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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 9.13)

1-003-0000

Chair. – So good morning everybody. I hope you all found the right room or the right link this
morning. I hope you had a great weekend. We shall start immediately. We will work in a mixed
format today, with Members either present physically – some of them are – or remotely.

Our meeting today will be dedicated to a workshop. It’s our first workshop on animal welfare
during transport in collaboration with the policy department. The full reports on this subject
have already been distributed a few days ago and today we have the pleasure to welcome experts
who will present their work to us and answer questions.

As for the last meetings, let me remind you about the instructions for an optimal functioning.
We can use interpretation in French, German, Italian, Dutch, English, Danish, Spanish,
Portuguese, Swedish, Hungarian, Slovak and Romanian.

Let me remind you that the interventions by telephone and audio connections are not interpreted
as the interpreters need to see you. As usual, speak slowly and avoid reading your notes: the
interpreters will appreciate it. Don’t forget to press the speak button. Yes, and you have still the
rules to wear your mask, even if you are in the room, except for me and I’m happy to take some
breaths I must say, as I was running.

So let’s start the workshop on animal welfare during transport, which has been carefully, and I
thank them a lot for that, prepared by the policy department. First of all, I would like to welcome
the seven experts who are joining us remotely.

We have Antonio Velarde, head of the animal welfare programme at the Institute of Agrifood
Research and Technology (IRTA) from Barcelona. Sonia Martí and Dayane Teixeira are also
joining us from the IRTA.

Then we have Douglas Waley, fish welfare programme leader from the Eurogroup for Animals.
We have Maria Boada Saña, who is in animal law, and her colleague Katarzyna Kulikowska.
Then we have Professor Michael Marahrens, from the Institute of Animal Welfare and Animal
Husbandry, ITT Department of Transport.

So experts, we are really happy to have you with us. We welcome you to our meeting and thank
you for being here with us.

The workshop will be divided into two parts. We will start with the first two presentations on
particular welfare needs in animal transport, unweaned animals and pregnant females, held by
Mr Velarde, and then we have also particular welfare needs in animal transport, aquatic animals,
by Mr Waley, and then followed by a question-and-answer session.

So the first expert has the floor for 15 minutes and then we come immediately to the question.
So we have a sort of ping-pong system today as we have quite some time to address the
questions. We are going to do it that way.

1-004-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). – Hello, good
morning. I don’t know if the presentation is there now.
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First of all, while the presentation is coming, I would like to thank the committee for the
invitation to participate in this important topic about the particular welfare needs in animal
transport. This talk is divided into two topics. One is the transport of unweaned animals and the
other is the transport of pregnant females.

I am going to speak, but the work has been has been done also by Dayane Teixeira, Maria
Devant and Sonia Martí, who will be here to support me in in the question-and-answer session.

As I said, we have two topics in this presentation. The first one is the transport of unweaned
animals and the second the transport of pregnant females, and in both parts we are going to deal
with the main issues, also to describe their best practice for the welfare and finally, we would
like to suggest also some policy recommendations to improve the animal welfare standards in
these areas.

In the transport of unweaned animals we are going to focus on the most critical, this is the
transport of unweaned males, between two and four weeks of age and also over-long journeys.
Over-long journeys means more than eight hours, regardless of the means of transport. I mean
if it is by road, sea transport or ferry.

When we talk about unweaned calves, we refer to these animals that are still on milk or a milk-
replacement diet as a main source of nutrition. Normally these animals are coming from the
dairy industry. They are animals that are not kept for replacement and so they are, we can say,
by-products. They are very low value. They are just separated from the mother after calving
and colostrum, containing the antibodies, is provided by bottles or tube. And there is some
research to say the amount of colostrum is sometimes not enough. So we have to keep in mind
always that these animals are sub-products and the purpose of the dairy industry is to sell them
as soon as possible because they represent a cost for them.

During the long journey, you can see in this slide, the main welfare consequence that they have
faced is on the one hand prolonged hunger. They are animals. They are on a milk diet and so
every day they have to drink between 10% and 20% of their body weight with a certain amount
of energy and protein. Most of these animals are fed twice a day on the farm, with an interval
of 12 hours. Some of them may also be fed three times or more and some of them they are also
with automatic milk feeders. But the most common is twice a day with an interval of 12 hours.

And so during long transport if they don’t meet these feeding intervals with enough milk they
may suffer, but they may experience this prolonged hunger and this may also impair the health
of the animal. This is more important also for weak animals, when they are starting in the
transport.

Also prolonged thirst might be an issue: they are also fed with liquid, with milk replacer, but
they still need water, and water also needs to be available all the time because it’s also important
for the development of the ruminant, for example.

Rest in progress: these animals are undergoing long journeys. They need to rest. Normally for
these this calves, studies show that the resting period is between 33% and 94% of the time. The
average might be around 50%, but there are still not enough studies to support or to specify
which is the real resting period. But the younger the animals, the more time they need to lie
down and rest.
They also need to have enough space to stand, if they want to, to rest, if they want to rest, and
also to move around. If they cannot rest that will increase the fatigue because they will expend
more energy to maintain the balance during the transport.
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Thermal stress is an important issue. They have to maintain their body temperature, as if the
temperature reduces it will produce a cold distress or if it increases it will produce heat distress.
It is important to maintain the environment temperature between 5 and 25 degrees to guarantee
that the animal will not suffer from cold distress or from heat distress. We have to take into
account that these animals don’t have a big fat reserve, so they are also prone to cold distress.

Disease might be another issue. Normally the ability of these animals’ immune system to defend
against pathogens in the first weeks comes from colostrum, so the antibodies come from the
mother, and if the colostrum has not been enough the defence might therefore be compromised,
but these maternal antibodies start to reduce after the second week and afterwards the
antibodies, they produce their own. So they have the active immune system. But this starts to
be active after six weeks of age, so when they are transported between the second and the sixth
weeks, they have an immunological gap and they might be more susceptible to some diseases,
respiratory diseases, and this means that their health is compromised upon arrival at the
destination farm. They may also need to be treated with antimicrobials.

And the last issue: there is not really a specific animal-based measure to assess, for example,
the fitness of these animals starting their journey. With these issues in mind, the best practice
that might be proposed is that they should be separated into two states. That might be best
practice for the preparation of the animals for transport and also best practice during the journey.

Sometimes we focus too much on the journey itself. But I think it’s important to prepare these
animals to have a good journey. If we have good animals that have been prepared enough for
the journey, they will cope better than if not. And so the assessment of the fitness for transport
I think is crucial. Animals that will find it more difficult to cope with the transport might not be
transported. These might be animals with inflamed nipples, lame animals, animals that already
have respiratory disease before starting the transport if they are rated, if they are weak animals,
if they are not fed properly and so the assessment of the fitness is important.

Also proper feeding before starting the journey is important to enable animals to cope with
transport. We have said that they should be fed with between 20 and 30% of their body weight
with temperate milk and also that the milking system should be familiar for the animals. They
need to suck, so they have to be fed with rubber teats and the height should be between 50 and
75 to allow them to suckle properly. After feeding they need to rest. This is important for the
animals’ proper digestion. They have to lie down for at least three hours.

With regard to electrolytes, it has been seen that these do not meet the feeding requirements of
the animals and so they cannot be considered as feed. We have already said that water is
important, and it should be available while the animals are waiting for the start of the transport.

During the journey there are also some best practices that we might need to take into
consideration. The first one is that, as we already said, most of these animals they are used to
being fed in intervals of 12 hours and so the transport practice of the journeys must take into
consideration this interval between meals. It’s important also to provide water at all times with
rubber teats, and with the height at least 50 centimetres from the floor to guarantee to drink
properly.

To have enough space for all of them to stand up, lie down, or turn around without hindrance
if they want to do this, bedding is also important to allow them to rest comfortably, and so that
means to have dry and comfortable bedding, maybe in the winter give higher hay, to allow them
to be more comfortable and to reduce heat loss and also to ensure the effective temperature that
should remain between 5 and 25. This is important to have automatic control of mechanical
ventilation. For example, in the winter to pre-warm the vehicles before starting and to refresh
the animals during the summer.
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For this part, as policy recommendations for the starting, I mean the best practice will be to
avoid this immunological gap, I mean for the transport, to transport beef calves, after weaning,
because then we will avoid the problem of the liquid feeding and the management. For veal
calves, they are animals that are fed with drink all their lives, maybe it can start from six weeks
of age. That will be a good practice. I mean, if this is recommended or if this is set up only to
allow a calf to be transported after weaning, it should also take actions in the dairy firm to
ensure that the animals are properly fed and handled and managed, because now the facilities
of the dairy farm are not adapted to have the animals for so much time.

Also another policy recommendation will be to develop specific protocols for the assessment
of fitness for transport, to have appropriate animal-based measures that can assess which
animals are fit or not for transport, if the animals are transported before weaning.

Also collection, where the animals are collected, to have proper feeding management in these
collection centres, familiar to them and that allow the animals to suck in a familiar and at an
appropriate height, and this is important, the feeding should be adequate to the sucking
behaviour.

During the journey, it will be good to have records of feeding and watering frequency and
amount to ensure that the daily ingest of the feeding of the animals is according to the needs
and also the water and also the intervals. Also it might be fixed the duration of the transport
based on the feeding intervals and to have protocols to ensure thermal comfort – that the
environment temperature will be between 5 and 25 all the time.

But there is still a lot of research to specify and to give more specific recommendations on the
transport of unweaned calves. We have based these 12-hour intervals on what happened on the
farm, but there is no research on the feeding intervals during transport. Maybe they need more
demand of energy to cope with the stress of the transport.

So there is a need of research also on the feed and drink systems in the lorry, and if it is not
possible to feed the animals in the lorry, research might be needed there. The optimal space
allowance and as I said animal-based measures to assess the welfare of the animals before
transport and during transport.

The second topic was the transport of pregnant females and how to ascertain or how to bear in
mind the gestational age. It is clear the legislation says that pregnant females can be transported
only before 90% of the gestational period. I mean the regulation is clear, but how to ascertain
that these animals are over this 90% of gestation remains unresolved.

There is also scarce literature to assess the fitness of these animals for transport. I mean not the
90%, but lower this period, that the risk of the animals according to the gestational age on their
welfare, also appropriate space allowance, partitions set in hay and the maximum journey
duration they can cope with.
As best practice, it might be recommended that before pregnant animals start their journey, it
is possible to confirm or to know which is the gestational age, this can be done through
documents. If there is the date of insemination or the mating, you have here a table where there
is an average time of gestation to which the 90% of gestation corresponds. So with that
document it will be a good best practice to always check the confirmation of the gestation before
starting the transport.

There are also other methods that can be used. Some of them – like trans-abdominal palpation,
or abdominal inspection, or appearance of milk secretion, or evaluation of increase in live body
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weight – are just to know if the animal is pregnant or not, but not to accurately assess the
gestational stage.

There are also other methods – for example the enlargement of the udder, manual rectal
palpation, ascertaining steroid hormone concentrations or radiography – can also be used, but
they are not very reliable to ascertain the exact period of gestation. Maybe ultrasonography that
is used to assess the age of gestation when they are in the first month might be a promising
method to ascertain the age of gestation. But currently there is no data available to have a regular
benchmark to [inaudible] during late pregnancy.

The other perspective is the age of gestation. For example, is 90% enough, or before? The
animal may also experience some welfare problems that may impair the conditions of the
transport. There are some guides, for example the animal transport guide funded by the
European Commission, that recommend not to transport animals during the last third of
pregnancy.

Worldwide, in New Zealand they have also the guidance, they have also the same
recommendation. In a new one, a recent one, the White Paper of the Eurogroup recommend not
to do it after the 40% or more of the expected gestation. So it is clear that the lower the
gestational age, the better the animal will cope with the transport, especially if there is long
transport. But there is no research to back this up, or there is not a proper risk assessment carried
out to know to what extent the increase of the gestational age impairs the welfare conditions.

The policy recommendations in Finland, what might be suggested is to ensure always to have
documentation of the gestational age when pregnant animals are transported and also there is
research needed to assess, like for the unweaned calves, to assess the fitness for transport, to
identify animal-based measures that can be used for the assessment of these animals as fit or
not for transport. Research is still needed for the methods, to find reliable, valid methods to
determine the gestational age, and also for the transport of the pregnant females to determine
some standards like the space allowance, the limitation of the compartment, the height, etc.

Thank you very much for your attention. We will be happy to answer all the questions you
have.

1-005-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much to you for that interesting presentation, which raises some
questions I must say.

But before coming to the questions we had planned to have two experts and then question-and-
answer ping-pong with the Members of the European Parliament. As Mr Waley has had some
connection issues, we go now immediately to Ms Boada-Saña, who is going to speak about
welfare on sea vessels and criteria for approval of vessel authorisation and then afterwards we
will come back to the fish with Mr Waley. Ms Boada Saña, are you there?

(The meeting was suspended for a few minutes owing to technical issues.)

1-006-0000

Chair. – We found the presentation so welcome back. I hope you can all see it now. It should
work. You should now see Maria Boada Saña’s presentation. We are trying to connect with her.
That should work perfectly, and then we are going to have a presentation on welfare on sea
vessels and the criteria for approval of vessels’ authorisation. So an important issue with all the
scandals we have had about that in the recent past.

1-007-0000

Maria Boada Saña, Independent expert. – So first of all good morning to everyone and thank
you for inviting us to this workshop on animal welfare during transport. Together with my
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colleague Katarzyna Kulikowska I have been analysing animal welfare on sea vessels and also
all the related operations.

As you will see in the research projects several actors and processes have been involved in the
sea trade. First of all the European animals, we are always talking about cattle and sheep. They
will come from several Member States and they will send by road to seven possible countries,
that are the countries that they have authorised ports to export livestock animals with vessels.
We are talking about Spain and Romania mainly because they are the ones with the biggest
ports and also we are talking about countries like Portugal, Slovenia, Croatia, France and
Ireland, they also have ports.

In these ports several checks are performed and if everything is in order the animals will be
loaded onto the livestock vessels and then the sea journey starts. The length of the journey
depends a lot, depending on the destination, but also depending on the type of vessel used.

Right now the main destination countries, importer countries, are Lebanon, Libya, Jordan and
Israel, but it’s true that in recent years new countries are starting to be importer countries like
Turkey and also Saudi Arabia.

What are the possibilities for these animals? These animals, when they arrive in these third
countries, there are three possibilities. The first one is that the animals will be sent directly to
slaughter. The second option is that the animals will be sent for fattening or breeding farms and
the last option is that the animals at the moment that they are unloaded then they will be loaded
into trucks and they will be transported further away, sometimes to the neighbour countries.

As you will see in this sea trade several legislations are involved, but I saw that in the next
presentation by Dr Marahrens this will be covered, so I will not explain it in detail now.

In this research project four main statuses during sea transport have been analysed. The first
one is the vessel-approval process of the livestock vessels operating in the EU. The second part
analysed is the journey-authorisation process. The third part is the journey by sea and all the
risk factors involved for the animals and the fourth point that has been analysed is the arrival
of the animals in the third countries. What is important here is that the first two points are
controlled by competent authorities at the EU exit ports in these countries that I mentioned
before, but the main problem is that the last two statuses of the transport, the transfer by sea per
se, are not controlled and therefore there is no official letter and also is lacking scientific data
on that.

In this research project several points are involved during vessel approval. I have quite a long
list, so we will focus on the documentary check and the physical inspection because they are
the most important ones, and when we did this research project, 78 vessels had these certificates
of approval to operate in Europe. It is necessary to understand that these vessels have a validity
of maximum five years and right now the main approving country is Romania, approving 60%
of the vessels that are currently working in the EU.

When we did this analysis, we realised that there is a clear lack of an EU vessel database. Also
there is a lack of communication between the Member States, especially between the Member
States that have these ports. Also there is a lack of technical expertise, especially when we are
talking about the physical inspection of the vessels, and also there is a clear lack of
harmonisation, because the cost, the time and the resources applied during this process are
totally different between the Member States.

So what we can expect from these vessels? During the analysis of this research project we
realised that these vessels are very old. The ones that are currently working in the EU are an
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average of 41 years old, which means that they are old. We realised also that more than half of
them are flying a black or grey Paris MoU flag, which means that they are dangerous vessels.
And also we realised that only 2% are flying a European flag.

Also, it’s important that 68% of them are classified by a non-elite classification society. And
the most important point is that 94% of them, so almost all the vessels operating, were not
purpose-built for animal transport. This means that these vessels were used and made to
transport other kinds of cargo and when they were too old to continue with their job, then they
were converted to an animal transport issue.

So the animals have several problems. For example, the main problem is that all these vessels
have a huge number of deficiencies, also these vessels have a huge number of detentions. For
example, 68% of these vessels working in the EU have been detained more than three times in
their life and when we are talking on a global way, we can say that since 2017 the livestock
vessels have been the number one in detention number of problems. So at the end this is
translated as these vessels also can be banned. For example, since 2011, nine vessels that have
a certificate approval from Europe have been banned. This means that they cannot operate in
European territorial waters. At the end, all of this means that these vessels have a high-risk
profile and actually this is visible, because of the fact that 36% of them had in the past major
incidents, failures or loss.

When we are talking about the journey authorisation, also several points are involved. Again
the main ones are the documentary checks. Also when a vessel is arriving at the port it again
needs to be inspected before loading and also by the competent authorities will be checked the
tracks arriving to the port, also the fitness of the animals to know if they are fit or not to continue
the journey. And also the loading of the animals will be supervised.

We detected that in most of these ports there are deficiencies that are not properly detected.
Also we realised that the temperature of the destination countries is not taken into account often.
Also in some ports there is a problem of verification of the fitness of the animals and also there
is a lack again of technical expertise especially again during the inspection of the vessels before
the loading.

We find out other problems during the journey authorisations. For example, we saw journey
authorisations without identification of the transporter for part of the sea journey. This is very
important because if you don’t have a transporter identified, it means that no one is legally
responsible for the welfare and the health and safety of the animals. Also we found out about
journey authorisations without proper contingency plans, also with incomplete and unrealistic
journey plans.

But on the other hand, in 2018 for example, 97% of the Member States involved in this trade
were affirming that everything was in compliance with the current Regulation (EC) No 1/2005.
But in comparison, when the auditors from the Commission were auditing these ports, they
discovered that only 32% of the cattle consignments and only 3.5% of the sheep consignments
were in reality entered in the tracing system. This means that the deficiencies or violations at
the port or at the vessels are not really reported and therefore if this is not reported, there is no
possibility to correct the deficiencies.

In this research project you will see that we analysed different case studies and I want to explain
about the Queen Hind study example, because this is a very good example of what can happen
when the vessel approval is done incorrectly or when the journey authorisation is not performed
in a good way. For example, in this case additional decks during the vessel approval were not
taken into account. Also during the journey authorisation they loaded too many animals because
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of these hidden decks that they were not taking into account, and also it was clear that the crew
competence was not checked.

You need to know that in this journey the master had no experience at all to transport animals,
it was his first journey, and one of the main mistakes he made was that he ordered to put around
100 tons of feed on the upper decks and also they left the port leaving the watertight door to the
engine room open.

What effect did this have? All of this raised the centre of gravity of the vessel, increasing the
instability of the vessel, also when you have more animals you have more movement, so again
you are increasing the instability and also the problem is that this was accelerating the loss of
floatability.

So what was the result? The rest was that the vessel sank. Ninety-nine per cent of the animals
were killed in this accident and what is surprising in this case is that this vessel had some
technical problems that should have already been notified to the competent authorities in
Romania before the approval and before approving the journey.

For example, this vessel was very old, it was 39 years old at the time of the accident. This vessel
was flying a black-list flag. This means that it was categorised as a dangerous vessel. And the
main problem of this vessel is that this vessel was converted. It was a car-carrier before and
was converted very old, when it was 37 years old, only two years before the accident.

Also it’s important to note that this vessel had detentions, as we mentioned before as other
vessels, and the important one is that it was detained in 2018, just one year after the Convention
and at the same time one year before the accident. Nevertheless, this was not an alarm for the
competent authorities in Romania.

In the research project, of course we also analysed the problems during the journey at sea. We
analysed the main risk factors like extreme temperatures for the animals, extreme humidity,
poor ventilation, inadequate emergency killing, or others like overcrowding inside the vessel or
food and water availability. Also we analysed these risk factors with the quality of the vessel
applied.

So what we can conclude from the analysis of the journey by sea is that the health and the
welfare conditions during the sea journey part are totally unknown. There is a lack of EU audit
and there is a lack of scientific studies. In fact most of the studies that have been used to analyse
this part of the journey have been used from Australia – they have more studies on that.

Also we can conclude that there is no EU database on mortalities. This is something very
important, because for example in the case of Australia it is mandatory to have such a database
list publicly available every six months. Also clearly there is no retrospective control by the EU
exit countries. In fact, all these problems have led New Zealand – this year, in 2021 – to decide
to stop exports by sea because they could not control all the welfare problems during these
journeys.

The last point that has been analysed is the arrival of the animals in the third countries. Different
risk factors have been analysed, such as for example the most important one is the extreme
temperatures that the animals must cope with when they arrive at the destination. For example
in 2020, European animals were coping with temperatures of above than 45°C in countries such
as Saudi Arabia. And also other problems have been analysed, like inadequate unloading
infrastructure or inadequate and overcrowded trucks used to transport the animals to the final
destination.
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So what can we conclude from this last part and the problems in the third countries? The reality
is that these animals, the European animals, they don’t have legal protection in these countries.
Also, there is no verification of the conditions on how the animals arrive in these countries
because there are not [inaudible] from Europe. Also, there is no feedback information from the
third countries to Europe and therefore the deficiencies cannot be identified, and therefore also
cannot be corrected. And actually the competent authorities involved in the trade from Europe
are confirming these difficulties to enforce the regulation, especially in the last part of the
journey. So this means in the third countries.

So what are our policy recommendations? Our policy recommendation is to promote short-
distance animal transport. This way we will also reduce the risk of disease transmission. Also
necessary are clearer rules than the current rules that we have with Regulation (EC) No 1/2005,
because it’s necessary to understand that in Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 sea transport was kind
of forgotten, so it is necessary to have more requirements for vessel approval, especially, and
also we really recommend veterinarian supervision for the sea journey part and on arrival in the
third countries.

As a short-term goal for the European Commission, we recommend to improve the quality of
the data on animal welfare during the sea journey part and also to promote scientific studies and
audits, also to promote training for the competent authorities at the ports of exit, also to promote
communication between the Member States involved and sanctioning all the Member States
that are not enforcing the EU legislation. We also really recommend to involve the port-state
controls, especially during the vessel-approval process.

And the last part, the short-term goals for the Member States, is that we recommend stricter
vessel approval and stricter journey authorisations. We also recommend to suspend approvals
of the non-compliant vessels and some ports they need to promote to ensure the fitness of the
animals to continue with the transport and also there is a clear need of efficient notification of
the deficiencies and taking feasible contingency plans. We also recommend to the Member
States to invest in the beds and infrastructure at the ports.

If you have any questions, just let us know. Thank you for your attention.

1-008-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for this presentation, which really shows that a lot is lacking,
missing and even a lot of data is missing above all the controls missing. I give now the floor
first to the coordinators and we start with the EPP. So, remember to ask your questions now to
Mr Velarde and to Ms Boada Saña and then we come to Mr Waley. Mr Buda, you have the
floor for two minutes and then we go immediately to replies from the experts. You have the
floor, please.

1-009-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Madam Chair, I would like to thank the experts for their presentations.
They were very interesting indeed, even if there were certain parts I could not agree with, such
as when Mr Antonio Velarde said that male calves are farming sub-products. They are not sub-
products, but products that farmers wish to exploit in order to obtain a consistent revenue from
rearing them.

I did take note of his recommendation not to transport calves until after they are weaned, after
six weeks. The problem is, for farms – because I visit a lot of farms and farmers, as a member
of the Agriculture Committee – what do we do about farms that lack the infrastructure needed
to rear calves until they are six weeks old?

Because this rearing requires milk-feeding facilities; it requires staff who are qualified to do it
– and not all farms have these facilities and staff. This then raises the question: what do we do?
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Can we use money from the various agriculture funding axes to equip farmers with these
facilities? Does he see this as a solution to help farmers take steps in this direction?

Furthermore, the issue has been raised here as to the implications of transporting unweaned
animals and the duration of transportation. I completely agree that these animals should be
transported according to clear welfare indicators, because they are transported for breeding;
they are not transported for slaughter, so to speak, or there would not be concerns in this regard.
However, whether the animals are slaughtered or are for breeding, all end recipients want to
have quality animals at the transport destination.

Similarly – and here too I address the question to Mr Velarde – does he think we could use, or
recommend, not just at Member State level but at Commission level, that they pursue
implementation and support for transporters, using European financial investments, to equip
vehicles with the facilities to ensure the highest possible welfare standards and, at the same
time, to guarantee that the animals are not injured in transit.

As for the implications, Ms Maria, Ms Boada, I would like to ask her – I saw that she referred
to the unfortunate case in the Black Sea – I would like to ask her if she is aware of the
implications of the legislation adopted in Romania after that unhappy incident, namely Law
No 150/2020, which rules, firstly, that two vets must be present throughout journeys by sea,
and, secondly, that transport conditions throughout the journey must be filmed, in order to
ensure that quality standards are complied with throughout the journey.

In addition, I address the same question to her, too, whether she believes we could use European
funds to equip ships with the equipment to ensure welfare standards. Because, and I highlight
the fact once again, we cannot discuss today what it would mean to stop transporting animals,
because certain Member States wish to have only live animals and will absolutely not accept
carcasses due to religious requirements.

These would be the questions and, of course, I would like her to speak more to the point …
okay, we have a regulation, No 1/2005, which doesn't meet the requirements for transporting
animals by sea; it needs to be improved. I would need, if she can tell us, in simple and direct
terms – one, two, three, four – which aspects of this regulation does she consider could be
improved so that it fulfils the transport requirements?

1-010-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). – Thank you very
much, Mr Buda, for the questions and I think it’s very pertinent. I think the first question, it was
‘why consider unweaned calves as sub-products?’. From the dairy industry, I call them ‘sub-
by-products’ because they are not taking profit on this, the price of these animals is really very
low, this is not really the business of the dairy industry. What they want, the purpose is to
release them as soon as possible to avoid more cost.

Regarding the question about the six weeks, the problem now for the dairy industry, they don’t
have, as you already mentioned, the facilities and the training to rear these animals until six
weeks of age. I think this is the main bottleneck of transporting the animals after weaning; there
are not really facilities now to do it because I think it’s linked with the first question, because
it’s just a by-product. In the case that they will be only allowed four to six months, they need
to build some concentrations ... farms near the dairy farms that they can allocate these animals
for this six weeks and there is a need for this infrastructure as well as the training also. I am not
an expert of the policies subsidies, but this will need, I think, some help to provide these
infrastructures.
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And the third question about the indicators of animal welfare measures, I think this is also
crucial. I think an important part of the success of these animals during transport is the
preparation for transport. If the animals are strong and their weight is enough to cope with the
transport, this is very important.

Because it is true, the experiments we did, the mortality of these animals is really low. It’s very
difficult to see animals and unweaned calves dying during transport or consequences and this
means that maybe it’s too extreme, but when the animals go to the destination farm during the
following week, two weeks, there is an increase of disease, respiratory disease, diarrhoea,
because there is a reduction of the immunological resistance, and this also means that they need
routinely the administration of antimicrobials, that this is also a welfare issue. Also, if we
guarantee that these animals are strong and resistant when they start off the journey, we might
reduce also the need for antimicrobials and we may guarantee the success of these animals to
avoid the disease in the destination farm.

1-011-0000

Maria Boada Saña, Independent expert. – Replying to Mr Buda, in relation to the vets that
now are required in Romania, as far as I know, maybe I’m wrong, but the vets are required only
when the temperatures are 30 degrees or exceeding, so, anyway, our recommendation is that
vets should be always present in the sea journey, even if the temperatures are below or above
30 degrees.

And regarding the EU subsidies, the subventions we believe should be more into the carcass
and meat embryo trade. The reason is because still now the welfare and the health of the animals
seems that cannot be guaranteed. So  more audits and more scientific studies are necessary, as
I say. So until this is not solved, then I recommend to do subventions more in this direction.
Also, another possibility is to promote the short-distance trade, maybe slaughtering in Romania
because we understand that the trade cannot be stopped, so maybe this could be a possibility.

What we can improve in the Regulation (EC) No 1/2005: in the research project there are all
the bullet points that we recommend to change and improve. But clearly it is necessary to
improve, for example, the communication and feedback with the third countries in relation to
what are the main problems. Also, we believe that it’s necessary that for the approval of the
vessels, we should have a new expert team, a harmonised team to all Member States.
This way, we will have authorised vessels totally harmonised in all Europe because I must
remember to the parliamentarians that when a vessel is approved, for example, in Spain, then
this vessel can operate and work in the other Member States. So, for example, in Ireland the
specifications for the approval of the vessels, the standards are higher than in other countries
because they have a national law, so, we really recommend to improve on that aspect. But you
will see in the research project, all the bullet points to improve the current regulation on sea
transport.

1-012-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for the explanations, and I would just like to inform the
Members as we switched half of the panels – we had to – that those who want to ask a question
now here to one of those two experts who had this presentation, please raise your hand. So we
take you at the end of the list.

But now the second coordinator is Ms Carmen Avram, and she has also two minutes for her
questions to these experts now.

1-013-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D) – Madam Chair, thank you very much. Mr Velarde, many thanks to
you too for the very clear picture you have given us of the welfare of unweaned and pregnant
animals in transit. What surprises me, however, is that despite the European-level concern over
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welfare of animals in general and of these two categories in particular, we still have insufficient
scientific information.

As regards transport, it remains a mystery, as you said, as to the time intervals at which the
animals should be fed, the gestational stage, minimum space, and many other things. In many
cases even the scientific opinions are contradictory, such as whether or not to feed unweaned
animals during long-distance journeys.

However, studies show that the welfare of unweaned and pregnant animals depends very much
on how they are treated in the hours or even days prior to transporting them. Do you therefore
believe that Regulation 1/2005 should include clear criteria regarding the preparation of animals
for transport and, consequently, that inspections should be done in such a way that it can be
seen whether or not this factor, too, has been taken into account?

Secondly, the treatment of these animals obviously varies according to the structure and purpose
of the farm, because unweaned calves are separated from adults early on, and also from each
other, the females from the males. Do you advise against transporting unweaned female calves
and, if so, what should we do? Do we prohibit the movement of livestock even within farms,
which may have holdings located tens or hundreds of kilometres apart? Shouldn’t we have clear
protocols, according to species, age and distance?

And now, to Ms Boada, thank you for your detailed presentation, and for the study you
contributed to. I’m happy to see the requirement to have vets monitoring sea journeys included
in your final recommendations; this is something I have requested, too, along with other
members of this committee, because that will enable us to obtain information about the
condition of animals, and the vets will be able to intervene quickly along the entire route.
However, there is still the issue of how animals are treated from the third-country port to the
final destination; a route – a part of the route – that is the responsibility of the European Union.

This Committee of Inquiry has discussed the possibility of reintroducing external auditors.
What is your opinion on this matter? I assume you know very well the impact on animal welfare
in this period has been positive, that there have been fewer irregularities, and, regarding ships
that have had their licences revoked in one Member State then had them reissued in another,
how do you think we can prevent them from returning to maritime transportation?

1-014-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). – Thank you very
much, Ms Avram, for this question. And I completely agree with you that there is a lot of lack
of information to ascertain these issues on farm conditions, because most of the research carried
out on unweaned calves has been done on farm conditions and sometimes this is extrapolated
to the transport conditions.

I mean, if the amount of feed needed for the animals to fulfil their nutritional requirements are
fine, but maybe during transport they need more. And sometimes this contradiction about what
is valid for the animal welfare and what is feasible on these transport conditions. I mean, for
example the feeding of the animals. I mean, there is how much they need but also how that can
be done. There is sometimes mixing of what is valid and what is feasible.

But I agree also that procedures, the standard procedures, for the preparation of these animals
before the starting of transport is very, very important. Remember that these animals, maybe
sometimes they’re going first to a collection point where they are grouped with unweaned
calves from other destinations. Sometimes there the feeding and the handling is not properly
done and afterwards they are transported in these places, in this concentration or collection
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place, we guarantee the good preparation of the animals for transport, sure they will meet the
transport requirements better.

So I think it’s important to have requirements for the preparation of transport and also animal-
based indicators that guarantee to assess these animals before transport, during the journey and
also at arrival at destination.

1-015-0000

Maria Boada Saña, Independent expert. – Thank you everyone for the questions. Indeed, EU
auditors in the sea and third countries, we believe that would help to have a better picture of the
trade, especially and also to have more data about the trade. Because, as I explained, for
example currently there is no data available about the mortalities, that at the end is what can
explain to us how the animals arrive, in which condition. So the new audits in the ports help it
in the European level, so now it would be good also to have audits in the sea transport and also
at the arrival ports.

And replying to the question about how to avoid that the vessels are approved by one Member
State and after the refusal are approved by another Member State. First, we believe that we
should have a joint expert team to approve all the vessels, as I explained before, only one for
all the Member States in Europe. This way we will make sure that we have a harmonised system.

And the second point is that we should have in the regulation an immediate communication
about the removal of a denial. This should be legislated in what time the communication must
be made. For example, right now there is no timeline. So this needs to be somehow regulated
to make sure that the Member States involve the other Member States to avoid these kind of
problems.

1-016-0000

Annika Bruna (ID). – Madam Chair, thank you to the experts. First of all, I would like to point
out that animals are not products but living beings and that not considering them as such,
regardless of the reasons, was shocking.

My question is to Mr Velarde: during this committee's last hearing, on 22 April, DG SANTE
explained that it was awaiting the conclusions of the EFSA in order to determine whether it was
possible to amend the legislation on pregnant and young animals. Since those conclusions will
only be known after the end of the ANIT Committee, could the experts present enlighten us on
this subject? The transport of pregnant animals when they are at least 90% of the way through
the expected gestation period is prohibited and transporting them when they have given birth
during the previous week is also prohibited. In view of the suffering they have to endure and
the tests to estimate the stage of pregnancy, which are unreliable and, in some cases, painful for
the animal, do you think it is possible to completely ban the transport of pregnant animals and
what would be the potential technical, economic or legal obstacles to such a ban?

1-017-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). – Thank you very
much, Ms Bruna, for the question and the comment. I also do agree that the animals are not
products, they are sentient beings. But I was telling that it is a business, the production, how
they are identified by the industry to have a lower business or lower incomes.

Regarding the transport of pregnant animals and to prohibit it: I am not in the position to
recommend to prohibit, because I can only focus on the animal welfare issues and not on
economic or environmental issues because this is not my remit. But I think before proposing
this it should be, as I said in my presentation, carry out a risk assessment and how is the risk of
impaired animal welfare during transport of pregnant animals according to the age of gestation,
but also of the duration of the transport and the transport condition.
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As far as I know, this risk assessment has not been carried out to ascertain in which age of
gestation this will really be a welfare problem in relation to the journey duration. So, I think it’s
important to have previous scientific information to get any decision on this.

1-018-0000

Chair. – Thank you for those precisions. I didn’t hear a question to Ms Boada Saña from
Ms Bruna, but if you want to react, Ms Boada Saña, you may, of course.

1-019-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Madam Chair, first of all, it troubles me greatly to hear that
calves are products and sub-products of the dairy industry, and that they have to be got rid of
as quickly as possible. We are talking about living animals, so it is very difficult for me to hear
that. We recently discussed unweaned calves with Tilly Metz and Thomas Waitz. We undertook
a mission to Italy – it was not calves but lambs because it was the Easter period – we went to
meet lorry drivers who were transporting sheep and lambs. We noticed that there were no
suitable compartments in the lorries, there was no separation between the sheep and lambs, and,
in fact, the animals were mixed: unweaned animals with adult animals. In addition, the lambs
could not drink, even water, as the teats were completely unsuitable.

You spoke a little earlier about calves being transported for over eight hours. Those lorries had
transported calves for over 35 hours. You say that if transporters do not respect time limits, this
causes suffering. In Italy, we observed this several times: it was the transport of animal suffering
and not the transport of living animals. All we saw was animal suffering.

My questions: can we avoid the transport of unweaned animals or, more simply, no longer
transport unweaned animals?

Regarding vessels, I have visited Sète in France, a departure port for loading and unloading. It
can be observed that transporters arrive in ports, do not use the rest areas and, after a certain
number of transports already made by lorry, the animals are unloaded and then immediately
loaded onto vessels, and all without inspection or a veterinarian present. Could we create a
common black list of vessels that already have these black list flags and that have already
obtained approvals? One wonders how they managed to obtain them. I think it is necessary to
move towards a ban on the export of live animals, outside the European Union, and favour the
transport of carcasses and meat. Do you think it is possible to create this common black list of
vessels and could you explain to us how these vessels were able to obtain their approvals?

1-020-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). – Thank you very
much for the question. The question is that if it’s possible to avoid the transport of unweaned
animals. My answer is yes, but I don’t think that immediately is possible. I think it should be
provided with the infrastructure and the handling to allow these animals to be raised or to be
raised in the dairy farm or in collections farm or in growing farms close to the farm of origin
before being transported for long journeys. In these facilities and [inaudible] if they are not
feasible now.

I think that the aim should be to avoid the transport of unweaned animals but providing the
adequate facilities, premises and infrastructure, because if they are not there, I mean the
alternative is to kill these animals after calving or after birth, and I don’t think this is a good
solution ethically or from a welfare point of view.

1-021-0000

Maria Boada Saña, Independent expert. – Yes, thank you for the question Ms Roose. Actually
the question about the said port is indeed one of the problems in these European ports, not in
all of them but some of them, they don’t have stables for the animals and this at the end provokes
some problems. For example, if you don’t have stables, it’s difficult to detect if animals are not
fit to continue the journey. And also, it’s a big problem because the animals cannot rest after
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the transport by road. We need to remember that in some cases the animals are coming from
other Member States far away, for example from Lithuania going to the Port of Koper in
Slovenia, or in other kinds of routes.

So we really recommend that it’s necessary to have these kinds of stables in all the ports that
are exporting animals. This way we will make sure that the animals can rest. We will make sure
that the animals are not waiting in the trucks when the temperatures are too high, because also
it’s clear that in some southern countries they are having heat stress problems the animals when
they are waiting inside the trucks until they are loaded into the vessels. So we really recommend
stables, also – because as is explained in the research project for the competent authorities –
veterinarians, because it’s quite difficult to check and inspect all the animals individually when
they are loaded directly from the truck to the vessels because the animals are going very fast,
especially in the case of sheep. So even it is possible with only one or two beds to make sure
you can detect all the animals if they are fit or not.

And the question about the black-list vessels, it’s true that this could help I think a lot to the
competent authorities. Indeed, there is a lot of recommendations that we provided in this
research project to kind of solve this. For example, we recommend that only vessels that are
flying a white flag are approved in these countries. For example it is necessary to tell that in
Ireland that they have this national regulation they are approving only vessels with white flags.
So this should be another recommendation.

The other recommendation that we really explained in the research project is that these vessels,
the ones that are used, should not be the ones that are converted. Only vessels that were built to
transport animals are the ones that should be used. Because as I explained during the
presentation, as you see most of the vessels have been converted and therefore all the
behavioural needs, all the animal needs, all the welfare needs are not taken into account when
the vessels are built.

So this is the main problem when we transport the animals inside vessels.

Also again there is a lack of an EU database to control these vessels. We believe that it’s
necessary to promote a list of all the vessels that have been approved to make sure all the
Member States know which deficiencies are having these vessels. So this way we will have
better communication between the Member States, and also it’s necessary cooperation as I
explained with the port-state controls, with the vet authorities because the port-state controls
they have the expertise to control these issues and also we recommend to the Commission to
involve the port-state controls to investigate, to learn and to do more research on what are the
real needs of the animals when they are transported by sea.

1-022-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – I have a question for Antonio Velarde. At present, pregnant animals
are exported to other countries. I do not believe that is a reasonable thing to do. Being pregnant
is a stressful time for the animals, and to add to that transporting or exporting the animals in
that condition is unnecessary animal cruelty. Would it not be better to instead transport chilled
semen for breeding or to transport non-pregnant animals that are then inseminated in the country
to which they have been exported?

I also have a question for Maria Boada Saña. In recent months, there have been reports of a
number of serious animal transport scandals at sea. The cases that drew most attention were
probably the vessel on which several thousand animals were stuck for more than three months
in the Mediterranean and the roughly 200 000 animals on about 20 boats that were delayed by
the blockage of the Suez Canal.
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These are clear examples of why the export of live animals out of the EU is problematic and
should be banned. When the sea transport of live animals is delayed or comes to a standstill,
better solutions and procedures than we have today are needed. It cannot be reasonable for the
animals to be tormented by thirst and hunger until their death.

As a veterinarian and maritime transport expert, how would you assess the ongoing process
and, above all, perhaps the behaviour of the various governments involved – perhaps Spain in
particular, but also Greece and Italy? Are they living up to their responsibilities, and should we
not expect more?

1-023-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). – Thank you very
much for the question Mr Lundgren. I think you’re right, I mean, it should work also as an
alternative for these animals to avoid the transport. We have just started to run a project, funded
by the European Commission, about alternatives to the transport of unweaned animals, and this
is the [inaudible] to guarantee that the animals will be female. This is one of the proposals and
I think this is also another field of research and of work to find alternatives to the need to
transport unweaned animals, especially for long journeys.

1-024-0000

Maria Boada Saña, Independent expert. – Thank you for the questions. Indeed these scandals,
the vessels affected by the blockage of the Suez Canal and also the cases of the Karim Allah
and the Elbeik are indeed a perfect example of the need for contingency plans because we need
to understand that without contingency plans it’s not possible to solve all these kinds of
problems. For example, in the question you made about what has been known from the national
governments involved in these problems – we are talking I suppose about Spain – I can say that
according to the transporter and organiser, the Turkish authorities informed on time the Spanish
authorities about this problem with the health certificate of the animals on board. Actually these
health-certificate problems happen sometimes, but what cannot happen is that we don’t have a
contingency plan to solve these kinds of problems.

So at the end here what we can say is that it was a problem of communication between the
competent authorities and the exporter companies and the transporter. Therefore the competent
authorities did not manage to react on time, and the problem is that when the vessels arrive in
the third countries then, because of the current regulation that we have, it was impossible to
re-import all these animals. This is something that should be covered by the contingency plans
to make sure that animals, in case of problems – because they can happen – are not abandoned
by the competent authorities.

And also not to abandon exporters and transporters because in this situation what happens is
that of course the only solution that was given to the exporters or transporters was to come back
to the Spanish ports to kill all the animals and this means a lot of money, so then it was a fight
between the competent authorities and exporters. We need to avoid that because we need to
make sure that the welfare of the animals is taken into account.

So it’s necessary to make a deep investigation on all these cases but again, also to avoid other
kinds of situations like this, like the Suez Canal blockage and how it affects other transports of
animals.

We really recommend that the EU audits and recommendations that have been done already in
2018 and 2019 should be implemented by now by the Member States involved, and also we
need to mention that it’s clear that there is a lack of transparency from some Member States. I
want to say that, for example, during this research project it was quite complicated because we
sent a questionnaire to the main Member States involved in the sheep trade, but only Romania
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replied to our questions, so this made it a bit difficult to do this kind of research project and
update the project.

Also, as I explained in the presentation, there is a kind of problem between what the Member
States are saying, the competent authorities, and what the audits are saying, because as I said,
97% of the Member States were saying everything is OK, everything is in compliance with the
regulation, but on the other hand, the EU audits from the Commission, and also the reports from
the NGOs, are saying totally contradictory things to the Member States. So it’s really necessary
that we have more audits because if the system seems not to be working maybe it’s necessary
to control in a better way not only in the ports of exit, but also the sea journeys.

1-025-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for this information and yes, like you as an animal welfare
foundation, we are also trying to look for solutions together with the Member States or with the
companies. It’s difficult when they refuse to talk to us or refuse to answer the questionnaire, so
that’s really a problem we have right now.
1-026-0000

Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Madam Chair, I am going to use a small portion of my speaking
time from the second round here, if you will allow me. Thousands of animals on board old,
unfit ships leave European ports for long and miserable maritime transport, and we all know
that EU law cannot be enforced once the animals leave the EU, because there is no information
about the circumstances, checkpoints or onward transport after arrival in third countries,
because there are no contingency plans in place, and because it is not possible to intervene in
emergencies.

Ms Boade, based on your knowledge and experience, do you agree with me that we can only
stop this torture and this violation of European law through a total ban on the export of live
animals to countries outside the European Union? There are a total of 78 ships with an EU
licence: more than half of those ships are licensed in countries blacklisted for poor performance
and there is evidence that the authorities of at least four Member States approved the use of
ships that did not meet European animal welfare rules. Following the recent disasters involving
the Elbeik and the Karim Allah, I asked the European Commission if it could ask the Member
States to withdraw the authorisation for these two ships and the Commission’s reply was that it
did not have the power to ask the Member States to withdraw the licenses for these ships. I am
very curious to hear how you view this and what your response to the Commission’s answer
was.

Ms Boade, you have already indicated that you have experienced difficulties in obtaining
official data from the competent authorities. What does this say about transparency? And how
do you think this could be improved?

I also have one more question for both experts, Mr Velarde and Ms Boade. When images of
transports come out, we often hear two different reactions. One group finds what they see
unacceptable, while the other group says that everything in the images is fine. Let us, for
example, consider the animals’ obsessive licking, heavy and rapid breathing, open mouths, the
tongue completely stretched out. What does that tell us, in your opinion? What is going on with
those animals? And if we consider the calves and young bulls, for example: if we see that the
ribs are visible, that the spine protrudes, that the hip bones are visible – something we often see
in the likes of old dairy cows – what does that tell us about these young bulls and calves in
transport? If we can clearly see the bone structure, and the fatty tissue is absent, is this normal
behaviour and a normal appearance for healthy animals? I am grateful for your answer.
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1-027-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). –Thank you very
much for the question. Regarding the transport, I know that is a very sensitive issue and there
are, as you say, people who say that it is not acceptable, and the others say that is not really a
welfare issue, and I think what is important is to provide a scientific base on this debate. I mean
they have a purpose, they have to have this discussion on a scientific basis. I think the first thing
that we need are, as you say, animal-based indicators to assess the welfare of these animals: a
coordinated, animal-based indicator about prolonged hunger, prolonged thirst, if the animal had
heat stress, cold stress. And this is important, for example in an unweaned, body condition
[inaudible] we see in adult animals is not a good indicator.

We have to develop an indicator that show that these animals are suffering from prolonged
hunger or not, or from disease. I think here it is important to validate these indicators that the
inspectors can use to assess or to control if the transport is carried out with animals that are not
fit for transport.

1-028-0000

Maria Boada Saña, Independent expert. – So, replying to the question about the possibility to
have a complete ban; indeed, in the case of sea exports we believe that it’s necessary, as I say,
to have far more data. I agree with Antonio Velarde that we need research studies. We need to
have studies based on animal indicators, especially in sea transport because there is nothing as
I explained. But, until all the problems – temperature and humidity problems – are solved, or at
least analysed, then yes I recommend that at least during summer periods with extreme
temperatures the exports should stop.

And actually, this is interesting because some Member States, as you may probably know, in
the last years they have been stopping the exports to some third countries because of the high
temperatures. For example, I’m talking about Hungary – in summer 2020 they stopped the
exports to Turkey by road for some periods of time because of the high temperatures. But, at
the same time, Hungary was sending animals to the ports of Slovenia and Croatia for transport
by sea.

So again, it’s a clear problem that sometimes transport by road is taken into account, but
transport by sea is totally forgotten, as it’s not understandable how it’s possible that we stop the
transport by road because the temperature is too high at the destination country, but at the same
time we send the animals via a different route with sea vessels, which don’t even have a vet on
board or any kind of controls.

And regarding the question about the vessels and the blacklist and if Member States should
cancel approval made by other Member States, if I understood correctly, Member States cannot
revoke an approval of a vessel from another Member State, but what should be done, is that the
Member States should inform directly the Member State which approved the vessel and make
sure that all the deficiencies are known by this Member State and in this way, the Member
States who approve can decide if they are able to give approval or not. In fact, this is in Article
26 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and therefore that article should be applied.

And on the question about the lack of transparency from some Member States; indeed, as I
explained, this was a clear example when we were doing the research project because we didn’t
receive the replies that were really necessary to have an updated research project. And also
there is a lack of publicly available data. For example, some countries, they have a database of
the vessels approved – like Romania, for example, they have a database available for everyone
– but other countries don’t have such data on the vessels that they have approved, for which
species and in which conditions approval has been granted.
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And in relation to the question about how we can identify the main problems of heat stress or
emaciation, what we can say in relation to the sea transport is actually that according to the
scientific studies done by Australian researchers, the biggest contributor to cattle mortality
during the sea journey is indeed heatstroke, and therefore this should be more investigation and
analysis done on heatstroke. Talking from the point of view of [inaudible], if the elevation of
the body temperature this could be provoked by the excessive heat that can be produced by the
body or by the environment, for example at the arrival in the third countries. There are many
causes that can provoke this heat stress but the most common are the high environmental
temperature but also, when we transport animals, we have the extra problem which is that the
animals are moving and because of this balance of the moving vehicle, also the temperature is
increasing. So as Mr Velarde explained, we need animal-based indicators to control these
problems because these sometimes are difficult to control for people that are not used to
working with animals. So it’s very important that the people who are taking care of the animals
understand this problem. And here we have a huge problem when we are transporting the
animals by sea because, for example by road, all the drivers, all the attendants, they need to
have a certificate that proves they know how to take care of the animals in extreme situations
like this. But for example in the case of sea transport there is nothing, it is only the port
authorities who need to decide whether or not the crew are competent to take care of these
animals. So how can we ensure that the crew will detect if an animal is having heat stress
problems for example, or a sickness or any kind of disease? We cannot ensure that.

And also, for example, according to Australian studies, one of the biggest problems indeed for
the sheep transported by sea is starvation, due to some problems with inappetence. So also this
needs to be studied. We also need to know how to solve this problem because it’s also a
problem, as Mr Velarde explained, especially with young animals.

So we need to remember that bovines, ovine and caprine animals are ruminants, so they have a
different digestion based on rumination and they need to have a constant food presence in their
bodies.

So in conclusion I can say that more scientific studies must be done on sea transport to
investigate all these problems and we need to make sure that everyone who is transporting
animals has the knowledge to detect these problems.

1-029-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Madam Chair, thank you very much to the speakers whose two
contributions were excellent. I am very grateful to Mr Bernardo and to Ms Maria Boada Saña.

My very brief question goes to António Velarde and is essentially a clarification, because he
makes a distinction here between milk production livestock and meat production livestock, and,
in the particular case of meat production livestock, he says that transport should not be prior to
weaning. It should always be after weaning, but I did not understand what the age would be in
those cases, or if any reasonable age could be indicated.

By the way, when he was with us previously, in a past public hearing also on long-duration
transport, he mentioned that it was necessary to carry out a risk assessment of the alternatives
to the current long-duration journeys for unweaned animals, but he did not elaborate so to speak.
I would like to know, if possible, a little bit about how he thinks that risk assessment should be
carried out and what the alternatives are then for these cases.

I will just stick to these two more specific questions and thank both speakers very much for the
excellent presentations.
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1-030-0000

Antonio Velarde, IRTA (Institute of Agrifood Research and Technology). – Thank you very
much, Ms Carvalhais, for the question regarding at what age these animals are weaned. We
have to remember that what we are considering here, if we focus on the unweaned calf, is that
there are two types of animal. When they are transported to be reared as beef cattle, they will
be slaughtered in old age, but there are also the field calves who will get their nutrition from
milk for their whole life so technically these animals are not going to be weaned at any time.
But the beef calves, depending on the management and the feeding regime, may start to be a
weaned at six weeks – between six weeks and eight weeks – of age, after which most of the
nutrition is solid. So this will be the starting point of the weaning age.

Regarding the alternatives to transport, we are talking about long transport of these animals.
The alternative, if different animals are not going to be transported, is that the main milk
producers in the European Union have to manage and to deal with these animals. This is not
easy because the dairy cattle population across all the Member States is not harmonised. The
alternative may be to have a rearing farm, where the dairy farms can send transport for a short
journey to take the animals there and they can be fed until the age of weaning and then be
transported. Embryonic sexing is already happening and it is becoming routine to have only
females, but the replacement rate of heifers – that is the number of calving or pregnant animals
– is low because, at the time an animal is produced to have milk, they have to be pregnant.
These animals need to calve and the birth is much more than the heifers’ need for replacement
so some alternatives should be studied.

1-031-0000

Maria Boada Saña, Independent expert. – Thank you, but I think that she did not put any
questions to me. Maybe I’m wrong?
1-032-0000

Chair. – No, it was more if you have a reaction or something you want to say, but you are right,
indeed there was more for Mr Velarde. Thank you very much.

I really want to thank both of you, Ms Boada Saña and also Mr Antonio Velarde, for this
excellent presentation and also for all your answers to the questions.

Now we going to the second, and I must say mixed, panel, because it’s a mixture of the first
and the second. I now give the floor to Mr Doug Waley regarding the protection of aquatic
animals during transport, and then we are going to speak about the practices for animal welfare
during transport in third countries with Mr Marahrens.

1-033-0000

Douglas Waley, Independent expert. – Thank you very much. I hope you can hear me speaking
through this mask OK. Thank you for the opportunity to bring together the information in this
report and to come and present it to you today.

I don’t see my slides. I’ll carry on. I will take a few moments just to give you a few words on
the objectives and scope of this study and then I’m going to talk to you about fish welfare issues
and concerns during common live-transport practices. I’m going to give you some insights into
some of the species-specific issues that exist with the major fish species in European
aquaculture. I will go on to look at a comparison between the established standards that the
World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) has on live fish transport and the current rules
and practices in the EU.

I will give a few words on best-practice guidelines that are in place and used in the EU at the
moment, and finally summarise some of the recommendations that we’ve got in the report.
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1-034-0000

Chair. – Sorry to interrupt you, but just to be sure: are other people, the Members, seeing the
presentation? No, not for the moment. What shall we do? I think it’s easier to follow as we have
the presentation. I can see it, but again I’m a privileged one, I’m the only one I think. I have
two screens and on one screen I see the presentation.

We’re trying to connect so that you can see the presentation because I think it’s easier to follow.
Again, sorry for that but now it works! Do you also see something? Yes, and Mr Doug Waley
can follow his presentation. So please go on, and thank you very much for your patience.

1-035-0000

Douglas Waley, Independent expert. – On the objectives of the study to analyse the particular
welfare needs of live animals, live aquatic animals, and to provide policy recommendations; to
describe the key causes of suffering and to examine the particular welfare needs, and in
particular of farmed fish.

In terms of the scope of the study on aquatic animals, it’s a very broad group of animals, and it
includes crustaceans and cephalopods, cetaceans, amphibians, reptiles, other mammals and
other invertebrates, and this study really focuses on fin fish, because fin fish transports in
commercial aquaculture account for the larger proportion of live aquatic animal transports in
Europe. With that, we can remember that other animals, especially crustaceans and cephalopods
that are not adapted to spending time out of water, a lot of the same principles that apply to fish
apply to those animals, and the others I’ve mentioned have their own special needs during
transport.

So to go through some of the common welfare issues and describe a bit of common live
transport practices, I will organise this in the stages of transport and I will start on pre-transport
planning and preparations.
It is essential at the first step to have good information on which species you’re carrying, what
life stage it is at in order to plan suitable water conditions and journey conditions. I will mention
here that all fish in European aquaculture are transported live at least once as juveniles;
sometimes they are transported again during production stages and in some cases they are live-
transported to slaughter as well.

It is of course important to have a suitable vehicle in place on road. This will often be a flatbed
truck with fibreglass containers on the back and suitable equipment. Increasingly, and in some
sectors, wellboats are used in the sea, which is a boat with large tanks within it and those tanks
can sometimes be open so that water is constantly flowing through, or they can be closed
according to the design or according to bio-security needs if it’s passing through sensitive areas
close to fish farms.

Preparing the fish for transport. This starts several days ahead of loading and involves in
particular the starvation of the fish for long enough to clear their gut before they are loaded.
This is needed to slow the metabolism of the fish and to calm them during the journey so that
the fish are not excreting their metabolic wastes into the water and reducing water quality,
making the water hazardous during the journey. It’s something that must be done carefully.
These are fish that are used to regular feeding in a farm environment and feed will be withheld
for up to several days.

Preparing the fish. It is also important to assess their fitness to travel. Transport is inherently
stressful for the fish and any stress or welfare issues that exist at the start of transport are quite
likely to become acute problems during the journey.

Other important journey preparations include disinfecting transport units and vehicles in every
case and checking of equipment, especially when pumping water into the vehicle. You can have
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super-saturation of gases collecting in the water. It can result in the fish asphyxiating or damage
from over- oxygenation, so there’s a lot to do in preparing the fish.

Loading practices. These start in the pond when the fish must be crowded at one end of the
pond or other unit, and this is also inherently stressful. If not done carefully it will cause
vigorous escape attempts from the fish. People describe the ‘boiling water’ as the fish pushed
together are trying to escape. It causes stress, it causes exhaustion, it can cause physical injuries
to the fish, and then after crowding the fish need to be transferred into a vehicle. This can be
done with brail nets, and in this case the fish are lifted out of the water and so time out of water
is a concern, it’s not something fish deal with well. Overloading of the fish in the brail nets
causes crushing and physical injuries, including scale loss and spinal injuries, and injuries can
also be caused from abrasion with the brail net.

Much preferred to brail netting is pumping fish in water, and then care is required to avoid
injuries from protrusions in equipment or fish falling too far.

It is essential during the journey to maintain appropriate water quality parameters. I have
highlighted the provision of supplemental oxygen and monitoring other essential parameters.
It’s the most critical aspect of looking after the welfare of the fish during transport. The water
is a very complex chemical environment. If the water parameters are not maintained it can cause
severe problems for the fish very, very quickly and we also have to remember that the water
quality parameters can deteriorate very fast during a journey. There’s also the potential for toxic
substances leaking into containers.

It is important also to design the vehicle to reduce vibrations and light during the journey. When
it comes to unloading, it’s important to acclimate the fish before removing them from the
vehicle into the water that is going to receive them or they may be unable to cope with the
different water conditions they’re going into, and always important to handle them gently and
use appropriate equipment to avoid injury and stress. And specifically for fish, their welfare
impacts continue for days after unloading and it’s really important to monitor for several days
to pick up on any emergence of disease, any injuries resulting from problems during and after
the journey.

So to comment on some species-specific aspects. These seven species account for 83% of
production of fin fish in European aquaculture. Salmon have a special challenge of transferring
smolt. These are juvenile fish that have transitioned from freshwater to saltwater stage and are
especially vulnerable. They may be sedated at times, something that must be done with great
caution. There’s a lot of evidence that the starvation period can lead to reduced fish size and
body condition, and increased aggression and injuries that comes with it, and they will suffer if
the carbon dioxide is not carefully controlled.

Trout are similarly sensitive to oxygen and carbon dioxide levels. The juveniles are particularly
affected by handling stress and the physiology and behaviour and growth of those juveniles has
been well demonstrated to suffer during handling and from handling. Trout are seen to swim
vigorously during transport and that makes it a challenge to maintain oxygen and control carbon
dioxide levels, and they need a quite extended recovery period.

Sea bass and sea bream. Their juveniles are extremely sensitive and the transport systems used
can be problematic due to low rates of water exchange and high temperatures.

With common carp it’s particularly important to completely clear their gut or it can be lethal to
transport them with a full gut and the handling is very stressful.
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Catfish are unusual in that they are more stressed by the journey than the handling at either end
of it, and the densities must be very carefully controlled, they are sensitive to high densities,
and they become aggressive at low densities, with injuries that come along with that.

Turbot deserve special mention. They’re usually transported out of water and at low air
temperatures in order to reduce metabolism enough just to survive the journey usually. They
are unable to excrete metabolic waste while they’re out of water, which can be lethal for the
fish.

The OIE standards were established in 2009 and updated in 2012. They are there as a sort of
global baseline standard and establish important principles. I will comment that technology
used in fish transport and the knowledge of fish needs has come a long way since 2012, but I
will look here at ways that Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 falls below the OIE standards
and highlight that fish are within the scope of the existing regulation, but we’ll see that it’s short
on provisions for them and some limited insights from the Commission study in 2017 into
practices in the field.

In terms of responsibilities, the OIE code establishes the competent authorities responsible for
establishing minimum standards, with the EU’s regulation establishing only general standards
for fish and I’ll come on to the  specifics. The OIE Code establishes responsibility for
transporters to cooperate with the farm owners and managers in the planning of transport. It’s
really an important element of fish transport that all of the operators are talking to each other
before, during and after transport, with the EU’s regulation only providing for each operator to
communicate with the competent authority.

Planning the transport. The OIE Code requires vehicles and containers to have adequate
circulation of water and equipment for oxygenation and equipment to monitor and maintain the
water quality. These aspects of water quality are something not touched on at all by the existing
Transport Regulation and the Commission study in 2014, in 13 sectors it looked at, found an
example with transport taking place without any monitoring of water quality.

The OIE Code also establishes the feed starvation periods not touched on in the current EU
regulation. The OIE code establishes that fish should be considered unfit for transport if they’re
showing abnormal behaviour, with the EU regulation only preventing loading if they are unable
to move independently without pain.

Contingency planning. It’s very important with fish due to how fast their conditions can
deteriorate during a journey, something in the EU regulation only required on journeys over
eight hours and something that the Commission study found was not always in place. And the
OIE standards highlight the importance of knowing how much fish you’re carrying.

Loading the fish. I’ve touched on crowding procedures earlier not provided for in the European
regulation but in OIE standards. Equipment should be constructed to avoid injury and stress.
This is an example where in the EU regulation we can see that fish have been far from the
drafters’ mind where with loading equipment they must not have slippery surfaces – and for
fish they absolutely must have slippery surfaces – so it’s something that cannot be implemented,
it must be dismissed as it is, and the OIE Code also highlights the importance of planning fish
density and how many fish you load.

It establishes the water quality monitoring during the journey which we’ve seen the European
regulation doesn’t touch on, and it requires the removal of moribund or injured fish, something
that the European regulation does not provide for, and it provides this after-unloading
monitoring. Again that’s something not touched on in the European regulation.
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I’m running over time and I will summarise this very briefly. Standards in place in Europe at
the moment. There are two quite extensive and detailed guidelines produced by state authorities,
one in the state of Bavaria and one in Italy. They go into most aspects of the OIE guidelines
and then in a lot more detail giving numbers and parameters for loading densities and for water
quality parameters. There is a larger number of guidelines produced by and for sectors and the
sector initiatives, and they have a less comprehensive approach, but also, when they can, they
go into species-specific parameters.

I will highlight fish welfare guidelines produced in Greece as the only guidelines that address
this post-transport monitoring, and there are very, very few criteria that have been picked up
and included in third-party certification schemes.

Our recommendations really reflect the issues that I’ve touched on and described in the
presentation. We recommend a licensing regime to ensure that vehicles and equipment have
been designed and installed in a way that is suitable to provide for the fish, and that operators
should have control systems for personnel training, for cleaning and disinfecting, for
maintaining the vehicles.

Journey preparations. There should be species-specific starvation periods, maximum starvation
periods defined for the fish. During loading the crowding should take place in steps and slowly
so as to avoid invoking a stress response and boiling water. Use of fish pumps is preferred. I’ve
touched on that.
During transport it is primarily about monitoring and maintaining the water quality parameters,
providing supplemental oxygen, monitoring carbon dioxide and being able to monitor ammonia
and pH during the journey.

In post-transport I’ve touched on monitoring behaviours, returning to feeding and the
emergence of disease in the days after transport, and finally, I just emphasise again the
importance of different operators communicating with each other before, during and after the
transport.

1-036-0000

Chair. – Doug Waley, you are the first here in this committee giving really a voice to the fish
and I think it’s very important that we have this moment now talking about the fish, who I really
think we have to rethink and there’s lot we get to learn from them that we don’t know about
them.

I only can refer also to the movie My Octopus Teacher, which received an Oscar, but it’s not
only the octopus, so thank you for giving the fish a voice here in our committee. I give the floor
to Mr Marahrens and then we come to the questions, and he’s going to talk about the practice
of animal welfare doing transport in third countries. You have the floor, please.

1-037-0000

Michael Marahrens, FLI (Friedrich Loeffler Institute). – Ms Metz, Members of the ANIT
Committee, and everyone else attending this workshop today, We would like to thank you for
asking us to carry out a study into the practices of animal welfare during transport in and to
third countries, and for the opportunity to give a brief presentation of the outcomes of our study
during today’s workshop.

Can you all see my slides? While they are loading, I will just say a few words about the structure
of my presentation. I intend to start by providing an overview of transport practices in third
countries based on the two examples of Brazil and Australia, both of which are not only
countries with a high live animal export rate, but also trading partners with the EU.
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I will then give an overview of the current legal framework for animal welfare during long
transports, with emphasis on the explicit lack of any distinction in terms of animal welfare
during exports outside the EU. I will briefly sketch out the scientific basis for this legal
framework, as well as the interpretations and definitions of the framework that have been
produced on the basis of scientific studies for the purpose of various major projects, such as in
guidelines for economic operators and enforcement agencies.

Legislative provisions are implemented and enforced at Member State level. I will briefly
outline the differences we identified in terms of implementation and enforcement, and the basis
upon which attempts have been made to achieve harmonisation at EU level.

Last but not least, I will draw a number of conclusions based on the material covered, and
propose a number of requirements that should be included in future legislative provisions.

Next slide please!

This slide shows the main trade routes for live animal exports from the EU to third countries.
This is not the whole story, however. Certain routes are missing, for example exports by land –
primarily of cattle – to Russia and Central Asia, and exports by sea from the Adriatic ports of
Koper and Raša, and formerly also Trieste, to Turkey, Lebanon, Egypt and Maghreb.

The study that I hope you can now see contains detailed tables with Eurostat data for the EU
and each individual EU Member State over the period 2018-2020, based on the third countries
that were the highest-ranking destinations for cattle for breeding and slaughter and for sheep
and goats. The data indicate movement in terms of main trading partner countries among the
Member States and the third countries over this three-year period. The relevant TRACES data
(using Germany as an example) are also provided where available. Significant differences can
be observed, for example in the export figures for cattle to Lebanon, which exceeded the
Eurostat figures by a factor of around five in each of the three years.

The tables containing the Eurostat data for 2020 reveal that export figures for cattle have risen
dramatically in certain Member States. This is attributable in part to the fact that cattle
originating from other Member States are exported via these Member States. A further potential
problem is the fact that no entries are made in TRACES for exports from Member States with
an external EU border. This means that the border inspection posts have no option of entering
any incompliances into TRACES.

Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and TRACES serve as a basis for the fundamental concept of intra-
Community animal transport. At the same time, however, ECJ rulings confirm that the
Regulation applies right up to the place of destination in the third country. The provisions of
the Regulation should be amended to reflect this fact.

Next slide please!

Almost all OIE member countries have recognised the Terrestrial Animal Health Code, and
Volume I Section 7 of that Code sets out key animal welfare requirements. The signatory states
are responsible for ensuring that the requirements concerning animal welfare during transport
by sea and by land set out in Chapters 7.2 and 7.3 are complied with and implemented within
their geographical area of jurisdiction.

The Terrestrial Code holds the status of a guideline, and cannot be regarded as a replacement
for applicable and therefore enforceable law. Member States as well as other third countries
that export live animals to signatory states of the Terrestrial Code are making ever louder calls
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for compliance with these animal welfare standards during the transport, keeping and slaughter
of animals.

Many of these third-country places of destination have failed to put a monitoring system in
place, making it impossible to report on compliance with and implementation of these
standards. This means that exporting countries – like Australia, as we have already heard today
– are unable to verify whether and to what extent the standards set out in the OIE’s Terrestrial
Code are observed in the destination countries.

I would like to refer to an example of a non-compliance which was recently observed in the
Mediterranean and which was mentioned earlier, namely the refusal by the recipient country to
accept animals exported from Spain on the ships Karim Allah and Elbeik. This refusal of
acceptance went against the standards set out in Chapter 7.3.11 of the Terrestrial Code.
According to the provisions of this Code, the animals should have been kept on the ship and
fed and watered there, or alternatively unloaded into quarantine pens, until their health status
from the perspective of epidemic prevention had been clarified. It is apparent that the
infrastructure required to take such measures was absent. It follows that a requirement should
be introduced for any party organising exports of animals to a third country to present
confirmation of acceptance of the animals by the receiving third country to the authorities with
jurisdiction at the place of dispatch.

Next slide please!

My next example of a third country involved in animal transports is Brazil, which is a country
with quasi-continental dimensions. Brazil is the second largest producer of cattle and beef in
the world. It exports around 240 000 head of live cattle to the countries of the Middle East and
Turkey every year, and around 9% of its beef exports are destined for the EU.

The legislation on animal welfare during transport enacted by Brazil at national level only
covers general issues regarding the nature, equipment and suitability of road transport vehicles.
Loading densities and maximum transport times are not stipulated centrally (with the exception
of organically farmed animals); of a total of 27 federal states, only 10 have adopted such
stipulations, and they vary widely. While some states have imposed a maximum transport time
of 12 hours, others have imposed a maximum of 6 hours and yet others a maximum of 4 hours.
A total of 11 federal states have adopted rules requiring inspections of animals to determine
whether they are fit to be transported. No legal requirements exist in terms of loading densities
or watering and feeding intervals. The score awarded by the Animal Protection Index (published
by an association of international animal welfare organisations, as explained in the study report)
to Brazil for its animal welfare legislation was ‘D’, on a scale of A to G.

The Brazilian Ministry has issued a manual for veterinary authorities with standard operating
procedures for the transport of animals, as shown in the image. According to this manual, the
maximum transport time before the animals must be unloaded from the vehicles and fed and
watered is 12 hours. Yet once again the manual fails to mention loading densities, on-board
feeding and watering facilities or even the need for a roof on the vehicle.

Looking at the two images at the bottom of the slide, the standard vehicle on the right has no
ramp of its own for loading animals. Instead, the relevant infrastructure facilities must be
present at the locations where the animals are loaded and unloaded, as shown in the image on
the bottom left. Sitting here today, it is impossible to say whether these facilities would be
available at every location where the animals might be unloaded and reloaded during their
journey – often lasting many days – to the export port. The road vehicle or standard vehicle
shown here carries an average weight of 500 kg of live animals and has a loading capacity of
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18 head of cattle, with such a small space allowance that the animals cannot lie down because
they would be unable to stand up again.

Next slide please!

This slide provides an overview of transport practices in Australia. The states and the territories
are responsible for legislating on animal welfare and its enforcement in Australia. Efforts are
increasingly under way at territory or state level to replace the previous Model Codes of Practice
with Animal Welfare Standards and Guidelines; the Standards hold the status of enforceable
legislation, whereas the Guidelines are merely recommendations. Animal Welfare Standards
and Guidelines were adopted in 2012 for transport by land.

The Australian Government is responsible for animal welfare during the export of live animals
by sea, however. We have already heard a number of remarks on this topic today. Once again,
it is important to remember that compliance by destination countries with the standards set out
in the OIE’s Terrestrial Code cannot as a basic principle be verified by exporting countries,
even in view of loss rates of up to 2%, without a separate report on the causes and their
investigation; this is at the very least problematic, not least because it is impossible to pinpoint
the causes with sufficient accuracy to confirm that the losses would have occurred even if the
animals had not been transported.

The division of animal welfare requirements into those enshrined by legislators in the law-
making process and those set out in recommendations takes place on a complementary and
supplementary basis in Australia; this differs from the procedure in the EU, where legal
requirements are interpreted or implemented through good or best practices, for example.
Taking loading densities as an example, Australia has not laid down any legally binding
requirements in this area. Conversely, cattle older than six months can be transported for over
48 hours without watering, regardless of the climate or weather.

Next slide please!

Animal welfare during exports is safeguarded through the requirements of the EU Transport
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and the updated Control Post Regulation (EC) No 1255/97. Yet the
ECJ has handed down rulings stating that the provisions of these two pieces of legislation apply
in third countries, right up to the place of destination. The 2002 report by the Scientific
Committee on Animal Health and Animal Welfare was used by the drafters of the EU
Regulation as a basis for setting rules in certain areas, but was ignored during work in other key
areas such as the maximum permitted length of sections of journeys and the inclusion of
requirements relating to temperature limits, feeding and watering intervals etc.

Further scientific reports by EFSA revealed that amendments were needed in various areas,
including the technical annexes to the Regulation. The EFSA project to develop animal welfare
risk assessment guidelines for transport highlights the opportunities available for undertakings,
organisers and enforcement authorities to assess the main animal welfare hazards likely to be
present depending on the relevant transport scenario and, based on a risk assessment system, to
rank these hazards and eliminate them, thereby engaging in quality assurance and risk control
efforts.

Several EU research projects have produced documents that can serve as a starting point for the
structural layout, equipping and operation of control posts in accordance with the requirements
of the EU Control Post Regulation, including biosafety requirements and compliance with
hygiene standards. Models and lists of criteria for the certification and auditing of these posts’
operations have been developed and applied. This means that models are available to draw on
for future applications. These projects also involved the certification of hauliers and the
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production of comprehensive manuals on animal welfare during transport and at control posts,
as well as e-learning courses for organisers, drivers and the employees of enforcement
authorities etc.

Both these projects and the EU’s Animal Transport Guides project are aimed at interpreting and
implementing the animal welfare requirements laid out in the EU Regulations.

1-038-0000

Chair. – Just a reminder that your time is nearly up. Thanks!

1-039-0000

Michael Marahrens, FLI (Friedrich Loeffler Institute). – Yes, of course! Where was I?

Since the animal welfare standards laid down in legislative texts represent the minimum to be
achieved, there are many opportunities to go beyond this minimum in the interests of best
practice and not only to ensure animal welfare in the narrower sense of the term, or in other
words the avoidance of pain, suffering and harm, but also to place greater emphasis on reducing
any risk to or restriction on animal well-being.

Next slide please!

The Member States have access to evidence in many different reports – the evaluation of the
EU Strategy for Protection and Welfare of Animals (2012-2015), the Commission report on
study visits to improve Member State controls on animal welfare during transport, and the
Commission reports on audits in the Member States, to name but a few – proving that
implementation of the provisions of the EU Transport Regulation by the transport organisers
and undertakings covered by the legislation is in many cases patchy and widely divergent, and
the same can be said for the incorporation of these provisions into official enforcement and
monitoring practice. As proven by numerous reports by NGOs, this means that animals are
afforded inadequate protection against pain, suffering and even death, in particular when they
are transported in third countries.

With a view to harmonising enforcement practice between the Member States, the national
contact points of the latter, acting under the aegis of the Directorate-General for Health and
Food Safety and within the framework of regular meetings, have developed and published
documents concerning controls of animal exports and the ships used to transport animals.

The EU Platform on Animal Welfare, which was launched by the European Commission, has
also collaborated with economic operators, the competent authorities, researchers and others to
develop guidelines on ways of ensuring that due account is taken of the legal framework during
long transports, including in third countries.

A delegation of official veterinarians from Germany took part in a study trip inspecting resting
places named in many transport plans for cattle exports to Central Asian countries in order to
verify their equivalence with European control posts. They found that some of these resting
places did not exist, and others – because of either their facilities or the manner of their
operation – were unsuitable for accommodating cattle and feeding and watering them.

This is yet further evidence that authorities processing animal exports at places of dispatch are
unable to identify or verify the infrastructures or road conditions present in third countries
acting as transit or destination countries. This makes it impossible for them to carry out reliable
plausibility checks of planned routes. It is for this reason that Germany and the Netherlands
have stopped processing animal exports to countries involving halts at control posts in third
countries.
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1-040-0000

Chair. – Okay. Can I ask you to bring your contribution to a close?

1-041-0000

Michael Marahrens, FLI (Friedrich Loeffler Institute). – Yes, next slide please!

Although the EU Regulation is manifestly conceived and structured for the intra-Community
transport of animals, this piece of legislation also applies in third countries. The Regulation’s
substantive scope should therefore be broadened to take this into account. In particular,
amendments should be made to the definition of the term ‘place of destination’, since a 48-hour
stay is only verifiable within the Community, and not in third countries.

The EU Regulation should also be amended to incorporate the latest scientific findings and
conclusions regarding better animal welfare. It goes without saying that this applies primarily
to compliance with the physiological and ethological needs of the animals, including special
categories of animals such as unweaned young animals etc. Transport and rest periods and
watering and feeding intervals should be adapted to the scientifically based demands and needs
of different animal species.
Amendments to the provisions on the transport of animals in containers are urgently required.
Limits should be placed not only on the duration of transport operations in the ubiquitous
Type 1 vehicles, but also on the length of time that animals spend in these containers.

1-042-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much. I am delighted to say that the Members of the European
Parliament have also received the documents, or in other words the report. Any remaining
questions can be answered in writing. I would like to thank you in any case for your detailed
explanations.

1-043-0000

I give now the floor to the coordinators for one minute and Pär Holmgren also for one minute.
So first has the floor Mr Daniel Buda, he’s in the room. Thank you.
1-044-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Madam Chair, very briefly, regarding the transportation of fish, I would
like to know if the TRACES system is being used as it is for other animals, in order to verify
and monitor the duration and conditions of transit, and also, at EU Member State level, to check
if there are States that have special legislation on the requirements for transporting fish within
those States. And so, whether we have States that have adopted legislation to that end.

With regard to the necessity of transporting to third states, I would like to ask if a comparative
assessment of Australian/Brazilian versus European Union legislation has been carried out.
Where are these assessments, where are we with these assessments, and is it thought that
bilateral and trilateral discussions will enable us to apply the standards of Regulation No 1 –
improved, certainly – in the other member states from outside the European Union, to ensure
the same standards?

Thank you very much for the first slide, which also shows very clearly the volume of animal
exports to other Member States, as this highlights once again the importance of this
transportation.

1-045-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D) – Madam Chair, Mr Waley, I would like to thank you for presenting
the main issues pertaining to the welfare of fish. Although Regulation No 1/2005 also includes
aquatic animals, it appears that currently only a few Member States have protocols in this area
and even fewer succeed in getting close to the World Organisation for Animal Health
recommendations.
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I would like to ask you, regarding the TRACES system, what is the level of reporting for this
type of transport, and what are the shortcomings of this system when it comes to aquatic
animals?

Mr Marahrens, thank you for your contribution. In your final recommendations I saw the
request for audits of inspection and rest points. Are you referring to an update of existing lists
of audited centres, or to regular inspections of these places? Who do you think should conduct
these audits?

Secondly, although this wasn’t the main purpose of your study, have you considered whether
or not Regulation No 625/2017 needs revising? Because, while there are measures to improve
animal welfare, they are not sufficient, and not because they aren’t ambitious enough, but
because there are no adequate controls.

1-046-0000

Julie Lechanteux (ID). – Madam Chair, for months we have been discussing, debating and
making proposals, but there is no progress, nothing is changing and nothing is being done to
protect live animals during their transport, which too often resembles torture. Ultimately, these
working sessions only serve to ease our conscience and mask inaction. Regulation (EC)
No 1/2005 – for a start – on the protection of animals during transport has proved its
ineffectiveness and the European Commission its inability to ensure the proper enforcement of
animal welfare standards. When will you finally do so and enforce the regulations already in
force? I propose that you put an end to the transport of live animals to third countries, I stress
the need to favour the transport of carcasses making it possible to avoid accidents, which happen
too often and are horrible. It is necessary to advocate localism, the only solution to ensure
shorter transport times and regular inspections.

As long as the European Union does not reconsider its ultra-liberal model, which is at the heart
of the problem, nothing will change. If you really want to put an end to this deadly animal
torture, everything has to be challenged. Otherwise, nothing will change: animals will continue
to suffer and perish during transport. We are in 2021, but you are still in the Stone Age.

1-047-0000

Caroline Roose (Greens/EFA). – Madam Chair, I am very pleased that today we are finally
talking about fish in animal welfare. I believe that fish are a major omission in animal welfare,
and it is not because they do not scream or suffer. Due to the ‘Farm to Fork Strategy’,
aquaculture will grow. I think that it is now necessary to establish effective rules regarding the
farming, transport and slaughter of fish, because unfortunately these issues are discussed very
little, or not at all.

Firstly, thank you Mr Waley for your presentation. I would like to know what exists in terms
of controls on the transport of fish, what data is available today on offences, inspections, etc.
What specifically does the regulation on fish contain? Indeed, I wonder whether this subject
features in it at all.

1-048-0000

Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Madam Chair, I have a question for Mr Waley. The
Commission said a few years ago, in response to written questions from me, that it did not
consider it necessary to change the rules governing the transport of fish. We are now on the
verge of advising the Commission and amending the Animal Transport Directive. What do you
believe is necessary to guarantee the welfare of animals during transport? Which rules must not
be lacking, and should specific attention be paid to specific species or certain age categories,
such as adult fish?

And, very briefly, I have a question or a comment for Dr Marahrens. They are great, all these
rules. But let me give you an example of two ships, the Al Kuwait and the Al Shuwaikh: they
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were responsible for the deaths of one and a half million animals during transport from Australia
to the Persian Gulf. Australia then stopped transporting animals using these ships, at which
point they headed to Romania to transport 70 000 sheep to Kuwait. What is the point of all these
rules if ships like these are simply allowed to enter the EU? Because one of these two ships, the
Al Shuwaikh, is currently in the port of Cartagena in order to load animals.

1-049-0000

Jytte Guteland (S&D). – Thank you, Chair, and I hope you can hear me. I had some technical
problems, but now it’s fine. Thank you, Chair, and thank you for this excellent panel.

I really believe it was important also to get the perspective for the fish regulation. Many
questions have been asked, but I would like to also add to the questions, if we can see such
regulation also in other countries outside the European Union that we can take example from
regarding the fish and for upcoming legislation here. I’m not sure if that’s the case, but it would
be valuable if it’s the case.

And then I was very glad, or not glad, but it was important to see the extent of the transports,
exported livestock ... and it was really a serious amount of animals. It was really big. That is
my impression. And that gets me a bit depressed actually because the size of this is too big and
also the distance. I cannot see that it would actually be possible to do this in a way where the
animals are not suffering. So I would like to see, because we got to the demand to both improve
on distance but also the vehicles used and I would like to see what can be done there.

From my perspective, I don’t even see that we should transport livestock. I think we should
have it only to third countries. But of course on the way to get there we need to have regulation
and need to make sure that every year we have less animals who are transported on these long
and dangerous routes.

So I think every suggestion on what can be done to minimise the amount of animal suffering
and also to make the distance shorter and also longer rest and also make sure that the vehicles
are as efficient as possible would be good.

1-050-0000

Pär Holmgren (Verts/ALE). – Thank you very much, Tilly. I just have a quite brief and
straightforward question to Dr Marahrens. Would you recommend, I would say, a full stop
when it comes to exports to many of these third countries that you described, or otherwise how
can we see an end to these horrible conditions that you describe?

Thank you very much for your presentation, both of you.

1-051-0000

Annika Bruna (ID). – Madam Chair, my question is to Mr Waley.

Although your study primarily concerns fish, I have a question on crustaceans, in particular on
the American lobster, which arrives live in Europe by air or sea, like the Cape rock lobster and
other tropical lobsters. Now, the mortality rate for this air transport can range from 2 to 3% for
American lobsters to 5 to 8% for certain tropical lobsters. I would therefore like to know
whether this mortality rate, which constitutes both food and environmental wastage, as well as
unnecessary suffering for these animals, can be reduced. Do you think it is sustainable in
environmental and ethical terms to continue to import live crustaceans?

1-052-0000

Chair. – So, unfortunately, I see the time running and the interpreters gave us already five
minutes plus to ask all your questions, so I would ask to Mr Marahrens and also to Mr Waley
to give us written answers to all these questions.
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I’m very sorry for that, but I think it’s the best way to go, because otherwise we don’t have any
translation anymore and I know all of you have certainly a busy day. So thank you for your
questions. They are of course not forgotten, especially as we write them all down. We have a
verbatim, you know that they are not lost, and I would be happy if Mr Waley and Mr Marahrens
could also reply by written, Mr Waley is nodding.

So thank you very much to the both of you for your presentations. They were all very interesting
and thanks to all the Members for their very interesting and constructive questions. We see
there is still a lot of work to do. Take care. We have another ANIT meeting already tomorrow.
So this was a workshop, as you got the report in advance and this afternoon we have the
coordinators’ meeting and the next one is on 31 May.

So, have a nice day and thank you for joining.

(The meeting closed at 12.07)


