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PART I - Checks and issues when leaving the EU

1-002-0000

IN THE CHAIR: TILLY METZ
Chair of the Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport

(The hearing opened at 13.48)

1-003-0000

Chair. – Good afternoon everybody. I hope you are well connected, some of the MEPs are also
in the room. The first point is the adoption of the agenda, the draft agenda can be adopted if
there are no objections, I don’t see one, so it is adopted. Thank you very much.

And then I’m happy to see you here again. It’s not so such a long time that we sat together. Like
for the previous meetings, we will work to day in a mixed format with Members who are here,
I said it already, in the meeting room or connected from their respective workplace.

Today, we have an important hearing on our agenda on the transport of live animals to third
countries. We invited 11 experts for this afternoon on this very large subject, covering the
purpose of transport, journey planning, also checks at the place of departure and exit points,
border inspection posts, possible delays at border parts, controlled posts in third countries,
animal welfare in transit and final destination countries, and certainly the enforcement of the
Court of Justice judgment in Case C-424 practices.

The first part of our hearing is checks and issues when leaving the EU and the second one at
16.45 this afternoon is checks and issues in the third countries. As you know, we have been
asking the ANIT Committee myself, on behalf of the ANIT Committee I have been asking and
are still in contact on the situation of the two vessels.

One is at the port and we are still following the issues so that, you know, as soon as we have
confirmed information on the well-being of the animals and also the situation on the solutions
we, of course, will inform you on that. We ask for further information from the authorities.

Just to say that, because it’s really in the topic of today, we have different information. So I
don’t want to spread it now because I want to have confirmed information. So as for the last
meeting, let me remind you about the instructions for an optimal functioning of this next
meeting.

We can use today interpretation in French, German, Italian, Dutch, English, Spanish,
Portuguese, Swedish, Hungarian, Slovak and Romanian. And let me also remind you, if you
are only connected by phone or only an audio connection, there is no interpretation possible
because the interpreters also need to see you to make a good translation, and then try to speak
slowly also, and don’t forget to press that speak button, please. Thank you very much for paying
attention to all that.

So I now have the pleasure to open the agenda with our first public hearing on transport of live
animals to third countries. First of all, I really welcome and I know they are already connected,
so six experts all participating in our meeting via remote connection, who will cover the first
part of the hearing on checks and issues when leaving the EU.

So there is Mr Seamus Scallan, from Wicklow Calf Company, Ireland. Then we have Ms
Manuela Giacomini, from Conte & Giacomini Lawyers. We have Ms Constança Carvalho,
PATAV (Anti-Transport Platform for Live Animals), also at Conte & Giacomini Lawyers. We
have Mr Péter Hencz, Managing Director, HUNLAND Trans Kft, Hungary. We have Ms
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Lorène Jacquet, Campaigns and Advocacy Manager, Fondation Brigitte Bardot, France and we
have Mr Heinz Osterloh, German Cattle and Meat Trade Association, from Germany

Dear experts, you now have the floor for your presentation for seven minutes and then followed
by a debate with our Members. Thank you for respecting the speaking time as much as possible
and after the presentation you will have two rounds of questions and answers, starting with the
coordinator. So then I give the floor to the first expert, and that is Mr Seamus Scallan, from
Wicklow Calf Company, Ireland. You have the floor for seven minutes. Go ahead, please, and
welcome.

1-004-0000

Seamus Scallan, Wicklow Calf Company. – Greetings first, I would like to thank all of you for
your time today for giving me the opportunity to address this committee.

By way of introduction, my name is Seamus Scallan. I am an Irish livestock exporter and I own
and manage a successful livestock export company, Wicklow Calf Company.

For over 40 years. I have dedicated my career to the export of Irish livestock to several
countries. During this time, I have developed considerable real-life experience in this field. This
was ensured by my company to grow and prosper.

My company, Wicklow Calf Company, is a family run business that exports livestock. Both my
two sons and daughter join me in the running of our export business over the last 10 years.
Since then, we have collectively built, promoted and marketed our business and at all times
welfare of our livestock has always been an absolute priority to us. Wicklow Calf company has
sought to increase the number of markets available to the Irish livestock sector. Our focus has
always been supplying the best of Irish top quality stock to overseas customers.

In 2020, despite the challenges of COVID-19, we successfully handled 50 000 heads to our
customers, spanning from Spain, the Netherlands, Poland, France and Ireland. We are proud to
have improved our low-mortality rate to less than 0.25%. That is roughly one hundred and
twenty five animals lost for the full year. Our ambition is to have the mortality rate as close as
humanly possible to zero. We pride ourselves on the quality of animals we export and on the
condition in which they arrive in mainland Europe.

The way we work is somewhat different than other exporters. We do not buy calves through
the market system in Ireland. All our calves are bought directly from the farms, with the
transport taking place the night before the exports. The reason for this is quite simple. We
believe that sourcing all our calves directly from the farms rather than from the market, ensures
that our calves arrive on the farm far less stressed. We have greater control in the terms of how
many animals are required and when – crucially, to ensure that if there is a sailing delay due to
adverse weather conditions, for example, animals can remain on the supplier’s farm until
confirmation is received as to when the boat will sail.

As a company, we have invested considerable sums of money into our lairage on our farm. All
our animals are looked after and cared for, adhering to the highest possible standards. They
receive fresh straw and nutritious milk replacer is fed to them. Over the last year we have
purchased our second road train costing EUR 350 000. A purposely built truck and trailer with
the calf welfare in mind. During the high season, we could have over 3000 calves brought to
and sold on our farm each week.

Due to the large volume of animals that we have at all times, we need to outsource transport to
a selected number of haulage companies. Only the companies that we are confident that can
transport our animals and meet our standards can secure contracts. Our reputation is priceless
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to us. We do not want to damage it by using companies that do not ensure animal welfare and
control while in transport. As you are aware, Irish livestock exporters must adhere to a series
of regulations set out by both the European Union and in the case of Ireland, the higher
standards, as are set by the Department of Agriculture and the Marine.

First, the journey log must be submitted to the Department of Agriculture 48 hours in advance
and the potential departure date. The details of the journey log must include the transporter’s
name, the truck registration, the final destination address, a confirmation of the booking from
the lairage in France and must be submitted on the day of export.

A Department of Agriculture veterinarian will inspect each animal to ensure they are all fit and
healthy to travel. Additionally, the veterinarian examines the driver’s credentials and inspects
the truck. Once the full truckload is approved a health certificate is then prepared. Our animal
handlers can then load the allocated animals, which they have sent on their journey.

Ireland is a large, successful livestock-exporting country. Increase in prices from NGOs have
prompted a number of different stakeholders, like myself included, to set up a new welfare
group called the Irish Livestock Stakeholders Association in 2020. Our vision is to improve and
increase the animal welfare standards within the export industry. We have come together and
agreed the following ideas to improve the welfare within the calf export industry. Our
association recognises there is need for change. While Ireland has already exceeded many of
the EU standards and requirements, we believe there is scope to go further.

We hope that the implementation of the following changes will show Ireland to be at the
forefront of animal welfare in the live exports. We want to operate at a standard higher than the
European Union expectations and guidelines.

Number one, the development of a slow-energy-releasing milk replacer. Our association, in
partnership with a Dutch manufacturer, has developed a high-energy, slow-releasing milk
replacer, which is high in protein and fats and is made using skimmed milk. The calf can digest
this milk over an 18-hour period. We are proposing that all export calves are fed this formula
before the departure in Ireland and on arrival in France at the lairages. This consistency will aid
the calves in having a more comfortable journey.

At the lairage control post, we must have CCTV in operation when feeding and loading the
livestock. This is essential in ensuring transparency. Logs must be kept for a minimum of 40
days.

Soft nipple feeding system on the trucks. We believe that the installation of the soft nipple
feeding system to feed water and electrolytes to the calves should be mandatory requirements
for all livestock trucks. We believe that no trucks should be allowed to carry calves if they are
without this facility.

The increase of age for export. We are proposing that the minimum age for export calves be
increased to a 21-day period. Currently, the minimum age for export calves is 14 days in Ireland.
We believe that the increase in the age will result in stronger and higher quality, heavier calves,
leaving our farms.

Opening of the welfare reform. The opening of this welfare reform will involve all parties in
the live export industry. We propose that quarterly meetings will be held to discuss the animal
welfare improvements that can be done.
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With 40 years’ experience in this industry, I know the way it works and what works and what
doesn’t work. I know that the animals I export to mainland Europe are well regarded by the
buyers and they know that we treat the animals well.

However, we want to go further. We want to improve the standards beyond the current EU and
Irish regulations. We also want the EU to enforce its own existing rules. But we know we are
adhering to them and in most cases surpassing them.

For those exporters across Europe that are not following the rules, they should be sanctioned
and should be kept from breaking the rules. They should lose their licence to export them and
in my interest, to ensure the highest standards possible. Thank you very much and I look
forward to answering your questions.

1-005-0000

Manuela Giacomini, Conte & Giacomini law firm. – Dear Chair, dear Members of the
European Parliament, ladies and gentlemen, it is a great honour for me to speak in front of this
audience. I’m here today to speak about all the legal work and the formal complaints that the
law firm Conte & Giacomini, acting on behalf of the Animal Welfare Foundation (AWF),
submitted to the EU Commission in this last year. Please consider that the list of all complaints
and a copy of them are provided in the document that I sent to you, together with the dossier
that the Animal Welfare Foundation prepared for your committee.

First, I would like to highlight that since 2011 the European Commission has been regularly
receiving numerous investigative reports and complaints from AWF about the breaches of
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, committed by some Member States, competent authorities,
organisers and transporters relating to the long-distance transport of live animals. In all these
reports and letters the NGO provided clear evidence of serious and systematic infringement of
the Regulation during the transport by road to Turkey, by sea to third countries and the problems
in trade of unweaned animals.

In May 2016, my law firm submitted a complaint on behalf of AWF against 13 Member States
on the violation of the regulation during the transport of animals from Europe to Turkey by
road. Since filing this first complaint, almost every year we submitted to the Commission
integration of such complaints or additional complaints against other Member States, delivering
always new proof. Between June and July 2010, however, the Commission informed us of its
decision to proceed with the closure of the most part of these cases.

As I said, I would like to recall that the first complaint was filed in 2016. So, it is clear that the
time of each reply coincides with the period during which the EU Parliament decided to set up
this Committee on Animal Transport. Please note that, for many of such complaints, the
Commission’s decision was motivated by commitments undertaken by Member States.

However, in light of the recent AWF investigation, I doubt that the Commission verified these
commitments. In fact, this year we filed integration complaints against the Czech Republic and
Hungary and a new complaint against Romania about the transport of lambs to Italy. In fact,
AWF observed repeated violation of the regulation by the same transport company for over
three years. Furthermore, in this decision the Commission only provided us four weeks to
submit any new information that might demonstrate the existence of an infringement of EU
law. It is clear that such a country can be considered non-complaint and this request renders
particularly impossible the exercise of rights conferred by EU law to the complainant.

However, we were able to submit to the Commission two letters to request the review of each
decision about the cases against Italy and Germany. The letters were based on new information
that demonstrates the existence of systematic infringement of the regulation by these Member
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States. As regards Italy, during the long-distance transport of lambs from Hungary, Romania
and Poland to Italy. As regards Germany, the German competent authorities have two journey
logs related to transport to Central Asia despite the lack of authorised (inaudible) and despite
extreme temperatures.

However, the Commission replied that these new allegations were outside the subject of our
initial complaint and that we should submit another formal complaint against these states.
Obviously I cannot agree with the statement because our complaint was related to the violation
of the regulation by some Member State during road transport. It is clear that the purpose of the
complaint is to highlight the violation of the EU legislation by the Member States and the
Commission should have verified what we have affirmed regardless of the stance of the
Commission.

In December 2017, we filed a complaint on the violation of the Regulation and of Directive
2019/2016 and international convention during the transport of animals from Europe to third
countries by sea. We also attached to the complaint a report from one of the most important
classification societies, which is the Registro Italiano Navale, that confirmed the seriousness of
what we reported. Later, the Commission can expect to find many welfare problems addressed
in our complaints in the relevant ports in Russia, Slovenia, Spain and Romania.

I would like to highlight that in some of the complaints, the Commission stated that the decision
to take action at EU level would mainly be based on the outcome of audits undertaken by the
FDO. Anyway, according to AWF’s recent investigation, violations like the one seen by the
Commission in its audit are still committed despite the recommendations made. In light of the
above, I can affirm that, despite our complaint, the Commission didn’t have a proactive
approach. In fact, the Commission replied that it recognised the horrible condition of the
animals at the border, but applying a general ban on all live animal export to Turkey would
require evidence of the systematic administrative practice of the competent authorities in
breaching of the regulation.

And, moreover, it said that it falls within the responsibility of the Member States’ competent
authorities to assess compliance with the EU legislation in that specific context. I cannot agree
with the Commission statement because the Commission should be required under the Treaties
to ensure that the Treaties themselves and any decision taken to implement them are properly
enforced.

Furthermore, in the last 10 years, AWF provided the Commission with a huge body of evidence
that clearly shows that the violation of the regulation is systematic, continued and serious and
is committed by the same companies, the same competent authorities and the same Member
States, all causing the unnecessary suffering of sentient beings in the EU. Despite the audits
contained in many of our statements, the Commission has never opened infringement
proceedings against any of the Member States involved. And it’s closing of part of the cases
without taking effective action to ensure enforcement of the Regulation by the Member States.

In view of the foregoing, on our part we have done everything that was in our power to bring
this violation to light. We will certainly continue to carry out our work. However, it is clear that
the moment is ripe for political action and that only through such action may the situation
change.

So this is your moment. You have a fundamental role to play in this matter and with your
decision, you can truly help us to improve the lives of thousands of sentient beings. So for this
reason, I urge the European Parliament to take any action considered appropriate to try to
resolve this issue in order to guarantee the respect of European law. Thank you so much.
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1-006-0000

Constança Carvalho, PATAV Anti-Live Animal Transport Platform. – Good afternoon
everyone, on behalf of PATAV I would like to thank you for the invitation to be here and share
our knowledge on the shipment of live animals on voyages.

The first thing I would like to point out is that the current regulation is neither enforced nor
adequate for its purpose: protecting the animals during transportation. The regulation is not
adequate because it contradicts itself. For example, Chapter 3 of Annex 1 states that the animals
shall be offered the opportunity to rest as appropriate to their species. But then, if we look at
the minimum space per animal inside the vessels, in Chapter 7, we can easily verify that it is
impossible for more than a few animals to lie down at the same time.

Additionally, the regulation is too vague. For example, it states that long journeys should be
limited as far as possible, but because no one knows what ‘limited as far as possible’ actually
means, the number of animals enduring long-distance journeys across Europe and beyond
European borders has been increasing and reached the number of 1.6 billion in 2019. It makes
no sense to convey that long journeys should be exceptional without establishing a limit. Either
this limit is the maximum number of animals or voyages per year or it should be specified
exactly under which conditions the exceptionality applies. Moreover, the regulation does not
state where the responsibility of the exporting country ends. In Portugal, the authorities claim
their responsibility ends at the loading ramp.

The regulation is not enforced either at the harbours, neither inside the vessels nor at the
unloading. Since PATAV started its activity in 2017, we have witnessed 91 loadings of animals,
of which we have documented 138 breaches in 45 loadings. This means that we have proof of
breaches is in almost half the loadings we witnessed. But it is reasonable to assume that there
are more because during the loadings the operators do everything they can to prevent us from
seeing what is going on.

When we file administrative complaints, they are not always consequences. For example, if the
breaches happen inside trucks and they are registered in another country, nothing happens. At
the harbour of arrival we used to see overcrowded trucks, sometimes with animals trampling
on each other. They also had insufficient head space and the faeces from animals in the upper
floor often leaked to the lower floor. I said we ‘used to see’ not because it does not happen
anymore – we don’t know that – but because now the trucks disregard the stop sign at the
harbour entrance and only stop inside the harbour, unlike any other lorries that pass through the
harbour gate.

As for loading itself, the most common breaches we witnessed are incorrect handling of the
animals causing unnecessary stress and suffering, and sometimes causing the animals to fall or
escape from the loading ramps. Common mishandlings include using electric sticks repeatedly
in the same animal, kicking or hitting the animals, or pulling animals by their horns, ears, legs,
tails or neck. It is important to state that this does not happen only in Portugal. Colleagues from
other NGOs have witnessed loadings in Croatia, Romania, France, Spain, Slovenia; and it is
everywhere the same. In some of these countries it is even worse as they use sharp forks to hit
the animals. In several different countries, Portugal included, there are cases of unfit animals
loaded to the vessels.

Another set of problems we witness are related to the incorrect position of the ramp or lifting
platforms, as well as lack of safety barriers causing the animals to fall. Again, this is not just
Portugal.

In Portugal, I don’t know about other countries, the harbour workers do not load the animals.
In fact, they oppose this animal trade and made a public statement on that. From inside, they
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see much worse things than we witness from outside, including animals collapsing or not being
properly euthanised at the harbours. Colleagues from other NGOs repeatedly report similar
events in other European ports.

In Portugal the national authority is always present, unlike most European countries. But as you
can see, that does not effectively prevent the breaches from happening. Similarly, the crew
members receive mandatory training, but the mishandling continues, even after vessels are
suspended due to mishandling and the crew receives extra training. Once the suspension is lifted
the same breaches occur.

As far as we know, the Commission audited four countries between 2018 and 2019: Romania,
Slovenia, Croatia and Spain. The results of these audits highlighted the lack of contingency
plans, inadequate official controls and lack of routine feedback from third countries.

Most of the audit recommendation have deadlines that are already passed. This means a need
for inquiry about the implementation of recommendations, as they should all be ready and
enforced by now. Furthermore, the overall report states that, with the exception of Ireland and
Portugal, the systems in place to approve livestock vessels and to inspect them before each
loading are insufficient to minimise the risks. From our point of view, the published footage
from inside the vessels departing Portugal reveals that the inspections conducted by national
authorities did not prevent what happens inside.

We believe that the animal trade business is not transparent at all. Not only operators try to hide
what they are doing, but also the authorities don’t share information easily. Colleagues from
other NGOs experienced similar difficulties in all European ports. We also do not have access
to many databases such as TRACES and (inaudible), and we don’t understand why this
information cannot be public.

Many believe that this trade is crucial for the European economy. We would like to state for
the record that we disagree. This benefits a handful of farmers and harms other workers in the
same business, including those working in meat abattoirs and fattening farms who are becoming
jobless as the export of live animals increases.

From our experience, we don’t believe that this trade should continue not only on behalf of
animal welfare, but also because it is going in a totally opposite direction from the Farm to Fork
Strategy that Europe promotes, not to mention the increase of the carbon footprint raised by this
trade at several levels.

That’s all, thank you very much. I’m looking forward to your questions.
1-007-0000

Péter Hencz, Managing Director, Hunland Trans. – Good afternoon. Thank you very much
for the invitation and the opportunity to share our experiences regarding the task force to the
third countries and explain our innovative ideas by which we can protect animal welfare.

My name is Péter Hencz and I am the Managing Director of Hunland Trans and a member of
the Board of Hunland Group.

Our company group is a world leader in livestock exportation and Hunland Trans is one of the
biggest livestock transportation companies in Europe. We have been doing livestock
transportation to third countries since 2006. So, I can declare with self-confidence that we
exactly know all the challenges of the industry. We know that there are many infringements
against the EU regulations, which cause unnecessary suffering for the animals and drag the
name of the industry in the mud.
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So, at this point, I would like to declare that we do appreciate that the Commission started this
project and is committed to the changes. We completely agree with the Danish suggestion that
the new so-called ‘Type 3’ authorisation is needed for long distance transport. These journeys
need specific experiences and connections in the third countries to be able to solve any
upcoming difficulties.

Another effective solution to raise the protection of animal welfare would be if, beside the
transporters, the exporters were held accountable for the well-being of the animals. We do
believe that thanks to the many infringements mentioned before, we came to a point that
responsible companies had to notice that the key for the future of animal transportation is
transparency. This is especially true in cases of long distance transport. At this point, I would
like to emphasise that we don’t want to convince the NGOs to give up their projects to stop
animal transportation. We respect the approach and we found points that we are thinking and
acting together in order to protect the welfare of animals. We are very proud that some animal
welfare organisations treat us like partners and we have regular open discussions with them.

The guarantee for the future of livestock transportation is the full respect of Regulation (EC)
1/2005, regarding of the destination of the export. Therefore, we believe that continual controls
are crucial as the standards should be set at the highest level.

Let’s now check what this suggests practically. In cases where we take into account the needed
human resources, we can declare that with the current processes, it is absolutely impossible to
control all the transfers to third countries. Considering that EU approved facilities do not exist
in the territory of the third countries, the authorities have no access to reliable up-to-date
information.

So, from our standpoint, the NGOs, the transporters, the authorities and exporters should
cooperate to change this situation. It is a must to have reliable data about transfers to third
countries and to have continual access to all information about consignments without further
request and additional human support.

Our suggestions will be the following to solve this issue: first, the transporter should provide
video and photo materials about the planned staging points outside the EU borders to the
competent authorities for a pre-journey inspection. During the journey continual access should
be given to the GPS and thermal data.

Second, animal welfare officers with special education should accompany  the drivers in each
company. They can serve as supervisors for quality assurance. The documentation made by
them should be continually shared with the competent authorities during the transport.

Third, to avoid human mistakes. we recommend the use of body cameras during animal
handling and webcam systems on resting places outside the EU. The continual access to these
webcam systems will mean complete control on all transport.

We do believe that thanks to this information, all competent authorities will be able to decide
if EU legislation was respected during the transfers to the third countries.

Another crucial issue is the education of the drivers. We got into contact with the new
department of the Hungarian University of Veterinary Medicine called the Centre for Animal
Welfare. Currently, we are only at the beginning of our discussions, but our plan is to work out
the practical part of the certificate of competence exam for the drivers in cooperation with this
new centre.
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As far as I know, the exam for certificate of competence has only a theoretical part in most of
the Member States. However, we are absolutely convinced that this profession needs practical
training.

At Hunland Trans we have our own training system. We use online solutions to provide
theoretical training and test the knowledge of all our colleagues. We also have a mentor
programme, which guarantees that the practical education for our new colleagues is given by
our most experienced drivers.

Our staff developed an application called LTS supports our colleagues continually. This
contains a calculator to help them plan the load by the number of animals to each compartment
of the truck. We are still developing the application with the additional modules, but the
introduction video of this will be shared with all participants in the near future.

I think that I also should speak about the transport by vessels. On the one hand, the
transportation by trucks are fully controlled to their final destinations. On the other hand, the
transport by vessels are controlled by our super cargoes only to the standards of the importer
countries. We had several attempts to raise the standards in these countries, but without any
success. As a trader and transport company, it is simply impossible to change anything in the
local traditions and rules. Our suggestion for the solution of this issue would be a supply chain
assurance system such as ESCAS (Exporter Supply Chain Assurance System), which was
founded by the Australian government. I think that implementing the currently active system is
the fastest solution in any case.

We encourage the ANIT committee to investigate the possibility for the making of a system
similar to ESCAS.

In case we get official support for these improvements, our company group is ready to invest
money, time and energy to raise the standards in those countries where we export the animals
to. This is also true for the transport by trucks. We need the support of the Commission to start
the changes outside the EU borders, but we are ready to start the cooperation anytime.

I do hope that you could figure from my presentation that we are absolutely convinced that this
profession can be done well. I would like to point out that the Hunland Group is open for an
honest communication with all stakeholders. We are ready to work together on all the
challenges to make the transport of live animals sustainable.

1-008-0000

Lorène Jacquet, Campaigns and Advocacy Manager, Fondation Brigitte Bardot. – Thank you
on behalf of Fondation Brigitte Bardot for inviting me here.

Fondation Brigitte Bardot has carried out investigations for some years, and continues to do so
today. It is a partner of organisations working on the ground to monitor the transport conditions
of animals, and alongside these organisations the foundation works with institutions to report
the transport conditions of animals both within and outside EU territory.

Fondation Brigitte Bardot agrees with a number of findings, particularly concerning animal
exports. The checks carried out in France by the veterinary services are very inadequate, in
terms of both journey log approvals and loading and roadside checks.

Journey logs are not thoroughly checked before approval is given for the animals to depart. This
was very recently confirmed by the French Ministry of Agriculture in an instruction in February
2020, which shows that approvals of journey logs that have incomplete or unrealistic journey
schedules happen very regularly. In particular, routes are not checked.
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It has also been found that there is no planning in liaison with EU border control posts, which
means that consignments regularly have to wait at ports and borders, including in very hot
weather. It is also common – as previous speakers have said – for journey logs to be approved
that give ports as the final place of unloading, in full knowledge that this cannot be the case
because the place of destination is overseas and the animals are therefore put on to ships and
transported to third countries.

Concerning checks, these are carried out at the place of departure and the exit point. In France,
it has been found that no systematic check is carried out at loading in cases of non-transport or
export. There is also a lack of consistency in the checks carried out by the certifying bodies,
and therefore a lack of consistency in France between the different bodies.

And finally, there is also a problem with the designation of attendants, because at the moment,
animals leave on cargo vessels from the port of Sète usually without the transporter having
designated an attendant.

Fondation Brigitte Bardot regularly carries out transports of animals during rescues and
frequently sees at first hand how long-distance transport of animals is incompatible with animal
protection, even when everything is done to comply with the regulations.

Just to give a small illustration of the political problem too, in France in January 2020 the
Minister for Agriculture announced measures in favour of animal protection, including
measures concerning transport. In particular they aimed to increase inspections at loading,
particularly by using private veterinarians to carry them out, and to increase the penalties, and
a measure was also announced that would require a record to be kept of the temperatures and
temperature recording conditions when transporting animals by sea. We do not have any
information at the moment about the implementation of the announced measures. Normally
they would have entered into force at the end of 2020, but this has still not been the case.

The Minister for Agriculture was asked by French parliamentarians several times last summer
to explain what he was doing about animal export conditions, particularly by sea. Last October,
responding to the parliamentarians who had questioned him, he acknowledged that there were
a number of issues of concern related to animal exports in France, and admitted that the country
had never acquired an information system and had never collected the information necessary to
monitor transport conditions during sea crossings or the condition of animals loaded at French
ports on to vessels bound for third countries. He also added that France has never collected
information to find out the condition of animals when they are unloaded at ports in third
countries and has never taken the trouble to find out whether official checks are carried out in
the third countries where the animals are unloaded.

Another issue acknowledged by the Minister was the current non-compliance of animal
transport conditions in France with European regulations and the fact that the national system
of penalties is currently unable to punish all breaches of the regulations, that was how the
Minister put it. He also said that France’s jurisdiction regarding monitoring ends the moment
when animals are loaded on to a vessel, making it impossible to check how animals are treated
on board. This statement in particular is at odds with the introduction of a temperature control
system announced in January 2020 and reveals that France – and therefore surely other
countries too – is powerless because it cannot force third countries to improve the lot of animals
once they are on board. Furthermore, when he said that no checks were possible and no
information was collected, the Minister acknowledged that France was unable to manage the
transport conditions of animals and comply with Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, contrary to the
requirements of the case-law of the Court of Justice of the European Union since 2015.
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So in terms of recommendations: Fondation Brigitte Bardot is fighting for an end to long-
distance transports and exports. We know that safeguards for live animal exports already
theoretically exist in the regulations, in the form of inspections and various rules, but these are
clearly not enough to provide effective protection for animals exported to third countries. The
system for approving departures and the system of veterinary checks do not provide sufficient
guarantees that animals are protected up to their final place of destination, infection control
measures, and the systems of penalties differ from one Member State to another, export by sea
raises the real issue of who is responsible for the animals on a vessel, and European regulations
already offer Member States the opportunity to adopt stricter regulations in order to protect
animal welfare. Unfortunately, almost no Member State has chosen to adopt stricter rules and
therefore to apply this derogation measure.

We therefore believe that live animal exports should be banned so that transport conditions and
the treatment of animals can be properly controlled. The European Commission also said in a
recent response to the MEP Pascal Durand, on the question of exports by sea, that the revision
of the regulations would take account of new scientific data and would ensure the legislation is
easy to implement and enforce. It seems to us that the simplest regulation to apply is a ban, one
that applies uniformly to all Member States, thus avoiding differences in application and
interpretation.

Finally, I will close just by saying that, regarding animal suffering, the export issue is closely
linked to the issue of conditions of slaughter in third countries, which mostly slaughter animals
without stunning. They do not comply with the European Union’s standard regulations or the
recommendations of the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE). Finally, if the regulation
has to be revised, we hope that it will result in a strict limit on journey times within the European
Union, as well as the banning of long-distance transports for unweaned animals and pregnant
females.

1-009-0000

Heinz Osterloh, President, German Cattle and Meat Trade Association. –Thank you very
much for giving me the opportunity and the floor to give you some explanations maybe. So,
I’m from Germany, as you mentioned already, and from our country we just export cattle for
breeding purposes, and to my knowledge, it’s the same in the Netherlands and Denmark,
Austria and some other countries maybe as well. So I’m more specialised on those things.

First of all, everyone of you knows that trade, like exports and any other trade, is always driven
by demand. And if there is a demand somewhere in the world, somebody will stand up and try
to fulfil the demand. And so we have, in terms of animals, a large trade flow from New Zealand,
Australia, North and South America to destinations all over the world. Europe has a relatively
small share of this worldwide trade.

And despite the fact that we are in some areas just round the corner and don’t have that far
transportations, like for example, from South America or from New Zealand or whatever. And
we have to understand that the export of animals is still an important source for the income of
European farmers and the quality and the performance of European farm animals is on top of
the scale.

The other thing everybody has to understand it’s in the highest interest of the operators and of
the exporters that the animals arrive in good shape, in the best shape possible, and there are a
lot of companies who provide in the meantime assistance and help on the farms, training staff
and so on.

A satisfied client is crucial for everybody because only a satisfied client will come back, and
this is what we make our living from. We are working together, I think, close with veterinarians
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and it’s in the whole process. If you are working with breeding animals in the state of origin,
you have to carry out a quarantine, which differs a little bit from country to country, but it’s in
the range of three to four weeks. In this whole process where investigations, treatments and so
on are carried out, it’s closely followed by an official veterinarian and of a normal veterinarian,
who is just in the area.

So after the transportation, a second quarantine is always carried out in third countries. That
differs as well. It’s a couple of weeks as well. The whole journey is recorded and, for example,
in Germany it’s the same like in Ireland, 48 hours before at least, you have to provide all
necessary information to the official veterinarian and to the responsible bodies.

They have access to all data on the truck in real time. They can just click and they have the real-
time data which shows driving time, resting hours, temperature on board and loading and
unloading. So this is constantly available. It’s not just provided from time to time. It’s constantly
there over the whole time.
Trucks are well equipped and controlled by the officials, by the veterinarian. When animals are
loaded in the point of quarantine and go on the transport, it’s observed by an official veterinarian
who first makes sure that the trucks are well equipped, that everything is working fine, watering,
sufficient bedding and so on, and nothing where animals can be injured. So this is normal.

Coming to the Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, this is sufficient guidance in my opinion. But the
key is, it has to be respected and everybody has to follow it strictly. If Regulation (EC) No
1/2005 is implemented by all means, there should be no violation. Guidelines for fitness for
transport exist. They were set up and worked out between the European Livestock and Meat
Trade Association and the farmers’ association Copa-Cogeca, NGOs and other organisations
as well. There are brochures in a lot of languages available for operators and drivers. It’s a
system like a traffic light. Green means ‘fit for transport’. Yellow is ‘inspection by vets’ and
decision from the vet, is it transportable or not. Red means ‘no transport at all’.

My association in Germany, for example, provides training sessions on a regular basis for
operators and drivers. One thing we have to bear in mind as well, the best controlled traffic, is
the truck traffic, especially when it’s crossing borders, because in that case, it’s mandatory to
make a vet inspection in general by an official vet.

That’s not always the case if you carry out a long-distance transport in one big Member State
for example. Operators and transport companies are constantly working to improve standards.
And nobody can doubt that in the transport sector, the trucks and all equipment have changed
enormously for the better. Training, technical changes, improvement of resting points, after-
sales management and a lot of other things are constantly improved. And we will keep on
working on that, with very close cooperation with official vets and administration.

So I just made some notes on improvements. Yes, there is always room for improvement. We
have been working for years on that, and I had a couple of discussions with the chief
veterinarian from Bulgaria, for example, on the Turkish border, which is one of the absolutely
key points, one of the real crucial things is insufficient area in the border-crossing point.

It’s sometimes easy to solve. It’s just sufficient water sources and feeding. Building a roofed
area for the trucks. Paperwork can be provided to the officials in Turkey in an electronic way
in advance and not just coming with the truck; that is time-consuming. And a fast lane, which
is the most important thing for trucks that carry animals. They have to go faster through the
border and not just lining up in the queue.

So this is for me a very, absolutely crucial point and I would like to thank you for your attention.
My time is over.
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1-010-0000

Chair. – Yes, indeed, thank you very much for sharing your experience here. I give the floor
to the coordinators, first starting with Mr Daniel Buda from the EPP. Three minute absolute
maximum, please.

1-011-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Thank you very much Chair, and I thank the experts for presenting such
extremely interesting situations. Today was another day in which we had a left-to-right
approach. What I mean is that we had people who have been doing animal transport for 40
years, namely our first and last speaker, who showed us that such things could be done.

Dear colleagues, we should be aware of the fact that, when we talk about transporting breeding
animals, all stakeholders and all parties involved in it agree on the need for these animals to
reach their destination safely, because otherwise they are not fit for purpose.

On the other hand, we have also had this extreme approach, whereby we were told that the
transport of live animals must be banned. We can, of course, listen to such views, but we cannot
agree with them. At least not in my opinion. Going back to the speakers now, I would like to
ask Mr Scallan, our first speaker, about the time the animals spend in France. How long do the
animals stay in France? I understand there is a break there, between Ireland and other countries,
and that it is taken in France. I would be interested in finding out how long they spend there,
and also whether they have a permanent contract with the people in France where the animals
are unloaded and rested.

One thing I have heard about for the first time in this Committee is the transport of animals by
rail. Mr Scallan said that he had bought himself a train for transporting animals. I think we
should encourage this at Member State level, because, in my opinion, rail transport could be a
very sound option. I would like to ask Mr Scallan which is, in his view, the best transport option:
rail or road? He was also saying that it would be good to increase the age of calves for transport
from 14 to 21 days. Has he spoken to the farmers from whom he collects these calves about an
increase in age from 14 to 21 days? What did they say?

I also have a question for Ms Manuela Giacomini regarding the issues encountered in Romania
in connection with the transport of animals to Italy. As far as I know we do not have a lot of
live animals transported or exported to Italy. I would be interested in hearing whether she has
spoken to the Romanian authorities and what their answer was.

And another one for Mr Péter Hencz. He was saying there was an acute shortage of staff in this
field. I would like to ask him whether using video support, or increasing the use of video
recordings, would be an option so we could ensure that animals are safely loaded. Also, what
other methods and mechanisms we should have in mind to ensure increased animal welfare
during transportation.

1-012-0000

Asger Christensen (Renew). Chair, many thanks for the presentations today. As a farmer, I
am actually very happy to hear about the conditions in Ireland and Hungary and lastly in
Germany in terms of how transport operations are handled. This really is the path we should
follow. I believe that over the past few weeks we have been hearing about the inadequate
implementation of directives dating from 2005. It makes me extremely uneasy that we are so
far behind in implementing a common regulatory framework across the EU. It is a huge task
for the Commission to get this in place. I believe that if we had just complied with the applicable
regulations, we would have come a long way compared to where we are now.

So it is great to hear that countries such as Ireland and others are going beyond the common
framework we have. For my own part, I can say that we export a lot of breeding animals from
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Denmark to China and elsewhere ‘first class’. This is completely necessary, and we should be
doing this with all livestock. I also think that it is quite typical that we have a problem with
long-distance transport to third countries, and we simply have to find a regulatory framework
that enables us to be confident that these animals are leaving the EU.

I would like to ask them – and they have also mentioned this – whether they believe that the
digitisation we are demanding, with GPS temperature monitoring and air-conditioning in our
vehicles, can help improve conditions – also for shipping and in connection with exports to
third countries.

1-013-0000

Annika Bruna (ID). – Chair, as everyone now knows, 1 700 cattle loaded in Spain and destined
for Libya have been stuck for two months in cargo vessels in Cyprus. This new crisis illustrates
once too many the lack of any real emergency plan. It is untenable; it is intolerable. We are
talking here about living, sentient beings that feel suffering and fear, not just common objects.

A number of reports have shown that both transport and slaughter without stunning in the
countries of the Maghreb and the Middle East cause terrible suffering for exported animals. We
cannot pretend to care about animal welfare and yet condone transport of animals to these third
countries where unacceptable atrocities await them.

That is why the question of banning these exports is being raised very seriously in many
European countries. In France, as Lorène Jacquet explained, the Bardot foundation has raised
the issue with the French authorities in a letter to the Minister for Agriculture. Could our
speakers tell us whether the transport of meat is being given serious consideration by their
respective national authorities?

And this question leads on to another one, on refrigeration equipment. Are the national
authorities, agricultural sector representatives and transporters prepared to discuss how this
refrigeration equipment might be financed to develop the transport of meat to third countries?
It is the only humane solution that we can and must bring to this problem of transporting live
animals to these countries.

1-014-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Thank you, Chair. We have already established here in the
committee of inquiry that there are also numerous shortcomings to be remedied within the
Union, but the majority of shortcomings are found in exports to third countries.

Since I have a lot of questions I would like to get straight to them, and I will turn first to the
Hunland representative. And please write everything down, because I would ask you to respond
in writing within one week to the questions that you may not be able to answer here.

First of all: can you rule out the possibility that in summer your trucks carrying animals will be
travelling on Europe’s roads and beyond at temperatures of more than 30 degrees? Can you rule
out the possibility that your trucks will be standing and waiting in the blazing sun in parking
lots or at other rest stops or in ports at more than 30 degrees? Can you tell us whether your
transports decrease in number in the summer months, or are they as high as in the rest of the
year?

And then I have the question: how do you deal with transport by sea? Your company operates
two ships of its own. How do you deal with transport by sea if temperatures of more than
30 degrees are expected during the journey?

In addition: do you drive cattle through Russia to the former Soviet republics, and can you tell
us something about the supply posts – whether they exist, and how you document where the
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animals are unloaded? And has there been an increase in the last year in transports from
Hungary through Russia to the former Soviet republics? Please give us some information about
this.

And one last question for you: you also operate fattening farms. Do you own cattle yourself in
the Netherlands and do you deliver those cattle through Russia to former Soviet republics?

And then for all those present here, as well as for the civil society, but also to Mr Scallan and,
if he so wishes, Mr Osterloh. By the way, Mr Osterloh, your statement is not entirely correct.
Germany, Austria, the Netherlands, etc. export a large number of calves, which first go to Italy
or Spain for fattening and are largely intended for export, as slaughter animals. Incidentally,
breeding animals are sometimes traded on as slaughter animals at the places of destination, so
I have to contradict you there.

But my question to Mr Scallan and especially to the representative from Hunland is: can you
explain to us how, with calves that are also intended for export, your drivers manage to feed
200 to 250 calves in the mandatory one-hour rest period after nine hours?

And I would ask the civil society to answer the question: more than 30 degrees for exports – is
that an observation that you make regularly, or is it more of an exception? And do you know
whether, at the export points – e.g. the Turkish-Bulgarian border – every truck is actually
inspected by an official veterinarian? Can you confirm this in your perception, or do you have
other perceptions about it? Thank you very much.

1-015-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – Yes, hello everyone. I have a question mainly in general I would
say. Long-distance journeys means transporting animals on trucks as far as east of Russia,
Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, east of Turkey, on journeys reaching over 7 000 kilometres and lasting
about 14 days.

This also means long days of combined road and sea transport to Africa, Israel and Lebanon
from as far as Lithuania or Ireland, for example. Therefore, unrealistic planning and neglect in
documentary checks before the journey starts may lead to the death of animals on board, and
unnecessary suffering is almost certain in the majority of cases.

The regulation requires that competent authorities perform compliance checks at all stages of
the journey. The checks are to be performed according to a multiannual national control plan
of each Member State. They should be non-discriminatory and focus on animals, means of
transport and accompanying documents. We have different reports of many cases of non-
compliance with the regulation where competent authorities fail to perform their duties of
thorough checks, taking relevant action and reporting.

The most notorious problems are authorising journey logs that are not compliant with the
regulation; performing limited or superficial checks at exit points; export to third countries and
not applying the requirements laid down in Article 21 of the regulation on checks at exit points
and border inspection posts; performing insufficient checks at place of departure and place of
destination.

Please note that insufficient checks, be it due to lack of knowledge, negligence or intentional
omission of shortcomings, leads to increased suffering of animals. The longer the journey, the
greater the risk. The sheer number of repetitive violations documented and reported for several
years prove that the checks by competent authorities remain insufficient and inefficient. What
is your assessment of the situation regarding the implementation of the regulation and checks
at the exit points?
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In the European Parliament report drafted by a former ECR colleague, we call on the competent
authorities of the Member States to ensure that official veterinarians or persons are present at
Union exit points. They should verify whether animals are fit to continue their journey and that
vehicles and/or vessels meet the requirements of this regulation. And in particular, veterinarians
should check vehicles before they leave the EU to ensure that they are not overcrowded, provide
sufficient headroom, provide bedding and carrying sufficient seed and water, and that
ventilation and water are functioning correctly. Do you all think that this appeal from the
European Parliament is correctly enforced?

And then I have a specific question to Manuela Giacomini. On the basis of the legal cases you
presented, would you say that the Commission and Member States have fulfilled, respectively,
their enforcement and implementation duties with regard to Regulation (EC) No 1/2005?

1-016-0000

Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Chair, since watching a documentary about animal transports
via ship in the 1990s I have opposed these horrific transports. I was therefore shocked when I
saw exactly the same animal suffering as back then during my visit to a port in Croatia just a
few years ago. In the 1990s, I saw on TV how an injured animal was hauled off a ship on one
leg. Now I saw with my own eyes how a young, injured bull was heaved on to a ship on one
leg. There was a salient detail: the ship was the Karim Allah, which has now been bobbing
about the Mediterranean for two and a half months with hundreds of moribund animals on
board.

While we sit here debating stopping live animal exports, more than 2 000 animals have been
aboard the Karim Allah and the Elbeik for months. For them it is total hell, as the chair also said
at the start of this hearing. The Karim Allah is now back in port in Cartagena after two months,
while the Elbeik is on its way there as we speak. Veterinarians have said that all of these animals
should be euthanised, because almost all of them are suffering from fungal infections, diarrhoea,
joint inflammation, lameness and exhaustion. What a tragedy.

Chair, only a total ban on the export of live animals to countries outside the European Union
will put an end to this torture. The problems are great. There are a total of 80 ships with a
European licence. More than half of those ships are licensed in countries blacklisted for poor
performance. The European Commission has evidence that Member States are approving ships
that do not comply with European animal welfare rules. Yet thousands of animals are allowed
to sail aboard ships like this for weeks of miserable transport by sea, without a veterinarian on
board to take care of them, without anyone on board keeping the transport logs, without a
contingency plan, without the possibility of the animals being unloaded or hosted somewhere
in the event of delay, and without any protection for these animals.

Therefore, my question to all the contributors today is this: do you agree with me that we can
only stop this torture through a total ban on the export of live animals to countries outside the
European Union?

1-017-0000

Marlene Mortler (PPE). – Thank you, Chair. Many thanks to all the speakers for their
contributions, which were very extreme – in both a negative and a positive sense.

My first question is for Mr Scallan: you have talked a lot about the transport of calves and how
well you manage it all. In the last few months we have heard experts on the same subject, who
say a priori that it is not possible ever for calves to be transported so well that they are still fine
in terms of health at the end. What is your personal experience on this, once again?
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Secondly – Mr Hencz, you have given some examples of best practices and you say: ‘We stand
by our cooperation with non-governmental organisations; it has made our work better and
better.’ You no doubt also organise training courses that your drivers etc. take advantage of.
My question, therefore, is this: Are such adjustments also financially feasible and practicable
for smaller transport companies? Is it conceivable that these changes to the transport vehicles
will become the standard overall, and who actually pays for these higher standards in the end,
which – in my view – must always be honoured for the sake of animal welfare? What feedback
do you get from drivers after inspections by official veterinarians and other experts? Do you
believe that amending the Regulation will automatically result in a harmonisation and
standardisation of animal transports in Europe and beyond?

1-018-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Thank you very much and thank you to all participants for today’s
presentations as well as for the written answers you have provided. As we know, extensive
literature confirms the scientific validation of the importance of good stockmanship.

Research clearly shows the detrimental effects of poor stockmanship, rough handling, such as
the use of electric prods, yelling, slapping and poor understanding of animal reactions according
to species. For instance, wild pigs may loudly vocalise if they are hurt, we know that sheep are
known for not vocalising that much. In other words, the human variable plays a decisive role
in animal well-being.

Now, Mr Scallan, you mentioned in your written answers that you have trained personnel with
experience and education (inaudible).

1-019-0000

Chair. – I don’t know whether the interpreters could translate the first question. It was not very
easy, so we have to come back to Ms Carvalhais with the questions because we couldn’t hear
them. I give first the floor to Mr Juan Ignacio Zoido Álvarez from the EPP. I hope the
connection is working there? Yes.

1-020-0000

Juan Ignacio Zoido Álvarez (PPE). – – Thank you very much Chair, and thank you to all the
speakers for their time and their very clear presentations.

I must confess there is one issue that has concerned me since we began these hearings,
especially when we talk about exports of animals outside the European Union. It is my view,
and this is a view confirmed by experts who have come before the committee, that the European
Union is one of the undisputed leaders in animal welfare. Regulations in this area in other
animal-exporting countries are much more lax and in some cases non-existent.

My question is: What would happen globally if the EU were to stop exporting animals to third
countries? Because the demand for these animals for meat consumption continues to grow in
emerging countries, the transport of animals would not stop, but there would instead be a change
of suppliers. Third countries would switch to supplier countries that do not respect animal
welfare as much as we do and, as a whole, the welfare of animals transported around the world
would suffer. I am very concerned about the risk that our well-intentioned efforts to improve
the welfare of European animals could result in counter-productive legislation that dramatically
reduces the welfare of animals in other parts of the world.

1-021-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Sorry for this technical problem. Thank you Chair for another very
interesting hearing. So the questions now. Mr Scallan, my congratulations and gratitude for the
Irish best practices example and for your seriousness and considering and improving even
beyond the European directives, animal welfare during transport.
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A few specific questions for you regarding the innovative milk replacement the welfare group
has put in place, you said in this case unweaned animals’ digestion takes up to 17 hours. Does
this mean no other feeding is necessary during transport ? And do you think this would be a
solution for the problem of improper feeding devices on trucks? And in one written answer,
you mentioned that videos are sent back during the unloading of the animals. And I would like
to know who is responsible for sending to the Irish authorities these videos?

For Ms Giacomini, from a judicial perspective, where should the liability of organisers and
transporters begin and end? And how do you think this issue should be addressed in the EU
directives? Second, in one of your written answers, you stated that you are in favour of a
temporary ban on live animal exports to third countries. But the Commission stated it is not
considering such a ban since this would be a disproportionate impediment to the operators’
right to perform this trade.

So from a competition and judicial point of view, how would that temporary ban be compatible
with the right of the Member States to engage in free trade? And how could one assure that
those markets will still be available after the temporary ban?

A question for both Ms Giacomini and Ms Jacquet. How do you believe the EU could better
live animal welfare in general if a ban on EU exports would come into place? Because if that
would happen, live animals would still be transported to the Middle East from South America
and Australia, on far longer routes than the ones from Europe.

For Ms Carvalho: for the sea journey the presence of a veterinarian and the marine engineer
appears to be a feasible solution. Could you consider setting up an independent body of auditors,
monitoring the welfare of live animals at a destination in the third country?

And for Mr Hencz: I really appreciate your recommendation. I understand transporters, though,
might be reluctant to enforce Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 because of financial reasons. So how
much did it cost to ask drivers to record the whole journey and how did drivers comply with
this request? We’ve been told also that there are no secure and appropriate resting points outside
the EU, but you said you found some. Could you please provide the list of these proper resting
points that you have found out?

1-022-0000

Billy Kelleher (Renew). – Thank you Chair. Just to Mr Scallan: you speak about technology
and advances in slow-release milk replacer. We also talk about air and temperature monitoring
and other video surveillance. Could you maybe outline in a bit of detail what you would
consider to be appropriate in terms of availing of technologies that might enhance and safeguard
animal welfare in transit?

Also, when we talk about adjudication from the veterinary inspectors in the Department of
Agriculture: obviously, they are civil servants, public servants. But do we carry out any
independent research in terms of the impact that transportation has on animals? And when I
refer to animals, I’m talking primarily about unweaned calves from Ireland to the Continent.

With regard then to the export of animals to third countries, could I just ask Ms Giacomini and
Ms Jacquet – they both represent organisations that are advocacy for animal welfare groups –
are there any countries that they view that are in breach of the implementation and enforcement
of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, and is there evidence being used in court in terms of
prosecutions for those that are breaching those particular regulations?
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And finally, to the other two companies, Mr Hencz and Mr Osterloh, is there any fear when
transporting animals across Europe that authorities could inspect and could prosecute or is it a
pretence in terms of enforcement of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005?

1-023-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Yes, I’m here. I’m very sorry, I hope to be able to ask the two
questions. I don’t know exactly where you stopped listening to me. So I’ll repeat my question
to Mr Scallan. Mr Scallan, you mentioned that you have trained personnel with experience and
education on animal handling. And my question was on how you ensure that all your personnel
behaves in accordance to good handling practices. Do you use criteria and numerical scoring to
evaluate the quality of the handling?

And I asked this question because, as I was saying, literature confirms the scientific validation
of the importance of good stockmanship. And research clearly shows that the mental effects of
poor stockmanship, like rough handling, such as the use of electric prods, yelling, slapping and
poor understanding of animal reactions according to species.

And my other question, and I will change into Portuguese because I didn’t have this in English,
sorry.

But I will gladly switch to Portuguese, for Ms Carvalho. Dear Constança, thank you also for
your presentation. You refer in your written responses to the difficulties faced by the competent
authorities in carrying out retrospective checks and to the existence of discrepancies in
information between the places of departure and destination. You also note that the system for
sharing information between the competent authorities in the countries of departure and
destination is deficient, relying on actions implemented at the initiative of Member States and
the goodwill of the third country, which may or may not happen. This means there is no way of
ensuring mandatory monitoring of the condition and welfare of the animals. I would therefore
ask whether you consider it possible to create an effective system of checks throughout the
journey and at the place of destination, and what mandatory elements would then need to be
introduced?

Thank you very much Chair, for giving me the opportunity to ask these two questions and for
your understanding of these technical problems.

1-025-0000

Sylvia Limmer (ID). – First of all, many thanks to all the speakers! I would like to pick up on
something that has already been mentioned: two livestock vessels that are roaming about in the
Mediterranean are currently causing a stir in the German-language media. Bluetongue is
supposed to have broken out among the cattle on both ships, and therefore no country wants to
unload the animals. In my opinion, this shows the whole disastrous extent of non-functioning
animal protection legislation in the EU. There are no contingency plans, which of course would
presumably not be possible to put into practice on such a livestock vessel on the high seas.

So, animal welfare is not working during the transport, and not at the end of this journey to hell
either when, in conflict with every notion of animal welfare, the cattle will be brutally
slaughtered without stunning. One of the ships has been wandering around the Mediterranean
with 900 cattle for two and a half months, and has now arrived back at the port of departure in
Cartagena, Spain, where the animals are to be euthanised. The other ship has been wandering
around the Mediterranean since 10 January.

How can it be that such an unsuitable transport vessel is cleared through a European port? And
how can it be that these transports are even approved and dispatched at all? And I also wonder:
how can we even speak of animal welfare in the EU as long as such conditions are tolerated
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with eyes wide open? And can the existing legislation prevent these things at all (assuming that
the existing legislation were to be complied with)?

1-026-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Chair, I have a question about transport by boat. As has been
said during the other hearings, the fact that transport by boat is considered to be a break in the
journey and not part of the journey time is absurd. We see that ships have been given permission
to load animals when they should not have done, and I therefore wonder about the authorisation
procedures for this transport. We see animals living for several weeks in very little bedding, in
excrement, and many are thirsty: how often is bedding changed, are troughs filled and animals
fed? Are there any rules on this? We often find that there is no veterinarian on board: what
training is given to the sailors on board?

Regarding the problem of the two boats in Spain: do boats have to have facilities for putting
down animals if there is a problem, as we saw in the Spanish case? Does the law require an
emergency plan to be established in advance, in case there is a problem? Can a vessel be given
authorisation if there is no emergency plan in place? And then, as Ms Carvalho mentioned in
her written answers, some transports are approved even though the journey log is unrealistic.

I am in favour of banning exports to third countries, but transport by boat will have to continue,
if only to Europe’s islands. In your opinion, could we improve conditions on board?

Finally, I would like to respond to what Thomas Waitz said earlier. A lot of questions are being
asked and we would indeed like them all to be answered. If we cannot have all the answers
during the hearing, we would be happy to receive them by email.

1-027-0000

Colm Markey (PPE). – Thank you Chair, and thank you to all the experts who brought their,
if you like, expertise, knowledge and experience to us today, I think it has been very beneficial.

Firstly, I’d like to come to the sense that when you listen to all the speakers, there’s a clear
disparity between best standards, as mentioned, for some countries and lesser standards in other
countries. And I wondered how we could get consistency? Maybe the speakers could suggest
how we could get consistency across Europe in terms of maintaining those standards.

And secondly, in relation to the efforts in Ireland to bring in industry-led standards, I was
wondering whether is it possible to replicate that across Europe? I think it would be very
beneficial if we could have such a situation across the whole continent. Thirdly, in relation to
contingency with reference to hot weather and bad weather. Just from the response from Mr
Scallan, who brings a lot of cattle to the continent, just curious to know what contingencies to
have in place for those situations?

Also in relation to the situation as regards travel logs. There was a suggestion in previous times
that there’s maybe an inconsistency in travel logs in different countries. I’d just be curious, has
Mr Scallan got GPS? And maybe, he referenced CCTV earlier, could there be a one system
across Europe where all the tracking of the vehicles could be managed centrally, and would this
be a system that would work well?

The second-last question, just in relation to wearable technologies. Over the last years we heard
a lot about wearable technologies potentially having an opportunity where we could learn a lot,
has Mr Scallan in particular, or any of the other speakers, any particular experience of the other
potential?

And finally, just a question specifically to Mr Scallan again. He made reference to the fact that,
if you like, he had a long-built relationship with buyers on the continent and the positive
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outcomes for calves. Could he maybe elaborate as to why that is? And also, if you’ve any sense
of that, beyond when the calves are dropped off, maybe in the coming weeks or months
thereafter, do they keep track of the records in relation to that?

1-028-0000

Simone Schmiedtbauer (PPE). – Thank you very much Chair, for not forgetting about me!

Our overriding goal must quite simply be that, as far as possible, animals are raised, slaughtered
and consumed locally. I believe that slaughtering in third countries simply no longer has any
place in a Europe with the Green Deal. When it comes to breeding animals, I understand the
need, but species-appropriate transport and animal welfare must be ensured. Our good breeding
genetics are much sought after, and also needed, beyond the borders of Europe. But when we
transport animals to third countries, I call upon the transport companies – regardless of which
Member State they are from – to comply with uniform standards. We don’t need some kind of
handling bazaar for animal transports; that is at the expense of the animals.

In Austria there are already higher standards than those laid down in the EU animal transport
regulation. So, for example, for transports of breeding animals to or through Russia, all the
supply points that will be called at in the third countries must be clearly documented and
substantiated when the transport is registered. This is very important. Official confirmations or
reservations must be submitted for the lairage of the animals – an important step in ensuring
that we already have clarity even before the animal transports leave about adequate care for the
animals during the journey.

And now my questions to the speakers: in your opinion, how can we achieve a situation where
there are uniform rules for the standards across the EU? There is an urgent need for this. Do we
need tougher sanctions, and what initiatives do you think the European Commission should
launch in this area?

1-029-0000

Martin Hojsík (Renew). – Thank you very much Chair. I was pressing the button desperately,
but it didn’t work. Let me start in English and I will switch into Slovak.

First of all, thank you to all the speakers for their presentations. I will go straight to the
questions. To Ms Giacomini: with regard to the conditions of the livestock vessels, have you
ever sent complaints to agencies such as the European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA)? If
yes, what response did you receive?

And also on the livestock vessels, have you able to send complaints to other DGs, such as DG
ENV or DG COMP? If yes, what response did you receive? And have you ever asked the
Commission for the Member States’ annual report on inspection during transport under Article
27 of the now-famous Regulation (EC) 1/2005? And if yes, what did you find out? Now I will
go into Slovak.

Slovakia exports to special countries. One of those countries to which live cattle are exported
is Kazakhstan. Kazakhstan is 4 500 km away. The journey by vehicle without a break and
without stopping at borders would take at least 60 hours. Therefore, I would like to ask
Mr Hencz and Mr Osterloh how they imagine it would be possible to transport live animals,
specifically to Kazakhstan, while still adhering to standard welfare conditions which we require
by law and which are required within the European Union.

1-031-0000

Balázs Hidvéghi (PPE). – Yes, thank you, Chair, dear colleagues, thank you for your
presentation. I’d like to make a point first about the financial aspect. We’ve talked about lots of
things here today, very important things, about the transport of live animals, but not about
finance.
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Any developments, any new regulations, any developments in the way transport is done, will
require financial background; will require money. And citizens should not be misled about this.
If we want to change regulations, if we want to increase the quality in the way animals are
transported, then more money should be spent on that. And that money must come, I think,
from European sources since this is a European affair.

Secondly, the role of the European Commission. It seems to me from various reports and
information, that the European Commission has ignored its responsibility to a certain extent
where it concerns animal transport. And I know particularly that, for instance, about heat stress
and the transport of animals during very hot periods, Hungary has approached the European
Commission and has not really been answered in any meaningful way. Rather, the Commission
is pointing at Member States that they should take care of this themselves. If we want to better
this whole situation then we need, I think, an increased role of the Commission in this particular
point.

I have two questions to ask Mr Péter Hencz, who spoke, I think, very interestingly about their
practice and their company. One concerns heat: do you have any best practices in mind? Do
you have any good solutions that you could mention to us in this hearing about that? I think that
... unified procedures for transporting animals during extreme weather conditions and when it
is too hot and obviously animals should not be transported – what information do you have
about that?

The second question really concerns excellence and best practice. The role of export companies,
they really are the organisers of animal transport. Now, right now, they have a database where
there are two types of companies listed: one for internal or national transport and the other one
for international transport. Don’t you think that there should be a third database, which really
is about accidents and quality insurance, where excellent companies could find information,
feedback, points – whatever it is, about excellence, about quality, and then they could choose a
transport company according to that information?

It would be a very important thing for our discussion to talk about this. Thank you very much.

1-032-0000

Julie Lechanteux (ID). – Chair, the hearing today is chilling, because several dozen of us
Members have spoken up to criticise transport conditions for live animals.

As we speak now, we have lost count of the number of boats in distress, we have lost count of
the number of animals near death in these vessels, because there are so many of them. I am also
going to join the voices condemning the case of the two boats carrying thousands of cattle from
Spain to Libya, because of deficient checks on departure. This is proven by the fact that they
were rejected by all the ports in the Mediterranean because of a bluetongue epidemic discovered
on board.

The questions this raises are: what happened at the port of embarkation in Spain? Were the two
boats in question inspected as they should have been? Were negligence or omissions a factor in
the checks? Now, as if by chance, the two vessels find themselves in the territorial waters of
the self-proclaimed Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, an entity not recognised by the
international community, where the European Union does not have jurisdiction. The Turkish
Cypriots ignored the situation and waited for Spain, the vessels’ country of departure, to send
veterinarians, whose conclusions are already causing outrage: after what amounts to torture, the
animals should be put down.



01-03-2021 24

We should all be scandalised by this enlightening situation, which should force this Committee
of Inquiry to act, and act fast. More legislation is not the solution, enforcing the checks is. I call
upon the European Union to finally provide the resources needed and to act.

1-033-0000

Eleonora Evi (Verts/ALE). – Chair, I would like to ask Ms Giacomini a question.

Her legal firm has filed various complaints with the European Commission containing evidence
gathered by the Animal Welfare Foundation, on serious and systematic infringements of
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005.

Many of these complaints were submitted in 2016, yet the Commission only gave a final
response in June and July 2020, four years later, which amounts to an excessive and in my view
unwarranted delay, given that the Commission is required to give a formal reply within one
year of complaints being registered.

In my opinion, this delay therefore looks like a case of maladministration on the European
Commission’s part, especially in the light of the fact that these complaints were then closed by
the Commission, which decided not to follow them up by opening infringement proceedings,
despite the evidence of systematic breaches.

My question, therefore, is this: was the Commission’s decision to close these cases made on the
basis of simple declarations of intent by the Member States or genuine progress made by these
Member States in implementing the regulation? In how many cases have the commitments
made by the Member States actually been met? In the case of the complaints against Italy and
Germany, why did the Commission still decide to close these cases, in spite of you producing
new evidence?

And finally, concerning the conditions on vessels used for animal transport observed by the
Animal Welfare Foundation, did you ask for an opinion from third parties qualified as
classification societies? Did you send the report written by these classification societies to the
Commission and how did it respond?

1-034-0000

Pär Holmgren (Verts/ALE). – Thank you very much Chair, it’s not that easy to pronounce
my name maybe. It’s been another very interesting session, of course, but I’ll continue in
Swedish.

Unfortunately, it is very clear that long-distance transport does not comply with the laws and
regulations that we have decided on together and that the measures taken have unfortunately,
so far at least, not had any effect on livestock transport – it is carrying on as normal.

Last year, the Commission urged the Member States to stop or at least reduce the transport of
livestock during the summer months. Those who are active in the sector and who monitor
animal welfare, have you seen any changes as a result of this request? Did the transport of
livestock decrease at all last summer? What responsibility will you take as livestock transport
companies to reduce the number of transport operations this summer?

When animals are transported to third countries outside the EU, permits are usually routinely
issued even for transport operations that do not actually meet the applicable requirements. With
regard to this, I would like to ask the entire panel a few questions: can you give examples of
any transport operations which have been halted and measures implemented both by authorities
and within companies? What happens to the transport operators that have repeatedly been
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stopped and broken the rules? What is the procedure in these cases, and are the penalties
effective?

1-036-0000

Grace O’Sullivan (Verts/ALE). – Thank you, Chair and thank you to the ANIT Secretariat
and my own political group for facilitating my question today.

I want to address my question to Mr Scallan, and thank you for your presentation. I’m sure you
know that Ireland launched its first annual welfare strategy recently, which we all welcomed.
And as you said in your presentation, more can be done to ensure Ireland’s lead on animal
welfare standards. Ireland leads on animal welfare standards not only at home but also at EU
level, and now at EU level.

I want to remind the committee that Spanish officials have just announced that the EU cattle
stuck for several months at sea, criss-crossing the Mediterranean, must be put down and
destroyed. There are really questions to be answered about the state the animals were in when
they arrived to port. How was their health compromised when on board? Why weren’t animal
welfare conditions adhered to? How did the situation arise? This can’t happen again be it in
Spain, in Ireland or elsewhere in the EU.

The Council Regulation on the Protection of Animals during Transport requires competent
authorities to grant authorisation to transporters only if they provide contingency plans in the
event of emergencies. So, Mr Scallan, given your first-hand extensive experience in live animal
transports, what sort of contingency plans do the transport companies you contract present when
requesting authorisations? Do you agree, as foreseen in Ireland’s programme for government,
that an increase in the presence of vets on board the ships would be an important step in ensuring
welfare standards are met on board vessels?

1-037-0000

Seamus Scallan, Wicklow Calf Company. – Thank you. OK, the first question we were asked
about the technologies we use to help to improve the animal welfare. On all the Irish lorries that
leaves Ireland with the calves, we are all equipped with GPS, temperature control. So
everything with the temperature control, the GPS, all data is sent back to the Department of
Agriculture on a weekly basis, so they can check that we had everything in order. Also, the GPS
and the temperature control is updating in the trucks, in the cab of the truck, every 15 minutes,
to let you know is there any problems with the calves in the back. Has the temperature gone up
or the temperature gone down?

Now the other lady asked me a question about is there any research going on in Ireland. I’d like
to point out that the government has put a lot of money into their Departments of Teagasc and
the Department of Agriculture. Teagasc at the moment has a project going called Move. This
is all to do with baby calves travelling, researching everything into the movement of the calves,
using the trucks, doing everything that has to be possibly done to see what is the data back when
we load them, unload them, feed them, how their blood levels are going and everything like
that. So this is a very, very good project and also, they are working with the exporters to make
sure that we fine-tune all this.

Coming to the training of the personnel, I’d like to point out that all people who work on our
farm are only employed with us if they come from a farming background. And we have one
guy, our yard manager, who trains any personnel that is coming in to feed the calves, to look
after the welfare of the calves, to see if the temperature of the shed’s good, do we need to let
more air in, close the sheds or whatever. The other, about the mixing of the of the milk powder,
the temperature of the milk powder. We keep the temperature at the one temperature all the
time. We check it out. We’re all the time checking that it has not gone below 42 degrees for
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feeding the calves. So our temperature is correct, that is very, very important that it doesn’t get
too cold.

In regard to how we handle the calves in the sheds. Since we started exporting calves, and I
suppose in the last seven or eight years, we do not allow, and the signs are all up in our premises,
we do not allow any sticks, any ill treatment of any calves, any person using electric prodders
on the trucks.

The truck drivers or the chauffeurs that come in to look after the loading of the calves do not
load the calves on our farm. We have a yard manager who monitors everything going on to the
lorry. Everything is written down. We have a board to write down. If there is any problems with
any of the guys that’s not doing their job, it is brought to our attention.

Every day we have a meeting concerning what we’ve done the day before to see is there
anything we can do better. So the training of the personnel in the yard, that is a very important
thing to us. So we as a stakeholder group, this is why we formed it, that we will start now,
there’s 20 exporters, 11 exporters doing calves in Ireland that we have an agreement that we
are going to have a course, that people are sent to one particular farm to be able to be trained
on the temperature of the milk, on the airflow going through the sheds, on the square metres for
the calves that are in the pens and everything, that the calves have enough room to lie down,
that the water drinkers are very clean, that the water coming into the drinkers is ‘top of the pops’
in regard to cleanliness.

Going back to the slow release and milk powder. While you feed this milk powder, what we
have put into place and we’re doing a project now that the exporters in Ireland will start using
the slow-releasing milk powder, it will last up to 15-17 hours in the calves’ stomachs. We also
have on the trucks the nipple drinkers, which we have the new drinkers in Ireland which are
under the Department of Agriculture. We sat with them, we worked it all out, we’ve tried all
these soft teat nipples for feeding the calves. We put electrolytes in the lorry for feeding the
calves in the summertime and in the wintertime, but especially in the summer when we put
higher-concentrate electrolytes into it so the calves can drink.

The other thing that is very, very important to do with the calves is when our calves are
travelling and when they are reach France. Again, the lairages in France are working in
association with our group to start feeding the slow-releasing milk powder again. So when the
calves comes off the lorry that they’re fed again, at a temperature that we’ve asked, at 42 degrees
to be fed. So the calves are not getting cold or hot, everyone is getting it at the one temperature.
That when we they are finished feeding, the lorries also that come from Ireland are cleaned out
in the lairages. Cleaned out, washed out, disinfected, rebedded for the onward journey, so
there’s no smell in the lorries.

With the videos. How do we monitor our yards? We have CPC cameras in our yard. We are
watching everything that’s going on with the calves, if who we have working for us, are they
looking after the calves? Three times a week, every second day, we check all our monitors to
see, one girl in the office that works for us, she is checking has everything being gone to the
protocol that we have required for our baby calves, because it is so important that we show that
our calves land in perfect condition to the far side.

We are dealing with big companies on the continent. They are able to come back to me within
one day and say this is wrong or that’s wrong, if there was something wrong. We don’t want
any problems, so we monitor if there’s anything wrong, the Department of Agriculture is
checking the calves, looking at the health of the calves. Nothing leaves the yard. Nothing will
leave that yard.
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We work very, very closely with the Department and (inaudible), which is a very good
relationship that us guys in Ireland have with them and if there’s something that we can think
that we can better on, they are very interested in working with us.

We have an export division in the Department of Agriculture, it’s a specially designed export
division. These guys and ladies who are in charge of this, are monitoring everything that’s going
on about the temperatures of the calves travelling, if it’s too hot, too cold. So we’re working
very, very closely with the Department of Agriculture and they are monitoring all our truck. All
the data has to go back to them, and I feel that if a lot of the things that we’re doing were
implemented in the European Union and that the departments of all of these countries were
working on the same level that we’re working on, I think that nobody would have any problems.

In regard to our calves, the most important part of the whole export of the calves is that, one
lady said about the monetary, what about the monetary, about the part of the money and all ...
if our calves from Ireland don’t land in top condition, we will not get paid for them.
1-038-0000

Manuela Giacomini, Conte & Giacomini Lawyers. – I will start with the first question from
Mr Buda on our complaint against Romania on the transport of lambs in Italy. What I can say
is that, during the inspections carried out by the Animal Welfare Foundation in 2018 and 2019
on 10 lorries, the same breaches of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 were found on all 10, which is
a very chilling fact. Among other things, these lorries were often inspected with the Italian
police, so they were violations that were also observed by our own competent authorities.

The problems are observed with absolute regularity. We are constantly talking about the same
infringements by the same transport companies, and the infringements generally consist of
inappropriate vehicles to transport that type of animal, overcrowding, no space overhead,
completely inadequate ventilation, drinking systems that are practically always unsuitable, and
often no separation of animals with horns and animals without horns.

We also requested data from some Member States’ competent authorities that had previously
inspected those lorries and also the TRACES data and, from a detailed analysis, we found that
there is further documentary evidence that these lorries were approved by Romania in breach
of the regulation, so I would say that the evidence is fairly overwhelming because it also comes
from official documentation and is not just based on our findings.

Concerning the question from Mr Lundgren, my answer is obviously no. Unfortunately the
Member States and also the European Commission are not meeting the obligations laid down
by Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 – the Commission in supervising compliance and the Member
States in complying – to the extent that from 2016 to the present, we have continued to send
complaints and additional information to the European Commission in the hope that sooner or
later an infringement procedure would be opened. We have seen in other areas that it takes
much less to open such a procedure.

Regarding what Ms Hazekamp said, obviously I agree: until third countries guarantee the
animal welfare standards laid down by the European Union, I think we need to halt exports,
otherwise I cannot see why we felt the need to include Article 13 in the Lisbon Treaty and thus
establish that in Europe animals are considered to be sentient beings, if this statement loses its
value when we export them to third countries.

Concerning the question from Ms Avram on the responsibility of transport organisers,
authorisation mainly concerns the transporters, whereas there is no authorisation for organisers.
This responsibility lasts throughout the journey and even beyond, since the journey log must
immediately be returned to the country of departure of the animals. The problem is that we
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obviously have different types of transporters and consequently different types of means of
transport, since each Member State unfortunately has its own standards of approval. Another
big problem is the fact that transporters by sea do not have to be approved, which is obviously
a loophole that in some way needs to be remedied.

Concerning the question about whether a temporary ban on transport to third countries would
be compatible with market freedom, excuse me, but I find this statement from the Commission
rather chilling. What we are seeing at the moment is a real distortion of competition, and this is
what the Member States should be concerned about, not the free market. With the current model
of absolute non-compliance with the regulation, we are witnessing real distortions of
competition. There are some Member States that approve vessels after a half-hour inspection
and others that take three days to inspect a vessel. Regarding the location, in some Member
States there are around 10 sites whereas in others there are hundreds. Last summer we saw that
some Member States banned the approval of long journeys once it was known that the
temperature in Turkey was above 30 °C, so transporters went to other Member States where
they knew transport to Turkey was not restricted, evading the ban and ultimately rendering it
futile. So whoever complies with the regulation is ‘screwed’, if you will excuse the term. So is
there in fact a free market? I genuinely cannot see one.

Concerning whether we have also used the evidence in national courts, I can confirm that we
have. There are also national cases open in Italy, Poland and Spain.

On the question of whether we have also submitted complaints to the EFSA, I can confirm that
we have for the complaint about sea transport. However, the EFSA replied that it can only do
inspections at the European Commission’s request and therefore advised us to contact the
Commission. Accordingly, we sent our complaints to DG Environment and we have been
waiting for a response from them for several months. Unbelievably, DG Competition has never
replied to us, despite what I think is a very clear and quite serious problem of distortion of
competition.

On the question about the request for the data that the Member States are required to give the
Commission under Article 27 of the regulation, I can confirm that we have requested these data
from the Commission and that, instead of receiving a stack of documents as I expected, I
received a link to the Commission’s website where there are some very interesting tables.
Obviously I say this with irony because it is practically impossible to obtain any information to
support the data reported there by the Member States, so I wonder how the European
Commission can possibly rely on those data.

1-039-0000

Constança Carvalho, PATAV Anti-Live Animal Transport Platform. – Thank you, I will try to
address all the questions. I had some Internet connection problems, so I’m afraid I’ve missed a
few, but I hopefully not.

OK, so starting from the beginning, if I consider that the replacement of live exports for meat
trade is being assumed by the authorities? I don’t think so in Portugal. And you heard our
minister just two days ago in the Portuguese Government seems very interested in improving
the regulation, but not in replacing the live animal trade. At least this is what we get from the
meetings.

Regarding what happens in the summer with over 30 degrees. In Portugal the loading of animals
is not done when temperature are over 30 degrees. It’s done in the evening. But the next day,
when the animals are already on board, it’s 40 degrees outside. So, even though there is some
concern during the loading itself, it does not prevent what happens during the travelling.
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I stated in my written answers that just to take an example from 2020, we sent animals from
Portugal to Israel during the summer and there were 111 days of temperature over 30 degrees
and during that period 15 vessels left Portugal and unloaded Portuguese animals in Israel. So,
even though the loading is not during the day when it’s over 30 degrees, I think that only solves
the first part of the problem and not the problem throughout the journey and throughout the
unloading.

Do we consider the controls at the exit points to be good and if there are veterinarians? Yes, in
Portugal, there are always veterinarians present. And as I told you in my speech, despite that,
we have witnessed over 140 breaches in more than 45 loadings. So it’s not enough. Sometimes
the complaints we file, actually the veterinary authorities, they welcome them, they ??
everything. So they welcome our complaints. But then, many times nothing happens because
either the trucks are registered in Spain and so they cannot fine them or because they say they
cannot see exactly who was doing the mishandling – if it was the crew or if it was the truck
driver. And so it’s insufficient. And I would like to point this out because I know that many
countries – from colleagues, from other NGOs, don’t have veterinarians on board and people
believe that this will solve everything. Of course, it’s better to have veterinarians there than not
to have veterinarians, but the breaches still occur.

Yes, we think that the only way to prevent the suffering of animals is a total ban of live exports.
I stated that in my speech. Even though we welcome all the improvements, I think everyone
will agree sooner or later that it’s not possible to send animals on vessels for one or more weeks
in minimum conditions.

Regarding having vets on board, I think that would be an improvement but we have to be careful
with that because, for example, the Bahige is a vessel which can carry up to 40 000 animals.
And for example, Meador, Kinka can take up to 2 000 animals. And so, if you determine having
one vet per vessel, that will be insufficient for the biggest vessels. So, should the Commission
decide who is mandatory to have on board and mechanical engineers and I would also add
environmental engineers because we have several breaches of the MARPOL Convention as
well, for example animals which have died on board and are thrown overboard without being
put through the grinder first. This is very common. Then they wash up on our beaches. I think
that in order to have some improvement, it needs to be a ratio, not just one vet per vessel or one
engineer per vessel.

Regarding the discrepancy on the numbers. A very interesting thing is that every year is the
same. The Israeli numbers are different from the Portuguese numbers, from the ministers of
agriculture in both countries and for the first time ever, last Friday, we got a reply on that
complaint from the Portuguese authorities stating that they are going to investigate what is
happening due to this.

As for the check points, again, I don’t think they will solve the problem, they will improve and
everyone talks about mortality, but it’s very important to see about morbidity. And there is no
data on morbidity. Animals arrive with broken horns, blind due to the ammonia concentrations,
with broken legs – nothing is reported on that. And all the producers say is that it’s important
that the animal arrives alive and in good condition. But in terms of the business end of the meat
industry, it’s irrelevant if the animal is blind due to ammonia or if it has a broken horn, as you
don’t eat horns or blindness. And no one checks that. In Israel the vets are there for half an
hour. They don’t even see the unloading. That’s what our colleagues in Israel who are there for
large shipments with whom we work closely with report to us.
(speaker cut off by the Chair due to time constraints)
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1-040-0000

Chair. – Sorry the time is up. Also I would like to ask you to give us a written answer to the
next question. Thank you very much. Then the floor is to Mr Péter Hencz, from Hunland.

1-041-0000

Péter Hencz, Managing Director, Hunland Trans. – We believe that animal welfare cannot
come down to money. So naturally, the training system must be unified and it is an absolute
must to provide practical training for the drivers transporting animals in every Member State.
We think and we know that higher standards mean higher costs, but this cannot be an issue with
regard to transporting animals. Our goal is that only entities operating under unified regulations
and with unified training should be allowed to conduct live animal transportation.

With regard to controls, both the drivers and we have noticed that animal health inspections are
becoming increasingly strict, in particular with regard to the issuance of export certificates that
have become extremely hard to obtain. This is good news. I have received two questions from
Mr Hidvéghi: the first is whether I have any information on positive examples related to
transporting animals in heat, and I am happy to share with you that I have. The initiative of the
Hungarian authority can be considered fully effective. Exports to Turkey have been prohibited
for two years now when the temperature at the Bulgarian-Turkish border is expected to rise
above 30 degrees Celsius. I believe there cannot be a more efficient way of protecting animals
from the heat, but unfortunately, we have seen that not every Member State has joined this
initiative, and transports are dispatched from many countries which then generally end up stuck
in Hungarian resting places.

The second question concerns the new type of licence. Yes, as I explained in my speech, we
deem it extremely important that transporters should acquire special licences to transport to
third countries. We think that these transports require special expertise and an extensive
network for the transporters to easily be able to avert any potential problems on the territory of
third countries too. Hence we would like to have a ‘type 3’ licence created, besides the existing
‘type 2’ licence permitting the international transportation of animals. The new licence would
specifically authorise long-term animal transport.

I have received several questions from Mr Waitz. I will try to answer them all. The first referred
to whether the number of transports declines during the summer heat. My answer to this is a
definitive yes. As I mentioned earlier, the controls are ever tighter and certain countries, such
as Hungary, ban transports above a certain temperature. If we experience heat exceeding 30
degrees, then in the case of sea transportation with lorries our company transports animals only
at night. Yet the temperature can be adjusted much more easily on ships than in lorries.

Next question. Yes, we do import animals from the Netherlands for breeding purposes, and then
from here, after raising them, we sell them to other EU Member States or third countries. Next
question. This referred to the territories of the countries of the Commonwealth of Independent
States. Our company currently has knowledge of 20 potential resting places. These, of course,
have no EU approval. However, as I mentioned in my speech as well, we would like to ask for
help and support, and in our opinion an independent control body should check, approve and
advise on the design of these potential resting places. With regard to the borders of Bulgaria I
can say that there are continuous checks, so veterinary controls are uninterrupted. In addition,
members of the organisation Eyes on Animals conduct regular inspections at the borders.
However, what constitutes a grave problem for every transporter is that there is no priority lane
on the Bulgarian side, so lorries stack up, and I believe this should definitely be changed.

I will quickly try to respond to Mr Hojsík’s questions regarding transportation to Kazakhstan.
As I have mentioned before, thanks to the network of contacts our company possesses we have
several potential resting places. We know these places, and by using them we can transport
even to Kazakhstan under full compliance with Regulation 1/2005. Besides, the cities of
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Zyuz’ki and Samara already have resting places in use, and Kazakhstan has two resting stations,
in Aktobe and Shymkent, awaiting approval from the Kazakh animal health authority. When
these are authorised, we can start transporting to the entire territory of Kazakhstan under full
compliance with EU rules. Thank you.

1-042-0000

Chair. – Thank you. I don’t know exactly if you’ve answered all the questions, I think there
are still some remaining, but you can do that indeed in writing. I give the floor to Ms Lorène
Jacquet, from Fondation Brigitte Bardot.

1-043-0000

Lorène Jacquet, Campaigns and Advocacy Manager, Fondation Brigitte Bardot. – Thank you
for all these questions. I will also try to answer some of them.

As far as all the questions are concerned, we can see that there are two fairly distinct issues that
I think need to be addressed in two different ways.

There is the problem of enforcement of the regulations within the European Union, in terms of
checks, effective application of penalties, roadside checks too, of course, means of transport,
and checks not only of journey logs but also of means of transport before the animals depart.

The other problem, which is the one we are specifically discussing today, is that of animal
exports to third countries. This is a much more difficult problem to address, at least if we want
to improve transport conditions, because it involves the issue of the sovereignty of the countries
that the animals are being sent to. These are countries outside the EU’s single market, and so
the level of feasibility is not the same as when we talk about improving transport conditions
and checks.

We know that it is already very difficult within the European Union to launch infringement
proceedings for flagrant breaches of regulations that take place within the European Union. We
know this because of the problems in Romania, for example. Egregious situations where we
know that the regulations are not enforced, situations condemned not just by associations, which
have still not led to penalties or brought any real improvements. So, if we cannot even enforce
the regulations in EU Member States, how can we imagine that we could send animals to third
countries where we have no control in terms of checks or penalties, and still say that potentially
we will have enough oversight to ensure the animals have effective protection? At present this
seems completely impossible or, in any case, it seems to be a much more difficult enterprise
than applying the regulations within the European Union. So why not improve the conditions
of animal transport in the European Union? We could consider the idea of digitalising
temperature monitoring in means of transport, under conditions where we might actually be
able to obtain feedback, carry out checks and apply pressure to obtain data, which is not the
case in the third countries to which animals are exported. Once again, this touches on what I
was saying in the presentation, which is that the French Government itself acknowledges that
it cannot demand these data from the countries it exports to.

Feasibility seems really important. If the genuine aim of revising the regulation is to improve
animal welfare and protection, we need to know what is feasible before saying we should do
this or that. Demanding an end to exports could be described as radical, but when you consider
that not everything we are looking at is feasible with sufficient checks to ensure it is effective,
then saying that we should stop exporting live animals is not radical if we cannot know whether
they will be treated well during transport or, may I remind you, at the time of slaughter, which
people will say is the collateral damage of the export issue. So the political will within the
European Union should already be to improve what happens in terms of animal transport
conditions in the EU.



01-03-2021 32

As to the consequences of ending exports, which is an issue raised several times, I do not think
that not wanting to change the status quo is a good approach in terms of achieving progress.
We should not be saying that if we stop exports, other countries will export instead of us so it
is better not to do anything. We could try to improve conditions by blocking exports until the
receiving countries can cooperate under conditions that we feel are satisfactory for animal
protection. We could also remind ourselves that stopping animal exports would allow slaughter
facilities to be improved within the European Union; it would add value to the job of farmers
within the European Union; it would add value to the work of slaughterhouses; it would enable
a territorial network of slaughterhouses to be redefined within the EU; and it would create jobs
and economic activity. So this is not necessarily something that would lose the EU a market.

I would also like to thank the Members who have spoken about the situation of the cattle stuck
at sea for more than two months. The case of these cattle is nothing new. The same thing
happened a couple of years ago, in the summer of 2018, when 57 cattle were stuck for two
weeks in a lorry on the Turkish border for the same reason: a suspected bluetongue infection.
The authorities were obviously alerted, the European Commission too, and everything was done
to find a solution for these animals. In the end the situation was sorted out, but only after
two weeks in high summer on the Turkish border. So we also need to know that we can try to
improve things for animals outside our borders, but when there are emergencies like that one,
we need to be able to react quickly, find solutions and stop putting animals in this kind of
situation. We need to make sure, in advance, that checks are carried out properly so that animals
do not have to go through that kind of suffering.

1-044-0000

Heinz Osterloh, President, German Cattle and Meat Trade Association. – Yes, I will also
switch to my native language, because otherwise there are so many questions that I won’t get
answered.

Mr Christensen, this is something we have been calling for for a long time: in our opinion the
existing law, Council Regulation 1/2005, is still a long way from being implemented in all
Member States. And if new legislation is implemented and put into effect while the old
legislation has not even been implemented, I find that a bit problematic.

I mentioned the issue of digitisation in my presentation – extremely useful – and I think it really
has to be done – absolutely.

Mr Waitz, you had a number of questions, and some of them have been answered. But on one
issue you addressed me directly: if animals are taken to another EU country for fattening and
then exported to a third country, then yes – in theory you are correct – animals from Germany
would in that case also be exported to that third country, even though that is not possible directly
from Germany. Yes, that is correct. But in order to prevent this, one would have to completely
change EU law, namely in terms of the fact that a free exchange of goods and services is
guaranteed. And if I supply something to Italy or to somewhere else in Europe, then I need not
be concerned, or I cannot be concerned, that this thing will then unjustifiably end up in a third
country.

I will try to be very brief, Ms Mortler: you mentioned training for drivers, including for smaller
companies. That is something we do carry out. We make no distinction between large and small
companies; we just offer these training courses, and it is then attested with a subsequent
certificate.
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Mr Zoido Álvarez: what happens if the EU stops doing these transports? I think you have
answered the question yourself: others will step in to plug the gap. That’s just the way it is. We
can accept that. We can also let it go. I don’t know.

An interesting question, whether we are afraid of controls when transporting within the EU: so
when you are stopped by the police, you – I do, at any rate – automatically first look at the
speedometer to see whether you were driving too fast or whether you have committed some
other offence. Of course, everyone is very respectful when they’re inspected – that’s obvious.
At the same time, however, it also means that as far as possible – hopefully, in any case – one
exercises a certain degree of caution when one is stopped and inspected, so as not to get into
any sort of trouble.

Harmonising standards: yes, I mentioned that right at the beginning. Of course it must be
harmonised; above all else, harmonisation must be implemented everywhere, otherwise it won’t
work.

Tracking of data and trucks: that is done. It won’t work any other way. You have it, for example,
via the TRACES system – a European system to which authorised persons have access at any
time to find out exactly what is happening.

I’ll go to the next page; there we have – yes, an interesting thing – Slovakia to Kazakhstan.
They don’t drive directly, but that is regulated very clearly in Regulation 1/2005. In the case of
cattle transports, there is a journey time of 14 hours’ travelling, an hour’s break, 14 hours’
travelling. Obviously, that is only possible with several drivers – that’s perfectly clear – and
that would also be the case with every transport – from Slovakia to Kazakhstan – it doesn’t
matter – or within the EU. It has to be like this. That’s just the way it is.

So, finances – a very interesting thing: of course – we take whatever money we can get.

Transport in high temperatures: in my country at least, you won’t get clearance if a temperature
window that exceeds 30 degrees appears anywhere in the weather forecast for the days of the
planned transport. Then there is no stamp and the transport does not go ahead. It will take place
later, when the conditions have evened out appropriately. In any case, I don’t know any other
way.

Best practices and a quality evaluation: yes, I can only support that. This is already being done
by exporters. So if a certain company or a certain driver constantly attracts attention, because
he has not driven properly, the animals arrive in a poor state, etc., he will certainly not get any
more orders. Possibly standardising that is not a bad idea at all, I think.

And now we have this topic that kept coming up: this is the transports or this ship transport,
which has been keeping me busy through my Spanish colleagues who have been contacting me
since Saturday. I was completely flabbergasted when I heard about it. The Spanish and the
Turks held bilateral talks in Spain, at which they agreed in what circumstances for this
bluetongue story a transport could take place, and from which areas. The Spanish authorities
acted accordingly and brought animals from the free zones for loading. Then when they arrived
in Turkey – this is my current state of knowledge – the authorities there said: No, you fools!
We’re not taking the animals. One of the reasons they cannot go back is that the Turkish
authorities have also broadcast a call around the Mediterranean in which they have warned
against these animals – they would have tested positive for bluetongue. They have not. Not a
single animal tested positive for bluetongue there. But of course that is now leading to assertions
such as the statement that this dreadful transport should not have been allowed to go ahead at
all. But now you won’t actually get the animals back into mainland Spain due to issues with
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animal health requirements, and these aren’t animals for slaughter either – they were animals
for further fattening. So it’s a huge problem.

Something like this should not happen. I must say this very clearly. In this situation, you would
actually have to have a very serious conversation with the relevant Turkish authorities in order
to dig any deeper.

1-045-0000

The President. – Thank you! I must interrupt you, otherwise we will just run too far over time.
Thank you, also for your answers and for being present.

1-046-0000

Chair. – Thanks a lot to all the experts. We are having a little pause now until 16.45 and then
we continue. Thanks again also to all the Members of the European Parliament. We know and
we have seen again how complex the situation is, we have to work with all the stakeholders,
that is clear, but we saw also again that Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 is insufficient and it is a
great time also to make a revision of it. Thanks a lot to all of you, see you in not even half an
hour and thanks to the interpreters to have stayed with us, thank you.

(The hearing closed at 16.24)

PART II - Checks and issues in the Third countries

1-002-0000

IN THE CHAIR: TILLY METZ
Chair of the Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport

1-003-0000

Chair. – So I think we can start again. I see some Members of the Parliament again in the room,
welcome back to the second part of our hearing on checks and issues in third countries. So I’m
very happy to welcome five more experts who are participating in our meeting via remote
connection. Welcome to the Committee of Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during
Transport.

We have Madeleine Martin, Animal Welfare Officer, Ministry of the Environment, Climate
Protection, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, Hesse, Germany; Friedhelm Hormann,
Director, Independent Product Control, Hormann GmbH, Germany; Gabriel Paun, EU Director,
Animals International; Florin Beteg, Professor at the University of Agriculture and Veterinary
Medicine, Cluj-Napoca, Romania; and Maria Dayen, Deputy Chair of the Committee of Animal
Welfare, Federal Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons, Germany.

Experts, you will in principle have the floor for a maximum of seven minutes, followed by an
exchange with our members. Thank you for keeping to the speaking time, as our timetable is
limited. After the presentations, we will have two rounds of questions and answers, starting
with the coordinators.

I shall give the floor first to Madeleine Martin, Animal Welfare Officer. Welcome to our
committee of inquiry.

1-004-0000

Madeleine Martin, Animal Welfare Officer, Ministry of the Environment, Climate Protection,
Agriculture and Consumer Protection of the Land Hesse. – Chair, Members of the European
Parliament, ladies and gentlemen, thank you for the opportunity to speak here. I would like to
highlight four points in the discussion.
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In order to transport animals to third countries in a way that is in compliance with EU law, we
need first of all uniform certification of supply posts, of transport routes in third countries, but
also of transport companies.

Why? Personal experience. Due to the numerous reports and documentation from NGOs about
the violations of Regulation 1/2005 and of the ECJ judgment from 2015, together with three
official veterinarians from three German Bundesländer I called in at the addresses in the Russian
Federation that we found between 2017 and 2019 in driver logbooks of transport companies –
many thanks once again to my Minister, who unwaveringly supported these visits and made
them possible.

The result of the visual inspection was quite shocking. Some of the posts specified did not exist
at all, and some were ruins. The three that could be referred to as supply posts did not meet
European standards at the time. The operator of a post in Zyuz’ki refused to allow us entry,
incidentally at the written request of European transport companies, and did not allow us to
visit. Interestingly, it was precisely the post that had been of particular concern to NGOs and
our Russian dialogue partners. Has the condition of these posts improved since then? Perhaps,
but that is completely irrelevant for longer transports to Kazakhstan or Uzbekistan.

Why? On the long road from the Samara region there are no other supply posts that would even
be recognised as such, if only by the regional authorities there. From there, however, the
animals are still thousands of kilometres away and they have no opportunity for being unloaded,
because under Russian law, for reasons of animal diseases, unloading is only permitted where
a regional authority has granted approval. In Kazakhstan or Uzbekistan themselves, nothing
definite is even known about supply posts. For this reason, animal transports from central
Europe to Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan are still not possible in compliance with EU law.
Nevertheless, animals are constantly being transported there in large numbers.

The journey exemplifies how urgent the need is for certification of all supply posts in third
countries. Certification of the routes is necessary in order to exclude particularly poor roads,
for example those with deep potholes or without side borders, which lead to unnecessary
suffering for the animals and to transport delays. These points are not for assessment by the
approving authorities in Europe.

Why do I believe a standardised EU certification of the transport companies is necessary?
Because the requirements for authorisation are completely different in the individual countries.
Harmonisation is required. In addition, transport companies have also proven to be unreliable.
Unreliable because they continue to transport animals to Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, even
though they must have been aware that they are violating EU law. For years, companies have
been telling veterinary clearance offices in Member States untruths about transports, and have
even confirmed these lies in writing. So we should choose our future dialogue partners on this
topic wisely.

Solution: certification of supply posts, routes and transport companies is overdue. The paper
commissioned by the EU in the ‘High quality Control Posts’ project could provide a basis for
this certification. The Commission can send its own veterinarians for certification. For those of
you who would prefer private-sector regulation, independent quality management and control
companies that are approved by the EU could perhaps also be used. The Commission’s
‘Certification of Supply Posts’ manual from the above project should serve as the basis for any
certification. The posts that are ultimately certified and also the results of audits should be
incorporated into the TRACES system, and this system is to be extensively broadened with
regard to animal welfare concerns. This would really help the veterinary authorities responsible
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for clearance. The possibility of visits for certification, but also for the audits referred to, is to
be contractually regulated through agreements with third countries.

Second point – random audits on the actual use of the supply posts: our talks in Russia with
operators of the posts, but also with veterinarians, confirmed the experience of the NGOs. Many
trucks from EU Member States do not stop at the supply posts at all, or only stop for a fraction
of the mandatory 24 hours that pregnant heifers would need, at least, to recover. At present, the
duration of the break is unable to be reliably ascertained by European veterinary authorities due
to the lack of tamper-proof options and the absence of easily readable technical means. We
need tamper-proof access possibilities for temperature measurement, status of the tailgate lift,
axle load weight and the navigation system. But not just for them.

Transport companies that actually want to transport in accordance with the law are faced with
an incredible distortion of competition. Some business owners currently refrain from such
transports, and leave the field open for fraudsters. Anyone who isn’t violating EU law cannot
keep up in the cutthroat competition. The honest practitioner is discriminated against by the
illegal business practices on long-distance transport that are currently common across the EU.
In many Member States, this breach of law has so far remained completely without
consequences for the companies involved.

Solution: the Commission must have the feeding times checked on a random basis via audits
by appointed veterinarians or independent accredited companies. In addition, there is a need for
infringement proceedings against those Member States that allow their transport companies to
break EU law without consequences, as a business model, so to speak, and disregard ECJ case-
law.

Third point – certification of slaughterhouses and slaughter in third countries: as can be seen
from recital 6 to Regulation 1/2005, the further treatment of animals has long been important.

What now awaits the animals after all their suffering on the transporter trucks or clapped-out
ships? For the animals exported from the EU and designated as slaughter animals, what awaits
them is imminent death. What form this takes in many third countries is shown in various
documents. Usually, no OIE standards, let alone EU standards, are observed in the
slaughterhouses. Many animals are not stunned. Many animals are not killed in
slaughterhouses.

In addition, considerable animal cruelty is inherent in the system where animals are not stunned.
Why? These acts of cruelty occur simply because 1 250-kg bulls or 600-kg cows have to be
held in place one way or another if you want to kill them. Throwing the animals down, grabbing
them with fingers in eyes, hitting the animals hard, severing the tendons or even gouging out
the eyes have been documented repeatedly in various countries.

As part of the European Parliament, this is exactly what you yourself put on record in your
resolution adopted in 2019. If you are interested, anyone is welcome to refresh their memory
on my website and watch films by a well-known documentary filmmaker and journalist –
authentic videos on slaughter practices in these states that are high-risk for animal welfare.

And what about the exported cattle designated for breeding in third countries? I have sent you
a summary of the facts we have on cattle breeding in third countries. From these compiled facts
– thanks to Frigga Wirths from the German Animal Welfare Federation – it is clear beyond any
doubt that very few of our breeding animals are used for sustained breeding. This eliminates
the main reason and the pressing need for these transports. Instead, sending sperm and embryos
would be constructive. Instead of animals for slaughter – countries like Argentina show this –
for imports into the EU meat could be sent, if people wanted that. Those of you who still support
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sending live animals, you should in that case at least uncompromisingly pursue certification of
the slaughterhouses in which our cattle die.

This could be based at least be the OIE standard (the EU regulations would be better, of course).
The EU has committed itself to only importing meat from third countries if it can be certified
that these regulations will be complied with during slaughter in the third country. And are we
not even more strongly compelled to apply this standard also to the export of the cattle we rear?

So far, the animals have taken centre stage in my suggestions. In my view, that is not enough.
Such transports harm not only animals, but also our environment. We should keep this in mind
when we are talking about the future of long-distance transport. The trip to Russia provided an
insight into the condition of some of the trucks that are used for animal transports, depending
on the Member State.

It is also important to consider the environmental impact of the emissions from ships and ferries
– most of them very old indeed – with which the animals are transported out of the EU, due to
the discharging of the manure directly into the sea and the disposal of dead animals. Fourth
point, therefore – my petition as part of the EU’s environmental strategy: it is necessary also to
look at the environmental impact of animal transports. Thank you very much.

1-005-0000

Friedhelm Hormann, Director, Independent Product Controlling Hormann GmbH. – First of
all, I would also like to thank you for letting me speak here. In my presentation I will look at
two elements. These are, firstly, the purely factual findings that we have gathered on the spot
in a third country, and secondly the solutions to those findings.

In order not to reduce to ashes the great idea of ‘farm to fork’ in general, controls are urgently
needed that ensure that the legal requirements are actually complied with. Another important
point is the financing. We have a number of regulations that direct the whole thing: firstly,
Regulation 1/2005, then the Official Controls Regulation 2017/625 and – now we come to the
point – Regulation 652/2014, which makes available to the Member States EUR 1.9 billion in
free funds. These free funds can be doubled on request. That is, we are talking about almost
EUR 4 billion, which is available as funding – to a large extent, at least – for animal welfare.
This is extremely important!

As IPC, we have carried out around 160 000 physical checks in third countries since 1997. No
one else has done that. 20 000 of these concern only controls on live cattle. For that purpose,
we have primarily used the official veterinarians operating on site. The legal situation has not
changed since then. It is also the case that the existing legal provisions under Regulation 1/2005
are perfectly adequate and clear.

The only thing missing is the controls in the third country. And no new laws are going to help
us if the Members do not want on-site testing or compliance with the Regulation. Article 15,
paragraph 1, explicitly states that the travel times and rest periods are to be checked on the spot,
that is, in the third country, by the Member States. Regulation 1/2005 also stipulates that each
Member State must submit by July 2007 – with respect, that is 13 and a half years ago – a list
of penalties. So, pray tell, where are these lists of penalties? So we should not be surprised to
see that the transport companies do – and don’t do – whatever they want with the transport
rules, due to the many penalties and the severity of those penalties. That is exactly what is
applied. So here it is: a fish rots from the head down! I will come back to that.

Up to 2013, three injured animals or dead animals – at most – were registered for the whole
year. With the elimination of the required controls in the third country since 2013, there has
been a dramatic increase in transgressions during transport. The large number of losses, and in
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particular the multitude of animals concerned, is attributable to a systematic failure to comply
with the standards for transport. In extreme cases, more than 30% of all animals loaded suffer
death or miscarriage. That is gigantic. It is unacceptable!

The death of these animals – around 30% in extreme cases – usually occurs up to 10 days after
arrival. The animals are completely dehydrated, or – if the animals are on the truck – their
bodies heat up, the air humidity increases, the hatches are opened so there is a draught, the
animals suffer severe pneumonia with the result that, a few days after arriving, they actually die
– die in agony.

We also know from up-to-date records that the vast majority of transporters resumed their
journey after 10 to 12 hours. This too is done systematically on all journeys. Generally, when
they go to Kazakhstan or Uzbekistan, the trucks have to stop at the supply posts at least three
times – even better, four times. It’s really systematic: about 20% – as feedback from the supply
posts – do not go to the supply posts at all. We also know why. Some of the trucks drive as far
as the vicinity of the supply post. The GPS data now display the location of this supply post,
without the trucks being inside it. If you analyse the GPS data afterwards, what you see is: yes,
the truck is there, and the tailgate is also open. All of this suggests unloading of the animals.
This type of manipulation results in third parties who don’t examine this very critically,
inferring that, yes, the animals are unloaded from the truck here, although that is not the case at
all. Electronic aids: all well and good, but that needs to be just one component of many, no
more and no less.

And as others have already said: we have certain countries that simply do not check this data
on the spot – that is, before clearance and dispatch – at all. That is absurd! And I’ll say it again:
a fish rots from the head down! So it’s the ministries of the Member States that don’t want to
act here.

Yes, that’s really what it is. I would actually like to stay just under seven minutes. I still have a
lot more, but I’ll just leave it at that for now.

The only Member State that has actually carried out the on-the-spot checks is Austria. Austrian
organisations have sent out veterinarians who routinely do checks in third countries. Germany
has only done that indirectly, as the previous speaker said. I don’t know anything about other
Member States that have carried out any on-the-spot checks in a third country. Thank you!

1-006-0000

Gabriel Păun, EU Director, Animals International. – Ladies and gentlemen, my organisation
has been documenting the treatment of European exported animals for the past 11 years. We
have been looking at harbours in Portugal, Spain, France, Slovenia, Croatia and Romania, but
we were mostly in third countries documenting the fate of EU-exported animals.

Only last year, in 2020 alone, a year when it was extra difficult to perform investigations due
to COVID-19 travelling restrictions, we still managed to obtain the proof of the killing of cattle
and sheep from 11 EU Member States: Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Spain, France,
Hungary, Ireland, the Netherlands, Lithuania, Portugal and Romania.

I start with what happens at sea, according to our observations. First of all, the livestock carrier
fleet is the oldest on the planet. The average age is 36 years old. Most vessels are former cargo
vessels converted for animal transport before they are scrapped. The older the ship is, the greater
the risk of mechanical or structural failure. For most sea journeys there is no veterinarian on
board. Therefore, compliance with transport regulations until the destination cannot be assured
and proven. Even when there is a vet on board, there is no transparency for the public and many
times also for the authorities about mortality and morbidity.
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While I was in Croatia a few summers ago, I think in 2018, I was filming, for example, an large
unfit bull being loaded on to the Karim Allah vessel using a crane before the eyes of the official
vet. Yes, the Karim Allah is the same vessel as the one involved in the recent Spanish cattle
crisis. I was soon noticed by the vet, who felt guilty and called the local harbour police. The
officer came to me and demanded the destruction of the evidence. When complaining to the
harbour police, no action was taken because the two police officers were members of the same
family. Everything is taped and the footage was saved and can be handed over to you.

Also, when present on board, a vet acting in good faith could not help all the animals or many
times none of them, even if they are in dire need, due to high density and therefore
inaccessibility. In the absence of vets, the vessel crew would administrate what are known as
‘universal medical cocktails’, that include antibiotics, prepared in a place they call the kitchen
without the proper diagnostics. These cocktails may harm the animals and remain in the meat
that is consumed by people in the third countries. As you all are aware, the fight against
antibiotic resistance is not a local fight but a global one, and we should be very careful with
that.

I was informed of this practice by Dr Lynn Simpson, who was on board for dozens of journeys.
It was also confirmed to me personally by Ukrainian and Romanian vessel crews on ships
named Phoenix and Beccaria.

Many animals suffer health issues, injuries as a result of the infrastructure, pain and stress. The
longest journey we traced was 24 days long in the middle of the summer. It was the Al Shuwaikh
departing from Romania to the Persian Gulf in July 2019, a journey that took place despite the
personal and explicit call by Mr Andriukaitis, the European Commissioner, to halt it.

The contagious diseases most frequently seen on vessels during journeys are pneumonia,
salmonellosis and Moraxella bovis. Animals can never rest properly during sea journeys. Many
do not feed or drink due to seasickness, regardless of whether they are adults or babies. I have
seen Hungarian and Lithuanian calves, for example, on the vessel Phoenix leaving the Croatian
port of Raša for Israel. The animals were unable to feed at all because the only feed on offer
was dry pellets: an unsuitable feed for the babies. Synthetic milk machines were unused.

Current law considers sea journeys as resting time, but there is no resting at all on these ships.
Video obtained during several journeys from Portugal to third countries during 2019 reveals
overcrowded conditions and animals who cannot turn around to reach for food or water. They
can’t stand up or lie down at the same time on the dry surface. Their bodies are covered in
faeces. You can see wounded, stressed and dead animals left lying on the ground in the video
we have obtained.

And neither can I forget the case of the vessel Atlantic M in September 2016, when Ireland
exported large cattle to Turkey claiming all animals arrived well and the veterinarian was on
board. I was there, too, and I filmed exhausted and ill animals that were completely covered in
a thick layer of their own excrement as they were leaving the vessel. This of course raises
concerns regarding how the public and the EU authorities can trust these vet reports when
they’re on board.

We know that temperatures inside vessels may rise well above 30°C and 90% humidity even
when the very noisy ventilation is fully working. Despite the well-known consequences of heat
stress, we should remember that the European Commission has never mandated EFSA to
conduct studies on heat stress during sea journeys.
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There is mortality on all sea transports – a fact that is taken into account by the trade. Dead
animals are often discharged into the Mediterranean Sea, which is not encouraged by the
MARPOL Convention. I have seen such dead animals on the beaches of Israel, for example.

The recent cases involving the Elbeik and the Karim Allah show that Member States have no
contingency plans. This lack was also observed very well in the case of the Queen Hind, the
vessel that capsized in the Romanian port of Midia, killing 99% of all the animals on board in
November 2019. The rescue mission started more than 24 hours after the disaster and was
suspended at night, leaving the animals who managed to escape the vessel to drown in the sea.

While those animals were dying, five other vessels were loading in Midia at the same time.
Secret decks with extra animals were discovered by the rescue company, indicating corruption
on the part of the vet authority, which is still denying the secret decks. Corpses remained in the
sea for over three months and there was insufficient capacity for incineration in Romania. There
still isn’t, and yet Romania is the biggest sheep exporter in the EU – actually the biggest in the
world – and, since last year, the EU’s second-largest cattle exporter. Only a few weeks ago, the
corpses of the dead sheep were found buried in the ground near the port.

Lack of contingency should also be remembered in another case involving Romania, that of the
vessel Trust 1, which occurred on 15 May 2015 in a transport from Romania to Jordan. All
animals died of thirst on board.
Now, lastly and very briefly, I shall turn to the key findings in third countries. There are general
findings for which I have video of everything: hundreds of hours of filming by me and my brave
investigator colleagues. Animals surviving sea journeys are arriving in countries where no laws
exist to protect them. We should be aware of that. We have been documenting the treatment of
EU-exported animals in Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Morocco, Palestine, Qatar,
Tunisia, Turkey and the Emirates. I can report the following findings: in these countries,
animals are beaten, kicked and pulled by their noses, eye sockets, horns and tails. Eye-stabbing
and tendon-slashing reflect routine practices prior to the throat-cut. Prolonged death is common
for larger animals. It may last up to 30 minutes until a large bull is finally killed by seven to
eight workers sometimes at the same time. Both sheep and cattle are killed without stunning
prior to their slaughter, often with multiple throat-cuts and even stabbings, which hurts even
more when by untrained and unequipped workers.

Most of the abattoirs still have no infrastructure – there are actually open slaughterhouses,
which cause extended distress to animals. Many butcher’s shops kill the animals at the front of
their premises. The killing methods are the same for all exported animals from the EU,
regardless if they are meant for slaughter or for breeding. In the end, they are all killed in the
same way.

Upon arrival, they are badly abused during loading onto trucks for further transport to their
destination. I have never actually seen a truck there that would be legal in the EU. Many have
no roof to provide shade, especially during summer. They are overloaded and have no separate
compartments. Many trucks are actually meant to transport construction materials like stones
and sand. We witness animals showing clear signs of heat stress after their arrival in third
countries and they have soon died. We have filmed that too. Animals are taken to the street
markets for slaughter. They suffer from heat stress, lack of water and feed. Some are transported
in car boots to be slaughtered in private households, but most of them are killed on the spot in
front of each other.

One last point: there are very few examples of improvements. The slaughterhouse in Amman,
Jordan, is actually the only example I know. This slaughterhouse operates with equipped and
trained workers who perform stunning before slaughter. We can exclude any improvement on



01-03-2021 41

slaughter practices in any other third country. Everything else that we have seen except Amman
in Jordan would be illegal within the EU.

Thank you very much for your attention. Please let me know if you wish to witness with your
own eyes – during unannounced inspections, of course –how EU law fails at the expense of the
animals, and not least at the expense of EU money and farmers.

1-007-0000

Florin Beteg, Professor, Cluj-Napoca University of Agriculture and Veterinary Medicine. –
Chair, I will start my talk with a quote. ‘The greatness of a nation and its moral progress can be
judged by the way its animals are treated’. I decided to start with this one because the images
from the previous speaker were really a surprise for me. But that means animals from the nation
in which that has happened.

I will share with you a few principles and I want to present why to do something and not how.
Animal welfare and protection generally reflect the level of human respect for beings in general.
This current topic regarding animal welfare and protection during transport needs to be
correlated all the time with animal trading finally, because it will be reflected for sure in the
future, in humanity, well-being, lifestyle, societal progress and vice versa.

After more than 15 years, the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 is still very
relevant. Now more than ever progress is being made, but good practices for animal trading
with third countries must be harmonised and revised to be a reality. The next step on the
implementation of the regulation for improving animal welfare and at the same time keeping
and expanding the market with third countries, which are vital for European farmers, is that the
practical application of good practices on transport of live animals could be attained by working
together – not just governments, but NGOs, scientists, businesses and all official, veterinary
and animal-protection structures.

By my point of view, I want to share and to reflect on two major directions and this is structured
as follows: animal health and welfare. Really the EU added value by Regulation (EC) No
1/2005 in trade with third countries of live animals. That’s obvious and clear. What I presented
at the beginning, what is happening in that third country, is really based on EU documents.
There is not really to be yet controlled data, but what I will present in the second part, I will
come with some suggestions which are reasonable, feasible and could be implemented. I
consider it to be very important that training for all partners involved – farmers, transporters,
inspectors and NGOs, in conjunction with the authorities – to be performed as continuing
education, with webinars. I consider that if this is applied, all these partners will become
comfortable and will understand why animal protection is so important, and how you can do it.
That’s an important step and I consider and I plead for this kind of yearly training for all these
partners.

Again, I consider it will be useful to designate a pre-journey inspection team including
veterinarians, animal protection officers, authorities and NGOs. One of the team members
should accompany the transport to the destination, and the one which attended the transport
should be able to assess the health status of the animals at the time they are unloaded.

I consider it’s very welcome for animal protection NGOs to come forward with reasonable and
implementable solutions for transport, and not just to mention the bad things about transport.
There is a need to bear in mind the idea of respecting animal welfare and protection, but at the
same time it is capital to develop and to keep the market with third countries for prosperity of
EU farmers. No tolerance, no exemptions for any kind of abuse or deviation in animal
protection: all these things need money. Without money it’s not possible to do anything, that’s
clear.
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I am suggesting something which is really possible to be applied, and that means financial,
technical and administrative issues. And I’m suggesting that the EU should grant differentiated
subsidies for supporting transport companies based on assessment of animal welfare during
transport, which means all the documents, all the papers, to be tracked very clearly, and because
we are in a digital era, that to be transmitted in a live manner.

I consider it will be useful establishing a body, an EU agency for surveillance of animal
transportation. That will be like a database in which all the documents are to be recorded, and
based on the data transmitted like by WebEye, straight to that authority. It’s possible to be
funding independent observers in the transport. I consider it’s simple and all that is needed is a
working navigation system, and I think that could be designed to be able to provide live
surveillance, to see exactly what is happening. A previous speaker said that yes, they will show
the GPS coordinates, but really they don’t do it, there could be [inaudible]. They stop it, but
you are seeing on video exactly what is happening there. Because it is important to provide
good practice for animal protection, but at the same time, through that you will control them
and at the same time you will keep the market for the EU farmers. If there are really very bad
breaches and infringements, and it is very severe, in that case the temporary export of carcasses
could be an option.

1-008-0000

Maria Dayen, Deputy Chair of the Committee of Animal Welfare, Federal Chamber of
Veterinary Surgeons (Bundestierärztekammer, BTK). – Chair, ladies and gentlemen, for the
Federal Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons it is a great honour to be able to speak here before the
committee, and I would like to thank you very much for that.

The Federal Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons is a working group of the 17 state associations of
independent veterinarians in Germany. It represents the interests of veterinarians vis-à-vis
policymakers, administration and the public. Naturally, the Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons
has no experience with regard to controls in third countries, but we are of course very much
concerned with it, and the subject of animal transports is discussed very intensively and
contentiously within the veterinary profession in Germany.

When I see these recent pictures of animal transports, which were evidently taken in the North
African countries or the Middle East, I am simply appalled because I had assumed that after the
1990s, when we saw them before, I would never have to see these images again, and I am
absolutely outraged to have to see these images again.

Let me now briefly talk about the position of the Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons that I am to
represent here. After weighing up the various interests and the protection of animal welfare, the
Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons considers the following demands to be necessary:

firstly: for the transport of slaughter animals, there should be a non-extendable transport time
limit of a maximum of eight hours. As far as possible, an EU-wide ban on the export of live
animals to third countries should be imposed. If there really is a need for third-country transport,
inspection and assessment must be put on a different footing. This includes the requirement that
an appropriate herd-development programme in the third country must first be presented.
Inherent in this is that compliance with the OIE standards in the animal husbandry and for
slaughter at destination is guaranteed and is also checked. And part of this is that the
certification of potential transport routes to the third country is carried out by higher-level
authorities. Of course, the official veterinarians must have access to the findings in a database
so that they can also make decisions on the ground.
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Regardless of this, the Regulation needs to be revised – and it is needed now too – and indeed
not only must the conditions of transport be reviewed and changed, but a review of the need for
these transports must also be undertaken.

With regard to the revision of the Regulation, I would like to address just one point, namely the
fitness of unweaned calves for transport. It is a matter not only of the feeding, but also of
whether the calves are fit for transport at all – that means already so far in their development
that they can even withstand transport. Transporting calves at 10 days old is far too early. A
minimum age of four weeks should be stipulated here.

Let me briefly justify the demands that I have made: it is generally accepted that animals usually
have to be transported from the producer-farmer to slaughter. And it is also generally accepted
that stock farmers must be able to have the option of deciding between several slaughterhouses
in order to be able to choose the slaughterhouse that best suits their undertaking. In many
Member States, suitable slaughterhouses may be found within a time corresponding to the
normal feeding intervals of animals. This means that here too, the farms are able to decide if
transports are to be limited. The Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons has decided to limit transport
time to eight hours, as I have already told you.

The transport of meat over long distances is possible without any problems, including to third
countries, including to other countries. The argument often put forward, that other countries
want parts of the animal that are not used as food here, doesn’t really count when I recall that,
for example, the legs of ducks from slaughterhouses in Lower Saxony can be transported to
Asia. So the possibility definitely exists to do this as well.

For breeding animals, it is often stated that the establishment of an effective animal population
in a third country requires the transport of live animals. A lot has already been said about the
journey time – for example, Uzbekistan-Germany 111.4 hours or Germany-Morocco 115 hours
or Germany-Turkey more than 90 hours. The animals are therefore in the transport pens on a
transport vehicle for several days, intermittently. This is a great strain on the animals and has a
negative impact on their wellbeing. In this respect, it must be critically questioned whether
these breeding successes, which I would like to have, could not also be achieved through other
measures – namely embryo transfer or artificial insemination. And incidentally, may I just add:
cattle exports from Germany to Turkey have been going on since the 1970s, with the aim of
establishing a breeding stock there.

To improve the implementation: we have heard a number of times that the local authorities
cannot check everything they should check with the necessary certainty. In that respect, a way
must be found here to shift this to a preferably superordinate EU authority, so that an objective,
fast and reliable check can actually take place at any time.

For the revision of the Regulation, the fact must not be ignored that there are also long-duration
transports within the Community. In this regard, special consideration must be given to the
animals’ fitness for transport. The Federal Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons has made its views
known in numerous publications and announcements. It also keeps veterinarians informed, by
regularly publishing articles providing information about the transports and about the
requirements for the transports, so veterinarians can easily read up on these issues.

It has been explained to them that every journey challenges and sometimes even overstrains the
adaptive capacity of livestock, even when EU requirements are complied with. It is thus all the
more important to always enquire about the reason for a transport and to bring this into the
discussion. Thank you very much for your attention.
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1-009-0000

Chair. – Now I give the floor to the coordinators, who have two minutes each.

1-010-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Chair, thank you, I am trying to keep to the time. The presentations have
been excellent, and we can see how they enable us to identify new solutions to this problem.

I would like to ask Ms Madeleine Martin how she thinks these dumping issues could be
resolved. I understand that some companies charge dumping prices and I would like to ask her
what she thinks would stop animal transport companies charging them?

As for Mr Hormann, I am not sure whether I understood him correctly. Is he referring to
companies or to situations where 30% of the animals transported are dead? Dear colleagues, let
us tread very carefully because what we say here will have a financial impact on a given
company. I find it impossible to believe that someone would contract a company with a 30%
mortality rate during transport. As well as welfare matters, we should also talk about economic
matters – on the one hand.

On the other hand, Dr Beteg’s presentation was excellent. He has come up with some very
important solutions and perhaps, Chair, we ourselves should focus on two elements, on two
strands. First of all, let us fund those carriers which comply with animal welfare legislation –
because we have the money in the common agricultural policy pot. We could take some out
and use it on carriers which comply with animal welfare legislation. Also, a very important
aspect is the ongoing training of those involved in animal transport.

I would like to ask Mr Păun whether he has also reviewed the transport of live animals from
Australia and New Zealand to the Arab countries, and about the result of those reviews. Also,
what solutions does he envisage to deal with problems occurring in these third countries or
outside the European Union?

I would like to ask Dr Maria Dayen whether she has spoken to farmers. Do they have the
resources needed to keep calves on their farms up to four weeks of age, because that means
having the necessary infrastructure? As a veterinarian, one has to be in direct contact with
farmers, not just tell them what to do from one’s office. Can it be done or not?
1-011-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Mr Hormann, thank you very much for the solutions proposed and
for sharing your experience. In your written answers, you mentioned that, until 2013, the
Commission subsidised the presence of a veterinarian at the destination to check the animals.
Did you notice a better enforcement of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 under this scenario? And if
so, why do you think the Commission gave up on this? Because one of the biggest problems
we are having is that we cannot control the welfare of animals at the destination. But as you
say, this was possible until 2013.

And second, you mentioned that there was pressure from animal welfare groups to stop this
refunding. Isn’t this self-contradictory with the same pressure from the same animal welfare
organisations to have the animals controlled at the destination point?

Chair, Mr Păun, I do not doubt that switching from the transport of live animals to the export
of carcasses will not only provide added value and better animal welfare, but also benefit
farmers and the industry.

I believe this should be brought to the attention of the Romanian Government as the Recovery
and Resilience Plan is the perfect opportunity to begin the transition. But such a switch will
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take a good few years, in which time the industry will be destroyed. And this would go against
European policies, especially against the common agricultural policy and the Green Deal.

Can you envisage any way in which a Member State could carry on transporting live animals
to third countries? In Australia, for example, have recent measures improved animal welfare?
Have you ever had the chance to assess storage and refrigeration facilities in any of the third
countries to which live animals are exported? I ask this because, as we have seen during the
COVID-19 crisis, Europe does not have the storage capacity required for the amount of meat
the animal farming sector can provide.

I thank Dr Beteg for his presentation and for the details provided. Following on from the answer
to the written question, I would like to ask you a question. Do you think it would be beneficial
to have a permanent organisation, consisting of official veterinarians from the EU and third
countries, to enable us to communicate better when it comes to live animal transport practices?
Could the setting up of such a body be provided for in the revised regulation?

1-013-0000

Asger Christensen (Renew). – Chair, I will be very brief. Implement the 2005 Directive now,
while at the same time implementing transparency, so we can see how our animals are
transported, whether it be with regard to temperature, cooling or heating. It must be a simple
requirement we have to consider. I would also just as briefly like to say that the animals that
are transported to third countries must be transported in exactly the same way that has been
described previously. Of course, the slaughterhouses where the animals arrive at some point
must comply with the basic requirements that we have for slaughtering animals in the EU.
Animal welfare must be a priority.

1-014-0000

Sylvia Limmer (ID). – Thank you for your time, for your written answers and also for the
documents you have provided. These also mention, among other things, the resolution of the
German Bundesrat of February this year, which asks the German Federal Government to
specify third countries to which, based on their national legislation, the export of live animals
– mainly cattle – must be prohibited. That is of course to be warmly welcomed. Some German
federal states are already rigorously no longer giving clearance where it can be foreseen that
the transport of animals cannot definitely be carried out in line with animal welfare
requirements and legislation. And the resolution now aims to operate this on a nationwide basis
in Germany. The ‘Transport of animals’ guide drawn up by the veterinary authorities is intended
to clarify what criteria are to be applied in making the decisions. Unfortunately, this is not yet
legally binding either.

However, the problem will not be solved if individual Member States – such as Germany, for
example – cease transporting animals to certain third countries. The clearance will then simply
take place in neighbouring countries. Even within Germany, transport companies are simply
sidestepping. No animal is transported less as a result, and no animal suffers less distress as a
result.

You have mentioned it: would a clear legal definition of the term ‘destination’ – that is, the end
point of the journey – be the solution? That is, an end point that can no longer be cancelled out
with a 48-hour rest period.

And in your answer you also mention the use of GPS data in order to be able to track the animal
transports live and to monitor compliance with the prescribed rest periods. This is certainly a
very sensible measure, but of course it does not guarantee that the animals are tended to, given
medical care and unloaded as prescribed during the rest periods – if they are complied with.
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The study presented by Ms Martin in particular shows very impactfully that the eight control
and unloading posts inspected on the spot on the route from Germany to the Russian Federation
either did not exist, could not be used, or would have been usable only after structural changes.
So, not a single one of the control posts investigated on the 6 000 to 7 000-kilometre route from
Europe to Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan met the legal requirements. In August it was then
concluded that not a single transport so far had been carried out in conformity with the law.
Nonetheless, journeys continue to be dispatched in the EU. This also means by implication, of
course, that despite the existing rules, animal welfare exists only on paper.

So would an EU-wide certification of the routes make sense here, as well as a tightening up of
the existing legal regulations, if only to avoid the loopholes referred to here? But the downside,
of course, would be that with a regulation at EU level, once again, the lowest common
denominator will probably be agreed on, and in the end animal welfare will be the loser.

Do you see any concrete proposals for solutions other than, of course, the most obvious solution,
namely, a ban on long-distance transports?

1-015-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Chair, as the speakers have mentioned, in 2015 the Court of
Justice of the European Union issued a judgment, the consequence of which is that exports
should only be approved if there is a guarantee that all European rules on animal transport will
be respected.

Several German states or Länder decided that this was impossible to guarantee for most
countries that we export animals to and placed total or partial bans on live animal exports
outside the European Union.

Ms Martin, you work for the regional government of Hesse, which banned exports of live
animals to a number of countries, including Russia, particularly following your visit to the
country because you observed that European rules are not followed there. How do you explain
the fact that other Member States have not taken the same decision? Since the Land’s decision,
have you seen an increase in transports to other destinations that do export to Russia?

To all the speakers, would you be in favour of European harmonisation? I also think the logic
should be reversed: at present the default position is that exports are allowed and prohibition is
the exception. Would it not make more sense to do the opposite, that is to prohibit exports to
any country that has not proved that all the rules are followed there? Also, the rules on
temperature should apply all year. How are exports to countries in North Africa and Western
Asia allowed when temperatures there are higher than 30 °C for long periods of time?

Gabriel Pǎun, your organisation has investigated conditions of slaughter of animals in third
countries. Have you informed the OIE (World Organisation for Animal Health) that the
slaughter methods used in some OIE countries breach the OIE’s own standards? And if so, did
you receive a positive response or see measures being taken?

1-016-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – We are concerned about the persistent reports of animal transport
and welfare problems in certain third countries. Slaughtering in certain third countries to which
the EU sends animals entails extreme and prolonged suffering and regularly breaches the
international standards on welfare at slaughter as laid down by the OIE, the World Organisation
on Animal Health. We know that demand in third countries is often for live animals and we
have continuously called on the Commission and the Member States to promote a shift towards
the transport of meat or carcasses instead of taking live animals to third countries. And we also
believe that semen or embryos could be transported instead of breeding animals. We also
believe that the Commission in its bilateral trade negotiations with third countries must demand
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compliance with the EU’s animal welfare rules within the framework of the World Trade
Organisation. Also, the standards practised by certain third countries are not as high as those
within the EU. The Commission should strengthen the existing requirements of the Union’s
trading partners, especially regarding trade in and transport of animals, so that they are at least
as stringent as EU standards.

How, in your view, can the EU ensure that the journeys are planned and executed from
departure to destination in line with EU animal welfare requirements, taking into account the
different means of transport and the range of geographical conditions across the EU and third
countries are correctly implemented in the third countries?

And how can we ensure consistent and full compliance with the 2015 judgment of the Court of
Justice of the European Union in Case C-424/13, in which the court ruled that for the transport
of animals involving a long journey commencing in EU territory and then continuing outside
of it, the transporter, in order to be authorised to depart, must submit a journey log which is
realistic in terms of compliance, with particular attention to the temperature forecast?

1-017-0000

Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Chair, many countries do not take the rules very seriously when
it comes to transport by sea. Like my fellow Members Thomas Waitz and Manuel Bompard, I
have visited several ports on the EU’s external borders in recent years, just to see with my own
eyes what happens to these animals when they are transported. Each time I saw many, many
violations of European rules, such as loading injured animals in excessively high temperatures
and structural abuse of and violence against the animals. In a word, it was heartbreaking.

I have a number of questions for Mr Paun about this. Gabriel, I have visited ports in Croatia,
Slovenia, Romania and France with you and Animals International. In addition to the immense
animal suffering we witnessed, I was also terribly shocked by the widespread disinterest,
intimidation and even corruption of the local authorities. Could you perhaps indicate whether
you experience this on a structural basis when you inspect animal transports?

Over the years you have followed an awful lot of sea transports to countries outside the EU,
sometimes at the risk of your own life. Much is known about the problems we see on board
ships and in European ports. But we know very little about what exactly happens when the
animals arrive in, for example, Libya, Lebanon, Tunisia, Israel or Kuwait. Are you perhaps able
to shed any light on that? What is your experience in this regard? For example, what was the
situation like for the sheep that arrived in Kuwait after their weeks-long transport aboard the
Al Shuwaikh, which you just mentioned? And finally, what do you think is the solution to the
structurally recurring violations that take place during transport, especially now that we know
that the European Commission will not instigate infringement proceedings, even though its
conclusions point in that direction?

1-018-0000

Marlene Mortler (PPE). – Thank you Chair. Speakers, thank you very much for all of your
written and, today, verbal contributions.

Let me refer to Dr Martin, who has already presented many solutions at the beginning, namely
the topic of certification at and in the crucial control points. However, I recently had a
discussion with a cattle breeders’ association – an extensive discussion – and I was assured at
the time that the breeding animals, which are also exported to Central Asia, are more or less
tended to with all arrangements and that under Regulation 1/2005 everything that is more or
less compliant with animal welfare is done. The goal is to maintain this client relationship,
which has existed for a long time and is based on trust, also in the future, and the transports go
to Central Asia. But you write in your report – and you also say verbally today – that transports
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to Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan in particular would not meet these requirements due to the lack
of unloading posts.

My question, therefore, is this: how does the fact that, on the one hand, exported animals arrive
safely and well looked after – my interlocutors assured me of that repeatedly – square with the
fact that the infrastructure for that is supposed to be non-existent? Or are there already notable
exceptions and examples where this is absolutely true?

1-019-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Chair, my first question is for Dr Florin Beteg. Some of the
experts have talked in these hearings of cases during transport where there were no authorised
persons during maritime stages, and the competent authority would have no one to hold
accountable if something went wrong, and this is completely unacceptable.

I would like to ask if you are also aware of situations like this. I would also ask whether it is
not the duty of the competent authority to ensure this chain of responsibility? Can we say that
this is a shortcoming in the law regarding authorisations of carriers for long-distance journeys
in relation to maritime transport?

In your opinion, what additional procedures concerning maritime carriers should be mandatory
to ensure animal welfare during transport and at the place of destination?

And I also have a question for Ms Madeleine Martin: In your responses today you have also
stated that the TRACES system should be significantly improved and extensively expanded
with regard to its animal welfare components. Could you please give some more detail on what
you consider to be the key elements that the system should incorporate, in particular those
relating to animal welfare during transport, and to what extent the significance of such
modifications can be verified, and whether they could contribute to improving control
mechanisms in transport to third countries?

1-020-0000

Martin Hojsík (Renew). – It’s honestly heartbreaking once again to see pictures of animals
suffering during long-distance transport, especially in this case Mr Paun’s contribution and a
lot of his work in the past. I’m sometimes asking, what is happening when we keep on hearing
about the first-class transport of animals, especially animals for breeding, and then we see these
pictures. And before I get to the question, I just have to say that I have a simple proposal: let’s
make this first-class transport a mandatory requirement that will be enforced under very heavy
penalties. And this is something ultimately then that we hopefully will be assuring. But I believe
that we are far from this, so I have a question for Dr Martin on this, because for the transport in
the European Union, the transporters can rely on the list of approved control posts that is
published online, so the drivers know where to go and everything. So it’s easy to check when
the transport is being planned and the drivers know where there is a control post available in a
specific area, for which type of live animals, it then can then notice the species, but also age
and status, it meets the requirements.

Now the problem is that the information on the control policy in the third countries is not
publicly available and it’s often limited to facts from specific regions. So could you please
elaborate what prerequisites control posts must fulfil to qualify as a control post under existing
legislation? And could you please elaborate on what consequences Member States and the
Commission should take if requirements are not completely adhered to?

1-021-0000

Maria Noichl (S&D). – Thank you very much. I have a question that likewise has already been
asked, namely: the local efforts of Member States or of regions to no longer allow animal
transports are certainly being undermined at present, with these animal transports then simply
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being processed and operated via other regions of Europe. I would be interested to know: in
your opinion, how can these circumvention issues be counteracted? What can we do?

But I would also be interested in how you assess the sanctions, what sanctions would really be
effective here.

I think Europe is reaching a critical juncture in the animal transport situation. All of a sudden,
people need to realise – and those of us who deal with it have known this for a long time – that
just wanting to earn is not enough, that earning and responsibility have become divided. And I
would also ask you as a speaker: in your opinion, how can we as a committee of inquiry best
take the next step that we have to take to finally bring earnings and responsibility back into
line?

1-022-0000

Rosanna Conte (ID). – Chair, I would just like to thank today’s experts and move straight on
to the subject of transport by sea, and in particular old cargo vessels that, instead of being
scrapped, are improperly reused to transport animals, with ill-prepared crews who treat the
animals like objects and fail to feed or water them properly on the voyage.

The news came a few days ago of two ships destined for a third country with 2 700 calves on
board, that had been at sea in the Mediterranean for more than two months without ever
touching land, having being refused permission to dock in Libya and Tunisia because of
suspected animal diseases on board.

To avoid this situation and guarantee the measures implemented by the European Union, I call
for them to be respected even when they leave our ports and our frontiers. I believe transport
by sea needs to be supervised and regulated by requiring the presence on board of a health
official from the country of departure and a responsible veterinarian, with supplies of medicines
and recording of incidents and treatments.

Crews must also be properly trained by attending special courses. On this matter, I would like
to ask the experts: do you think these proposals are realistic? Do you know of any sea transport
outside the European Union that meets European standards and could be held up as an example
of best practice?

1-023-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Just a piece of information to our colleague from the ID Group:
the ships are either in Spain or back on the way to Spain and not in Libya. My questions would
be to actually all the speakers. You have partly referred to the question, but not completely. Do
you see any indications that when our animals arrive at the ports in the Mediterranean Sea that
there is any indication that the animals are resting in the stable before they are forwarded to
new transportation on, as we heard, trucks that are not fit for purpose? So do you see any
indication that the point of destination that is written down in the transport paper somehow or
anyhow fulfils these requirements?

The second question is towards all the ones that are working on breeding. Dr Martin mentioned
it in a side note. Since the 70s, we are exporting breeding animals to several countries – Turkey,
but also towards countries of ex-Soviet Union, not that long. Do you see any indications that
the herds that are supposed to be built there are existing in reality, I mean, in the amounts that
should be expected after so many exports of breeding animals? Or do you see indications that
breeding animals are actually only, let’s say, breeding for one year, means delivering one calf,
getting milk for one season and then ending as slaughter animals as all the others?

And last question, can you elaborate more on the question on resting time on ships? Do you see
any indication that animals can rest, can decrease stress on ships, or do you have experiences
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that go into another direction that would actually point towards the reality that transportation
on ships is very stressful for animals, at least as stressful as on trucks, and should be considered
transportation time rather than resting time?

1-024-0000

Simone Schmiedtbauer (PPE). – Thank you very much Chair. Yes, the meeting is closely
linked to the previous hearing. As I have already mentioned in the previous hearing this
afternoon, we must together do everything to ensure compliance with European standards. Of
course, this also applies to the transport of live animals to third countries.

In Austria, we are taking an important step in this area beyond the requirements of Regulation
1/2005 to ensure that animals are properly treated and taken care of during transport to third
countries. To us, this means that for each individual transport, photos must be taken and video
recordings made when unloading at each control point and also when the animals finally arrive
at their destination. This enables the official veterinarians to easily and effectively track, during
a retrospective control, how the animals have been throughout the entire journey.

To begin with, our transport companies complained a bit about having to do extra work, but
now everyone involved is really very proud that there is now very good photo and video
material, i.e. in addition to photos and videos, the licence plates of the trucks – we make
everything completely transparent. For Austria this now means – after a process, of course –
videos of clean and perky Simmental cattle. And that is very, very important to us.

And now my questions to the experts: do you see photos and video recording as an effective
measure to check compliance with animal welfare standards during transport to third countries?
And the Commission should give the Member States the best possible support in implementing
the provisions on animal transport. So what do you think of the idea of the Commission
developing, for example, an automated database for retrospective controls? That would be a
task that could help the Commission deal with managing the already excessive volume of data
material in all kinds of handwriting and languages.

1-025-0000

Niels Fuglsang (S&D). – Thank you very much to the experts that we have heard today. I
would like to address a question to Dr Dayen. The German Veterinary Association argues that
the transport of live animals should be replaced by the transport of animal carcasses. I think
that’s something that many members of this committee can agree with. So I would like to hear
your view, Dr Dayen. In your view what would be necessary for making this change, for
implementing a switch of the transport of animals to the transport of meat and carcasses and
genetic materials? I mean, what are the obstacles? Why don’t we do this already? Because it
seems to be much better animal welfare and it would have a lot of advantages as far as I’m
concerned. I would like your view on that.

1-026-0000

Manuel Bompard (The Left). – Chair, thank you to all the speakers for their presentations.

My first question will be for Mr Beteg. I was very surprised by what you said in your written
answers, which run counter to statements by your veterinary colleagues who have spoken thus
far in this committee. Could you tell us what experiences on the ground or studies you are
basing this on? In particular, you emphasise the economic necessity of continuing and even
increasing exports of live animals to third countries, while guaranteeing animal welfare. Yet it
has been proved to be the case that this is absolutely not guaranteed once outside the EU’s
borders, since some countries have little or no legislation protecting animals and often do not
even meet the OIE’s minimum recommendations. You just have to watch the videos supplied
by Mr Pǎun, for example, in preparation for today’s hearing, to be convinced of this. The
Commission itself has acknowledged that it cannot control what happens in third countries. On
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the contrary, questioning of our agricultural production system, which encourages the export of
animals, delivering them to certain suffering, is overdue.

My second question is for Mr Pǎun. First, I would like to thank you for the international
investigation work you have done. Your many experiences of the misery suffered by some
exported animals have made you a fervent advocate of a transition to the transport of carcasses.
The study you did with the economist Mr [inaudible] shows that if this transition were done
properly, there would be little or no economic impact on smaller producers and many local jobs
would also be created. Could you explain this in more detail for us?

1-027-0000

Michal Wiezik (PPE). – Chair, I would like to address my question to Dr Martin. In the EU,
we see more and less successful stories of the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005.
Several German federal states and the Netherlands have already imposed a ban on the transport
of animals outside the EU under certain conditions related with resting options. While this is
the first step, unequal measures and implementation just leads to circumventions via other
countries, as has been already observed in the case of the Netherlands.

However, as indicated, non-existent resting facilities outside the EU are not the only problem,
another problem is the journey logs. These are often approved with false information on
temperature conditions, the duration of transport or even missing large blocks of information.
Evaluating the situation, could you please elaborate why didn’t Germany impose a ban on
exports to Russia at federal level following the results of your observations? And also, could
you please explain what might be the reasons why journey logs are being continuously
approved, even though the information they provide is often obviously not realistic?

1-028-0000

Manuela Ripa (Verts/ALE). – Circumvention transports have been addressed. Today, I would
like to use a case that recently occurred in Bavaria to illustrate the calamity of the EU
Regulation. A court there allowed pregnant cows to be transported via Hungary to Kazakhstan,
even though the official veterinarian did not want to issue the papers for the transport for reasons
of animal welfare, and even though Bavaria keeps a negative list of countries, according to
which distressing animal transports to third countries such as Kazakhstan are not permitted.
Hungary does not have a ban on long-distance transport to other EU countries. Hence the stop
of several days in Hungary to circumvent the Regulation. However, the Bavarian regulation is
thwarted by the EU provision, according to which an official veterinarian is only responsible
for assessing continuous transports that are interrupted for not more than 48 hours.

So, my question to Dr Martin: how often does it happen that you know the actual final
destination when transporting animals? How must EU law be adapted in order to avoid such
circumventions of the ban?

A question for Dr Dayen: is the stress for the animals resulting from several shorter journeys
not comparable, in the final analysis, with a long journey process? Ultimately, doesn’t the EU
regulation subvert the purpose and objectives of the ban on long-distance transport?

And to both: as the EU, we should lead the way with strong, positive animal welfare standards.
But stock farmers are quick to make the argument that if the animals are not transported from
the EU to third countries, there will be significantly longer, more painful animal transports in
the future, for example from the USA. What can be said to counter this negative argument, and
what additional legislative measures are necessary to avoid loopholes? Many thanks.

1-029-0000

Chair. – And now we come back to the experts.
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1-030-0000

Madeleine Martin, Animal Welfare Officer, Ministry of the Environment, Climate Protection,
Agriculture and Consumer Protection of the Land Hesse. – Yes, hello! Once again, the question
about dumping: we currently have no power to enforce Regulation 1/2005 in third countries,
meaning it is possible for transporters to break the law and thus save money. If I don’t stop at
supply posts, don’t have to pay hire charges for the posts, etc., I can transport more cheaply,
and so I dump, and negatively affect those who would stop and would tend to the animals. And
if we don’t change that, we will only be able to export meat or embryos and semen.

We must not allow a violation of European law, which is actually a minimum standard, to result
in the offenders making a profit and those who stick to the law not making a profit. Then we
have to say frankly that these transports cannot go ahead. Otherwise, in my view, it’s not
possible.

Of course, it has been said: we have attempts by individual countries – whether it’s the
Netherlands or individual federal states in Germany – to no longer permit these transports, and
here too – if I may say so – the pressure that the carriers exert is evident, and, as I also said, the
knowledge of the carriers that they can circumvent and continue to break the law. I am very
upset by this, because what I’m seeing in it is that those who are honest are being harmed, and
that really cannot be what the EU economic system wants.

Ms Mortler asked how it is possible for breeding organisations to tell her the animals are being
transported to Uzbekistan in good conditions. I can only repeat the following once again: under
Russian law – and this is under Russian animal health legislation, not animal welfare legislation
– a supply post or an establishment where animals are unloaded must at least be approved by
the regional authority. As far as we are aware, and based on everything we have found out in
Russia, however, on the route to Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan there are no more of these posts
beyond the Samara region. Of course we know that there is onward transport, both via Hungary
and via other countries. But the fact is that from what we know, there are no posts that meet the
EU standard.

And on the healthy arrival of the animals: please free yourselves from the notion that the
animals, so to speak, collapse in a heap when they’re unloaded. Based on our knowledge, it can
take up to 10 days for the animals to collapse due to the stresses of the journey. We only need
to know that. It’s not just a matter of how many heads there are straight after the journey has
ended.

I can only say, over and over: if we want to transport, we need certification of the posts and the
routes, and the papers are there. The Commission has had its own papers produced by experts
and expert panels who provide such certification. We just have to use them – that’s all. And I
think there can be no compromises. We have the papers, we want the EU standard: then it has
to be implemented accordingly. Or we are honest – but then also to citizens, please – and say
we cannot guarantee compliance, and then there remains for me only the bottom line, that we
say it must be meat etc. that is transported.

There have been questions about the photos and videos. I have to say quite frankly: I am very
sceptical about that. It may help but, as I said, the real problems of the animals can for the most
part only be seen after a few days. Therefore, I think that without independent certification we
cannot resolve the problem, absolutely cannot resolve it.

In my view, as sanctions we need infringement proceedings against the Member States that
have a hands-off approach to their companies, against the Member States that clearly do not
want to enforce Regulation 1/2005. And if we do not deal with it, we harm the animals and we
harm the transporters who do want to work properly.
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And when it comes to amending the Regulation, I really have to say that we must know: if
regulations are not enforced, we can pretty them up as much as we like – as long as they are not
enforced, they are just pieces of paper.

What should definitely no longer exist is the possibility of transporting the animals onwards
after 48 hours. We must have a very clear change here, and end these evasive actions.

There was also the question of why there was no German Federal ban after the visit to Russia.
You would have to ask our Minister for Agriculture about that. She is connected with
agriculture, and we have to be honest there too. We do not export to improve any breeds. We
export because our system is geared to mass production and we need to get rid of our animals.
The milk price is low. The animals have to go. We have too many male animals. We have too
many heifers. That is why we export. So, the issue of a little more truthfulness in the debate,
especially on the part of the breeding organisations, would be good.

And I think the reversal of the onus of proof that was mentioned would be very good. If we
want to continue to have animal transports, then a clear need must be demonstrated for each
and every one of them. Dr Dayen was absolutely right: declaring transports to countries that do
not even have stud books as breeding transports is wrong. Thank you very much.

1-031-0000

Friedhelm Hormann, Director, Independent Product Controlling Hormann GmbH. – So, a
whole array of points that actually need to be addressed here, to enable us to generate solutions.

Ms Avram raised the question: why was the position of the Commission abandoned in 2013?
The Commission had paid export refunds – around EUR 2 700 per truck in long-distance
transport – and it has been in particular the animal welfare organisations that have spoken out
against this instrument of subsidy refund, with the quite simple justification: you, nation, you,
EU, are unlawfully supporting animal suffering. The publications in the public eye were already
robust at this point.

Secondly, the volume that the Commission had paid as export refunds was approximately
EUR 40 million for the whole of the EU. It was simply decided to give in to this pressure from
the animal welfare organisations. It has simply been forgotten and completely overlooked that
the controls of the animals at final destinations also kept the transports controlled. Since then,
that control has ceased completely.

Mr Buda, you alluded to profitability with so many dead animals. Not every transport has such
serious mortality rates. There are also a large number of transports that run smoothly, even
though the animals in fact die. But that is actually how it is: if we have extreme cold – minus
40 degrees – and we had that just the week before last – the animals drop like flies. It really is
like that. Then the importers, who have a contract with the suppliers, go to the insurers in the
hope of getting their capital back. Whether that works every time is a completely different
matter. But they are really a bit naive and believe that they can wash everything clean.

Now, as for harmonisation within the EU, among other things: with all due respect, you’re
dreaming! Apologies if I put this a bit brutally, but we have had the Control Regulation
2017/625 since December last year. The person who drew up this Control Regulation was a
clever individual who, by the way, is now back in DG SANTE. Mr Gavinelli – that is the person
– has realised where the problem lies and also how it can be solved. The problem with
Regulation 2017/625 is that at the same time, the practice of requiring that additional statutory
instruments be issued in order for very specific parts of this Regulation to take effect was
abandoned. What did the Commission do? It did not allow it to come to a vote, meaning that



01-03-2021 54

crucial areas of this Control Regulation were simply left out. Just because the Member States
don’t want to do it. They don’t want to, and you can’t force them either. This is unfortunately
the case!

When Mr Waitz asks about the herds in third countries, I have to tell you that it has taken Russia
more than 20 years to go from being a net importer of food – meat in particular – to now
becoming an exporter within the last 10 years. They’ve done it in the poultry sector, they’ve
done it in the pork sector, and they are very close to also becoming 100% self-sufficient in the
beef sector. The amount of pork Russia exports to China, you can only dream of! We have herds
in southern Russia that we saw there last August: 150 000 animals. One herd! Dairy factories
have been built there, everywhere! And it works; they all just need time. And a fundamental
assumption, which has fundamentally gone wrong within the Commission – including amongst
the Committee members: you really have to simply solve the problem, think very simply, get
people to go along with it. Then you can achieve something.

One point that Ms Schmiedtbauer just referred to: videos and photos. Yes, it’s a means, just
like the veterinarians on the ship. It’s a means, but not the only means. If I make a video, I only
need to adjust the time on my telephone, on arrival or on departure, and I’ve documented a
completely different time than what is actually the case. That’s a very important point.

Then I come back to the requirements for the supply posts. No regulation stipulates that the
requirements for the supply posts must be the same as in the EU. Regulation 1255/97 governs
the requirements for the EU supply point. No more, and no less.

One more very brief point: ECJ judgment 624 says that the country-specific laws and standard
positions also need to be recognised. All members in fact read only animal welfare to final
destination, but forget at the same time that the standard conditions of the recipient country
must also be taken into account.

1-032-0000

Gabriel Păun, EU Director, Animals International. – I do have a lot of questions here. I start
with the Romanian MEPs, and if I may and if the interpreters are prepared, I would like to
answer in my mother tongue, Romanian.

Chair, thank you. I shall answer the questions in the order they came.

The first question was from Mr Daniel Buda MEP about Australia’s relationship with the
Persian Gulf and the Middle East in general. We should know that the organisation I represent
originated in Australia. It is the country where we began this campaign and the results have
been notable. At the moment – and this only happened a few years ago when the legislation
was improved – it is the first traceability and transparency system that makes the exporter
accountable.

Live animal exports have dropped to a third and have been replaced with meat exports, precisely
because some of the requirements were so strict that they could not be met. We are talking here
both of ships and of the way animals are slaughtered in third countries. In brief, we only see
live animals from Australia in licensed slaughterhouses complying with Australian legislation.

For Ms Avram, thank you very much for your questions. I can still recall our first report together
when you were still a journalist. So, I would start with the case of Brăduț, the heifer, whom we
followed together from a farmer in the virgin forests of Romania to being slaughtered in the
Middle East. It is something no farmer in Romania wishes to see again.
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But if I were to give you a brief answer, I would do it both as a representative of Animals
International, and in my new capacity as Honorary Counsellor to the Prime Minister, because
he has asked for my opinion on the export of live animals. I can say that economic analysis
studies show that the live animal exports switchover is possible in approximately four years.

In general terms, I believe that in the EU the live meat export switchover needs to be designed
in such a way as to eliminate any unfair competition; four years would be a reasonable
timeframe for developing the infrastructure. Such decisions have been taken in the past. If we
recall the phasing out of egg-laying hens kept in cages, European farmers had plenty of time to
comply; this is no different.
In the case of Romania, we already have sufficient slaughtering infrastructure. I have spoken
to slaughterhouse owners and there is sufficient spare capacity for three million livestock units
per year, which is more than Romania exports. There is money from the National Recovery and
Resilience Plan, which the European Commission is now wanting to invest in freezing capacity
in Romania. The same is happening in North African and Middle Eastern countries, where
Romania exports. All the countries to which Romania exports are also importing frozen meat,
so the demand is there.

Everything has to be regulated via these bilateral agreements to enable us in Romania, and
generally in the EU, to ask for this transition period to be observed by both parties. These
freezers, built in both exporting and importing countries would prevent what happened this year
and last because of COVID-19, and increase food safety for everyone.

The other thing I have here, also from you, Ms Avram – actually I do not have it, but I must
mention it. Various industry representatives in Romania have asked us to work on a contingency
plan to avoid tragedies such as the one in the Port of Midia, but also the recent Spanish case. I
would be very grateful if you, together with Mr Buda, would agree to work on such a plan. And,
of course, it would be wonderful if other MEPs from other countries would like to join us.

I will now answer the question from Caroline Roose. Thank you for your question. I’m not sure
if you are referring to the OIE, but if you are, then we have notified them several times and we
have never received an answer, which is extremely disappointing. Actually, I don’t expect one
any time soon because, for example, the OIE representative in Egypt is also a slaughterhouse
owner, so it’s not in their best interests to reveal what happens.

I also got a question also from Thomas Waitz. I mentioned in my statement, and it is also clear
in my written answers, that there is no resting on ships. I mean, our evidence shows clearly that
the heat stress on those vessels is something really terrible that affects the animal. And if the
evidence has been seen and has been understood, I can only conclude that some decision-
makers are either corrupt or, excuse the expression, stupid, if they don’t take measures.

Regarding the question from Mr Hojsík, and his is the last one I can take with the remaining
time, we can’t speak about first-class transport. I mean, I was mentioning the Australian
example, the system called ESCAS. We had a whistleblower on an Al Mawashi vessel called
the Awassi Express. That is the same company which is taking animals from Romania to the
Persian Gulf. And even if the law says that the vet should report back to Australia what happens,
this vessel, Awassi Express, was the best in the world. It was first-class export and we still had
1 200 sheep cooked alive in their own skin.

And sorry, I think I missed the question from Anja Hazecamp. Please excuse me, I need a few
more seconds. Temperature in third countries is the most important thing, which I missed in my
statement – when the Al Shuwaikh left the Gulf against the will of the European Commissioner,
the temperature there was already 52°C, and this is a big loophole of the transport regulation.
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In this regard, as a solution, I think at the moment the only solution I can see is to start a
transition to export carcasses instead of live animals as soon as possible.

1-035-0000

Florin Beteg, Professor, Cluj-Napoca University of Agriculture and Veterinary Medicine. – I
will address the first answer to Ms Avram. Thank you for the question. As I mentioned in my
speech and I answered in my written answer, I consider a European body of veterinarians
specialised on animal protection is a smart and wise idea. I think that could be affiliated to the
EU structure or it could be developed under the European Board of Veterinary Specialisation.
That, for sure, I included in my speech in that EU agency, which I provided the data in a broad
perspective.

Regarding the second question by Isabel Carvalhais, I want to precise the chain of responsibility
is in the charge of authorities involving veterinarian inspectors and so on. Exactly like in the
question which I got it regarding to why this kind of illegal transporter operates in this way and
continues to do in this manner is because the measures to prevent this kind of recurrence are
insignificant. And in time, the effects of these recordings and measures are lost. And what
actually is written in Article 26(a) and (b) of the regulation, it’s very mild and gently without
jeopardising compliance with the contractual aspects and with the agreement.

The last question by Mr Bompard regarding my vision or approach regarding to control of
animal welfare outside of the EU, I want to precise, as Mr Hormann mentioned, a lot of
transports actually are working fine. What I observe this evening, is the things are [inaudible],
it needs to be a balance. What I want to say, the welfare of the animals is assessed at the
inspection of pre-loading. The same things happened, as Mr Hormann mentioned, even if in
EU countries. Right now, what I want to mention, the EU farmers will not be able to face the
change of the system to export of carcasses. Yes, in the future, exactly like my former speaker
presented, in about four – I am a little bit pessimistic, maybe in the next ten – years that will be
reasonable to be on [inaudible]. But until that moment, the export of live animals having in
mind some kind of religious slaughtering system in a lot of Arabian countries, it’s kind of
limitation. And what I want to mention, all these changes will mean supplementary costs, and
I consider all these will be supported by the final consumer.

1-036-0000

Maria Dayen, Deputy Chair of the Committee of Animal Welfare, Federal Chamber of
Veterinary Surgeons (Bundestierärztekammer, BTK). – Thank you! A few questions were
addressed to me that I will be happy to answer. First of all, there was a question about whether,
if I raise the minimum age for calves from the current 10 days to four weeks, it would be
possible to compensate for this on the farms. In Germany, the age has already been increased
to 14 days. Of course, that is still not enough. So, we will have to discuss it, and obviously I
cannot implement such a requirement overnight. I have to talk with the farmers, and I have to
try and find solutions here – whether they could remain on the farm, whether rearing capacities
need to be expanded – and overall, of course, you have to keep asking the question: don’t I
actually have to reduce the number of calves born, if I have a surplus? There are already many
possibilities for that; for example, on many farms the calving interval, that is, the time between
the births, is being prolonged, because while the cows also give a lot of milk, they also have a
bit of a longer break to recover. So there are certainly things that can be considered and for
which we are also in the process of finding solutions.

The next question was the bypassing if I impose more stringent requirements anywhere. Yes,
this is indeed a problem, and I hear from colleagues on the ground that animals definitely are
increasingly being transported to other Member States, whereby the on-site veterinarian who
does the first clearance often is not informed that a longer journey may then be planned. And
you have heard that there is this ruling in Bavaria that, for example, a transport that goes from
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Germany to another Member State with the aim of being transported on at some point also has
to be cleared, because the on-site veterinarian is only responsible for the first part.

Another question was how I am going to work it so that third countries will actually take meat
rather than live animals for slaughter. Yes, that’s a very good question. And here I can really
only advise: talk, negotiate and actually discuss matters with third countries. If specific
allocation methods are required here, I can also go into that. So, there are certainly various
possibilities. But here too – the previous speaker said it as well – I need time, but I must also
have the will to actually want to do this.

Another question was harmonisation: I would very much advocate harmonisation and its
subsequent implementation, because the wider the area over which certain requirements apply,
the more difficult it will be to circumvent them and make a detour around them. So in any event,
harmonisation.

There has also been talk at federal level that the Bundesrat is currently looking at a ban. In
Germany the Länder are responsible for the implementation of the Animal Welfare Act and the
regulations based on that Act. The Federal Government has a coordinating function, but the
Federal Government cannot do something like this ad hoc. Still, it has a coordinating function,
and if the German states ask it to do something, then that is certainly also a very important step
towards achieving harmonisation within Germany.

I think the Federal Government will in any event make representations at EU level, and I would
also like to recommend this very strongly, because it is very, very important to get a stronger
focus on this at EU level.

I think these were the questions, which I have now answered. Then let me thank you very
warmly, and I would just like to remind you once again that there is, after all, a protocol
declaration on animal welfare in the EU treaties, which must also be observed, and I believe
that you have all shown, also through this hearing, that you are willing to take this thoroughly
into consideration. Thank you!

1-037-0000

Chair. – I really have to say we were listening to very different stakeholders – experts – today,
and we saw again the different issues, so should I not rather say the different cruelties linked to
the transport of animals outside the European Union. We saw the lack of control, the lack also
of harmonisation and the difficulties to guarantee the well-being of animals outside the EU,
especially when talking also about slaughtering, but also talking during the transport lack again
of the presence of veterinarian controls. So we have a lot of work to do there, we saw it again
today, and I think it’s really an opportunity to change things and to guarantee for these millions
of animals a better situation, and we have to revise this definitely, this regulation. I see still
there is a hand raised up, is it? So somebody wants to add something. Is that so? Because we
still have some few minutes, three minutes. So I give the floor to the hand that is raised and that
is normally Mr Hormann. He wants to add something, I think.

1-038-0000

Friedhelm Hormann, Director, Independent Product Controlling Hormann GmbH. – Thank
you once again. I wanted to go into the question of ‘tourism’. You can only curtail tourism if
other Member States are forced to do the same, as is the case, for example, in Germany, Austria
and the Netherlands or in Denmark. As long as that is not done, we will have this tourism. We
live in a constitutional state in the EU; we cannot simply jettison laws – including as regards
the 48-hour halt.

In this context, a very brief point from our practical experience from Eastern Europa, Russia,
Kazakhstan: last week we signed framework agreements with the main supply posts, with the
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proviso that as a matter of principle all occupancy bookings are coordinated and approved by
us here. That means we have put a stop to the overcrowding that means the animals cannot be
unloaded. We have done that because – I am convinced – we will need years before the
Commission finally introduces new guidelines which could then lead to success.

1-039-0000

Chair. – Now I see also Gabriel Păun who wants to add something, and also him, I give the
floor to the one and then I give the floor to the other. Just for one minute please, because then
the time is definitely over.

1-040-0000

Gabriel Păun, EU Director, Animals International. – I owe Ms Hazekamp a more detailed
answer to her question as to what happens in the third countries with temperature. So I said that
this is a major loophole, that temperature along the entire journey is not taken into consideration
by the EU regulation. And I was mentioning the case of Al Shuwaikh, which left Romania in
2019 in the middle of July, despite the call of Commissioner Andriukaitis. I was there and the
vessel made five stops, which adds a lot of stress for animals, because when the vessel is not
moving there is no breeze and no cooling down. The vessel stopped in five countries: Oman,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and so on. And it was 52°C on arrival, so I managed to film
hundreds of Romanian sheep who passed away upon arrival because of the heat stress. And this
is something that is not taken into consideration by the regulation, the temperature along the
entire journey, and I think this is a very necessary improvement.

1-041-0000

Chair. – Thank you again Mr Păun and thanks again to all the experts, also to the interpreters,
and to all your very good and constructive questions that you raised.

The next ANIT meeting we have is on 17 March. Take care. We are then not here on this spot,
but in SPAAK. But most of you are connecting remotely. So take care until then. Have a very
nice evening and thanks to all of you.

(The hearing closed at 18.46)


