

Maria Noichl (S&D). – Madam Chair, I would like to ask all our speakers a question. The fact
is that far more calves are still being produced than we really need. They are more or less waste
in the breeding process. I don’t want to use that very ugly word, but that’s the way it is. These
calves are sometimes transported very, very far. Countries that then agree to put a stop to this
transport now realise that they are very often circumvented; the calves are then simply shipped
on via other countries. This is the case, for example, with Bavaria: consignments begin via
Brandenburg, then continue via Hungary, then even via Saxony, further via Hungary: always
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within the network and under the TRACES data system, where they can be monitored at all
times.

My question is: what do you think of this deliberate routing of traffic to circumvent the ban? Is
such a consignment not then illegal from the very beginning? If I know that I am not allowed
to send consignments from Bavaria, but I can send them from Bavaria if they take a diversion
for example. Is that not then fundamentally unlawful?

I would like to ask the speakers their opinion on my one of my thoughts. We are now
increasingly discussing the issue of a supply chain law. And such a law would entail above all
imposing a chain of liability all along the supply chain. And when we talk about a supply chain
law in the textile sector, we are talking about the responsibility of the people who sell textiles,
how they are produced. Wouldn’t it make sense also to use the idea of a supply chain law very
specifically for the transport of animals? This would make it clear that, for example, the
Bavarian livestock breeding association, which deliberately raises animals that are not needed
at all and which are then transported elsewhere, is then responsible for this consignment. I
would be interested to know what you think about this.

1-053-0000

Martin Hojsík (Renew). – Thank you and to Mr Bokor for the presentation. There are several
problems connected to TRACES that concern all the species that are transported, not only farm
animals. One of its weaknesses is that illegal puppy dealers can register themselves easily under
TRACES to issue transport documents. There are no controls regarding registration of new
consumers or consignees. Access to TRACES documentation is also limited to the competent
authorities, to the countries of origin, transit and destination. Now, as the previous speaker said,
following several decrees on farm animals in Germany that limit the exports of some countries,
some transport has being split into several stages to counter these decrees. The real destination
of the animals is also being concealed. In other cases, the origin of the animals might be falsified
using the very same method. Now, I would like to add on to my question, how does the
Commission plan to tackle this trend? How does the Commission plan to address the use of
TRACES by operators engaging in illegal trade in companion animals? And how does it intend
to tackle the problem of Member States establishing themselves as traders of farm animals to
third countries that are considered high risk by all of our countries? And finally, is the
Commission considering establishing an external control body to allow for an EU-wide
monitoring? Because we should have, and need to have, certain EU-wide uniform standards.

1-054-0000

Pär Holmgren (Verts/ALE). – Thank you very, very much, Madam Chair. As mentioned
previously, the more knowledge we get the more information. It just gets so staggering,
surprising, I think you said. And thank you very much to Mr Bokor and Dr Pannwitz as well.

First to Mr Bokor, which are the main challenges to make sure that the regulations that we after
all do have in place are being complied with. I’m thinking, particularly after this discussion
today, of the very, very long transport of unweaned calves, that clearly goes against both
regulations and also our moral responsibilities towards living and sentient beings but still are
allowed to continue. What would be your suggestions?

And sort of a similar question to Dr Pannwitz as well, which are the main challenges to make a
monitoring system that really ensures better compliance with the current regulations? You do
indeed mention better coordination, of course, of the monitoring systems but apart from that,
what would be your suggestions then?

1-055-0000

Niels Fuglsang (S&D). – Thank you so much, and thank you to the European Commission for
the explanation of TRACES.
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I would like to pose a question with regard to live animal transports of European animals to
third countries. We have seen big problems in the control of these transports and we have seen
a situation where we have many scandals, and it seems that it’s not just one or two or three
cases of breaches to the regulation. It seems like it’s a solid pattern, which makes me wonder
is it at all safe, or sustainable, or justifiable to allow exports of live animals to third countries?
Can we at all control it?

Clearly today control does not work, and I wonder can we use TRACES to remedy this system
that clearly today does not work, judged by the level of the scandals that we’ve seen.

Can we use TRACES to remedy the system? Or the other solution is that we simply ban live
animal transport to third countries. Is the European Commission ready to do so, to propose so,
if we cannot remedy the broken system using TRACES and other tools? How does the
Commission look at that?

1-056-0000

Juozas Olekas (S&D). – Thank you, Chair, dear colleagues and experts for being with us today
and discussing this important issue. There are a few problems regarding animal transport that
stem from the diversity of controls and their enforcement across the EU. As was mentioned, in
order to have a Union-wide framework of rules regarding accountability that could help us with
this problem, we also need to have the technical possibilities to implement all the common
rules.

Would it be possible to mandate the companies that transport live animals to use a single
navigation system that would also provide access to the information it collects and records to
the state veterinary service that had approved the journey? If the service could connect to the
system at any time and observe the sedation of animals and the location of the vehicles, this
could strengthen the accountability framework and the institution that approved the journey
would be able to ensure that the plan is being followed.

My question is, would it be possible to ensure the availability of this connection with current
technology capabilities while also keeping the cost reasonable? Thank you for your answer.

1-057-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much. I think we now have exactly ten minutes to hand back to the
experts, so five minutes each. I know there are also other experts from the Commission besides
Mr Bokor, so you have the floor for five minutes each to answer this question. If this is not
enough time, please also reply on a written basis.

1-058-0000

Péter Bokor, Head of Official Controls Unit, Commission. – Certainly it will be necessary for
us to reply in writing, I mean there are so many questions ongoing. I’ll try to summarise some
of them as they are on the implementation, to what extent the Commission and Member States
are responsible. It is obvious that Member States are responsible for implementation. The
possibilities for the Commission to enforce are limited and basically they are very much the
very same as we have in other areas.

Wherever possible the Commission uses audits, so this is the control, I would say the stick part,
which might lead to an infringement procedure and there is also the carrot part, which is the
training.

There was a mention of the BTSF initiative. It is a well-functioning initiative and I believe, I
certainly do trust – I was actually in charge of this initiative earlier – I do trust that it has led to
harmonisation of procedures for exchange of best practices between Member States. So I think
the best the Commission can do in the future is to maintain this double approach.



01-02-2021 32

You will have to understand that what I also tried to refer to is that our resources are limited,
both in terms of developing the system and in terms of auditing. I don’t think there is a
possibility to have Commission checks on all the movements or be always there on the spot, as
was referred to and I think we will explain it in writing.

More data: maybe more collection of more data would help us and the Member States to make
a better risk analysis of where to control and how to improve the legislation so that we can
enforce the policy.

I personally do believe that new technologies are a solution, and I referred to it and in the written
reply we will give details on how the improvements from April this year, how the improvements
of the introduction of TRACES NT will improve these conditions.

I don’t think access to NGOs would help. As I said, there is already some exposed access, so
anybody can ask for access to documents, for data, but I don’t think adding another layer to the
system would help the system.

This is what I would like to really say in short. Again, I mean, there were too many questions
and too detailed questions that I would be able to reply to. I will give detailed replies in writing.

1-059-0000

Gunter Pannwitz, animal welfare expert. – There are so many questions, I will try to structure
them a bit.

Let’s start with the first point. Yes, are we not lubricating a system, empowering TRACES and
so on, if the system in itself is all wrong, meaning too many animals are being transported to
third countries or across the continent anyway?

But there you have to look into the legislation. You have to look into your aims as politicians
and maybe get terms of legislation from animal experiments: replace, reduce, refine — this
could also apply to transport.

This is the first part. I’m all for it, but the legislation as it is, does not allow me to say ‘tomorrow
your pigs are not allowed to go wherever’.

Second, data is important and maybe I am wrong. I like data, but on-the-spot checks are so
important. They are basically the bottom line and this is where we see things through the eyes
of the transporters and the drivers. We try to do more and more of them, because during loading
you can check the vehicle, whether every ventilator is running, whether every drinker is
working. In Germany, but probably in other Member States too, we have a handbook for this,
but there is also EU training material. I like the Better Training for Safer Food (BTSF) courses
as well; they are very helpful.

We have animal transport guides from the EU, and we can hand part of them out to the drivers
of other nations. This is helpful. So, on-the-spot checks are important, and will remain
important.

Third, retrospective controls. They are done at the desk and we are capable of monitoring on-
board unit data, but as I said before, it needs to be done in a standardised way. This also answers
the question ‘can a single navigational system be used?’. Yes, of course it can be if it has been
prescribed, and in the written answers I have given a link to an Italian study — they have done
quite a lot of research some years ago regarding this topic, meaning they have come out with
the proposal that every five minutes the system must give its position, etc. So much more work
has already been done that I can explain here again.
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TRACES is, as I get from the Commission, quite a complex database, and I would subscribe to
that, but any additional tools do not have to be implemented. There are programming interfaces
and other solutions that can draw information from the database only if need be and process it
outside, so it can be done in many different ways.

Fifth, access is important for veterinarians on the spot, but regarding NGOs, I’m all for it, but
it needs to be harmonised as well.

We also have some NGOs that just want to play the blame game. I mean, who doesn’t want to
play it, but we have had allegations about overloading that were not substantiated because we
always weigh the load when we do these on-the-spot checks and we can prove that we were not
wrong. But it was in the papers. So, yes, you can give access to anyone but you need to decide
whether it’s necessary or not.

Sixth, regarding the topic of assembly centres. I think this must be rephrased in 1/2005. It is
wrong to consider a place of loading an assembly centre where the animals have been
transported before for over 100 kilometres or given water after six hours, or whatever. This
needs to be rephrased properly.

Also, this assembly centre hopping can be solved, at least with cattle, because all the individual
ear tags are already in the system and the hopping can be detected, it can be filtered out. If an
ear tag is transported one day from, say, Germany to Hungary, and then maybe the same day or
the next day to another country. There are technical solutions for that. At least in Germany in
the assembly centres, there has to be an official vet there, not a private one. There is no
discussion about it.

Okay. I think I have covered most of the subjects. If need be, I can answer in writing, but I think
I kept to the time limit as well.

1-060-0000

Chair. – Yes, you did a great job indeed, because you provided a very structured answer to the
question and you kept the time, so thanks to both of you and looking forward to get the other
written answers too.

Mr Bokor, Mr Pannwitz and also to the other three experts: thanks a lot for this very interesting
hearing, which raises also a lot of other questions again. We see also the differences of
perspective, seeing from the Commission view, where they don’t see a lot of infringements,
and the reality on the ground.
So, just to say that we have our next hearing, the third hearing of the ANIT meeting is on
25 February in the morning. It’s going to be three hours long and we have one panel there with
six experts. Also to inform you that we are going to have a verbatim so you can check what was
said exactly by whom, in the future, but it’s going to take two maybe three weeks because
there’s quite a lot of work right now in doing this verbatim.

And also we are really going to manage next time that you see the PowerPoint, now you have
it only on the website, if you have something you could watch it, but it was on the website. But
next time we will have the speaker is there and we will also see the PowerPoint, so it’s easier
to follow.

So, thanks a lot for all your interesting questions, thanks to the interpreters who were there
again a little bit longer for us, thanks a lot and to all the technical services to connect with all
the people, thank you very much for that also.
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See you on 25 February. See you then, thanks a lot.

(The meeting closed at 16.22)


