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(The meeting opened at 9.09)

1-003-0000

Chair. – Good morning everybody. More and more people in the room, that’s great to see the
people back and some are also connected remotely, I guess. So, first of all, the adoption of the
draft agenda, if there are no objections, we can accept it like that. I don’t see any raised hands
here inside. Yes.

So I hope everybody is really doing fine. And also, as done in the previous meetings, even if
we are more people inside and also in general in Brussels, we will still work in the mixed format
with Members either here or connected from their respective workplaces.

Our meeting today and so it’s a very important day and I would say nearly a historic day. We
will entirely be dedicated today to the presentation of the ANIT draft report by the core
rapporteurs, Mr Daniel Buda, who is with us here in the room, and connected with us is Ms
Isabel Carvalhais from the S&D Group and Mr Buda, as you know, is from the EPP. And thanks
a lot to Mr Buda because he accepted to replace Mr Zoido Álvarez as co-rapporteur from the
EPP.

And also, as in the previous meeting, let me remind you of the instructions for an optimal
functioning of this mixed meeting. Interpretation is available in French, German, Italian, Dutch,
English, Spanish, Portuguese, Hungarian, Swedish as far as I can see, and Romanian. I’m sorry,
there is no, I’ve heard, Danish interpretation, so sorry for that.

I think there’s really a lot of meetings in parallel this morning, but that’s not good and I’m really
sorry for that. Let me also remind me, if you cannot connect per camera, then the interpreters
will not be able to translate what you say. So we need the video, and try to speak slowly also
and avoid looking too much at your notes. The interpreters will appreciate that. Don’t forget to
press the ‘speak’ button – the most famous sentence of the year, I would say!

So, now we can really start with the draft report and the draft recommendation. So, if it’s OK
for you, we’re going to present them together because it’s a package. They are very closely
linked. So we have the draft report on the investigation of alleged contraventions on
maladministration in the application of Union law in relation to the protection of animals during
transport within and outside the Union. Then we have another document, you know that the
draft recommendations following the investigation that has been done.

So, after the months now, really, we started to remember on 20 September, after months of
preparatory work with many hearings, investigations and workshops, we will today consider
this draft report and I think, without losing too much time, I give the floor to Mr Buda and to
Ms Carvalhais. But Mr Buda will start. And then we come to the different shadow rapporteurs
and also, of course, to the Members who may make their remarks, questions, etc.

So, Mr Buda, you have the floor, please.

1-004-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Madam Chair, good morning to everyone, ladies and gentlemen. As you
said, Madam Chair, today is an important day for our committee and, we could say, for the
European Union’s agricultural sector as we are debating an extremely thorny issue here.
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I am a Member of the European Parliament serving my second term of office and I know that …
[the speaker cut out due to technical issues]

I don’t really need to repeat what I said, except to highlight once again the importance of this
day, of these debates, and the fact that we are here today after a few … years … [the speaker
cut out] and I believe that what we’re doing here today will be an important milestone for the
future of the livestock sector, at European Union level, and it will of course be a reference point
for the development of this sector in third countries, in countries outside the European Union.

As you said, Madam Chair, I am the rapporteur for the PPE Group. I have taken over this report
from our colleague Mr Zoido Álvarez because for certain reasons he was no longer able to take
responsibility for it. So I took it over and from now on I will deal with it along with my colleague
Isabel Carvalhais. I would first of all like to thank Mr Zoido for his work and, of course, Ms
Carvalhais for the draft report, a draft report which I think is balanced and a good working
instrument for all of us, enabling us to contribute through the amendments tabled. And, of
course, as we all know, in the Rules of Procedure we also have a set of recommendations to be
approved and adopted in plenary.

These certainly were long hearings. They were long hearings; at the same time they were very
interesting hearings, throughout which we had the chance to talk to experts and to people from
all fields, all areas of activity, including people from NGOs operating in this area and
practitioners in the field: veterinary surgeons, business people who had businesses in this area
and were able to provide us with information, which we, as MEPs, elected by European citizens,
by some 500 million citizens, are obliged to put in a document. That document will, on the one
hand, strengthen the livestock sector and, on the other hand, ensure that this instrument allows
the livestock sector to provide quality food, and here I’m referring to meat, obviously
[inaudible] the livestock sector, of good quality, so that our consumers can enjoy this kind of
healthy food.

If we can conclude anything from these hearings, and what today’s report shows and what has
caught our attention, it’s the issue of the application of Regulation No 1/2005. Unfortunately,
at Member State level, this Regulation is not being applied as it should be, and there are many
Member States that have not applied it and are not applying it. I remember very well the
statement by a veterinary surgeon who had a transport practice in this field, who told us that if
the Regulation were applied properly in every Member State, there wouldn’t be so many
problems involved in the transport of live animals. When we say this, and we refer to the
transport of live animals, we have to consider the issue set out in the documents in front of us,
namely that exports totalled EUR 8.7 billion in 2018, including EUR 1.6 billion in exports to
third countries. However, – and I emphasise this, the most important thing, because this is after
a pandemic, when things are still settling down across the European Union – we are talking
about 60 000 jobs that are directly affected, and 300 000 jobs, and I stress, 300 000 jobs
indirectly, especially in rural areas, areas that we all want to keep alive in the future. We want
to preserve them or we want to preserve our ongoing capacity to provide quality food.

Here, based on the conclusions provided by our experts, we can see, as the report correctly
indicates, that Regulation No 1/2005 is not being applied correctly at Member State level. And
in this respect, Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen, we will surely have to find mechanisms
and levers and ask the European Commission to do all that is needed to this end, to ensure that
this Regulation to be applied in Member States. It is very difficult for us to ask European
citizens to behave in a certain way with respect to these regulations and laws when there are
Member States that are not complying with the Regulation. And since infringement proceedings
are initiated against Member States over various issues of non-compliance, that should be the
case here, too: a Member State that does not comply must be held to account for its non-
compliance.
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At the same time, certainly, there are a few areas in which we have to improve. Regulation No
1/2005 should be amended in such a way as to ensure a higher standard of welfare for animals
in transit. Ladies and gentlemen, dear friends, we all know that the transport of animals
determines the quality of the meat that is subsequently supplied to shop meat counters; this is
one thing. Another thing – and we have spoken here with colleagues from Germany, France,
and Italy – is that animals are regularly exported for breeding. These breeding animals are
transported either within the European Union or from the European Union to other states, such
as Kazakhstan, as our colleague Mr Waitz from Germany was saying. Their reproductive
capacity must be preserved because they are transported for years of further zootechnical use.
And this is why, here, we have to ensure the transport complies with the highest of welfare
standards because, in the end, serious money is paid here for what is associated with
transporting high-quality genes.

Of course, over time we have discussed with our experts and reiterated the issue that we all
know about, but which is very important – and it comes from us in this committee – namely the
need to develop a regional abattoir network, perhaps even at the farm gates, so that animals no
longer have to be transported over long distances. I am not ashamed to admit that three years
ago I was in my home region, where I come from, in Romania, and I was told that chickens
were transported from Romania to be slaughtered in Hungary. Why? Because the Romanian
authorities could not find a location where an abattoir could be built, to prevent the transport of
the chickens. There are undoubtedly consequences for our climate if they are transported to
Hungary and then imported back to Romania again.

But of course in this situation we need to put pressure on the Member States and should take
advantage of the fact that today we have these strategic national plans provided for in the new
Regulation on the common agricultural policy. Member States have the opportunity to draw up
these strategic plans according to their needs and this will be a decisive factor in reducing the
transport of live animals.

At the same time, certainly, an important element highlighted by our experts, and which can be
found in the report, is the transport of semen. This is a technical issue. Those of you with farms
will surely understand this. The frozen semen market should become a market that we can
access and expand considerably, but there are limits to it, ultimately because the semen – and
I’m a livestock engineer, so can talk about this issue – eventually has to be put inside the calf-
bearing cows or the young-bearing mother animals to be used later on.

I would like to say a few words about transporting live animals to third countries. Ladies and
gentlemen, we have all been witnesses to images, which we’ve also seen in our committee and
in public spaces, regarding this transport of animals to third countries. I was saying earlier that
1.6 billion euros are spent every year by farmers in the European Union on transporting animals
to third countries. This transport of course causes us, I wouldn’t say difficulties, but some bigger
concerns in this sense. On the one hand, European Union legislation stops at the border of the
European Union. So here, too – and Madam Chair, there are references to this in the report’s
proposals – we must ask the states to which these animals are exported to ensure the same
welfare standards. At the same time, we should be conscious of our limitations as the European
Union, especially as some EU Member Station don’t actually apply Regulation 1/2005 and it is
thus much more difficult to force them to comply with these rules in sales involving third
countries. However, this objective should be a given for us, so that in bilateral discussions we
can guarantee that these standards will be properly respected and at the same time, I could even
say, we can support this sector.

On the other hand, ladies and gentlemen, we can’t discuss what it would mean to stop
transporting live animals to third countries. And I’ll tell you why: because there are states – and
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I have studied this issue in detail – states in the Middle East, states outside the European Union,
that have certain religious festivals during which wealthier citizens give live animals to less
fortunate families. It’s a way of life that perhaps we can’t understand, but it exists. I was in
South Africa last year and they explained this issue to me in more detail. So that’s why this
issue associated with the transport of animals cannot necessarily be considered in this area in
particular. Certainly we can discuss it to some extent, but the transport of live animals must
continue, because – I repeat – there are religious rituals that require these gifts of live animals,
which ultimately, of course, must be allowed to continue. Otherwise – and now I’m getting to
the most sensitive subject, Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen – if we don’t continue this and
don’t pass it on, we are not irreplaceable. European Union farmers are not irreplaceable. I am
in my second term of office. I have had to deal with, for example, Russia’s embargo on
European Union agricultural products. Do you know what the result of this was? European
Union farmers were left with unsold produce while Russia turned to other markets in China or
Asia, and others further away, and they bought their produce. They didn’t starve to death. But
European Union farmers had problems because of it. So in the light of this experience, we must
recognise that this transport must continue. Otherwise, Australia, which doubled its exports of
live animals last year, will automatically take over this segment of the market. So will New
Zealand. So will South Africa. In other words, there are other states eager to jump into our
place. And that is why, Madam Chair, the sticking point of this discussion, if you will, is
point 29, which relates to the restriction on transporting live animals in temperatures above
30 degrees.

Ladies and gentlemen, when talking to me farmers often ask: who are you, in Brussels, to dictate
what I can and cannot do on my own farm? On what basis do you make such assertions? Of
course, I show them the reports, expert consultations, research and so on. Here, I admit I have
a problem. I would not like to go to one of my constituents, to a farmer, and tell him that he
can’t transport live animals any more if the temperature isn’t below 30 degrees, i.e. 29.5. On
what basis are we making this assertion? Because we have an EFSA study from 2011 which
states that live animals, or some species at least, can be transported at up to 35 degrees. So on
whose authority do we include this restriction in our report? I believe, Madam Chair, that this
issue must be remedied and, of course, at the same time I completely agree with the rules to
ensure consistent welfare standards throughout the journey. And here we are talking about what
it would entail to have watering facilities, for one thing; we’re talking about what it would
require in terms of surface area and rest facilities, which must be provided for every animal
being transported, particularly during rest time. We have held hearings where unweaned
animals were the main topic of discussion and, as you know, there was an in-depth debate. From
what age can we transport unweaned calves? Would two weeks be OK? Would six weeks be
OK? What do we do and how do we do it? Here we can certainly discuss how we can provide
this high-quality transport so that the animals have access to the best possible conditions
throughout the journey. In addition, we can discuss, Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen, the
implications of restricting transport in terms of duration, and corridors, because this is a very
important issue that Member States should understand. We undoubtedly need to have travel
corridors for livestock and to have an accessible TRACES system, and this issue is raised in
our report and in the recommendations. TRACES, the verification and monitoring system, must
be significantly refined and be easy to use, and it must be mandatory and enforced by Member
States in such a way that ensures compliance. Moreover, Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen,
we have here in the recommendations a provision on transport by sea - and I am responsible for
this - which states that on board there must be a medically qualified person, though not
necessarily a vet because some Member States do not have enough vets to even treat cats and
dogs, let alone send out to sea. But there are people with secondary level qualifications – that
is, below university level – who can provide qualified assistance during the journey, to the
extent that they can intervene when necessary. Therefore, I would conclude, Madam Chair, and
we will certainly respond further to what our colleagues say about this, on this issue of outside
temperatures, which in my opinion should be removed, because we need to emphasise what it
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means to have quality means of transport. Thank you to my colleagues who raised in the report
the possibility of using animal welfare funds. We know full well that in the CAP Regulation
we have money to put towards the welfare of livestock and we have the option to provide
financial resources to help transporters buy or improve their vehicles in order to provide quality
transport and ensure animals do not suffer in any way. Because, as one of our speakers said at
one point, the greatness of a nation and its moral progress can be judged by the way it treats its
animals. That’s why I believe that we must be responsible in this regard. We must also be aware
that what we propose here can affect the sector and the lives of farmers. At the same time, of
course, we can consolidate this sector for the transport of live animals, to the extent that it can
be a reference for other states outside the European Union. Isn’t it the case that we are not just
concerned about what happens in the European Union, but that we also want to be a model for
good practices? The European Union sets an example for welfare globally, in defining quality
standards; when it comes to transporting animals, but also the entire agricultural sector, the
European Union is a model for the whole world.

And I will finish there, Madam Chair. I believe, as I said at the beginning, that this report is a
good instrument and a good starting point. Once again, I congratulate Ms Carvalhais and Mr
Zoido on their work, the technical secretariat on its contribution, because what it did, of course,
might be amended. Indeed, Madam Chair, I will tell you honestly that I came to this committee
with some reservations; we didn’t know what would come out of it, but now, having seen the
working documents and listened to the hearings we held, I am glad I came here and I am glad
that together we can help to consolidate a sector. Ultimately, I think our role as politicians is to
do the best work possible for citizens and for animals, for that is a politician’s job.
1-005-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for your presentation, of course, but also for all the work you
have already done on this. But if you saw me maybe talking with the technical services, I’ve
heard some people wrote to me that the webstream had difficulties, so there was no sound all
the time, it went.

So that’s not good because we should be an open committee and what I hope now is that the
NGOs, because it was no issue for the Members nor the assistants because they can connect
through Interactio. But it was a problem for all the other people outside and we want to be a
transparent committee. So all the NGOs are waiting and a lot of people, citizens, are waiting.
So I think it will be possible to have the sound of Mr Buda’s speech available when they watch
it later on. Then the sound will be present because otherwise we need to do it again in some
cases.

I didn’t want to interrupt you because today is really the day where the Members of the
European Parliament have to work on the draft report and on the recommendation. So I saw the
Members and the assistants were connected. Not that you think that nobody was, but it was the
people from outside who had no sound. And that’s why I was a little bit worried about the
situation, because we want to be a model also in transparency.

So, I think now everything is working again. No. Then I must stop the meeting. I think it is very
important that we are transparent and I think we have quite a lot of time foreseen this morning
for exchanges and so on. And maybe it is also good to give the time we have left again, back to
Mr Buda – a little bit more time, because some people might have not been able to hear the
points. But as I said, it was all registered so people can watch it afterwards. So that’s something
I’m very positive about. And then they have the sound.

But right now, I prefer if you agree with me, dear Members, I prefer to stop until we have the
webstream connections. I’ve heard there is a new team, but the I don’t know the details, but
there is an issue.
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So if it is OK for you, we wait a few moments to see if they can manage the webstream. it is,
as I said, an historic and a very important moment of the ANIT Committee, but in general, I
think for the European Parliament. Don’t forget it is the first time that we have an inquiry
committee on the protection of animals. So I think it’s very important that we have also that
transparency on our work.

So if nobody disagrees now vehemently – does that word exist in English? – I will wait until
we have the webstream, not only Interactio, so not only for the Members and the assistants and
the advisors, but also for the large public outside, because I think it is very important the work
we have done so far and also the presentation to listen to. So let’s wait and I hope that we can
fix it in the next moments. Thank you very much for your understanding on this.

(The meeting has been suspended for 5 minutes due to technical issues with the streaming.)

1-006-0000

Chair. – This situation is, just to inform you about two things, one rectification I have to make.
The web stream is not working in the whole Parliament, so all committees have the same issue
as we have: it comes and it goes.

Now, for the moment, I’m told that the webstream is working. Nevertheless, we have deadlines
for the amendments. So, if you agree with me, dear Members, I would like to continue knowing
that Interactio is working for the Members and for the assistants and for the advisors and that
afterwards we have a verbatim, so, it’s written really every word, you know, that is written
down.

So the NGOs and so on can have, of course, access to the verbatim then because I was told it’s
not sure what I hoped that they can watch it afterwards with the sound, as the sound was not
registered. So, it’s not sure. Now it works, I’m told. So, the webstream ... now it works and the
NGOs, as I said, and the people from outside can have access to the verbatim afterwards where
they see exactly also what, for example, Mr Buda has said in his presentation.

I would suggest that we continue because we have work to do. We have to work on this draft
report and recommendations so that we go on with the work. I see nobody opposing to that so
that’s how we are going to do, knowing that we are, as I said, not alone in this situation. And
as far as I understood, the other committees also are doing the same.

So, I give the floor without losing more time. I give the floor to Ms Isabel Carvalhais from S&D
for her presentation. And I touch wood, as we say in French, that the webstream is working, is
still working. No. OK, Ms Carvalhais, you have the floor please.

1-008-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Thank you very much, Madam Chair and my esteemed colleague
Tilly Metz, and good morning to everyone joining us today. First of all, I must thank my
colleague Juan Ignacio Zoido Álvarez and his team for their valuable help with producing the
draft report and recommendations. There has always been an excellent working environment,
with great cordiality and constructive dialogue, which will clearly continue with my colleague
Daniel Buda, who I would like to publicly welcome as the new co-rapporteur. I must also
particularly thank the secretariat of the ANIT Committee, who have constantly supported us
throughout this journey. As you are already aware, we are here to present two documents that
have been produced: the draft report and the draft recommendations.

I would stress that these documents are the result of negotiations, and I hope that everyone has
read them so that you know exactly what they contain. This is a very important point: knowing
exactly what they contain, because this work was needed to prevent different positions
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subsequently being taken. I would therefore stress that Mr Zoido Álvarez and I faced a very
difficult task in reconciling the various positions and attempting, very tentatively, to bring them
together and compromise.

The draft report seeks to reflect the main findings that emerged from the public hearings, and
also, obviously, from the committee’s other work and all the individual meetings that we have
had with the relevant sectors, sector representatives and NGOs. It also incorporates the work
carried out by each rapporteur, although the main focus has been the results and comments that
emerged from the hearings and from the written responses of many experts. The end result is
therefore everything that we could deliver by the date for presenting the draft, i.e. 26 May.

Setting up a committee of inquiry of this nature is not a common event, it doesn’t happen every
day, and it’s not customary or normal practice in the European Parliament. We therefore tried
to study and learn from the work of previous committees of inquiry so that we could apply best
practice, as dictated by common sense. As a result, as with the two previous European
Parliament committees of inquiry, in addition to the report – and this rationale is important –
we chose to present draft recommendations which, in accordance with the rules, can be
submitted by a committee of inquiry to European Union institutions or bodies, in particular the
European Commission and the Member States.

We were all conscious that this committee’s work was being conducted in the highly
exceptional circumstances of the pandemic, which clearly meant, for example, that fact-finding
missions were impossible. This is a very important point in my view. Obviously everyone
recognises that this is the normal process in a committee of this nature, whose primary function
is to inquire. Even so, despite all the adverse circumstances, we were able to learn a great deal
from the many experts with a wide range of subject knowledge who participated in the public
hearings and who contributed their extensive academic knowledge, which proved very useful
to this committee. The draft report is therefore mainly based on the statements made to this
committee and the responses received to our written questions.

I would point out that, in accordance with the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,
the European Parliament is entitled to set up committees of inquiry. However, the aim of the
inquiry must be very precisely identified and must be respected. Consequently, the mandate of
the ANIT Committee included, as a mandatory requirement, a detailed statement of the grounds
for its creation. The report has been produced within the strict framework of this mandate, and
any future work will naturally continue within the same framework.

In my view, this method statement is an important accompaniment to the rationale, i.e. the
reason underlying the work.

I would also point out that draft reports are always limited in their size and extent. In this case,
relying on the tolerance and generosity of a committee with only one report, we went well
beyond those limits. This means that, even though the contents of the basic report are very
substantial, there’s much more to say. However, there are limits that cannot be exceeded,
despite all the flexibility brought to bear.

These documents reflect the work carried out to bring together the views of two rapporteurs, in
this case myself and Mr Zoido Álvarez, on the committee’s main conclusions to date. In terms
of method, we have tried to succinctly but clearly answer each of the points in the committee’s
mandate, where information was available on those points, and we have always ensured that
the entire document is based on observations corroborated by the various experts and on the
best available scientific knowledge.
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I should mention that, for my part, due to a lack of knowledge – as, despite being an academic,
this is not at all my area – I read widely and personally bought a number of online books –
reading on a Kindle ended up being easier – and scientific articles, which I obviously read to
the extent of my ability as I don’t have all the necessary technical and scientific knowledge.
However, I felt that it was essential for me to make this investment and properly understand the
issues.

Reading policies is important but, as an academic, I always find it annoying when they’re not
based on scientific evidence. That’s why I placed such importance on the experts’ observations
and felt the need to do my own reading.

Such documents have therefore formed a working basis to guide us in producing the final
document. Of course, this work will now be supplemented by the amendments to be made by
myself, Dr Buda and our colleagues, and also by the compromise discussions between all the
shadow rapporteurs, who I particularly welcome because they’re here with us this morning and
I’m looking forward to hearing from them.

All this work will therefore be further supplemented because, I would say again, this draft report
and these draft recommendations were delivered on 26 May, since when we have carried out
further work, and continued to hold hearings and our meetings, which will keep expanding our
information sources. Everything needs to be worked on and, where possible, fed into the
positions that the report will subsequently contain.

However, these initial documents highlight some of the issues that we felt were very important
and that need to be tackled to ensure animal welfare during transport. To aid reading, the draft
report that you have obviously had the opportunity to examine is arranged around the key issues,
mainly in line with the structure of our public hearings. I should say that finding a way to
organise the information – and there was fortunately a lot of information given the links
between the various issues – was in itself a challenge, in fact a huge challenge. As a result, with
hindsight, what seems afterwards to be pointless, what seems simple and easy to work out, is
not simple, precisely due to these difficulties, which is why we had to work on even this aspect.

In terms of content, I would highlight the finding that there are many shortcomings and
inconsistencies in enforcing the current legislation in the European Union and that there is an
urgent need for better rule enforcement, which is not occurring partly because of differences in
the interpretation of the requirements and partly because of the lack of checks by the Member
States. We also note that many of the problems identified, particularly in the hearings, originate
from unclear requirements in the 2005 Regulation.

Lastly, the Regulation is 15 years old and also does not fully take into account the different
transport needs of animals, particularly according to species, age, size and physical condition,
or specific requirements such as feeding and watering regularly and caring for the animals
during their transport. These issues also encompass many other aspects of animal transport,
from the technical specifications of available spaces, through feeding or vehicle conditions, to
other key aspects such as control and penalty systems.

I will not go into detail here because, clearly, many important ideas are set out in the
63 paragraphs of the report and, having read them, you will understand what is being said. I
will now say something on the draft recommendations, with regard to which there is naturally
more freedom of action and more room for political expression, but always still within the
mandate of the committee of inquiry.

I would particularly highlight one point in these recommendations – and I beg for the
understanding of the interpreters because I’m going to very briefly switch into English – which
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is, in my view, a very important point that also demonstrates the spirit of the report and, in this
case, of the recommendations, and which reads: ‘Considers that the EU must work to create the
necessary conditions that would allow a transition over time from the need to transport live
animals to the transport of carcasses, meat products and genetic material’. Obviously, this
particular point was negotiated with Mr Zoido Álvarez. In my view, it’s a very important point
because it responds, perhaps not as directly as I would personally like, to something that is truly
important, which is the need for us to transition – albeit sustainably, bearing in mind the social
and economic dimensions of this issue – and to create the contextual conditions to reduce the
need for the transport of live animals. I feel that this must be the way forward.

I would therefore highlight this point, which I would also say demonstrates the spirit of
compromise in the negotiations on this document. The recommendations presented were
developed using a holistic approach to the drafting of the two documents. Why? Because, before
dividing the conclusions and political messages between the two documents, we needed to
ensure that they were consistent. In other words, we couldn’t draft a recommendations
document that was disconnected from the report document or, for that matter, from the
committee’s mandate. As a result, we had to constantly maintain a complete overview and a
complete understanding of both instruments, before developing the unique aspects of each one.

In addition to forming a general assessment of the findings made by the committee of inquiry,
the recommendations are particularly intended to make suggestions for improving the points
identified as problems or shortcomings in the draft report.

Obviously, as has been said, our work is continuing, and will continue after the presentation of
the draft report and recommendations, because we are still holding hearings and will continue
to gather more information through future hearings. We may also have the opportunity at some
point in the future, but hopefully before too long, to finally carry out fact-finding missions. In
any event, I believe that any new information can be incorporated through the amendments that
will definitely be made to these documents, and also during the political negotiation process to
be conducted with my fellow rapporteurs in order to produce compromises, as I mentioned
earlier.

I myself look forward to the proposed amendments as we will then be able to continue the joint
work of this committee of inquiry. I’m also counting on the cooperation of all the shadow
rapporteurs, who I’m sure have the same aim in mind as all of us, which is to ensure animal
welfare during transport. I will therefore end as I started, by particularly thanking everyone for
their cooperation and constructive comments, because, in the end, we are only interested in
these, i.e. in what’s constructive and what leads to ideas and dialogue. I thank you in advance
for all the constructive comments that will undoubtedly be made by the coordinators and
shadow rapporteurs, and I wait with bated breath to hear what you have to say this morning. So
that’s it from me for now. Thank you very much for your attention. I hope that everything works
as it should. While I was speaking, I didn’t get any indication that there was an issue, so I hope
everything will continue to work properly. I’ve tried to speak slowly, which is always a huge
challenge for me, and I therefore warmly thank the interpreters for their work. I hope you
haven’t lost the essence of my message in the translation process. Many thanks to everyone,
and I give the floor back to the Chair.

1-009-0000

Chair. – I think the technical issues were resolved and that it works also on the webstream. If
you agree, I give first the floor to Mr Thomas Waitz now, the shadow rapporteur, because he
has another commitment and as we are a little bit delayed, and then I will give the floor to
Billy Kelleher from Renew, if that’s OK.

So, Thomas, you have the floor because I know you are a bit in a hurry. Thank you.
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1-010-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Thank you so much, Chair and good morning to everybody. I
excuse myself. I will have a speech on EU-related issues in my national parliament just in a few
minutes. So thank you very much for allowing me to speak first. And my thanks go directly to
the co-rapporteurs, Mr Buda and Ms Carvalhais.

I see that based on the enormous evidence that we have seen from all stakeholders in the sector,
starting from civil society, over vets to port authorities to academics, specialists, I see most of
the topics that we have debated in the inquiry committee up to now where we have seen
evidence cover or at least touched in the report. So thank you very, very much for this, I would
say, very constructive first draft.

You have touched on a lot of issues that we have seen occurring as problematic in the
implementation of the regulation, but also in terms of the, let’s say, functioning of the whole
sector. I want to mention some points as we saw that there is a lack of education in the whole
chain. It starts with the drivers, but also the police forces that are in charge of actually checking
the transports, who still need to be educated.

There are problems on the cooperation between Member States. There is a problem of
coherence, of applying the Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 in different countries. So we’ve seen
that there is no level playing field. There’s unfair competition on the ground between different
companies or Member States. We have seen that the enforcement of the regulation is done in a
very, let’s say, different attitude in different Member States. Some of the Member States are
trying to take the regulation seriously while other Member States lack controls, lack fines, lack
infringements.

What was also very surprising to me personally, and it’s reflected in the report, is the lack of
data on the side of the Commission or on the side of EFSA where we saw the inability to actually
reflect on the situation on the ground due to a lack of information, a lack of data available,
which I would say is a shortcoming of enforcing European regulations on the ground. We’ve
seen that there’s a lot of room for interpretations in the current regulation, which also leads to
different interpretations in different countries and again, leading to an unfair level playing field
in the sector.

We also saw that the implementation of the ICJ ruling, which clearly says that European
regulations and European laws on animal welfare and transport have to be applied until the
point of destination that there this implementation of this ICJ ruling is not happening on the
ground at all or really lagging behind, especially when it comes to exports to third countries
mentioning the road transports across Russia to former Soviet Union republics like Kazakhstan
or Uzbekistan.

What I still think where we have to improve the report are partly on topics that we have debated
a lot within the inquiry committee. When it comes to a species-directed approach and different
approaches to different species that are transported when it comes to maximum transportation
times, but also to the means of transport that are not always fit for transporting the exact variety
or size of animals that are actually loaded.

I still miss some clear language on unweaned animals, where I would say the evidence that
we’ve seen within the committee clearly points towards a ban of transportation of unweaned
animals, which means to wait, at least for some time, with calves as an example, up to 10 or 12
weeks before we transport them.

Also, the questions on the shipments are still not, I would say, in that clarity in the report that
we need to talk about it. The fact that there are no time limits for transportation on sea, it’s
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really not understandable as we have time limits for rail transports and transports on ships are
at least as stressful for the animals as road transports. Also, the question on approval of vessels,
the technical circumstances on the ships have been debated and we saw that there is kind of
different standards on the approval of vessels, that there is no coherent data collection across
the European Union. So authorities cannot really compare and relate to each other’s findings.

And the fact that there’s no veterinarian on board – and here I must kind of counter our
rapporteur, Mr Buda, it’s not about having official veterinarians on board, which really are, let’s
say, rare in the European Union, but it’s about having an educated veterinarian of whom we
have loads across the European Union and we can engage young people to study that. So there
we have an urgent need that animals transported on ships are actually checked by a vet.

But when it comes to the recommendations, I would say we should sharpen the language
substantially. I think it’s about replacing animal transports wherever possible, reducing the
amount of animals that we transport and reducing to transportation times as much as possible.
It was mentioned by Mr Buda that we need to invest into regionalisation and to close value
chains, that we don’t have to transport live animals on long distance, and we have to invest and
see alternatives to the transportation of live animals. Some of approaches were mentioned, but
there I think we need to have a clearer language. It’s not about banning live transports overall.

I’m a farmer myself. I know that sometimes there is a need to transport animals on short distance
at least, and sometimes maybe if needs be, a long distance. But we need to reduce times, reduce
amounts of transports and replace live animal transports wherever possible.

I’m looking forward very much to the constructive work based on that very constructive draft
you have presented last week. I’m looking forward to working with you on maybe improving
the text or adding some more language here or there. Looking forward for the work and I’m
fully motivated to contribute as much as possible. Thank you very much for your attention.

1-011-0000

Billy Kelleher (Renew). – Just first and foremost, I thank everybody that's involved in the
drafting of the report, obviously, the staff behind the scenes, but clearly, from the point of view
of Mr Buda and Ms Carvalhais, we very much welcome the input that they did in this report.
And I suppose when you look at the report, you have to pass it down to two areas.

First and foremost is the actual draft report itself and then the recommendations that flow from
that. And certainly, when you look at the report, it is clearly evident that Regulation (EC) No
1/2005 has not been enforced across the European Union by an awful lot of Member States.
Some Member States have performed better than others, but overall, it has been an abject failure
on behalf of the European Commission, Member States and the agencies charged with the
responsibility of ensuring that Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 is enforced. And the purpose of that
regulation is to ensure that there is compliance, that there are basic standards in terms of the
transportation of live animals. And we have clearly seen that there has been continual failure.
And what I can't understand is, you know, we will obviously look at the recommendations, we
will look at the report, and we will then fine tune recommendations and we will probably request
that the Council and the Commission come forward with new regulations to reflect the new
positions.

But at the same time, it would be remiss of us if we didn't point out that if we had enforced the
regulations as they are, well, some of the issues that have arisen in recent times would not have
arisen. We wouldn't have cases where animals have been left for prolonged periods of time,
stranded on ships in the Mediterranean, travelling huge distances over land in transport that is
just not suitable for the transportation of animals. And this is already the case and has been
highlighted in terms of the report itself.
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So I just think that when we established a committee, I was a little concerned. I expressed it
openly and publicly that we were talking very much about what we must do into the future
without actually accepting that the remit of the committee was about investigating the failures
around enforcement of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005. I welcome the fact that that is now a critical
part of the report and Mr Buda and Ms Carvalhais have referred to that in terms of ensuring that
we hold to account and obligate Member States, the Commission and agencies responsible to
ensure that this regulation is at least enforced in the short medium term until we come forward
with new proposals that can be implemented.

Reference has also been made and let's be very clear, this is an emotive debate – it's an
ideological debate. It's a personal debate. Many people have very strong feelings on this. I come
from a country that is an island nation. The one thing we can’t do is reduce distance. We have
not yet created the ability to reduce distance. We can certainly reduce time. But time is an issue
that should be based on science. And I very much welcome in terms of the actual
recommendations, for example, recommendation 31, and what flows from beyond that, is
welcome – that we do assess and make our decisions based on science because we're dealing
with two things here when we are talking about the transportation of animals. We're talking
about the animal and its sentient well-being. We're talking about the fact that we do not want
to put any undue stress on animals.

But equally, we're also talking about livelihoods of people and regional development. So what
we have to do is if we're making decisions on those two very important issues that sometimes
compete, but sometimes complement, it should be done with the best information available to
us. So I would urge that in terms of the recommendations themselves, that we do insist that
there is proper validation of science, that there is proper research carried out. I can go to the
Internet and I can quote many reports, reports that will say it is not unduly hard on an animal
to be transported over eight to 12 hours. I can equally find reports, which will say that it is very
harsh and cruel on an animal to take it from its dam, its mother, in the first six weeks of life, in
the first eight weeks of life. So I think what we need to do is to be factual and assess and make
our decisions based on the science and the evaluation of that science as opposed to personal
interpretations of a science.

I would also like to acknowledge, Asger Christensen, my Renew Group colleague, who has
also done a huge amount of work on this particular issue, and the Renew Group has a policy
paper on animal transport, which I very much will take the role in trying to feed that particular
policy document into this draft report, as is my obligation as the shadow rapporteur representing
Renew and I will do that.

Finally, when we look at what has happened around the transportation of animals, the failure to
enforce, we should also try and insist that in the short and medium term that we avail of
technologies as well, not just the science, but technology. So, for example, for the transportation
of animals, that we engage immediately in what is available and best practice and the
technologies that are available in terms of ventilation, observations, facilities for watering, for
feeding, veterinary inspections, veterinary accommodation, for example, accommodating
animals on long sea journeys. All of these things can be done in the here and now, and they
should be done very quickly. And if we are to be true to ourselves in terms of being a parliament
that, wants to hold power to account, well, then we should be requesting that the Commission
would hold the Member States and those agencies that continually fail to interpret or implement
or enforce Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, that they should be held to account as well. And I believe
that if we had done that, we would certainly be having a different tone in the debate in this
particular committee around the issue of animal transport and the cruelty to animals that has
been unearthed in some Member States because of our failures to do what we already said we
would do in Regulation (EC) No 1/2005.
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But I want to commend those that are involved in the drafting. Thank them for the work. Thank
you, Madam Chairperson, for your cooperation and impartiality. And to say that I do look
forward to a very positive, strong engagement on this issue, because this issue is about two
things that are very important to me, very important. Animal welfare and the ability of people
to make a livelihood in regions that may not be able to make a livelihood otherwise. Thank you.

1-012-0000

Rosanna Conte (ID). – Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen, I’d first of all like to thank the
rapporteurs, Mr Buda and Ms Carvalhais, for their work on this report.

The various hearings and exchanges with experts that we’ve had over the past few months have
certainly helped us to better understand and to explore the various issues regarding animal
welfare during transport. I therefore regret that the deadline for amendments has been set before
the end of the hearings and before the much-needed country missions in the coming months.

My view is that the guiding principle of this inquiry committee should be to comply with and
fully implement Regulation (EC) No 1/2005; and I say comply rather than amend because I
consider European legislation in this area to be the most comprehensive in the world.

We might consider updating it, based on the latest research and experimentation, but it’s
important to remember that it is thanks to the existing rules that the EU can count on compliance
by the majority of our farmers and transporters.

Most recorded breaches are due to non-compliance with the Regulation, so if we want to stop
a few bad apples from harming the excellent work of honest farmers and transporters, we really
need more controls and stricter enforcement of the rules. Animals and the industry won’t be
protected by new limitations and bureaucratic burdens; we should instead put in place corrective
measures to make sure that animals can be transported in the best possible conditions.

It is also in the best interest of sellers, transporters and buyers to see that animals get to their
destination uninjured and healthy, all the more so in the case of productive livestock, where
even the slightest injury or obvious sign of stress would make it hard to market them.

We need to pay attention to a few key aspects to ensure the best possible conditions I mentioned.
The first has to do with the means of transport: road transport vehicles are sometimes outdated,
which is why I think we have to encourage modernisation of the means of transport by structural
improvements and better technology, safety and traceability.

Modern and continuously adapted vehicles will also help to avoid temperature-related
problems: I simply don’t agree with the proposed ban on journeys when weather forecasts
predict temperatures outside the - 5 °C to + 30 °C range, provided that vehicles are suitable for
transport and their temperature control and ventilation systems allow completely safe travel that
protects animal welfare.

The same is true of the journey times: in some cases transporters don’t respect resting periods.
But this mustn’t lead to new limits on the journey times, which would cause serious problems
for the trade in live animals in the EU. Once the animals are used to the space, movement and
noise of the journey, it would be easier to keep them aboard the vehicle, instead of unloading
and reloading them repeatedly in the rest areas, with the danger of injuries and panic, not to
mention the increased risks and challenges for the transporters.

The second key point has to do with the need to speed up transport, also using digitalised
monitoring and control systems allowing all transport data to be entered and collected, with a
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census of authorised hauliers, the suitability of road transport vehicles and sea vessels and any
penalties imposed.

Setting up a European computerised database, possibly also with an app, is therefore essential
to allow the authorities to check transport in real time, in the database, without having to stop
vehicles along the way where everything is in order.

This would streamline all procedures, including border checks and arrangements for dealing
with traffic bottlenecks, for which the authorities should lay on suitable escorts to keep journeys
on-schedule.

Lastly, transporters must be given up-to-date and adequate training on the animal species to be
transported, as well as their physical state and well-being, above all during the critical loading
and unloading phases. I’d like to stress that courses for training qualified animal transport
personnel, and any modernisation and digitalisation measures aimed at improving animal
transport conditions, must be supported by appropriate lines of funding from the European
Union, to avoid burdening farmers or the CAP with these costs.

Finally, there’s the question of live animals in transport to third countries: it must be ensured
that all international and bilateral agreements comply with the most stringent animal transport
welfare legislation and that each country undertakes to communicate controls and any sanctions
imposed to the future European database.

In closing, I’d like to mention sea transport, which often takes place in former cargo vessels
that instead of being scrapped are wrongfully re-used for animal transport, with untrained crews
who often fail to ensure proper feeding and watering of the animals during the journey.

In my view, sea transport has to be supervised and regulated, requiring the presence on board
of the health authorities from the country of departure and at least one responsible veterinarian
in charge, with stocks of veterinary medicines and a record of any accidents and treatments.

Finally, I’d like to touch on the question of mobile slaughterhouses, a solution that involves
less suffering for the animals. I think this could be taken as an example of good practice, which
I hope will be increasingly encouraged the future.

We will in any case certainly have the chance to discuss these points in greater depth with the
rapporteurs and the negotiating team. My group and I will be tabling amendments along the
lines I’ve described, while also remaining open to and available for discussion and cooperation.
1-013-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – I would like to thank the two rapporteurs for their good draft reports,
and I want to remind you that some good work had already been made by our former ECR
colleague, Mr Jørn Dohrmann, who drafted the European Parliament resolution of February
2019 on the implementation of the Council regulation on the protection of animals during
transport within and outside of the EU. So, luckily, we are not starting from zero here.

We need to update the rules on the transport of live animals as soon as possible, in particular as
regards ventilation and cooling in vehicles or watering systems, and that’s especially for non-
weaned animals. Animal transport times should be reduced as much as possible. The best means
being the use of local slaughterhouses, the replacement of the transport of breeding animals by
semen or embryos, as well as the transport of carcasses and meat. And we need a ban on the
movement of live animals to third countries unless animal transport standards are brought into
line with those of the EU.
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We want stricter and more systematic controls on transport and tougher penalties for those who
break the rules and weaken animal welfare. I know for some, these are controversial claims, but
the evidence is there. After the hearings of this committee and after the EP mission in 2019
between Bulgaria and Turkey at the border, where the EP delegation made a random check of
trucks and they found that they could be standing there for six hours just to get the paperwork
done.

And one can also say that they stood in the sun without shade. It was hot. It was 30, 35 degrees.
One could be certain that calves had been born along the way. And therefore, one could also
ascertain that it was animals without ear tags. The animals ended up in no man’s land. In fact,
we send animals on a journey where they become lawless. In this House, where one likes to
make rules about almost everything, it is a little incomprehensible to me that we are still in this
situation.

It is up to the Commission and the Member States to follow suit. We already have some good
rules on paper. However, they are not complied with the same way in each country. We can see
how some Member States do not carry out checks on lorries and shipments of animals at all.
This means that there are countries where their legislation has not really existed at all, it impairs
animal welfare but also distorts competition in the internal market. We also have countries that
report completely unrealistically high levels of control to the Commission. They also cover
non-applicable legislation. To that extent, this must be rectified.

I am therefore pleased that the Commission itself has admitted that more needs to be done in
terms of reporting and control. Now the Commission and the Council must just make sure to
respond to the remaining recommendations that this Parliament will hopefully make.

I am looking forward to tabling amendments and vote for a good report. So now is the time for
us to finally stand behind the animals. Thank you very much.

1-014-0000

Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen, on the first day that
Parliament was in session during this parliamentary term I took the initiative to establish a
committee of inquiry to look at abuses in animal transport. This was for the second time because
this broadly supported initiative had been shamelessly swept off the table in the previous
parliamentary term by the chairs of three political groups. Fortunately, once again there was
broad support, this time from 188 colleagues. And why? Because 1 million citizens asked us
years ago to put an end to the long-distance transport of animals. Because the current European
rules on animal transport have existed for more than 15 years now, yet animals are still not
properly protected. Because, over the last few years, NGOs have submitted hundreds of detailed
reports containing hard evidence of structural violations of animal transport rules and because
the European Commission has always watched from the sidelines or even looked away.

That’s why, in the past year, we have investigated what goes wrong during such animal
transport, why it goes wrong and who is responsible for the stress, pain and suffering endured
by the animals. Unfortunately, our investigation has been seriously hampered by our ongoing
inability to undertake missions and, worse still, by the fact that not all Member States have been
willing to cooperate with our investigation. This is scandalous. I have no other word for it.
Unfortunately, it is also nothing new.

In recent years, I have undertaken various missions to ports at the external borders of the EU,
in countries such as Croatia, Slovenia, France and Romania. Time after time, I have been
confronted with serious violations of the law, with unacceptable animal suffering, with reluctant
authorities and with intimidating behaviour from enforcers. This even happened quite recently,
when I travelled to Cartagena in Spain at the invitation of the owner of the animals on board
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the ship Elbeik. Elbeik was one of two vessels that had spent three and a half months sailing
around the Mediterranean Sea after the animals had been refused entry by Libya and Turkey
over fears they had bluetongue. The captain wanted to show me how bad things were for the
animals on board and how the animals needed to be slaughtered without a moment’s delay.
Unfortunately, the Spanish authorities went out of their way to prevent me from seeing this and
being able to report back to this committee. What is happening to animals during and after long-
distance transport in Europe and beyond its borders clearly cannot stand up to scrutiny.

Madam Chair, I want to thank the rapporteurs for their draft report and recommendations. I
very much welcome a draft with concrete recommendations for ways to revise the Animal
Transport Regulation and concrete actions to protect animals effectively. I therefore look
forward to working with all the rapporteurs on making even more improvements to the text
because I’m quite disappointed with the result. The report is, in part, a copy of the 2019
implementation report by our colleague Herbert Dorfmann, except that the implementation
report was much stronger in some areas. The rapporteurs have failed to deliver on some crucial
points. I was even shocked to see that the familiar proposals of the agricultural lobby have been
put forward again here: allocating even more money for the sector and setting up more
campaigns to convince consumers that amazingly high standards of animal welfare apply in the
EU. Consumers are not asking us to convince them of high standards. Consumers are not asking
for promotional campaigns. Consumers are asking us to stop long-distance transport.

I would like to remind you again of the purpose of Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and of
the goal of this committee of inquiry, which is to protect animals and investigate abuses during
transport. So we don’t need to ask here for a veterinarian to be present when animals are loaded
for export. That is already in the legislation. We don’t need to kindly ask Member States not to
allow any transport during extreme weather conditions. That is already in the legislation, too.
What we need to do now is drastically revise the minimum and maximum temperatures and just
put a stop to all transport in hot summer and freezing winter temperatures. It’s really very
simple. We have very good weather reports and thermometers at our disposal. We don’t need
to ask for more research into the transport of newborn animals, but to draw conclusions from
existing research and to listen to experts when they say that the transport of newborn animals
should be prohibited because it is impossible to feed them and guarantee their welfare. We don’t
need to create the conditions for a transition some time in the distant future to the transportation
of carcasses, meat and genetic material. But what we need to do now is introduce a clear ban
on exports because animals simply cannot be protected under European rules as soon as they
leave the EU.

After one year of research by this committee of inquiry, I had expected the rapporteurs to do
more than just repeat the conclusions of the implementation report and recommendations that
are already included in the current legislation. I therefore hope that the European Commission
already knows what it needs to do in the coming term. I would reiterate that waiting until 2023
to tighten the rules is way too long. We cannot abandon animals to their fate for this length of
time.

I am convinced that there will come a time when we will look back at the way we currently deal
with animals – how we fatten them up, squeeze them into tight spaces, mistreat them, haul them
all over the world and let them suffer until they die – and we will be deeply ashamed.

Madam Chair, I wish to close by quoting the Roman philosopher Seneca to everyone who thinks
that we can simply carry on with long-distance transport by land, sea and air for another
15 years by making a few minor adjustments and improvements: there is no right way to do the
wrong thing.
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1-015-0000

Marlene Mortler (PPE). – Madam Chair, I wish to thank all the rapporteurs, everyone who
has worked hard to address this issue in recent weeks and months. The conclusion I must draw
is that implementation in the Member States, that is implementation of the Regulation, is still
very, very inconsistent.

And it’s our job to highlight only the negative cases. There are also many positive examples, of
course. But what must not happen now is that we continue to raise requirements and standards.
The important thing for me is that requirements under the 2005 Regulation are clarified and
harmonised accordingly in the Member States. In my view, just shifting problems elsewhere is
not the answer. Our job is to solve problems, and not according to the motto of out of sight, out
of mind.

And, for that reason, I find the Commission’s statement that Member States are responsible for
sanctions and controls simply inadequate. I’m reminded of the different designs of the transport
vehicles, of low-cost operators, of the transportation of heavily pregnant animals or of suckling
calves that are far too young. I’m also reminded of the fact that my federal state – Bavaria – has
banned exports to 18 third countries on the basis of a compelling assumption that the animals
will not be taken care of properly there. And then it’s EU law that goes against it when
complaints are made. This is nothing short of schizophrenic.

I’d like to address another important point if time allows: the issue of TRACES. Here, too, the
approach to implementation in the Member States is so varied, and here we have another system
that we urgently need to standardise so that we can truly understand the situation and position
that the animals are in at all times, i.e. in real time. I therefore ask that we demand good training
for livestock farmers and for others who are responsible for handling these animals.

And the fundamental question is: how can we include every person and every authority involved
in transport – from authorisation to loading of the animals at the start of the journey to unloading
at the destination – how can we include them all in this discussion and in this revision so that
we end up with solutions that are truly fair and good, especially in terms of animal welfare?
Thank you.

1-016-0000

Paolo De Castro (S&D). – Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen, I’d first of all like to thank the
two rapporteurs, Isabel Carvalhais and my colleague Daniel Buda, who have today presented
us with a draft report that highlights the issues at European level in the area of animal transport.
They have worked and listened in a very serious and scientific way and so I want to start by
sincerely thanking the two rapporteurs for their contribution.

There are problems and as co-legislators we obviously have to take them into account. The
2005 Regulation set very ambitious standards to be met during the transport of live animals, but
it’s an old Regulation that certainly needs to be updated in the light of the scientific data now
available to us and also to address the shortcomings in the definitions and requirements, which
together with a lack of clarity have led to uneven application at EU level. This lack of uniform
application at EU level has been repeatedly highlighted today.

As the rapporteurs have said, any revision must be based on careful impact analysis and not be
driven by emotional reactions. We must therefore use the amendments to look more closely at
the causes of these shortcomings and stress, in our recommendations, that compliance with
animal welfare standards needs to be even stricter during transport and must be accompanied
by something we see as necessary: a proper action plan aimed at ensuring the social and
economic sustainability of the European farming sector.
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Finally, I’d like to mention maximum times and minimum requirements for animals in
transport. In my view, the current legislation, if properly implemented, already ensures very
ambitious standards that are not found in many third countries. But there is certainly room for
improvement, particularly regarding transport by sea – we have heard this from a number of
colleagues – and above all, in my opinion, transport of animals that have reached the end of
their life cycle, that are ready for slaughter and that are subjected to journeys just to be
slaughtered at lower costs; I think there’s a lot to think about here. This is obviously not the
case for young animals that will later be fattened and bred.

And so we have to avoid a situation where some Member States might be discriminated against
compared to others just because of their geographic situation, putting producers in some parts
of the European Union at a competitive disadvantage simply because of their natural and
objective circumstances.

In closing, let me thank the rapporteurs again and hope that the report and the recommendations
can be further developed by our amendments.

1-017-0000

Asger Christensen (Renew). – Thank you to the two rapporteurs for the draft report. It’s been
very good and I think all were looking for staff to work on this report. In general it’s very good
and you have mentioned and included many of the important things we have discussed over the
last two and a half years in the hearings.

I will focus on some specific things that I find very important in the report and which I present
now. As you said, Mr Buda, it’s a very big economic sector and that is highlighted in animal
transport. It’s important for the economic activity in the countryside and also creates many jobs
across Europe. That’s important, we mention that in the paper. On the transport of different
groups of animals, I think the paper focuses on the transport need to have different regulation
of the animal groups. And it has been focused on from the beginning and, therefore, I’m happy
to see that in the paper also. I would consent to making amendments to this point because I
think we can underline this even more. For example, I agreed before that there should be
stronger agreements and possible time limits for animals going to the slaughterhouse. The paper
also focuses on the need for better research into the transport of unweaned animals. It’s one of
my priority points.

You highlight also that European transport regulation is not clear in its definition, and this has
caused more problematic issues that we have discussed in the hearings. We must make sure that
the transport regulation is clear on the table and implemented correctly in all Member States.
It’s also one of the high priorities for me. We must be sure it’s being implemented. And also
responsible as well are plenty of drivers, farmers and transport companies. I’m also pleased to
see that increasing responsibility between drivers, transport companies and farmers and
mentioned in the report. This has shown we have a big problem in some Member States. So
therefore, I will make some amendments on this. In this regard, I am also happy to see the
paragraph about the sanctions system in the EU, this is also something we have focused on in
the hearings.

Finally, I think the draft report’s recommendations should have a stronger focus on new
technology as a way to ensure better animal welfare during transport. As I have agreed in an
oral hearing, GPS tracking, air-conditioning, video monitoring and other innovations will
improve animal welfare during transport. Therefore, we should give the right incentives for the
transporters to apply this new technology. Thank you for the words and thank you for your good
work.
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1-018-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Madam Chair, rapporteurs, ladies and gentlemen, nearly a year after
this committee was established we have reached a new beginning thanks to the documents the
rapporteurs have presented today, and I thank them very much. I don’t believe there is currently
anyone in the European Parliament who doesn’t know how complicated the process has been
up to now, how tense the atmosphere has been at times, and how divergent our opinions have
been, and in a way that’s normal because we are talking about animals and people. I believe
that if we concentrated on this problem by dividing it into two camps, from which we could
only choose one, it would be not just impossible, but a big mistake. Both animals and people
can feel; both animals and people should be respected; both animals and people have the right
to live their lives free from suffering.

Therefore, these two documents, in their current form, are only a starting point on the road to
the desired destination, that is, a report and associated recommendations which take the
problems of animals and the situation of an entire sector into account. We generically call it a
‘sector’, but we must not for a second forget that it is made up of thousands and thousands of
people, Europeans with the same rights as us, Europeans who must be allowed to continue their
work.

Furthermore, we here, in the European Parliament, have a duty to create the preconditions for
welfare for both categories without doing an injustice to either. Animals depend on humans and
humans have depended on animals for millennia; they cannot be separated.

But we have reached a point in our history where the relationship between humans and animals
needs to be reimagined, not by destroying a millennia-old occupation, but by applying the
progress we have made in this century, in our commercial activities, which cannot be stopped.
Science must demonstrate precisely an animal’s needs and stressors on the journey from the
farm to the final destination, wherever it may be, and the technology must help us meet those
needs and eliminate the sources of stress. These two things together will not only ensure that
we have a sustainable economic model and secure Europe’s previously won place on the
international livestock market, but will also help the European Union to become a model for
third countries to follow. Indeed, if we do not make the most of our current progress and instead
destroy an entire sector, those third countries will eagerly benefit from the gaps left by European
producers without even guaranteeing European standards. And thus we will have failed in our
mission to ensure animal welfare of the highest level. Because when it comes to animal welfare,
I don’t think that we can distinguish between European and non-European animals. Science and
technology will also give farmers the peace of mind that the animals they rear will, right to the
end, be treated with the same respect as on the farm, while consumers will benefit from knowing
that the products they choose are healthy and meet the highest standards.

This interdependent relationship between humans and animals requires us, in the final
documents, to state very clearly the following points:
1. we must stop the accidents, incidents and indifference that lead to animal suffering;
2. if we all have laws on live animal transport, they must be complied with consistently across
European Union territory;
3. outside the EU, where our legislation doesn’t apply, we must ensure that animals are treated
with the same respect as they would be here, and to that end we need efficient instruments,
some of which are already used by third countries;
4. if we don’t want animal welfare to be just an abstract goal in a document, we need to revise
the inspection regulations and implement them consistently;
5. we must clearly define the responsibilities of all actors involved in this chain;
6. we need better regulation of land and sea transport, and of the authorisation of means of
transport, as well as better training for the personnel involved in the process;



16-06-2021 21

7. we need to dramatically reduce, as far as possible, the waiting times for these journeys, by
creating green channels at the border and ensuring better coordination of the authorities;
8. we need to provide for the vital needs of animals along the entire journey, and ensure the
presence of a vet to prevent any incidents;
9. we need to support Member States in creating abattoir networks, at a natural pace, according
to the specific characteristics of each country and sector, and each country’s commercial,
religious and culinary traditions, in order to reduce dependence on long-distance transport and
encourage the transport of added-value products, not forgetting along this journey that the
person behind the animal needs to receive the appropriate financial support; and,
10. European authorities must engage in permanent dialogue with third countries because
alongside this transition to a new type of supply, there must also be a transition to a new type
of demand.

So the work of this committee of inquiry will be followed by a period just as complex as last
year’s activity. Throughout this period we will have to consider many factors, but in the midst
of this technical race we must not lose sight of the essentials. Welfare will not come out of
disequilibrium, nor will prosperity be created by attacking an industry.

1-019-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Madam Chair, I must thank the co-rapporteurs for their draft
report and draft recommendations.

First and foremost, I’m pleased to say that your draft report is spot on in numerous respects. As
you have written, Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 does not fully take into account the specific
transport, feeding and watering requirements of each animal. Yes, the Regulation is vague in
some respects, and the rules are interpreted differently, which leads to unfair competition. Yes,
there are systematic breaches of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005. Yes, there is a major problem with
pregnant females and unweaned animals, on which the provisions are inadequate. Yes, the
approval of vehicles poses an issue, and some vehicles are not suited to the needs of the animals
that they transport. Yes, effective and dissuasive sanctions against those who violate the
Regulation are lacking, and Member States do not carry out sufficient checks. And yes, the
rules on the well-being of animals in third countries provide a lower level of protection than the
EU standards. And, contrary to the judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union,
respect for animal welfare standards during exports to third countries cannot be guaranteed.

All this has been confirmed, not only by the hearings, but also by the field visits that each of us
have undoubtedly made. All this work has shown that we are not dealing with a few breaches
here and there, but rather systematic non-compliance with the Regulation. And I’m really happy
to see that we agree on this point. I also agree with most of the recommendations that you make
in your draft recommendations, which contain several points that our group, the Greens/EFA,
included in its common position. We highlighted the need to harmonise sanctions, set common
requirements for the number of checks, improve training and require a veterinarian to be on
board vessels that are transporting animals. I agree with all these points.

But I would just like to note something with regard to point 11 of the draft recommendations:
you call for good practice guides to be better applied. However, as we discovered during the
most recent hearing, some of the good practice guides are at odds with Regulation (EC)
No 1/2005. The guide on transporting poultry contains incorrect practices, as it states that birds
should not be able to stand in their cage. We need to be clear: any good practice guides must
not contradict the legislation. As a result, to avoid situations of distortion of competition, the
correct good practices should be written into law and should be binding.

I therefore generally agree with what you propose, but I feel that it won’t be enough to prevent
animals from suffering. The transport of animals has become the symptom of an industrialised
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agricultural system that regards animals in the same way as tools, machinery, products and even
by-products, as I heard in the committee. In this system, every euro counts: if we don’t say stop,
the situation will continue. To earn a few cents more, farmers will continue to transport animals
further and further, and farms will continue to specialise rather than doing everything on site.
A few cameras and a few veterinarians will not change that. You’ve said it yourselves: the
transport of live animals needs to be replaced with the transport of carcasses, meat and genetic
material. But without clear and easy-to-apply measures, this remains a vain hope.

You’ve forgotten to say that transport time is the main factor that increases animal suffering.
Insufficient watering or headroom for two hours is bad enough, but the same problems for
24 hours or 10 days are a disaster.

That’s why I’m going to table amendments calling for a transport time-limit of eight hours,
whatever the means of transport – lorry, train, ship, aircraft – including loading and unloading.
For the most sensitive animals, such as rabbits, I would prefer a limit of four hours. For
unweaned animals, I want a ban on transport beyond the boundaries of the farm for commercial
purposes. Unweaned animals need to be individually fed on a very regular basis, which is not
compatible with their transport. The NGOs and veterinarians that we’ve heard from have all
said that the Regulation has not been applied with regard to unweaned animals. In my view, it’s
unrealistic to expect that it can be applied and I would therefore prefer a ban on the transport of
unweaned animals.

I’m also going to table an amendment on banning the export of live animals to third countries,
except for neighbouring countries that 100% commit to EU animal welfare legislation, and
subject to a transport time-limit of eight hours. Such exports should no longer be possible.

Given your very valid findings, I have no doubt that we will agree on these measures, which
are what the public expects from us.

1-020-0000

Sylvia Limmer (ID). – Madam Chair, let’s start with the only positive thing I can say about
this report. As already mentioned by other speakers before me, it contains many points, essential
points, that we have discussed, which are also quite sensible, such as video surveillance systems
and, also useful of course, satellite navigation systems in real time so that the location of the
transport can actually be checked.

It is also important that the issuing of licences for vehicles is harmonised throughout the EU,
and the same goes for qualification certificates. And yes, it is important, too, to have a list of
rest facilities so that decisions can be made in advance, just like my own federal state of Bavaria
and many other federal states in Germany also do, by the way: they do not grant permission for
transport in advance if it is not clear that the corresponding prescribed rest periods can be
observed. So those are the positives in the report.

As we all know, I think, it has been said time and time again: ‘if the rules were applied’. This
is precisely the problem! We are talking about a 2005 Regulation, namely 1/2005. Of course,
you might say: yes, we need to clarify it. But I don’t believe that’s the problem. Even if there
are a few vague phrases in this Regulation that ought to be clarified in light of the latest
scientific developments, the fact remains that they have simply not been applied over all these
years. They are ignored because the sanctions fail, and in the end it is down to the transporters,
whom we also had at the hearings. They told us clearly that they would love to focus on animal
welfare, but that those who do are the ones who suffer economically in the end because the
others, of course, get away with showing a total disregard for the notion. This is one of the
major problems.
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And then I read in the recommendations that in the EU we have some of the highest standards
in the world for animal welfare. Really! Of course we have animal welfare standards, but they
exist mainly on paper because all of us on this committee of inquiry would agree that they are
just not respected in long-distance transport.

I believe that if you get involved in this committee of inquiry – okay, you might not know the
conditions that exist out there on the road – but I think that, at least after all the hearings that
are now behind us, it ought to be perfectly clear that the situation with long-distance transport
is completely untenable. And we won’t change this situation by introducing and calling for
cosmetic corrections to regulations that no one complies with anyway.

What disappoints me immensely is the fact that point 5 of the EP’s recommendations states that
the EU should work towards transitioning from transporting live animals to transporting
carcasses at some point over time – over time!

In all honesty, we have very fixed timeframes for all other regulations. We have no problem
setting fixed timeframes there. But when it comes to animal welfare and animal well-being, we
obviously have all the time in the world; there it’s a case of ‘over time’. And I’ll be perfectly
honest with you, I will try my hardest to work towards this and to make sure that this is not
something that is achieved just over time but at a set point in time. After all, it has been shown
in all the years gone by, and our own committee of inquiry has also shown, that there actually
is only one solution, and that solution is to put an end to the long-distance transport of animals
for slaughter! Those are my thoughts on that topic.

I also believe that we will then be fulfilling the will of our citizens and voters. I’m reminded of
End the Cage Age: that has been successful, and I’m also pleased about that. Thank you.
1-021-0000

Jytte Guteland (S&D). Madam Chair, I would like to thank the rapporteurs. Thank you, Mr
Buda and Ms Carvalhais. I think this is a good starting point for improvements, but there are
many things that still need to be done and said. I shall start. Like many of my colleagues in this
debate, I feel tremendously frustrated, and the ANIT meetings have been enlightening, but often
also mingled with horror when we have heard about the dreadful situations that animals are
exposed to during journeys.

I think it’s important for us to be cautious with the wording, and in this case it’s a matter of
being cautious with the wording so as not to understate anything, but rather to be extremely
clear that the system is unfit for purpose. There is something deeply sick and deplorable about
how we are currently treating animals in the EU, and we mustn’t absolve ourselves of
responsibility for this. What is happening right now means that an unbelievably large number
of animals are being tortured on our roads, or when they are forced to wait, or at sea. These
torturous conditions are not something that happens now and again, but something that happens
all too often, and moreover there are an enormous number of animals that are being exposed to
this.

I think it is terribly important that we make it quite clear in the debates and also in the report
that we can see this and that the system itself is not working. The kind of checks that exist are
unable to help or stand up for animals, nor do they uphold the law. If we do not have the
background, I do not think we can get to the right place either.

Next, I would like to say that I also think it’s important for us to recognise that this has to be a
transitional period. We must think of the goal as being an end to the transport of live animals
by road and by sea. The goal must be to transport the meat, not the animals, insofar as people
want [inaudible] in the future.
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Secondly, it is extremely important to ensure a number of definitive, clear improvements along
the way. One of these is putting a complete end to long journeys, and this in turn means that we
can’t have sea voyages any more. They are too dangerous. They involve far too many risks to
animals, and we have all seen the Suez Canal and what happened. Another important thing is
to ensure that we put an end to exemptions. We should set a limit of eight hours during this
period where we have a transition towards transporting meat instead. But during this transition,
I don’t think that there should be a whole raft of exemptions. Eight hours must be the absolute
maximum time.

Similarly, there are several groups of animals that shouldn’t need to travel for that length of
time, that can’t manage it, and we need to clearly define which groups they are and why they
should not need that length of time. There is a paragraph at the end of the report to the effect
that it can be difficult to guarantee respect for animal welfare standards once the animals have
crossed the EU border, because third countries are not bound by EU law. This is [inaudible].

There is also a judgment by the European Court of Justice establishing that the EU provisions
on welfare are binding right up to the final destination in third countries. These systematic
failings in relation to compliance with the judgment by the European Court of Justice show that
the current system is not working. I therefore think that our clear message to the European
Commission and the Member States must be a ban on animal transport to third countries. With
regard to enforcement, we can also see some obvious failings, not to mention the total absence
of checks.

The Commission has expressed its resolve to adopt legal measures against systematic non-
compliance with the rules. That’s good, of course, but the report also gives a good description
of the dreadful situation that currently prevails. I want us to include even clearer texts about the
importance of imposing effective, deterrent sanctions on those who break the current and future
rules. The Commission’s obligations to impose sanctions must be tightened up considerably in
relation to the Regulation on animal transport. I conclude with what my colleague said during
the debate: there is no right way of doing something wrong.

1-022-0000

Pascal Durand (Renew). – Madam Chair, you said something earlier with which I’d like to
start: some NGOs and citizens are listening to us, and are concerned about the issue of animal
transport. I would therefore like to go over a few principles.

I don’t know whether my thoughts will be regarded by Ms Carvalhais as constructive, and I beg
her forgiveness in advance if she doesn’t view them as such, but I want to reiterate something
that, in my view, is an absolute prerequisite. I will not lie to you, I heard something just now
that shocked me. We should, for example, continue to export our animals to third countries,
even though we know that they will be treated cruelly and improperly, quite simply because we
will otherwise have stock to manage. But we’re not talking about socks, we’re not talking about
scarves, we’re talking about living beings! And so I apologise for going right back to the
beginning. Why did we, as MEPs, decide that we wanted a committee of inquiry on the transport
of animals? Quite simply because, in some cases, the conditions for animals are unacceptable!
Of course I understand the economic argument, and I understand the fact that we have to ensure
that the animal issue does not conflict with the human issue. I absolutely understand that. Yet
the starting point for our committee of inquiry – and the co-rapporteurs have obligingly
reminded us of the conditions under which we are working – is the transport of live animals.
So, sorry for stating the obvious, but sometimes it’s good to do so, because I have listened, as
is right, to many thoughts about the issues around livestock farming, about economic issues,
about impact studies, which I understand and of course respect – as I’m not living in a parallel
universe – but I wonder when we’re going to get back to the basic issue, which is that animals
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are being treated cruelly and illegally. Illegally! Sorry to be so direct about this, but I’m not just
being argumentative, far from it. I simply want to say that, as MEPs, we must listen to what the
public has asked us to do, which is to ensure that such scandals stop. That 15 000 sheep don’t
die during their transport at sea, simply because the transport conditions are illegal. We have to
ensure that things change. I say this because otherwise – and please forgive me, I know that I’ll
be censured for this parallel, but I’m going to make it anyway – we could do and say the same
thing about child labour or slavery. We could say exactly the same thing. If we look at the
economic impact only, then effectively we are making children work because that’s what the
Chinese are doing. The Chinese are forcing prisoners to work, in Bangladesh they use child
labour, and so on and so on. It’s our honour as MEPs to ensure that our principles and our values
are respected, firstly within the European Union, and then abroad.

I’m not going to go into length on this as I know – because it’s just been said, in particular by
my colleague Billy Kelleher, and I’ve read it on social media – that the Greens have done just
that. We’ve taken the time to produce a position paper, which will obviously be discussed, and
I know that the co-rapporteurs will ensure that they incorporate its contents. I don’t want to go
into detail, as I have total confidence in my colleagues ensuring that progress is made, but I
urge you not to lose sight again of the fact that we are talking about millions and millions of
living beings. This is actually the only point that I wanted to raise, and I beg your forgiveness
once again. I’m sure that, as I’m saying this, everyone thinks that I’m stating the obvious, but I
needed to say this. I also need the public to understand that we want to take account of their
request, in addition to the economic and other impacts – which we know about and must tackle
– and that we want to end this unacceptable suffering.

1-023-0000

Eleonora Evi (Verts/ALE). – Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen, I also want to thank Mr
Buda and Ms Carvalhais for their work on this draft report, which is certainly a starting point
that I hope can be strengthened with further amendments.

As many colleagues have said today, it’s positive that there is agreement on not just the need to
call for strict enforcement of the Regulation on the transport of live animals, but also the fact
that the only way to solve the problems of this current system, which is a decidedly sick system
that causes unnecessary suffering to millions and millions of animals every year, is by
thoroughly revising current European rules and updating them in the light of the latest scientific
developments.

It’s also positive that the request for the European Commission to start and press forward with
infringement proceedings against Member States systematically violating the rules on the
protection of animals during transport has actually been put down in black and white, because,
as we have seen and learnt during the many hearings, the NGOs working in the field have
produced abundant evidence to justify the opening of infringement proceedings, but the
Commission has so far preferred to turn a blind eye. It’s therefore crucial that, as a committee
of inquiry, we recognise that the European Commission has its own responsibilities as the
guardian of the Treaties and make a clear call for infringement proceedings to be initiated.

But I think that in making our recommendations for revising the Regulation we should be more
ambitious and provide clearer guidelines, particularly in terms of the maximum length of
journeys, for example. In recent months, we’ve learned how ambiguity and a lack of clarity in
the provisions of the Regulation have given rise to numerous loopholes and all kinds of abuses.
And so I think we need to put down some red lines, particularly on maximum journey times,
which should never exceed the absolute limit of eight hours. At the same time we need to
provide for stricter and more specific limits for each species and category of animal, such as
poultry and rabbits where the travel limit should be set at four hours.
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Given the time constraints, I can’t go into detail on the many points covered by the report and
its recommendations, but I would like to focus on unweaned animals and those in vulnerable
categories, such as pregnant animals and end-of-career animals.

As regards unweaned animals, I think it’s important to recognise, as the report does, that the
current minimum age for transporting calves is too low and that feeding unweaned animals
during truck journeys is not technically feasible. However, I don’t agree that innovative
solutions and new research are required to establish the transport needs of these animals: on the
contrary, we already know what these needs are and unweaned animals should be with their
mothers and not transported halfway across Europe just days after being born.

I therefore think it would be useful to include a call for the introduction of a ban on the transport
of unweaned animals, with very few exceptions, for example in the case of transport by farmers
of their own animals or for transhumance, also applying a clearer definition of unweaned for
the different species of animals.

We should also propose a ban on the transport of pregnant animals that are 40% of the way
through gestation, and consider similar measures for animals at the end of their life cycle, which
are not only more fragile than other animals but are more likely, due to the low value of their
meat, to be transported in conditions not meeting minimum animal welfare standards, and this
is obviously unacceptable.

I also have to mention the transport of live animals to third countries, where most of the most
serious violations take place, especially following recent tragedies that have strongly affected
public opinion. And so I think we need to be more courageous in calling for a ban on the export
of live animals to third countries by 2025, while also fully and immediately implementing the
current European Court of Justice ruling.

Finally, I also think that we need to emphasise more forcefully that our ultimate goal, not in the
long term but as soon as possible, is not to reduce suffering during the transport of live animals
but to reduce the transport of live animals altogether, replacing it entirely with the transport of
meat products, carcasses and genetic material.

1-024-0000

Marisa Matias (The Left). – I too want to start by thanking the rapporteurs for their work and
for the draft report and recommendations that they are presenting to us today. I also want to
reiterate what was said at the beginning of this meeting, which is that this is a very important
moment for the committee of inquiry. I of course realise the limitations of the committee’s
mandate and I clearly understand the difficulty for the rapporteurs in reconciling positions.
However, I believe that, bearing in mind the evidence we’ve heard over the months in this
committee of inquiry, we are under an obligation to draw conclusions and make
recommendations that are more in line with the content of the hearings that have been held.
We have received many reports from NGOs and citizens, and we have evidence from both the
missions that have already taken place and from the meetings of this committee and the
respective hearings that the reality is much worse than most of us had probably realised. We
therefore need to present a report and recommendations that go beyond what we already knew
before setting up the committee of inquiry. Only in this way can we justify the months of work
that, in my opinion, have been well spent.

As regards the positives in this report, I believe that recognising that the existing regulations
need to be reviewed and that the current legislation is insufficient in certain cases, or has not
even been implemented in many cases, is positive. I also regard as positive the call by the
rapporteurs for the minimum requirements for means of transport to be standardised, and I
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support the idea, in this context, of increasing the penalties, and in particular fines, when rules
are breached.

However, in my view, we need to go much further. The most negative aspect as far as I’m
concerned is undoubtedly the fact that the fundamental issue of transport times has not been
tackled. We also know that one of the main issues is the lack of checks in relation to measures
that are already laid down by law. However, recognising this lack of checks, as has been done,
is not sufficient, which is why we need to improve the legal provisions so that we can overcome
or even remove the existing limitations. In this respect, the issue of transport times is absolutely
key. We need to limit transport times as well as improve checks. One cannot replace or
eliminate the other. In other words, we don’t just need checks: we need to introduce measures
to limit transport times.

I also feel it’s not enough to recognise that we have a problem with transport to third countries.
We need to propose solutions. I also feel that we have to take account of the measures already
proposed by various countries to prohibit the export of live animals. This must be borne in
mind, and it must be the path that the European Union takes.

I also believe that we have to go further with the recommendations on setting up local abattoirs,
which is one of the aspects missing from the report. We also need to properly tackle the issues
around sea transport. We already know that sea transport conditions are disgraceful. My country
is one of the worst culprits in this respect. If there were still any doubts about this issue, the
recent events in the Suez Canal have shown what’s at stake, which is why we need to go further
in the report.

Therefore, in short, and to summarise the issues I’m trying to raise, I would say that we need to
go further in the report in order to increase checks beyond what is proposed by law, replace the
transport of live animals, limit the duration of transport, increase rest breaks during journeys,
and propose specific measures in key areas such as those I’ve mentioned, particularly local
abattoirs and sea transport. These issues are important because they’re an integral part of our
work in this committee, and they also clearly need to be included in our recommendations. I’m
convinced that we’ve taken a huge step forward by setting up this committee, and I also want
to believe that this work represents a key milestone in how we look at animal welfare in the
European Union, and is a positive way of ending the unbearable suffering of animals throughout
the European Union. I believe that this is the least we owe to our European citizens. Many
thanks.

1-025-0000

Maria Noichl (S&D). – I would like to begin, of course, by thanking the two rapporteurs for
the first draft, but I’d like to say for my own part that I too would be keen to be involved in
tweaking this and in helping to make this report even stronger. A committee of inquiry is not
set up for everyday actions. Here, as we say in Bavaria, the hut is on fire. We have an awful lot
of work to do. That’s the only reason we even have this committee of inquiry, and I think it
needs to be made clear that the structures are currently unsustainable, that people and NGOs
are quite rightly upset that there are pictures that are absolutely devastating and that, above all,
do not show the EU as a whole in a good light.

It must also be said that it has been noted, including in the many hearings – they were good
hearings and I’d like to thank everyone involved in them – it has been noted that there is a
business model of ‘animal suffering’ in Europe. These are harsh words, I know. But there is a
business model of doing business at the expense of animals. And I believe that, for me, this
committee of inquiry has brought this to the surface even more clearly. I was aware of it before,
of course, but it’s become even clearer now. It is a business model that is at the expense of the
animals.
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Allow me to briefly summarise again what this is about. For me, transport is a temporary animal
shelter. A shelter, a situation, a temporary situation for animals. But it is also a temporary
shelter. So how is it possible that there are space issues, space problems and overcrowding?
That would not be the case with any other animal shelter in the EU. For every other shelter we
have clear conditions relating to how much space each animal needs. What about the bedding?
What about the ventilation? What about the feed and water trough? What about the
temperature? What about calves, which have very special needs?

How is this possible? I would like to draw even more attention to this very significant question.
These issues are assessed so very differently for these temporary shelters than for the shelters
the animals are in habitually. As far as I’m concerned, this isn’t right. If there are animal welfare
standards for a normal animal shelter, for a shelter with walls, for livestock farming in the EU,
then those animal standards must also apply to transport. And, for that reason, I really want to
stress this point clearly: this is about basic needs. We are not talking about luxuries for animals
here, but about basic needs: how can I exist and live without pain, without dying before I leave
the means of transport?

And it’s also true that we know all this. So these are violations that are committed knowingly.
When too many animals are loaded on, this is done knowingly. When the standing space is not
high enough, this is done knowingly. When the drinking facility does not work, so little calves
can’t drink, this is done knowingly. There is no shortage of knowledge. There is only ignorance,
ignorance in so many places, not just in one area, and this ignorance is so galling that it leaves
you speechless. It is as though there are no laws and no directives.

A temporary animal shelter should never be confused with temporary rights, along the lines of
‘there are different rights’. No, we must make it clear that, when it comes to transport within
the EU, there is no legal uncertainty, no legal vacuum and no enforcement vacuum where there
are laws but they are not enforced. We absolutely must not do this. We must sharpen our very
clear view of this situation within the EU.

And then we must look outside the EU, to third countries. And there we simply have to say: we
can’t control this. We are already content with a lower standard of protection here. We seem to
be content with a lower level of protection here. We have no controls, no real ones, and no real
sanctions. The EU has no access. So the only thing we can do is put a stop to exports to third
countries! That’s perfectly clear to me. So if somewhere is not within my influence, then I can’t
transport animals there. And that’s all there is to it! This really is a very, very important point
for me.

I’d also like to pick up on two or three other points that, I believe, are missing from the report.
I’d like it all to be stronger, obviously; I think I’ve made that clear. I feel there are a number of
specific things missing, e.g. there is no mention whatsoever of the lying and deceiving when it
comes to animals for breeding. Claims are always made that animals are transported for
breeding. We have been transporting breeding animals to the far-flung reaches of Russia for 50
years now. But there is still no breeding going on. This is absolutely not about the creation of
new herds, but about wrongly declared animals that are actually intended for slaughter, but
because they are carried as breeding animals it is believed to be a good thing.

No, this is all lies and deception. These are wrongly declared animals that end up in the
slaughterhouse and are exported by us, supposedly for breeding, in the belief that we are
sending good genetics out into the world. No, these are animals for slaughter. I’d like to see the
report cover this area, too, which is really very important, so that people can see that even the
fundamentals are often wrong.
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Let me conclude by saying that there are five main points for me. For me, the report does not
address the ‘whether’ question enough. The report only really deals with the ‘how’ question:
How can we manage long-distance transport? For me, the question is ‘whether’ – i.e. do we
have to transport over such long distances? My answer is no! It is quite clear that we should not
exceed eight hours, or four hours for unweaned calves, for certain types of poultry and so on.
We need a clear policy on this. How is it that drivers have a maximum time but animals don’t?
Hence, eight hours.

In my opinion, we need a clear ban on transport to third countries, for both breeding animals
and animals intended for slaughter, because there are lies and deception at play here. Transport
by sea is even harder to control and even more perfidious. Some of the vessels used were not
even built to carry animals. This situation is even more perfidious: old, retired vessels,
previously used to transport other goods, are now re-purposed for animal transport. We cannot
guarantee anything at all there. Sending a veterinarian won’t help either. It just won’t.

I also want to say that we need to put an end to the business model of ‘cheap, cheap, cheap’
when it comes to animals. This business model is not a real business model at all because in
reality it goes against our EU values. In reality, it goes against good business. It is a discount
market that puts our own livestock producers under insane pressure. Serving this discount
market does not help the producers, the farmers, and it does not help the animals either. Let’s
switch to quality, to regional quality! That would be my goal.

And I’d like to thank everyone again who is involved in this. I know that the views on this
report range from here to here. It won’t be at all easy to find a middle ground. I believe that
what we need is to behave towards each other as MEPs with decency, recognising that some
people hold different views. But let’s ensure that fighting for animals is our top concerns; after
all, that is the job of this committee of inquiry. Thank you very much.

1-026-0000

Annika Bruna (ID). – Madam Chair, I must thank the rapporteurs for their draft, which has
the merit of highlighting the incorrect application of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005.

First, improved transport for animals is the shortest possible transport. The disappearance of
local abattoirs is the main reason for longer transport times. We must therefore redevelop the
local network of abattoirs. If necessary, mobile abattoirs can be used to expand the network.
We should also not forget that stress and suffering during transport are compounded by stress
and suffering in abattoirs. My proposals will therefore also cover slaughter conditions.

I wanted to raise the issue today of the protection of whistle-blowers. These courageous men
and women have been particularly valuable in proving abuse, both during the transport of live
animals and at abattoirs. It is thanks to their actions that the European Parliament set up a
committee of inquiry. It is also thanks to their actions and evidence that the Commission has
agreed to look at the issue.

I’m going to make some proposals on the issue of rest breaks, particularly during sea transport.
It’s quite clear that 80% of the unseaworthy cargo vessels chartered for the transport of animals
are ill-equipped to offer them good rest conditions. It’s therefore unrealistic to continue thinking
of the time spent at sea as rest time, as is the case under the current regulations.

The loading and unloading operations for both sea transport and road transport also need to be
taken into account. The time between the first animal being loaded and the last animal being
unloaded must be calculated.
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I will also be tabling amendments on key issues such as temperature and the transport of
unweaned animals, pregnant females and animals not covered by the current legislation.

Our committee has had the chance to study the cases of rabbits and poultry, but crustaceans and
fish also deserve our attention.

We must also tackle the issue of the maximum transport time for animals destined for fattening.
As we’ve seen, some European countries are now specialising in certain tasks. Some countries
are sending their calves or piglets for fattening in other countries, which is increasing long-
distance transport across our entire continent.

Another important aspect is our island and outermost regions. These regions need special
arrangements. We must encourage production and slaughter that are as local as possible and
that limit transport. This is a strategic necessity. Insularity often means that both sea transport
and land transport are required, which is why we must encourage local meat production and
develop local abattoirs in these regions. In small towns, mobile abattoirs could be particularly
useful for removing the need for sea and land transport.

Next, with regard to exports of live animals to third countries, this committee of inquiry has
amply demonstrated that the current situation is untenable, not to mention unacceptable. I will
therefore be tabling amendments to raise issues associated not only with transport per se, but
also whether importing countries are really capable of correctly treating the animals received.
Lastly, I also believe that the report should include calls for substitution strategies to replace
live animal exports with exports of meat and genetic material.

I will end by saying that no arguments can justify the unacceptable suffering of animals which
are, first and foremost, living beings.

1-027-0000

Martin Hojsík (Renew). – Thank you to the rapporteurs for the draft. Now, I believe that the
report covers all the issues that we should address to ensure animal welfare, even, I have to say,
I would use a stronger choice of words. I believe that in the 21st century we should really finally
stop barbaric transport of live animals over extremely long distances, and especially if the
conditions are not good and it’s not necessary, that makes it even more appealing.

Seeing that there are transports from Slovakia of cattle to Central Asia – road transport – it’s
something which from my point of view, is beyond understanding, beyond something of what
we need. Our work in this committee, clearly views that live animal transport should be, first
of all, as much as possible, replaced by the transport of carcasses and meat or semen when it
comes to the reproduction and breeding. This is where prevention should be the first step, how
to limit, not to talk about whether to improve the conditions a bit here, a bit there, but how to
prevent the transports whenever possible.

And also, we need to look closer and I think this is something where we should strengthen our
report, we should look closer at the underlying conditions in, for example, common agricultural
policy where the system we have is actually encouraging – that’s what I hear from Slovak
farmers – the system forces us to transport live animals for slaughter thousand kilometres to
Germany because it’s supporting centralisation of the slaughterhouses where it’s much harder
for us to slaughter animals locally because we see disappearing local and regional
slaughterhouses.

We need to ensure that the system is limiting the transports, not only by the breeders, but really
encouraging less transport in the first place. Now, I would like to also emphasise more
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responsibility of the responsible authorities and for the conditions of animal transport, because
it’s about enforcement, of course, as well.

Now, allow me a few comments on the separate part of the report to be practical. First, we have
to recognise that many of the problems with the animal transport are due to legal provisions
that are not adequate to welfare of the animals are being transported – meaning we need to
change the laws – but also the lack of political will of Member States to address the breaches
of the law. Because when there is no one to check, when there’s no one to police, you know,
it’s very motivating and very easy, especially if you save money on the suffering of the animals,
to break the law.

Regarding the enforcement of the Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, we have unfortunately observed
disregard of the Court of Justice of the EU ruling C-424/13. Violations are greatly facilitated
by weak enforcement measures by authorities and by too little quantitative as well as qualitative
controls. Sanctions are simply too weak and not dissuasive. When it comes to the authorisation
procedure for approval of means of transport, it’s unfortunate that road vehicles are being
routinely authorised to transport unweaned animals, even though they are not fulfilling the
legislative requirements of the watering system, for example, the open water sorts of drinkers.

And honestly, the journey times, against the experts’ opinion, the OIE EFSA and others agree
that animals should be transported as short as possible and when feasible, that transport should
be avoided. Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 unfortunately allows still for very long journeys.

Now, regarding the fitness for transport and animals with special needs. Unweaned animals
should not be transported, and it is not possible to give them the required care and feeding
during the transport. And by transport I don’t mean for a farmer to take them to pasture across
a couple of fields. I mean long-distance transport. These are unweaned animals. They are still
young and fragile. Can you imagine the conditions and the horror they have to go through? I
think this is something where, again, prevention is the best cure.

And also the animals with special needs, especially of old laying hens and milking cows, their
value, so to say, at the end of their production life is low. The meat doesn’t have much intrinsic
value for human consumption and, hence, there is much less regard for the conditions of their
transport to slaughter. So, I think this is something which we need very clearly to address and
we need to see also legislative changes here.

Regarding the transport to the third countries. Now, I have to say, I’m cautious here because,
yes, Switzerland is a third country, UK is a third country, Norway is a third country, it’s not
always transporting to Central Asia. So, we need a system which, on one hand helps us to
enforce the European legislation, our standards abroad, because we simply should make sure
that the way the animals are treated here when we export them, at least during the transport,
they are treated the same way.

So, I believe that the report should emphasise more strongly what the committee found with
regard to the transport of live animals to third countries outside of the EU, that it’s clear that
the judgment C-424/13 of the European Court of Justice, which I already mentioned, is being
ignored in its entirety. And that really should look at the system where, as a Union, we have a
white list of countries where we have guarantees and reports of checks and all the procedures
to ensure that the transports are done in an appropriate manner that is at least on the same level
as within the EU, if not ideally better. I would like to see that case more often.

I believe that we can work together on the improvements and I’m really looking forward to it.
Thank you.
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1-028-0000

Emma Wiesner (Renew). Madam Chair, we in the European Parliament now have the chance
to shine the spotlight on an extremely important question. We have the chance to get the whole
Union on track and actually do something to improve animal welfare in Europe. We have
legislation from 2005 that is there to protect our animals against unethical transport, but we see
again and again how Member States act in contravention of the Regulation and break our
common rules. Sixteen years: that’s how long the Regulation has been in existence, and yet we
see that the Member States are not on track. Sixteen years: that’s far too long.

It is systemic errors in the animal transport sector that result in the situations that we see in the
Mediterranean, where over 2 000 calves died just a couple of months ago, or at the Suez Canal
just a couple of weeks ago, when 200 000 calves got stuck in intolerable conditions. It is time
for we in the European Parliament to react, and we have a responsibility when the other
institutions of the EU don’t react. We can see how the European Commission is making this
issue a low priority, and we can actually ask ourselves why. Why have they reduced the number
of officials working on matters relating to animal welfare and animal transport? Why have they
refused to tackle these problems before now? Why have they not held the Member States that
break the law to account? And why is there not a Commissioner with explicit responsibility for
matters relating to animal welfare?

That is why the report that we are working on now is needed. I would like to emphasise the
importance of what we are dealing with in Parliament, because it is now that the real work
begins and we are the ones who can shine the spotlight on this question. The draft that we are
debating today is a very good starting point, but Europe can do much more and we need to be
much, much clearer. We must not only review why the 2005 Regulation is not being complied
with, but we must also plug the gaps in the Regulation and make it better.

Above all, I would like to highlight the fact that our current animal transport rules do not give
sufficient consideration to the animal’s age, species or condition. We have also seen this when
we reviewing the situation in the ANIT Committee and in our question-and-answer sessions
with experts. It has tremendous consequences, affecting not least the animals that are the most
vulnerable of all. We therefore need to stress that updated scientific recommendations are
needed. The Regulation and rules must be species-specific, particularly for weaning and
pregnant animals, but specific recommendations are also needed for end-of-life animals, i.e.
animals at the end of their ‘careers’.

We must review the maximum time limits for animal transport properly. We must put our foot
down about the maximum time limit for transport and limit the time to slaughter, not least for
weaning animals. We must have common definitions, as my colleague Mr Asger from Renew
mentioned earlier. We must define what has to go in the text in one and the same way. The
requirements for long-distance transport outside Europe must be tightened. Above all, and I
cannot emphasise it enough here, the countries that infringe the Regulation must face serious
consequences. We must have better follow-up, better opportunities for follow-up, better
implementation and serious consequences for the countries that have not implemented it.

Let’s not make the mistake of believing that the European Food Safety Authority is the only
body that can develop guidelines for animal welfare during transport. We have put our cards on
the table, we have the facts and we have science on our side. This has been demonstrated not
least by the ANIT Committee and the experts we have met. We have science on our side here,
and we in the European Parliament now have the opportunity to stand up for better animal
welfare in general and welfare during transport in particular. I hope that we’ll take that
opportunity. I’m looking forward to embarking on that work with you and to continuing our
work on this tremendously important report.
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1-029-0000

Aurélia Beigneux (ID). – Madam Chair, we urgently need to act now, all together, on this
serious issue of the transport of live animals. There’s no doubt that the situation in Europe is
concerning, but it’s actually alarming in third countries. Before talking about binding solutions
for Member States, we need to remember that the EU’s regulations on animal welfare are among
the strictest in the world. Our requirements at the EU borders must therefore be the same for all
exporting countries. So we cannot have a multitude of solutions: animal welfare must be a case
for protectionism at our borders. It’s also strange that so many MEPs on this committee vote
overwhelmingly for free trade treaties, when these are so prejudicial to animal welfare, as we
well know.

As regards the European continent, I would point out that the existing measures are regularly
breached, for example by exceeding the maximum temperature permitted in transport vehicles,
not sufficiently checking transport times or loading too many animals on vehicles.

However, the main problem remains the distances travelled. It is unacceptable to make animals
travel across continents in totally outrageous conditions. On this last point, I hope the committee
keeps in mind the drama surrounding the Evergreen vessel in the Suez Canal, which halted
global traffic and led to 130 000 poor sheep being stuck at sea. I also hope the committee keeps
in mind the tragedy involving the two Spanish vessels that were diverted multiple times, before
returning to Iberian soil. In that case too, the animals went through a terrible ordeal. Yet few
policy-makers seem concerned. Our committee must therefore take centre stage in Brussels on
these important subjects.

Another key point is that we absolutely must review the 2005 Regulation, which is out of date
and unsuited to the reality of our times. The law must take account of the fact that public opinion
on animal welfare has totally changed. Despite a few positive aspects, we must acknowledge
that the Regulation has not prevented the ‘cruel’ transport of live animals, and stills allows too
much room for manoeuvre on transport distances.

There is a parallel in France, as an animal statute was drawn up in 1999. After 15 years of
societal change, the new statute was approved in 2015 and now recognises that animals are
sentient living beings. We must therefore take inspiration from this. The committee of inquiry
has made its findings and must therefore now put forward practical proposals that can be
quickly applied. The amendments tabled must clearly reflect this intention by being proactive
and ambitious. Let’s ensure a maximum transport time that’s specific to the type of animal.
Let’s go further: let’s ensure that the animal is killed in the closest abattoir, and not in the
cheapest abattoir. This common sense approach will boost the circular economy and will go
further by creating a local system, which is the only system that can kill two birds with one
stone: reducing distances and satisfying our producers.

Furthermore, on the issue of abattoirs, I would underline the relevant and key point made by
my colleague Annika Bruna. Let’s not forget our citizens in the island and outermost regions,
and let’s therefore adapt the legislation to their geographical constraints.

Lastly, my attention was caught in particular by two points in your draft recommendations to
the Council and the Commission. These are points 23 and 38. Can you explain point 23 on
training that includes aspects of the transport process and the specific needs of animals? Have
you really thought about this point, which, in my view, is just as important as the other subjects
previously mentioned? Also, in terms of the obligation to have a veterinarian on board vessels
during journeys, what are the measures that you want to see?
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To conclude, let’s remember that animals will never be a simple consumer product. It’s entirely
possible to improve checks while ensuring that the professions involved can survive. Let’s start
a genuine dialogue with those professionals, rather than make decisions in our Brussels offices.

I will join my colleague Annika Bruna and all the MEPs in the ID Group in working on
amendments that I hope will command your attention. We are here for the common good of
animals, and I therefore hope that you will remember them during the votes on our amendments.

1-030-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Madam Chair, first of all, I would like to sincerely thank all of my
colleagues who have spoken today. We have heard contributions from the left and the right,
from those who want to suspend or stop the transport of live animals, and from others who want
this transport to continue, and of course, discussions of what it would mean to ensure non-
negotiable welfare standards, and we start, ladies and gentlemen, from that point.

We cannot negotiate the welfare standards required in the transport of animals. There must be
welfare standards, and we must have efficient means and mechanisms to ensure that they are
complied with throughout the entire duration of the journey, from loading to unloading.
Obviously, we must do everything in our power to ensure compliance with these standards in
the future, including in the recipient states, so that we can ensure that the animals do not suffer
in any way whatsoever.

On the other hand, of course, I do understand – well, not entirely, actually – those who say ‘no,
sir, we should stop transporting live animals’. I would ask them, please, before 6 September, to
go and talk to farmers – to their families, and their children who go to school, children who
depend on their farming life – to see what we can do about this issue, because it’s very easy for
us, from an office in Brussels or wherever we might be, to say that that’s it, we’re stopping it.
We’re stopping it, but these people live hand to mouth, day to day. They have to put food on
the table so then how can we, as MEP X or Y, tell them that that’s it, that we’re not carrying
out this activity any more? We can’t. We can, however, say yes, you can transport live animals,
but within the parameters and in line with the highest standards set by us, and if you don’t do
it, we will of course find mechanisms and formulas to sanction any non-compliance.

All in all, I would like to thank you for your contributions and, I’ll say it again very clearly, this
document will become a point of reference for the European Union and for states outside it.

1-031-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Thank you very much Tilly, and thank you very much for all the
contributions we heard this morning. I have taken very good note of all your concerns, your
comments on this ongoing work, and I’m sure that most of what you said will emerge during
the amendments period and the negotiations ahead.

I do hope, again, that the report and the recommendations are carefully read. I recall here that
the mandate was to investigate the alleged failure in applying several aspects that concern the
implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and that is what we have done. The draft
documents are the result of very hard work done on the basis of the instruments that we have
available, mainly the public hearings.

So, when I hear it said in this committee that this is basically a copy of the 2019 Parliament
resolution and even lagging behind it, quite frankly, that is false. I have not been spending days
away from my family, although I am at home with them, just to make a copy, and neither did
the assistants and all the people involved. So with all due respect, not all arguments can be
acceptable arguments just for the sake of a political position.
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Seneca was quoted here, and I would like to put the quote in reverse and say that neither wrong
ways should do the right thing. It’s a matter of respect for the colleagues’ work and I’m sure
that we will have this in our minds as we proceed with the negotiations.

So, again, thank you so much for all the comments and the very interesting interventions you
made this morning. And let’s do it. Let’s continue our work in pursuit of the best result for the
sake of animal welfare, having in mind all the points that have been said here today, also
regarding the social dimension of this particular phenomenon in the European Union. Thank
you very much.

1-032-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much, Isabel, for your conclusion, also completely in the time. Let
me just remind you, the deadline it was set for one of the speakers for the amendments is 5 July,
before the summer. Of course, this all needs to be translated, etc. So that’s why it is 5 July and
then the consideration of the amendments is 6 September and the vote in the committee will be
on 2 December. You know, probably, that the recommendations are also presented in the
plenary and then also being voted there, but the report only in the committee, just to remind you
of that.

My time is also over. I took a lot of notes. I must say they were very, very interesting exchanges
that we had this morning. Thanks a lot to the co-rapporteurs who did already good based work
on that. That’s completely true. We had very strong speeches this morning and let me say, it’s
not when you have strong emotions that that is not based on science and I think it’s very
important that we show commitment here because also the citizens want us to react on this
issue.

So I take a lot out of it and looking forward also to go on with all of you that we have these
exchanges now on the amendments. I think there was a lot of common points regarding the
assessment, the constat, I don’t find the word now in English, so that was made.

But on the solutions, there we have to probably negotiate and that’s why we are here and look
for more exchanges. And so thank you very much to all of you. This was a very, very
constructive and very interesting morning and a very important moment for millions of animals,
too. So thank you very much. Have a nice day. Take care and see you then.

The next meeting is in July. In July, we are going to see a lot of Member States coming. It’s 14
July from 9.00 our next ANIT committee. Have a nice day. Bon appétit. Bye bye.


