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Exchange of views with Dr Vidmantas Paulauskas,

Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania

1-002-0000

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

(The meeting opened at 9.06)
1-003-0000

Chair. – Good morning, everybody, again I hope you are all doing fine for these last sessions
that we have today and tomorrow.

The draft agenda can be adopted if there are no objections – I don’t see any, neither in the
room nor on the screens, so thank you very much, and then also the adoption of the minutes.
They are adopted if there are no objections – the meeting of 25 May, there was the meeting
of 31 May and then there was the meeting of 16 June – are there any remarks regarding the
minutes? Also there I see nobody in the room, nobody on the screens raising his or her hands
so that’s fine.

Welcome to this new ANIT meeting. As usual we will work in a mixed format with Members
either physically present in the meeting room or connected from their respective workplace.
This is an important meeting with several very interesting items on the agenda. We will have
an exchange of views with four chief veterinary officers, two from Lithuania and Italy this
morning, and two from Hungary and France tomorrow. This afternoon we will have the
pleasure of meeting Mr Jože Podgoršek, Slovenian Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Food
for an exchange of views on the priorities of the presidency, and tomorrow morning we will
have a hearing on experiences of strengthening and changing legislation within and outside of
Europe.

So let’s start directly. As for the previous meeting, let me remind you of the instructions for
an optimal functioning of this mixed meeting. Today we have interpretation in French,
German, Italian, Dutch, English, Estonian, Lithuanian, Slovakian, Slovenian and Romanian.
Additionally Portuguese I think, and Slovenian this afternoon.

Regarding Romanian, I just wanted to say you may speak in Romanian, but unfortunately you
have to listen to the answers in English. I am sorry about that. This slot in the interpretation is
missing but I think the most important thing is that you can ask your question in Romanian,
and also when talking to our coordinators Mr Buda and Ms Avram so that they know the
questions are very OK in Romanian.

Tomorrow we will have French, German, Italian, Dutch, English, Spanish and Portuguese,
Slovenian, Slovakian, passive Romanian as well as Hungarian in the first afternoon slot. Let me
remind you that interventions by telephone are only by audio connection and are not
interpreted so there you have to speak English, and as usual try to speak slowly and avoid
reading, or reading too quickly, your notes and the interpreters will really appreciate it. And
don’t forget the famous ‘speak’ button. And to the Members in the room, remember that
even if you speak, unless you have the privilege of the Chair, you have to wear your mask.

So let’s start, plenty of energy today, with an exchange of views with Dr Vidmantas Paulauskas,
Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. You will have the floor at the
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beginning for 15 minutes. I hope the connection is working fine. I give you the floor
Dr Paulauskas, and welcome to our ANIT meeting.
1-004-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. –
Members of the European Parliament, Lithuania is grateful for the initiative and strongly
supports the draft conclusions of the European Parliament on the need to take all possible
steps to improve animal welfare during transport and to reduce the negative impact on animal
health. We agree that it is appropriate to review the first Regulation of 2005 and to
supplement it in the light of the experience gained by the Member States, the shortcomings
identified and the conclusions of scientific opinions and studies. We believe that the draft
conclusions rightly emphasise the needs of animals of different species depending on age, size
and physical condition during transport or the different needs for feed and water are not fully
defined. Lithuania welcomes the Commission’s efforts to take care of animal welfare and
especially supports the initiative regarding the establishment of the EU Platform on Animal
Welfare and the activities carried out by that platform. We are pleased that the EU network
of veterinary experts is working so well and we receive much useful and valuable information
on a daily basis to ensure the welfare of animals during transport. Animal transportation is
one of the priority issues for Lithuania and every year we try to improve controls in this area.
More than a hundred thousand bovine animals, about 800 horses, about 130 thousand pigs
and about 2.8 million birds are exported from Lithuania to other European Union countries
and non-European Union countries every year. Some animals are transported over short
distances, but a significant proportion travel over long distances and about a quarter of the
animals exported go to non-EU countries. A large proportion of pure-bred dairy cattle bred in
Lithuania is exported to non-European Union countries. Lithuania has developed and applies
a system of sanctions for identified animal welfare violations during transportation, which
includes restrictions, suspensions, prohibitions and revocations of business operators, and the
imposition of administrative penalties. In the event of cruelty to animals, the Criminal Code
and the immediate confiscation of animals apply. In order to tighten sanctions, the levels of
administrative penalties in Lithuania have been reviewed this year, and those levels have
increased significantly. At present, a fine of up to EUR 4 000 can be imposed and some very
lenient administrative measures, such as a warning, have been waived. In order to strengthen
state control, the structure of the State Food and Veterinary Service was changed, additional
inspectors responsible for animal welfare control were hired, and a system for verifying the
state control system was introduced. Lithuania faces various challenges in implementing
Animal Welfare Control during transportation. I would highlight one of these challenges: the
difficulty of carrying out real-time monitoring, for the transport of animals both within and
outside the European Union. During the summer heat, the inspectors from the State Food and
Veterinary Service carefully assess the weather forecasts for the planned route. If there is any
risk that the critical temperature limits laid down in the first Regulation might be reached
during transit, no authorisation is granted for such transportations and no documents are
issued. The transport of animals at night is encouraged, as it allows high ambient temperatures
to be avoided, but we believe that clear rules are needed in this regard for animal transporters.
When it comes to improving controls of transporters, we need a single GPS system for all
transporters to be followed in real time and used by the competent authorities to monitor
animals in transit. At the moment, vehicles have this type of equipment for their own needs,
but it isn’t available to the competent services or our own service; for example, we can’t
monitor a consignment of animals transported from Lithuania by another EU carrier. Ensuring
animal control outside the European Union is another complex issue and challenge. Accurate
information on resting places in non-EU countries to which consignments of animals are sent
or transited isn't always available. I would also point out that when exporting animals to
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countries outside the European Union, we face the problem of a lack of reliable infrastructure
for approved and controlled staging points. It is not possible to quickly solve the problems that
arise during travel planning, or to coordinate and make immediate decisions in the event of
unforeseen circumstances during a trip. In turn, when planning transit from Lithuania to other
non-EU countries, Lithuania’s competent authority carefully evaluates the planned route, and
performs strict control of the completed trips in terms of the travel and rest regime, and
temperature and temperature control. We require carriers to provide official confirmation
prior to travel that the staging points en route are capable of accommodating the animals
transported in the consignment for a rest period of 24 hours and ensuring that the rested
animals are sufficiently fed and watered. Communication with other competent authorities of
non-EU countries (countries of transit and destination) is complicated or non-existent. In order
to ensure the welfare of animals during transport through the relevant non-EU countries,
Lithuania tries to actively communicate with the competent services of those countries, but
does not always receive feedback. This is a good example of where the scope of activities of
the EU Platform on Animal Welfare could be extended to countries outside the European
Union. The next problem is related to regulation. We lack clear regulations when animals
travel by land and then continue their journey by sea. The operators and carriers submit to
the competent authorities a route plan for the planned trip until they reach the ship, but the
part of the voyage by ship is not regulated; it is not clear. Another challenge is the long-
distance transport of unweaned calves due to their nutritional and physiological
characteristics. Travel causes more stress in young animals. Animals reared by different
farming methods adapt to self-feeding at different times. Feeding and watering animals
creates additional conditions for the technical solutions of vehicles, so reviewing the age of
animals being transported is a relevant issue. The suggestions of Lithuanian experts or the
need for additional legal regulation would be as follows: develop and validate a unified GPS
system for the continuous control of transported animals, which is available to the competent
services of the countries in order to be able to track journeys in real time for control purposes;
in order to ensure the implementation of welfare requirements in non-European territories,
look for ways to promote the development of a formal communication system for contact
persons; in order to ensure the implementation of animal welfare requirements in non-EU
territories, look for ways to promote the expansion of the network of animal resting places,
adjust the control requirements for the transport of animals by ships, and determine the age
of transported bovine animals, taking into account the latest research data. Once again, we
agree that it is appropriate to review and update the provisions of the 2005 Regulation,
especially with regard to long journeys for animals, and we are ready to play an active role in
the expert work.
1-005-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for this presentation and also for tackling a lot of problems that
we are also analysing and indeed that we did analyse already, and thank you very much for
this very direct and complete presentation. I now give the floor to the coordinators. First they
have three minutes and I start with Mr Buda from the EPP, who is in the room. Mr Buda, you
have the floor for three minutes.
1-006-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). - Madam Chair, I wish to thank the previous speaker, who highlighted a
number of issues relating to live animal transport and what it entails. I also wish to thank him
for his suggestions. These are serious matters which, in my opinion, can be implemented
without too many difficulties by the Member States, if the will and determination is there.

I would like to ask some questions about transporters in Lithuania. These should be of interest
because we are here to get an overview of good practices. Given the large volumes of animals
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transported, did they or do they have systems and mechanisms in place to support live animal
transporters in improving transport capacity, for example purchasing vehicles, and fitting
them with ventilation and feeding systems? Has the Lithuanian state supported them in any
form?

That’s my first observation. On the other hand, he mentioned that access to these vehicles’
GPS systems is important so that the state can make sure that live animal transporters are
complying with these conditions and, if not, to apply penalties. Indeed, I would propose
eliminating warnings altogether and imposing penalties for such breaches. Is there a
monitoring system in place? As far as I was aware, the authorities do not have access to the
GPS systems. Can they change the relevant legislation so that they can ask for or require access
to the companies’ GPS? He is a public official so he is well placed to explain why this has not
been done to date, or, if it has been done, what were the obstacles involved.

It would also be a good idea to look into amending Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 to provide for
the monitoring of GPS systems in live animal transport vehicles, both at loading and unloading.

In addition, given that they trade with countries outside the European Union, have they
discussed animal welfare standards with the authorities of those countries importing the
animals? And if so, what was the outcome of those discussions? I would be interested, for
example, to see to what extent we could make certain livestock exports to third countries
conditional on compliance with animal welfare standards, which is why I'm wondering if there
have been any discussions on this to date.

There is another matter of interest to the various experts, as well as some scientists and
stakeholders, and that is raising the age of young animals destined for transport, especially
young cattle. Has he discussed this with Lithuanian farmers, i.e. keeping young livestock on
the farm until fully weaned.

Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen, distinguished speakers, when we in Brussels talk about
making a decision, through our governments, of course, we must ensure that farmers have
the capacity to retain and keep young cattle on their farms for longer. This requires milking
systems, temperature regulating systems for when calves are born in winter and other
resources.

My view is that, if we raise this matter with the farmers – in other words, keeping calves at
farms for an extra 2-3 more weeks, which is what the experts advise – we must ensure that
they have the time and ability to obtain the necessary milking equipment. Decisions in this
regard must take into account the progression of the young calves’ lives, from delivery to
leaving the farm. In this early period, the calf is a living, breathing being that must be given
food, milk and water, and we must ensure that farmers own the appropriate equipment to
comply with the requirements once we decide to implement them. Thank you, Madam Chair.
1-007-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. – Thank
you, Chair, and thank you, Mr Buda, for the practical questions. These are really good practical
questions. I will start with the GPS system and access to it. Looking at the first Regulation, we
could say that there is in fact the legal possibility for compulsory connection in real time to be
enshrined in law. The relevant points of this Regulation need to be clarified. That’s one aspect.
Another aspect is that perhaps it would be possible in practice, say, to try to connect to that
carrier’s information system. The inspector should then go to the office of that carrier and
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carry out the monitoring from that office. Problems arise when the carrier is not Lithuanian –
i.e. a non-Lithuanian-based carrier – but is, say, a carrier from another EU country, such as
Poland, Latvia or Estonia. Then technically our inspectors do not have any options and it is not
practical to go to that country and then try to connect to the system. The access should in fact
be provided. That’s why our proposal is to create a single system at European level, where
each carrier would have to connect with its own transport and then each control authority
could monitor it freely and in real time. I want to mention the TRACES system as an example,
and, for example, the movement of animals being certified through the TRACES system, a
European system. Perhaps a module could be added on the basis of the TRACES system to
monitor the transport of animals in real time, and this should obviously be provided for and
validated during the potential revision of the first Regulation.

Cooperation with the competent services of other non-EU countries is a rather complex issue.
In Lithuania, for example, we have send some of our cattle exports to Israel. We have contacts
with the Israeli Veterinary Service and receive information from it, e.g. that the animals have
arrived safely or arrived with some sort of problem. Well, that is indeed good practice, but
contacts with the competent services of the former Soviet countries are much more
complicated. On our initiative, we contacted Belarus, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan and other
countries in the east with a proposal to send us an official list of approved rest areas. That
initiative fell to the wayside, without any feedback. We want to emphasise that such a
systematic approach is needed for good and fair trade, for the transport of animals to the
countries outside the European Union, and perhaps, from a trade perspective, the European
Commission could exert some influence to create the infrastructure, the official infrastructure.
We should not have to log in through various systems and look on Google Maps, for example,
to see whether or not there are barns in certain places and whether the carrier is really telling
the truth.

Regarding the age of the animal, yes, we see that there is a problem in that regard. We have
talked to a lot of carriers and they, too, realise that this is a problem. That’s why we say that
every farmer, whether a small farmer with a certain type of farming system or a large farmer
with a different farming system on large farms, has different levels of animal development
and the ability to self-feed is different. Therefore, let’s say that perhaps an additional scientific
assessment and, perhaps, an increase in age is required, so that animals can be transported
at an older age, when they can feed on their own without any problems, would be the right
move.

Support for farmers is another issue. For obvious reasons, I can’t speak for the Ministry of
Agriculture. There is currently no support mechanism for farmers to keep calves longer. A
farmer breeding specific dairy cattle, who has a dairy farm where a bull calf is born, seeks to
sell that bull calf as soon as possible, because his activity is a little different as it is a dairy farm.
Additional costs are required to feed the animal so he aims to sell it as soon as possible and
focus on his core business. I cannot answer specifically about support but, as mentioned
earlier, the carriers do understand and agree that the age should be reviewed. There was also
a question about support for animal transporters. At the moment, to the best of my
knowledge, there is no such support in Lithuania for purchasing newer resources. I hope I have
answered your questions. Thank you.
1-008-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Mr Paulauskas, thank you very much for your presence this morning
and for accepting the invitation of the ANIT Committee. I think you gave us some very
interesting ideas regarding how we could improve live animal transport. Still, there is one
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shortcoming of the sector that remains unsolved, and this is the lack of technical expertise of
the official veterinarians inspecting the vessels before loading, like checking the water pumps
or the ventilation and the drainage system.

I know most of the Lithuanian consignments either leave the EU by road or from ports from
other Member States. Even so, I would like to hear from you: how do you think this could be
addressed in order to make sure all the technical requirements of a vessel are fully complied
with before the sea journey starts?

Secondly, since most of the Lithuanian consignments leave the EU by road to countries like
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Russia or Belarus, how did the Lithuanian Food and
Veterinary Service make sure the routes are the shortest ones and that along those routes
there are resting points respecting the requirements of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005?

And lastly, not necessarily linked to the Lithuanian reality, how do you see the mandatory
presence on board of a vessel of veterinarians along the sea journey as a possibility to address
in real time health and welfare issues during these transport? Thank you in advance for your
answers and thank you again for your presence.
1-009-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Mr Paulauskas, thank you for your presentation. I have to say
that it would have been easier to prepare for this exchange of views with yourself if the
Lithuanian Government had responded to the written questionnaire sent by our committee.
Only 8 countries out of 27 responded, which is rather disrespectful of Parliament’s
prerogatives.

In your presentation, you talked about penalties and said that warnings had been scrapped.

A report published by the Commission on the situation in 2018 notes that Lithuania imposed
just three penalties in one year, which is very few, to my mind. How is that possible?

I would also like to know how many Lithuanian police officers have received training in
inspecting animal transport lorries? You said just now that more inspectors are needed. How
many veterinarians are authorised to carry out inspections? What’s the percentage of lorries
that are checked?

Also, bearing in mind that Lithuania forms one of the EU’s external borders, Article 21 of
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 states that ‘where animals are presented at exit points or border
inspection posts, official veterinarians of the Member States shall check that the animals are
transported in compliance with this Regulation’. What is Lithuania doing to ensure that all
animal transports leaving the EU through Lithuania comply with the regulations? Are there
facilities at border posts so that animals can be unloaded and watered if there are any
problems? And have you changed your procedures since the Court of Justice judgment
clarifying that Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 applies throughout the journey, even outside the
European Union?
1-010-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. – Thank
you for the questions. I will try to answer briefly and clearly regarding the technical capacity
of inspectors when loading the ships. In Lithuania inspectors do not apply this practice because
our animals travel to other EU countries, to the seaports of those countries, where they are
loaded on ships. We then expect the inspectors from the competent service of the relevant
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EU country to carry out the inspection. The only case when a ship suitable for animal
transportation was available in Lithuania was about 15 years ago and, of course, we cannot
form good practice based on that single case. That’s why we trust and hope that the relevant
veterinary services of the relevant European country can ensure proper loading and
assessment of the ship itself. Of course, I’d point out that the technical requirements for ships
are not actually laid down in European law, and I believe that this would be one of the most
important aspects of improving animal welfare during sea transport, in other words, setting
such technical parameters for ships.

How can we ensure, for example, that animals are transported over the shortest distance?
Obviously, transporters, carriers, ask us to issue veterinary certificates. And, of course, carriers
produce the necessary documents: a transport plan, i.e. a journey plan that includes
scheduled stops. Then we have a two-tier inspection system, that is, a local inspector who
evaluates the route and checks whether it is really the shortest route and that stops are
possible. As I mentioned in my speech, those checkpoints are verified via Google Maps, to see
whether there are actually barns available and, as an option, we have a competent person in
the central office, who randomly selects some of the documents submitted and checks
whether it is indeed the shortest route, etc. We, especially with Lithuanian carriers and in
particular when they are travelling to countries outside the European Union, ask for footage
or at least photos showing that the cattle are unloaded at staging places. So, as you can see,
the request for footage or photos intended for non-EU country transits does not raise issues
with our national carriers, but it is practically impossible to achieve if it is a carrier from
another EU country. We can’t implement that.

And, of course, we would very much welcome the presence of an official inspector on board
ships approved to transport animals. I think that would definitely be the right solution. It
would make a significant contribution to animal welfare, especially if the ship is flying the flag
of a third country.

Regarding the remarks and questions by Ms Roose, yes, we used to have sanctions such as
warnings, but I also mentioned that this year, being a supervisory service, we initiated and
tabled amendments to our Code of Administrative Offences to remove such warnings. This
law, which does away with warnings and significantly increases fines, has only recently been
amended and passed.

Regarding Lithuanian police officers, do Lithuanian police receive information on how to check
cattle, other transport and the like? In response to this question, I would say that we don’t
have a practice whereby police officers are obliged to carry out checks. Together with the
police, we organise actions where, for example, the veterinary inspectors in the relevant
departments or areas organise and carry out roadside monitoring and where the police have
the right to stop a vehicle, while our inspectors have the right to carry out an inspection. We
choose periods that are more critical, e.g. during the current heat wave. That’s when our
inspectors are on duty. Or during a cold period. We have also implemented an active system:
if a police officer stops and sees that the transport of animals is obviously being carried out in
a completely improper manner, he has the contact numbers of the relevant officials of our
department who can be reached 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. The official then has to present
himself within an hour and perform the appropriate checks. I do not have the specific number
of truck inspections – I did not prepare that information – but we could provide it to you later.
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Regarding the border crossing points, I would like to say that we do have such exits in
Lithuania, being a border country. At border crossing points, we have border veterinary posts
equipped with the appropriate infrastructure. We can unload the animals when we have
questions. We can keep the animals, etc. and we perform such inspections accordingly. I
should point out that our experience with the movement of animals, for example, is that we
have border posts because we have this special situation. Let’s take as an example Kaliningrad,
an enclave of the Russian Federation in Lithuania. Quite a lot of cattle transits through
Lithuania. We perform checks for animal welfare aspects at both the entry and the exit posts.
If we see that vehicles have a malfunctioning active ventilation system, are too full, etc., we
simply do not let them into the country, and they have to go back and reload.

Regarding the European Court of Justice ruling, yes, we are aware of the ruling and we make
every effort to implement it. How do we manage this? As I said, by ensuring that animals are
transported throughout the journey outside the European Union. This, of course, is not an
easy task, but we are in contact with the competent national services. There are also
exchanges of information and I would mention Israel as an example of good practice in this
regard. Also, when planning a trip, we pay special attention, and examine and evaluate
whether a stop is actually possible. We have also received an official network of rest areas
approved by the Russian Federal Service for Veterinary and Phytosanitary Supervision. Then,
when assessing the proposed itinerary, our inspectors check to ensure that our cargo, the
cattle we are transporting, stops at these approved locations and, of course, we try to obtain
the necessary document and footage, although this is still an area in which certain practical
aspects could be improved. Thank you.
1-011-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – Thank you very much, Mr Paulauskas, for being with us today and
willing to answer some questions here.

My colleagues have already asked several of the questions I was thinking about so I would like
to put the question: how large are your exports of animal products to Russia, including live
animals? I would also like to hear what you think of the draft opinion made by the Committee.
Do you see anything that we missed out? It would be nice to hear from you, being in the
business, so to speak, what you think about it.

You also mentioned travel data from GPS. I find that also very interesting. I myself had an old
profession as a truck driver for 30 years before becoming an MEP. I know, for example, that
when we are talking about cooling transport and freezing transport, then you have a log
system. So when you arrive at the destination with the recipient of the goods, the first thing
they do is to check what we call the cool chain or the freeze chain to see that the temperature
has been correct during the whole of the transport. That would be just as easy to install in
animal transport trucks to keep track and a record of the temperature. It’s also much easier
then to guarantee transport with, I would say, normal temperature conditions and, as you
said, much of the transport should be recommended to be transported during night time. But
the question regarding the travel data from a GPS system is: would you then like to enforce it
not only in the EU Member States, but also from third countries? Thank you very much.
1-012-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. – Thank
you for the questions. Peter Lundgren has mentioned a number of practical aspects.

As far as GPS systems are concerned, I would like to point out that currently, after completion
of a trip, the records are provided to the competent service, including the recorded
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temperature data from each vehicle. Our inspectors then assess whether or not, say, the
temperature at a specific stage of the trip exceeded the limits laid down in the Regulation. The
problem we see, perhaps, is that each carrier uses different time intervals. In some cases we
might get the temperature for a few hours from that stretch, and in other cases, we receive
the temperature measured and recorded at hourly intervals. It is not always possible to
accurately assess whether such critical limits have been exceeded or not. This, in our view,
should be clarified perhaps in the first Regulation. The time interval needs to be set, i.e. how
often the temperature should be recorded, whether the continuous curve should be plotted
to the minute or, perhaps, every 15 minutes. Well, maybe from a practical point of view, every
15-30 minutes. This legal provision would, of course, be very useful, because – as I said – some
send their records at intervals of a few hours, others every hour and others in some other
way… This non-uniform presentation of information does not allow for a proper assessment.

As far as GPS is concerned, if it concerns the transit of animals bred in an EU country, no matter
where they are being transported, access to the GPS connection should be provided even
when travelling outside the European Union.

Regarding exports to Russia, to be honest, I did not quite understand that question, or I've
simply missed that point in Parliament’s draft conclusions on Russia. If that question could
be clarified, I would most certainly try to answer it. Thank you.
1-013-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – What I was asking was: how large is your export of animal products
to Russia, including live animals?
1-014-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. – Thank
you for clarifying the question. Yes, we export to Russia… Well, to be frank, Lithuania cannot
export to Russia at the moment simply because the Russian veterinary services have imposed
restrictions on exports. As I mentioned in my speech, we export about a quarter of our 100 000
animals to other countries in the European Union. Russia makes up a very small part, a very
small one, because our main markets are Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and Tajikistan.
And, of course, Georgia. So exports to Russia account for maybe up to 1 000 head of cattle,
certainly no more than that. I hope this answers the question. Thank you.
1-015-0000

Juozas Olekas (S&D). – Thank you, Chair, and thank you, Mr Paulauskas, for a really good,
interesting and very informative presentation. Thank you for what you do to protect animal
welfare. You have already answered some of the questions I wanted to ask, but I want to ask
you something, because due to the problems that arise with animal welfare, we MEPs are
considering a last resort such as banning the transport of live cattle and allowing only breeding
material or carcass meat. Do you think that under the current conditions your service is ready
to ensure, say, tracking with the help of GPS and other means? Should those extreme decisions
really be made? Thank you for your answers.
1-016-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. – Thank
you, Mr Olekas, for your question. That is a difficult but important question. Many aspects
need to be considered when adopting a ban on the long-distance transport of cattle. Perhaps
one of the important aspects is the breeding work itself, the improvement of varieties, the
improvement of productivity and the quality aspect. Yes, of course, one might think that
transporting semen or embryos by plane or other means of transport can solve this issue, but
that wouldn't be entirely true, because the sperm and embryos need to be placed in a
container and then in the appropriate animal. If we are unable to deliver an animal of the
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relevant breed, then perhaps we might face a problem such as improving breeds. We think
we need to look at it very carefully. This is also an important issue for Lithuanian farmers.
Why? Because it may potentially limit the sources of income that affect the dairy sector or
meat production, which are now expanding significantly in Lithuania. Moreover, if we do not
have the opportunity to bring in cattle from France, Spain or Italy, we could potentially limit
significantly the competitiveness of farmers, which means, of course, that the incomes of
farmers will suffer, too. The socio-economic aspect also needs to be assessed. The supply of
local raw materials is still important, i.e. the local cultivation traditions, local farming methods
and the products obtained. If there is no opportunity to improve and enhance breeds and
bring in animals, there will undoubtedly be a socio-economic impact. That affects all of us.
1-017-0000

Anna Deparnay-Grunenberg (Verts/ALE). – Good morning, Tilly. Thank you for being here to
answer our questions, Mr Paulauskas; it has been really interesting. On this Committee of
Inquiry on the Protection of Animals during Transport, we have seen that the current
legislation on animal transport in Europe is poorly implemented and enforced. We know that
the reasons for this are varied and complex. However, one of the recurring problems is the
quality of the controls and of the approvals granted.

You have now told us what it is you are doing and how you are dealing with this; thank you
for that. We received a report from a coalition of Lithuanian NGOs that accused the Lithuanian
Food and Veterinary Service of institutional incompetence and of having incapable inspectors.
Not our words, by the way, we are simply repeating them. We were really concerned about
finally seeing the images.

And we’ve seen an investigation by the Animal Welfare Foundation into transport between
Lithuania and Israel. This investigation from 2019 produced very clear evidence of the severe
suffering of animals on these long-distance journeys. We genuinely saw animals trampling on
each other in hot weather. Some were completely exhausted, totally unable to move any
more, and some animals were locked up inside a lorry for as much as 29 hours, in
temperatures above 30 °C. And the youngest calf was barely more than two months old. It
may be an isolated case, but we see that the competent Lithuanian authorities approved it
and it should never have happened.

So my questions are as follows: how do you plan to ensure that such violations do not happen
again? What measures can your government take or is it willing to take to improve the quality
of the controls? Can you say for sure what funds you have for training staff within your
administration to enforce Regulation (EC) No 1/2005?

And a provocative question too, perhaps: is there not a lot of public pressure in Lithuania when
images like these are shown on your television? Is it not the case that the EU and the Member
States – and perhaps Lithuania too – always push the buck back and forth and say that we
could do better if better laws came from the EU?

We say that the controls are not working locally! So we just see the unending suffering of
animals and we really want to understand how great the pressure is there. Or is it the case
that, with the current system, the pressure on farmers to make a living partly by accepting the
suffering of animals is simply too great still for the Lithuanian Government to be able to act?

Those would be my questions. Thank you.
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1-018-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. – Thank
you for the questions. Perhaps I will start with the last observation. The public closely monitors
animal welfare procedures, and there is considerable pressure on both the government and
the State Food and Veterinary Service. I want to point out that no one is trying to redirect that
pressure or the consequences away from us by assuming that Europe is unregulated or that
the European Commission hasn’t done something, and so on. Our institutions are being
blamed accordingly, for example, because they may have missed something, and so on and so
on. That’s the pressure we are feeling when it comes to the animal welfare sector, in a
horizontal sense. It is an additional incentive for us to make those rapid and urgent changes
so that such things do not happen and animal welfare is fully guaranteed. In brief: yes, society
is active, the public attention is constant and the pressure is thus strongly felt.

What about the efficiency of compliance? We certainly receive the observations on
consignments, etc. We used to receive, and continue to receive, and in the case you
mentioned, we have received them from the Israeli Veterinary Service stating concrete
established facts. As a result, we are paying extra attention particularly to those carriers that
organise long-distance transits. I mentioned this previously. Once again, I should point out
that we have put in place an auxiliary verification system where, in addition to the fact that
the itinerary is being inspected by a local state veterinary inspector, for example it is also
reviewed by a designated person at central level. We can see that the introduction of this
double-checking system has given this control a boost, and we hope that we will no longer
receive such reports and such observations in relation to the incompetent certification of our
inspectors.

Indeed, we have training programmes for our inspectors. At least one training course on
animal transport control is organised each year. In addition to our local speakers, we try to
bring in European experts, and so far we are succeeding. More recently, we organised training
with the participation of a guest lecturer, one of the best European experts, Dr Rabitsch from
Austria. He used to work for a competent Austrian service and is now a public expert. He kindly
agreed to come and give the appropriate training to our inspectors. In addition to internal
training, we are also inviting European experts, which has been emphasised in the
organisation of roadside checks, and we will continue to do this. The BTSF training platform
provided by the European Commission is also used and it includes topics related to animal
welfare. We send off our experts and when they return they are required to run an additional
national training course to pass on what they have learned to our inspectors. Going back to
the double certification system, I would emphasise that continuous communication with the
designated officials at the centre when assessing the itinerary – the practical aspects – does
yield good results. In addition to the training I mentioned, there is annual national training
plus the BTSF training organised by the European Commission; I hope, indeed I am sure, that
this training improves the competence of our inspectors. And, as I mentioned, we are bringing
in new staff to strengthen welfare controls.

Perhaps another small observation would be that in Lithuania we have a training system for
transporters as well. That training system is provided precisely at the Veterinary Academy of
the Lithuanian University of Health Sciences, where academic lecturers teach transporters to
ensure appropriate animal transport. I hope this answers your questions.
1-019-0000

Chair. – Unfortunately, we are not reaching Ms Isabel Carvalhais right now and we do not have
any other hands raised. So, if there is anything you want to add, Mr Paulauskas, please feel
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free to do so. Otherwise, we will close the discussion on Lithuania, but I first give the floor to
Mr Paulauskas. Maybe he wants to add something.
1-020-0000

Vidmantas Paulauskas, Deputy Director, State Food and Veterinary Service, Lithuania. – We
really want to thank the European Parliament for the initiative. I think this is a correct step
and it is clear that the old Regulation is good, but there are still areas that requires
improvements and innovations, which could genuinely raise the level of animal welfare during
transport to the next level. Once again, thank you to everyone for the excellent practical
questions. I wish you all every success in your work. Thank you once again.
1-021-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much, Mr Paulauskas. He is the Deputy Director of the State Food and
Veterinary Service of Lithuania. Thank you very much for your time.

I think you have been very honest and direct, also focusing on problems that you see and
asking for changes. You ask for better GPS and a more harmonised system on the GPS. You
want to have more contact and communication networks with countries outside the EU. We
need – and you said this too – stronger regulation and clear regulation, also regarding
transport at sea. You also ask for adaptations regarding the age of the animal being
transported.

You mentioned, from your perspective, a lot of issues that we have also been discussing in the
ANIT Committee. It was also very important that you gave us some numbers regarding
Lithuania and a lot of interesting input. A lot of other questions were raised and of course the
more information we get, the more issues we need to discuss and to tackle. So thank you for
your time and for your presentation.

I would suggest now that we take a nine-minute pause and then we go on to Italy. So be back
in the room at 10.30. You may take some coffee. That’s what I’m going to do. So see you in
nine minutes. Thank you very much.

(The meeting was suspended for a few minutes)
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Exchange of views with Dr Pierdavide Lecchini,

Director-General, Animal Health and Veterinary Medicines Directorate,

Chief Veterinary Officer, Italy

1-022-0000

(The meeting resumed at 10.31)

Chair. – Welcome back, everybody. We start our second presentation for this morning with
Italy, and there I will give the floor to Dr Pierdavide Lecchini. He is Director-General of the
Animal Health and Veterinary Medicines Directorate and Chief Veterinary Officer from Italy.
He will have the floor for 15 minutes.
1-023-0000

Pierdavide Lecchini, Director-General, Animal Health and Veterinary Medicines Directorate,
Italy. – Chair, thank you for this invitation and for the interest expressed by the ANIT
Committee of the European Parliament in protection of and respect for animal welfare during
transport in Italy.

First of all, I’d like to point out that in Italy the competent authority for protection of animal
welfare during transport is the Ministry of Health, not the Ministry of Agriculture as is the case
in many Member States. Checks on animal welfare during transport are carried out by the
local veterinary services of the Uffici Veterinari per gli Adempimenti degli obblighi Comunitari
(Veterinary Offices for Compliance with Community Obligations - UVAC), in other words the
regional coordination offices supervising and monitoring intra-EU trade in products of animal
origin and live animals, as well as by the police.

Control activities are therefore administratively decentralised. The Ministry of Health is the
competent central coordinating authority and as such plays an important role in deciding
policies for controls to implemented within the territory: collecting and aggregating territorial
data to determine necessary controls based on risk assessment; reporting to the European
Commission on activities carried out; overseeing training and refresher courses for issuing
certificates of competence to drivers and attendants, under Article 17 of Regulation (EC) No
1/2005; and providing training for veterinary trainers.

The Ministry of Health can also use a number of instruments to carry out this type of activity:
the first is the annually updated Piano nazionale benessere animale (National Animal Welfare
Plan), under which the competent authority carries out non-discriminatory inspections on
animals, means of transport and accompanying documents, on an appropriate percentage of
animals transported annually. It therefore establishes the frequency of checks.

The National Animal Welfare Plan also coordinates other activities relating not just to animal
welfare during transport but also to animal welfare on the farm, during slaughter and in any
other situations involving animals, based on appropriate risk assessment. The plan therefore
establishes risk criteria and minimum control rates.

It also identifies the main traffic routes that have a high percentage of past breaches and deals
with reports of breaches from other Member States, therefore also deciding how to manage
such reports. It lays down procedures for intervening in critical climatic situations and for
transporting unweaned animals over long distances. And it establishes how often controls
should be carried out during long journeys, in other words those lasting more than 8 hours,
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checking at least 10% of vehicles headed for the slaughterhouse or 5% of consignments of
animals arriving at control posts, as well as during short journeys of less than 8 hours, where
at least 2% of consignments of animals are checked.

Procedures are obviously established under the plan for checking accompanying documents
and the fitness of animals for transport, therefore also laying down requirements for
determining animal fitness for transport and for declaring means of transport fit for the
purpose for which they were manufactured.

Joint controls: these controls have been carried out in Italy for many years. A memorandum
of understanding was signed in 2011 between the Ministry of Health and the Ministry of the
Interior to strengthen legality checks in the international animal transport sector, in other
words, between those effectively carrying out the controls from a technical point of view and
the Traffic Police, who check the means of transport and who have jurisdictional police power,
also where control of animal welfare during transport is concerned.

Checks have therefore been carried out regularly since 2011 on the main traffic routes crossing
the Italian border and within the state, with joint intervention teams involving police bodies
and veterinarians from the local health authorities, and in some cases also the UVAC regional
coordination offices, as already mentioned. Controls based on the National Animal Welfare
Plan continued throughout 2020.

I’d now like to provide some figures to illustrate the extent of these types of controls. The total
number of official controls carried out in 2020 was 9 864. This figure can be broken down into
the main types of check performed: 244 were on the fitness of animals; 84 were on space
allowances and headroom for the animals during transport. Out of 30 vehicles checked,
watering and feeding interval breaches were detected in 16 cases; documentation breaches
were found in 69 cases; there were other types of breaches in 30 cases. A total of 246
administrative penalties were imposed and there were five criminal prosecutions.

By way of summary: the majority of non-compliances related to the fitness of animals for
transport, with 244 cases detected where animals were deemed not to be fit. The remaining
non-compliances were as stated above.

Despite emergency working conditions due to the pandemic, more controls were conducted
in 2020 than in 2019, when there had been 8 785 checks. Checks on animal welfare during
transport were considered an essential service, and therefore mandatory and to be given
priority even in the emergency situation, which obviously made things more difficult for all
territorial services and competent authorities working in this sector.

To add some details of the breaches: of the 473 detected, 294 involved the transport of pigs
and 117 involved the transport of cattle.

The unfit-for-transport figure rose sharply to almost three times the level of the previous year,
when there had been 74 cases. This upward trend is evidently due in part to the fact that more
checks were carried out in 2020, but is also clearly because the pandemic has also had a
negative impact on transport, which was possibly organised differently than in previous years.

The number of non-compliances found in accompanying documents for consignments
remained high at 69, as I have said, although this was down on the previous two years.
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Administrative actions, involving both administrative penalties and legal proceedings, totalled
246, plus five criminal prosecutions. Legal action took place where very serious breaches were
very detected, requiring the criminal prosecution of the transporters in addition to imposing
an administrative penalty; these procedures are obviously still ongoing and in the
investigations phase.

As for actions to improve the controls system, we focussed on staff training activities, seeking
to maintain the same level of training that we had provided in previous years, despite
emergency conditions due to the pandemic.

We made extensive use of the distance learning system, allowing us to continue to provide
training to stakeholders, transporters, drivers and also trainers. Our national provider, the
Istituto Zooprofilattico Sperimentale della Lombardia e dell'Emilia Romagna (Lombardy and
Emilia Romagna Experimental Animal Disease Prevention Institute), provided these courses
free of charge on the centre’s platform, in cooperation with the Centro nazionale di
riferimento per il benessere animale (National Reference Centre for Animal Welfare).
Furthermore, paid training courses for drivers and attendants were also organised by certified
training organisations, in both online and face-to-face mode.

We thought it essential to increase awareness of compliance among operators in the sector,
given the types of non-compliances detected and the rise in breaches. I think we can be quite
satisfied with our achievements in this area.

As for actual levels of compliance achieved, in addition to the minimum controls provided for
under the National Animal Welfare Plan, in 2020 we prioritised continued implementation of
the memorandum of understanding between the Ministry of Health and the Traffic Police to
ensure that joint controls would remain active throughout the territory, and so joint controls
were regularly carried out in 2020.

The support we received from the Ministry of the Interior, and more particularly from the
Traffic Police, was crucial in allowing us to conduct credible checks and detect as many
breaches as possible. As you all know, Italy is mainly an importer from other EU countries and
so substantial flows of live animals and animals destined for slaughter cross our northern
borders, over the Alps, in particular from France and Spain to the west and Germany and
Austria to the north; They also come through our eastern border from as far away as Poland,
Romania, Hungary and so on. Therefore, we concentrated our monitoring activity on these
traffic routes and the arrangements I've described were put in place at these points of entry
into Italy.

With regard to checks carried out on exported animals, I have to admit that data are scarce
and fewer activities were conducted in this area, because in recent years there haven’t been
large consignments of animals leaving Italy by sea, destined in particular for North African
countries such as Tunisia, Libya, Egypt and Lebanon, as had previously been the case.

As my Lithuanian colleague has already pointed out, there are no clearly defined rules for this
type of transport, and the existing rules should be tightened up. Checks carried out at ports of
exit in recent years have acted as a clear deterrent and Italy is no longer seen as an easy exit
option by operators.
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We were also involved in monitoring the emergency on board the two livestock carriers that
sailed close to Italy in recent weeks and months, on their way to and from Spain, first towards
Turkey and then towards Tunisia. We used GPS data to ensure constant monitoring of the
journeys and movements of these two vessels, putting in place a comprehensive control
system in case the ships had been able to or intended to dock on the Italian coast, with the
involvement of the various competent national authorities, including the Ministry of Health in
the first instance, but also the police, customs and civil protection, in the event that the two
ships had landed or unloaded.

We realise that, from a maritime control point of view, a lot of work still needs to be done on
sea transport; we strongly supported the Council’s conclusions under the Portuguese
Presidency for swift action and initiatives by the European Commission to establish clearer
rules for this type of transport. We are of course ready and willing to do our bit, since we have
such a long coastline and are right in the middle of the Mediterranean, and it is thus clearly in
our interest to ensure that this type of transport takes place correctly and that the rules are
fully respected in the interests of animal welfare.

I think I will end here. I’ve probably exceeded my time limit but I am available for questions.
1-024-0000

Chair. – We will now give the floor to the coordinators. First of all to Mr Daniel Buda from the
EPP and then to Mr Paolo De Castro, and then we come back to you, Dr Lecchini, for answers
for 10 minutes.
1-025-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Madam Chair, I have a short observation about what the doctor said
earlier about the fact that Italy has done everything in its power to prevent the two ships from
coming to shore from Spain. Doctor, I don’t believe that that was a good thing to do. That is
very clear. For these matters to be resolved, something should have been done by the
authorities of either or both of these two Member States, Spain and Italy, or by someone else,
because passing the problem from one state to another is not a solution.

They should have taken responsibility for solving the problem involving the animals in this
particular situation. What we see here, I think, is a lack of compassion, if you will, for these
animals on the part of all of the authorities, which refused these ships permission to dock and
refused to aid the animals or do what was needed for their welfare. This observation relates
to the matter at hand and, indeed, there are many other things I could say in this regard.

You also said that many controls were carried out. Of course, veterinarians carry out a lot of
controls and that is good and proper, but you didn't say anything about the compliance issues
identified as a result of the controls. I would have been very interested to know generally, of
course, because we can’t go into all of it, how you found solutions and ways of dealing with
cases of non-compliance, because simply recording them is not enough.

Doctor, we in the European Parliament want to benefit from your expertise and experience
on the ground. Some of us also have hands-on experience, but we are obviously keen to hear
about the expertise of each of the speakers in these debates. In this way, we can see what we
have to do at legislative level to amend the European legislation so that you have less to do
and so that farmers and transporters alike can comply with clear and precise rules.

That is one issue. 2. I would also be interested to hear if Italy supported transporters in
equipping their vehicles to ensure high welfare standards during transport – i.e. ventilation
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and watering – and if they obtained funding from the government to do this. Because, for us,
it’s all too easy – and this is not a positive thing – to demand that companies comply yet we
don’t give them the support they need to help them meet those standards.

I would also like to ask if you are using the TRACES system and if you think that this is accessible
to farmers, who are of course the operators of the system, because in some states we have
identified difficulties in using it. The last question I would like to ask is about transporting
young livestock.

There is a debate in the committee on the age at which young animals are to be deemed
suitable for transport. I would take this opportunity to ask you, as a vet, about this because I
believe you would be best placed to tell us about the biological and pathological aspects
involved. Did you speak to Italian farmers about the optimal age of transporting newborn
calves, and to the national authorities about establishing support measures for farmers in this
respect given that, while it cannot be said that they are not necessarily invested in this,
farmers should be supported in keeping young calves at their farms for longer? I’m saying this
because we know very well that a newborn calf requires constant milk intake, is very sensitive,
needs optimal temperature and conditions to thrive, and otherwise requires a lot of care, just
as a baby would. I make this comparison as I am assured it is true, and because I am familiar
with farming and I know what this means. So I would be interested in finding out if you
consulted the farmers on this matter because we, too, are trying to find a good solution to
this problem.
1-026-0000

Paolo De Castro (S&D). – Chair, first I would like to welcome Dr Lecchini. It’s really not for me
to say, but the control and prevention system implemented by the Ministry of Health in Italy
seems to be among the very best in Europe, if we are to go by the figure of over 10 000
inspections, mentioned by Dr Lecchini.

I have one question: in view of the hard work carried out by the Ministry of Health, I’d like to
ask, first of all, whether the breaches detected relate to intra-EU or extra-EU traffic flows.

Also, if the high level of control you described... (The Chair interrupted the speaker)
1-027-0000

Chair. – Sorry, Mr De Castro, may I interrupt you? Because there is no interpretation possible
because the sound is not very good, is it possible for you maybe to speak in English so that
most of the people can understand you?
1-028-0000

Paolo De Castro (S&D). – My question is clear. I’d just like to know from your committee: does
the control applied by the Italian authorities go over and above European rules, is it more
ambitious than the European rules, or does it stay on the European rules? Because I believe
that this kind of system is much more efficient than the others. So maybe we can take
advantages by extending it to other European countries.
1-029-0000

Pierdavide Lecchini, Director-General, Animal Health and Veterinary Medicines Directorate,
Italy. – I’d like to thank Mr Buda and Mr De Castro, to whom I return greetings.

For these first questions, let’s look at the administrative breaches detected: these totalled 473
in 2020, while administrative penalties, in other words fines, were imposed in 246 cases under
the national laws transposing Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, which set fines depending on the
type of breach detected and other factors in the case.
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There is an obvious difference between 473 and 246, which reflects cases in which breaches
were detected that resulted in a warning being issued, or some other type of sanction. A
warning requires the transporter to rectify the irregularities found and is followed up by a
check. So administrative fines were imposed in 246 cases and, as I have said, five criminal
cases were prosecuted, which is very important. That answers the first question.

Unfortunately no support for livestock farmers has been provided by our policymakers. At
government level, where the Ministry of Environment, the Ministry of Agricultural and
Forestry Policy and the Ministry of Health are all involved, there has been no move to provide
support as an incentive for farmers and above all for transporters to comply with animal
transport requirements.

The use of the TRACES system: the system can currently be used by the competent authorities,
with excellent uptake of the services it provides in many sectors for movement and traceability
of animal products and live animals.

One aspect that is being looked at is access by stakeholders, or in any case by the outside
world, as opposed to the institutional administrative world: there is the question of data
privacy and there are privacy issues relating to data in any event included in data flows, so it
might be possible to allow the outside world to access TRACES on a case-by-case basis. This
has been an on-going discussion for many years that has been extremely difficult in some
instances.

The National Animal Welfare Plan lays down rules for the transport of young animals. Here
again, no state aid has been made available to encourage raising the age of transported
animals, but I undertake to raise this issue with our policymakers. I also aim to involve other
areas of government that have financial resources available for incentives, such as the
Ministry of Agricultural and Forestry Policy, which has the resources to provide incentives in
certain sectors and for certain activities, which we at the Ministry of Health lack.

In reply to Mr De Castro's question: penalties imposed and non-compliances detected were
recorded together, without breaking them down into intra-EU or extra-EU traffic flows. For
obviously reasons I think that most were intra-EU flows; given that intra-EU flows, as I
mentioned earlier, are prevalent in Italy, the bulk of non-compliance would relate to this type
of traffic.

Of course, if we had the opportunity to analyse the data better, even retrospectively, we
could perform this kind of breakdown, but we haven’t yet planned to do so.
1-030-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Mr Lecchini, thank you for your interesting and detailed
presentation.

One week before Easter, I went to northern Italy with my colleagues Tilly Metz and
Thomas Waitz, and the NGO Animal Welfare Foundation. We identified two suspicious lorries,
which we brought to the attention of the Italian police. When they came and inspected the
lorries, they discovered multiple offences and imposed fines. The lorries had come from
Poland and Romania, and were carrying sheep and lambs, some of which were unweaned: the
journey times were too long, the watering system was insufficient and defective, and the
compartments were not tall enough, so much so that the animals were banging their heads.
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First of all, I was pleasantly surprised that the police responded to our call, knew the
regulations, conducted a detailed inspection and alerted the veterinary services when some
of the animals did not respond. However, I was then left with a number of questions as the
lorries departed with a simple fine, which is not much of a deterrent.

I would firstly like to know how the scale of penalties works in Italy. Were the countries that
authorised the transports in these two lorries, namely Poland and Romania, notified? Do you
know whether they took steps in this respect? Do you keep a record of fines so that heavier
penalties can be applied in the event of re-offending?

And conversely, do other Member States inform you of penalties imposed on Italian
transporters? If so, what do you do? Would you be in favour of a European penalty database
so that repeat offenders can be more heavily penalised?
1-031-0000

Rosanna Conte (ID). – Chair, Dr Lecchini, welcome and thank you for your speech. Since you
represent Italy, which is an exemplary country as far as controls and compliance with the
regulations are concerned, I’d like to ask you first of all what good practices our country has
followed that might serve as an example to be followed and repeated in the other Member
States in the area of animal transport and welfare.

I would also like to hear your opinion, as a veterinarian, on the possibility of making checks by
a veterinarian or other qualified professional mandatory prior to all transport and at all
external borders, as well as making it mandatory to have a number of official veterinarians on
board in proportion to the number of animals loaded for sea transport. This would be to
ensure compliance with transport requirements as regards animal welfare and the suitability
of the means of transport.

Finally, I have a question to which I hope you can provide an exact reply, given how important
it is to our livestock sector: I understand you are working with the Italian Ministry of
Agriculture and Forestry Policy on the Sistema qualità nazionale zootecnia e benessere
animale (National Livestock and Animal Welfare Quality System) provided for under Article
224a of Law 70/2020. Will this system be open to all European operators and will it include
rules for animal transport?
1-032-0000

Pierdavide Lecchini, Director-General, Animal Health and Veterinary Medicines Directorate,
Italy. – I’d like to thank Ms Roose and Ms Conte for their questions.

Yes, we were aware of this intervention in Italy by the European NGO with MEPs. We were
not surprised because the police, in this case the Carabinieri, have always shown themselves
to be very responsive in such cases. They have always been very cooperative whenever there
has been a request for their help or intervention in similar cases in the past, and their
awareness and knowledge of the regulations has also increased over the years. This is
particularly true for borders with heavy traffic, for example the western border, where such
operations, as I said, have in the past been carried out jointly but also on an on-call basis. In
other words, even where the veterinarians of the local and regional health authorities acted
on their own in the past, they knew that the police were also available on call, thanks to a
mutual understanding that has always existed for such operations.

You also asked me about levels of penalties, I presume in monetary terms: I don't have the
details with me, but fines range from a minimum of a few hundred euros up to a maximum of
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several thousand euros. Of course, fines can be appealed and so Italian transporters in
particular often tend to appeal against this type of penalty.

We have set up a technical and administrative task force as part of an effort to try and follow
up on penalties and make sure that they are actually enforced. This task force, especially in
the case of some penalties imposed in 2020, has worked at reconstructing and tracing all the
appeals made by the various transporters and operators involved, especially over the last few
years. Over 90 penalties were actively monitored in 2020 and efforts continue to ensure that
penalties, after they are imposed, actually result in the payment of the fine and are thus
effectively enforced.

A European basis for the system would be very useful and we would favour this, although from
a jurisdictional point of view, the Member States have the right to intervene autonomously
and individually in relation to penalties, also under the Treaty. Measures by the judicial police,
or at least measures involving national judicial services, are taken individually by Member
States, which might make it difficult to undertake a course of action, but some action could
nonetheless be taken, the European Commission could actually implement these kinds of
initiatives. I think they have already been tried in the past and didn’t really work, but as for
whether we would agree to this kind of activity, we are absolutely in favour and willing to
cooperate.

I’d like to thank Ms Conte for her questions. Good practices mainly take the form of this type
of cooperation, which we started early in 2010 and which have continued in subsequent years,
since we are convinced that such joint controls have added value. If they were not joint efforts,
they would probably be ineffective in many cases They are of huge value and importance in
terms of deterrence in that, from a social point of view, the approach that aims to ensure long-
term improvements by educating, enhancing and providing guidance to those who fail to
comply with the rules and dissuading them in the future.

Veterinary checks may be useful in some cases and are perhaps not required in others, prior
to transport, whether by land or sea; it might also be useful to establish criteria and
procedures for this type of control. Here again, our National Animal Welfare Plan prioritises
risk assessment, identifying where measures are actually necessary and perhaps where they
are not. Sea transport is certainly a mode of transport that could benefit from this type of
control and checks by a veterinarian should in fact be established when animals are loaded
onto vessels.

On the matter of veterinarians on board vessels, this might need to be assessed on a case-by-
case basis, particularly because it would involve questions of costs and benefits, of
effectiveness and assessment of effectiveness; we would certainly not be against it.

As for your last question on the Sistema qualità nazionale del benessere animale (National
Animal Welfare Quality System), we devised the system and it is therefore national in scope.
It doesn’t extend to European farmers. However, in our opinion it could help, and in fact will
help, to improve animal welfare and allow virtuous farms to certify any additional quality
characteristics for their type of farming. The system makes use of computerised tools to check
quality and improve farm quality and productivity. Based on the data entered into and
processed by the ClassyFarm system, we can carry out targeted controls focusing on particular
situations that are highlighted as sensitive with respect to the low level of quality delivered.
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We have high expectations for the system; I think it is a system that could be exported but for
the time being we are still very busy developing it. I hope that in a few months it will be up
and running and fully approved, so that all farmers, transporters and those carrying out official
controls can make full use of it.
1-033-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – Welcome to this exchange of views, Mr Lecchini. I have a very short
question.

What is your view on forbidding live animal export to countries outside the EU and instead
only export meat? The reason I’m raising this question is related to the situation in the
Mediterranean in March when two ships departed from Spain heading for Libya and Tunisia
and they were then stuck at sea. One of the vessels, Elbeik, was there for three months, the
transport was for three months, and the other ship, Karim Allah, was accepted in Italy and
they slaughtered their animals.

It is a disgrace pretty much what’s happening on the sea vessels – animals trapped at sea, they
die on the ship – and I don’t need to explain this for you, you are very familiar with the
situation, but wouldn’t it just be better to forbid those live animal exports and instead export
meat?

You also said that Italy mainly imports their animals from the neighbouring countries and that
is thereby fairly long transport, so what is your view on that? Italy maybe should start – and
other countries also – to import meat instead of live animals? Again, it would be much better
for the animals. Me myself, I don’t see any reason to transport animals on the roads or on the
sea unnecessarily when we can instead transport the frozen meat, so that was pretty much
my two questions for you. Thank you very much.
1-034-0000

Pierdavide Lecchini, Director-General, Animal Health and Veterinary Medicines Directorate,
Italy. – I’d like to thank Mr Lundgren for this question, which is clearly technical but also has
political implications.

On the banning export of live animals, frankly I’d prefer not to comment because this is a
matter, a request, that goes beyond the sort of technical questions that civil servants like us,
charged with official control duties, can be expected to answer.

Of course, based on the recent case of which we are all aware, where these two ships drifted
around the Mediterranean for a long time, some observations can be made. First of all, this
type of transit was poorly prepared and the level of risk was not properly assessed. Financial
considerations were evidently prioritised over the need to protect certain guaranteed rights,
and not enough thought was given to a whole range of questions, such as travel time and the
supplies needed in the event of an accident. In other words, a whole range of issues that
obviously need to be properly thought through before undertaking this kind of operation.

From my own experience, over my career I have seen good examples of sea transport, where
vessels were efficient, guaranteeing space, watering, ventilation and food supply, in some
cases on intercontinental journeys from South America to Europe or vice versa, journeys that
were perfectly compliant and appropriate, with no or very low losses and full control over
animal welfare situations. However, I’ve also seen operations that were completely - in Italy
we say ‘sballate’, a slang term meaning something like ‘rickety’ - badly planned and managed
operations with very serious consequences.
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A social and political assessment is needed and any decision on a ban needs to be taken at the
political level, in the knowledge that things can be achieved where there is the will. This is also
a cultural issue, which is something else that obviously has to be considered. In the case of
conventional livestock farming for the production of animal products on land, there are also
some very serious, deficient and unhealthy situations, and this is true, too, of transport,
particularly by sea, where there are situations that are unacceptable. Having said that, we are
fully committed to helping to make any possible improvements and to making our
contribution, including on a technical level.

However, I have to leave any assessment of an actual ban to the political body, the European
Commission’s DG SANTE, which by organising actions in a harmonised and coordinated way
can probably plan an effective way forward and establish the best possible conditions.
1-035-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Dr Lecchini, thank you very much for your availability and presence,
and for the presentation. Even before listening to your presentation, I was thinking of asking
you about your opinion on the role of joint control activities, especially for road transport,
since Italy is primarily a transit member. I was pleased to acknowledge that the Italian
veterinarian authority has a national plan in this sense.

So questions are: have you noticed a tendency of some transporters to avoid certain routes
where the Italian veterinary authority and the Italian police were conducting mixed controls?
I’m asking this because an Austrian expert who developed such training for joint controls with
veterinarians and police officers noticed that those routes started being avoided at some point
in time to avoid the controls.

Second, you told us during your presentation that the Italian veterinary authority conducts
inspections not only during transport, but also in those farms where animals are about to be
transported. So far, have you banned a transport judging by the fitness of the animals that
have been inspected on the farm?

Third, you told us during your presentation that you also conduct official controls checking the
technical status of the means of transport. Who do you work with during these controls? Do
you work with police officers or technical inspectors or both? Thank you very much in advance
for your answers.
1-036-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Dr Lecchini, I have some questions on the numbers you’ve
presented. You started your presentation with pointing out that you’re doing controls on
slaughterhouses, on farms and on transports on road, and you gave us a number of 9 864
controls.

I estimate that this is all the controls you are doing on slaughterhouses, on farms and on road
transport. Could you please tell us how many road transport controls you’re actually doing so
we are able to see the relation between the numbers of controls on the road and
infringements on the roads, you quoted 473.

Why I am asking this is because I was regularly doing controls, together with the police but
also with civil society organisations, and as an example on the trip to Italy that we did, we had
two out of three trucks that were controlled that had several infringements, several
wrongdoings, so a quota of 66% of the checked trucks were not following the regulation. I
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would just like to know the numbers of concrete road checks you’re doing, and then I have a
very concrete question on sea transport, two actually.

First of all, if there is a truck with animals going on the ferry, let’s say in Bari as an example, to
Greece, are you considering this still a road and truck transport and are you applying the rules
of timing, the rules of temperature, maximum temperature and so on, that is applied on road
transports also during the time the truck is actually on the ferry? Or are you considering this
kind of transport as sea transport, even though the truck is on the ship with the animals?

And the second question is are you advising your veterinarians that sign off sea transports to
take into account the whole temperature range during the whole foreseeable time of
transport, and are you advising them not to sign off transport papers if the temperature during
the foreseeable transport across the Mediterranean Sea is going to exceed 30 degrees Celsius?
Thank you very much.
1-037-0000

Pierdavide Lecchini, Director-General, Animal Health and Veterinary Medicines Directorate,
Italy. – I’d like to thank Mr Avram and Mr Waitz for these questions.

Where joint roadside controls are concerned, in Italy, too, there is a tendency to try and evade
such checks, so obviously anyone who is aware of committing some kind of breach would tend
to avoid this them. But during the planning of such operations, especially at the eastern
crossing points, I have personally seen joint planning between veterinarians and the Traffic
Police to establish in advance where it would be best to park and carry out the check.
These types of joint controls are always planned ahead, so nothing ever happens without
some forward planning into the actual control action. Based on past experience and any
lessons learned, including the transporters’ tendency to avoid controls, any new checks are
carried out where it is thought that they will be most successful.

From the point of view of checks carried out on farms or means of transport, controls generally
take place locally and are usually carried out by veterinarians. However, where the Traffic
Police are also involved, there have been some isolated cases in which some local offices, such
as the Piedmont office, have decided to call in engineers or other technical personnel to check
that the means of transport actually fulfil the requirements. So this is not normal procedure.

In answer to Mr Waitz’s questions, the 9 000 checks carried out were generally transport
checks. All the additional details I gave were for transport control. For example, the 244 cases
relate to the unfitness of animals to continue transport or to be loaded for transport. So 244
cases involved veterinarians preventing transport because the animals were unfit to travel.

In 84 cases deficient transport practices, relating to space allowances, headroom or surface
area, were identified. In 84 cases there was a failure to comply with requirements such as
space allowances, headroom, width or surface area available for animals.

In 30 cases the means of transport were deemed to be unfit to start or continue the journey.
In 16 cases, there breaches related to watering and feeding stops or journey times. There were
69 cases of breaches of or insufficient compliance with documentation requirements. These
are just a few details concerning the types of transport that were not authorised.

As I said, every one of the 473 cases of non-compliance related to transport. That difference I
mentioned between the 473 and 246 figures is accounted for by cases in which we issued a
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warning to the transporter or operator not to repeat the shortcomings found, so in those cases
the issues were remedied and subject to follow-up checks. Where the breaches found could
not be remedied, penalties were imposed; in other words, 246 of the transport breaches were
penalties imposed for deficient or non-compliant animal welfare in transport, and five legal
actions were taken in the most serious cases.

As for ro-ro transport, the length of the sea journey is clearly the decisive factor here, too.
Short sea journeys on ro-ro trailers or lorries can be considered to be road transport.
Obviously, ro-ro transport from Italy to Tunisia, a journey of well over 8 hours, cannot be
considered to be road transport, whereas transport between Bari and Durres on the Adriatic
route, for example, can, because the other routes are intra-EU. But here again, the
professionalism of the person actually carrying out the control must be considered and the
situation must be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

As far as temperature control is concerned, obviously if there is a temperature check and a
breach is found, transport will have to suspended or the conditions that have caused the
excess temperature will have to be remedied and a correction made during transit. Otherwise,
where conditions are unacceptable and cannot corrected by immediate action, the transport
will have to be halted.

I am not currently aware of what is being done on the ground, but if Mr Waitz is interested,
we can carry out an ex-post verification, particularly on what is being done at exit ports.
1-038-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much, Dr Lecchini, for giving us those answers to the questions, and
also for your very astonishing and precise figures that you presented to us. That was also very
interesting.

Let me allow a personal remark. Mr Waitz and Ms Roose mentioned that we went to the north
of Italy and, indeed, I want to thank the road police that were there because they were really
cooperative while doing the inspection, and also for answering our questions. Comandante
Paolo Piccini, especially, was very welcoming and even gave up even his sport to welcome us,
to talk with us and to give us some explanations. So special thanks to him.

I know that a lot of places are trying to do their best, and that’s what we could see, at least
here in the north of Italy. As Mr Waitz mentioned clearly, we also saw that there were a lot of
problems there during transport. That’s why we are a little astonished by the figures that that
you mentioned, but it was very interesting.

We got a lot of information this morning from Italy and from Lithuania so it was very
interesting to have you, and also the very interesting questions that were raised by the
Members and the coordinators. So thanks a lot for that. We are really progressing, going more
and more into the detail, having a lot of answers, but with a lot of other questions being raised.
Thank you for that.

Right now, I wish you a very nice lunchtime. We meet again at 13.45 for the ANIT Committee,
and there we will see the Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Food, on the priorities of the
Slovenian Presidency so we are looking forward to that exchange. See you later. I hope you
have time for lunch. Bon appétit.

(The meeting was suspended at 11.51)
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Exchange of views with Mr Jože Podgoršek,

Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Food,

representing the Slovenian Presidency

1-002-0000

(The meeting resumed at 13.50)
1-003-0000

Chair. – Good afternoon, everybody, welcome back to the second part of our meeting. I have
the pleasure and honour to welcome – sorry, I will probably pronounce it very badly – Jože
Podgoršek, Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Food to present us the priorities of the
Slovenian Presidency.

Dear Minister, I’m delighted that you had the time to join us at the ANIT meeting today, and
look forward to the discussion also with the our Members. I will first give you the floor for
your presentation which will be followed by questions and answers with our Members. Dear
Minister, I give you the floor for 15 minutes.
1-004-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, representing the Slovenian
Presidency. – Dear Chair of the committee, dear Members of the European Parliament, allow
me first to congratulate the Italian Members whose football team became the European
Champions. Congratulations!

It is also an honour to have an opportunity today to exchange views with you on such an
important issue as animal protection and animal welfare.

In my presentation, I will first briefly outline Slovenia’s experience of implementing Regulation
(EC) No 1/2005, then touch on the Council's current activities in the area of animal protection,
and conclude with the priorities of the Slovenian Presidency with regard to animal protection.

As you know, despite being a small country, Slovenia is an important player in the area of
transport, in particular the transport of live animals.

Due to its location, Slovenia is a transit country for many consignments of live animals from
eastern and north-eastern Member States of the European Union and third countries, which
are destined, in particular, for Italy by road and for third counties in the Middle East and North
Africa by sea.

It’s important to mention two elements of the efforts made by our competent services in
carrying out official checks in accordance with Regulation 1/2005.

On 1 May 2004, when Slovenia joined the European Union, it set up a mobile unit of official
veterinarians, which has been active ever since on all roads in the territory of the Republic of
Slovenia, and extremely effective in checking the adequacy of live animal transports.

The mobile unit is equipped with a special priority vehicle and other necessary technical
solutions to enable them to carry out thorough, effective and ultimately safe vehicle
inspections. As you can imagine, this type of work entails many safety risks associated in
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particular with traffic on highways, but also often in particular with drivers’ bad temper, which
sometimes escalates into a situation where our official veterinarians require police assistance.

The mobile unit's team of official veterinarians is in constant contact with the Slovenian
contact point for animal transport and is linked, through it, to the EU network of contact
points, which allows them to report infringements swiftly, and also to exchange information
and consequently take action.

Another important element in the transport of live animals through Slovenia is, of course, the
Port of Koper.

I am sure you are aware of the volume of traffic through this point of exit. It has a suitable
place of rest, which is in regular use and where animals rest on completion of the road journey,
before being loading on to the vessel.

However, you will be well aware of the difficulties which all competent authorities encounter
in this regard. To summarise very briefly the problems of transporting animals by sea, as we
understand them from our experience, I can divide them into two areas: the problem of
differences in implementation of Regulation 1/2005 and the problem of territorial jurisdiction.

There are around 75 vessels authorised to transport live animals in EU waters. In many cases,
the official veterinarians at the Port of Koper hold back the loading of livestock until the owner
of the vessel has provided the appropriate conditions. In one case, they have even prohibited
transport completely because the vessel was unsuitable. I probably do not need to point out
and describe the pressure which the official veterinarians involved come under from the
transport organiser, the Port and others.

The issue of jurisdiction relates to the fact that under EU law a transport operation is
completed at the place of destination, even if it is in a third country. The problem here, of
course, is that the inspectors of the Member States of the European Union do not have the
power to check the transport once the vessel has left the territorial waters of the European
Union. In many respects, therefore, we rely on the good will of the competent authorities of
third countries to inform the competent authorities at the place of origin in a Member State
of the European Union.

This is, therefore, a very brief outline of the situation in Slovenia and some of the difficulties
faced by our official services in implementing Regulation 1/2005.

We’re pleased that the Commission intends to investigate possible ways of improving animal
protection legislation and await with the great interest the new draft legislation that can be
expected by the end of 2023.

Chair, members of the committee, animal welfare is an integral part of sustainable livestock
farming and sustainable food systems. In recent years, the Council and its preparatory bodies
have been particularly active in the area of animal welfare. On the basis of those activities, the
Council has adopted, amongst other things, several sets of conclusions on animal protection.
One of the findings in the conclusions on animal welfare adopted in December 2019 is that
animal welfare legislation should be improved or updated to take account of current practical
difficulties, new scientific knowledge and technical developments.
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This applies in particular to legislation on animal welfare during transport, and the Council has
also set out the need to improve animal welfare during long-distance transport, by sea or by
road.

The Council has encouraged the Commission to review and update Regulation 1/2005 and we
are pleased that this work is among the priorities planned by the Commission as part the farm
to fork strategy.

In this first set of conclusions, the Council has also encouraged the Commission and the
Member States to find solutions to facilitate enforcement of existing legislation on transport
and called for more extensive discussions in various forums on the sustainability of the trade
in live animals compared with the trade in meat.

In December 2002, during the German Presidency, the Council adopted further conclusions
and invited the Commission to submit a proposal for an EU-wide animal welfare label to
identify food produced in accordance with higher animal welfare standards than those laid
down in EU legislation.

Such a label will further improve animal welfare in the European Union and give producers, in
particular farmers, market recognition and increased remuneration for the extra effort they
make. At the same time, it will respond to increasing consumer demand for food produced in
accordance with higher animal welfare standards to be easily identifiable.

The Council adopted conclusions on animal welfare during long-distance transport by sea
during the Portuguese Presidency in June 2021, that is to say 1 month ago. In those
conclusions, it stated that, regardless of the investment and efforts made by the competent
authorities and operators, it is possible to improve legislation and its enforcement. In addition,
it called on the Commission to revise the Regulation on animal welfare during transport
earlier, as set out in the farm to fork strategy.

We are pleased to note that the Commission has announced several initiatives in the area of
animal welfare. Although we do not expect any legislative proposals in this area during the
Slovenian Presidency, animal protection remains a priority for us. We are aware of the
importance of the EU common animal welfare strategy, which seeks to improve the quality of
life in the European Union, and will therefore also pay close attention to this area during the
Slovenian Presidency.

The Slovenian Presidency will cooperate with the Commission on animal welfare events, of
which there will be many in this semester, in the second half of the year. As part of the
evaluation of the animal protection legislation, the ‘inception impact assessment’ is initiating
the assessment of the impact of protection legislation, which is a very important part of the
legislative process.

Next week, at the AGRIFISH meeting, the Member States will hear the Commission inform us
of its response to the European Citizens’ Initiative ‘End the Cage Age’ at the first Council to be
chaired by the Slovenian Presidency.

The Platform on Animal Welfare, which the Commission has been organising for several years,
will meet in November. In December, we are expecting a stakeholders’ meeting on animal
welfare, which Slovenia will attend in its capacity as the Member State holding the presidency.
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The Slovenian Presidency also awaits with great interest the report at the end of the year on
the great work of this committee.

Chair, members of the committee, during its presidency Slovenia wishes to see close and
constructive cooperation between the Commission, Council and Parliament in accordance
with the Treaties, with a view to improving animal protection in all areas, including animal
transport.

I thank you for the opportunity to present briefly our priorities during the presidency as well
as some views on animal welfare, and I look forward to continuing the discussion.
1-006-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for your concise presentation of the priorities. Without losing
any time, I give the floor to the coordinators for three minutes, to come up with their remarks
or questions.

First of all, we start with Mr Daniel Buda, who is in the room, for three minutes please. Then
we immediately come back to the minister each time. Thank you.
1-007-0000

Daniel Buda (PPE). – Madam Chair, I wish to thank the Minister for the presentation, which
was a comprehensive overview of an issue that is of some concern to this committee and to
Parliament as a whole as we are trying to find the best approach to regulating animal welfare,
something that has certainly been a pressing issue for the 6 years I’ve been here.

Minister, we’ve had a lot of meetings in this committee and have carried out a lot of
assessments, and, based on the experts’ presentations here, these are some conclusions that
I would like to present and ask you to review.

The first concerns the application of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, namely the statement that,
unfortunately, many states do not implement it correctly, which effectively means that its
provisions are not transposed into national laws. My request in this regard is for you to assess
the current situation across all the Member States, because, over and above our goodwill and
intention to do better, many experts have stated that if the Regulation, in its present form,
had been applied correctly in the Member States, this problem would have been already
solved. That’s the first matter I want to discuss and I would ask that you confirm if this is one
of the items you intend to deal with in the course of your term.

Another issue is the TRACES monitoring system. The representatives of some Member States
have said that this system is difficult to use, that it is complicated and that not all Member
States are using this system of livestock transport monitoring. On this matter in particular, I
would ask for a detailed assessment of the system’s implementation across the Member
States so that we get an accurate overview of what needs to be changed and decide on the
next steps.

Another matter that arose only yesterday in the Committee on Agriculture and Rural
Development is the huge challenge that you’re facing - and which you will no doubt tackle
most conscientiously - in regard to the National Strategic Plan, i.e. the breakdown of each
Member State's CAP expenditure. We have a significant problem in this regard and I would
like you to ask for your cooperation on this matter. In other words, we need to encourage
Member States to use the financial resources under the second pillar (rural development) to
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support transporters to equip their vehicles with the systems and equipment that will enhance
animal welfare during transport. That would be very beneficial for the transporters.

Another important matter discussed here is the transport of young animals, and many in the
meeting reported that young calves, for example, are taken away much too early, which
affects their overall health. In relation to this issue specifically, I would ask that you consider
giving farmers some type of state support or support from national livestock authorities so
that they can equip their farms with the facilities they need to keep young calves at their farms
for longer before they are ready for transport.
1-008-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – Thank you very much
for your questions and for your views.

It is true that yesterday, too, in the AGRI Committee, we talked about animal welfare because
we also believe that this is one of the important areas of the common agricultural policy for
the new programming period and the reformed common agricultural policy absolutely
represents an opportunity for many things, including animal welfare.

Here, too, I can tell you the experience of the Republic of Slovenia. The Republic of Slovenia is
implementing animal welfare well in three animal groups – cattle, pigs and sheep/goats –
thanks also to relatively good farming. At the moment, Slovenia is one of the countries, or in
the group of countries, with significantly lower antibiotic use than the average in Europe per
unit increase per country and, of course, Slovenia is small. However, we are talking about unit
increase and we can only achieve this only by implementing animal welfare.

Slovenia is also, in terms of the size of its agricultural holdings - the average size of a farm
being 7 hectares in Slovenia - naturally in some ways in a very difficult situation as regards the
competitiveness of agriculture itself and the future vision of agricultural development, on the
one hand, and, on the other, we have very dispersed livestock farming and this dispersion
naturally enables us not to have a high concentration of animals. So we can really implement
animal welfare to the maximum extent possible. That’s we are already seeing quite good
results and why we will continue to implement measures to improve animal welfare through
the second pillar, namely the rural development programme, including in the future.

As regards monitoring Regulation 1/2005, we can basically say that the Regulation applies, in
principle, in all the countries of the European Union, the Member States, and is in practice a
Regulation applicable at EU level, and it is necessary in some way to monitor, above all, its
implementation. I agree with you on that. Therefore, it is necessary to monitor
implementation of the Regulation itself and, in the same way, the transport of live animals in
the Member States.

As I have already said, I am looking forward to the Commission's proposals on this matter,
which will provide the legislative basis, or rather the basis for amending the legislation on
animal protection and the transport of live animals. And here, too, I can express my personal
view that we will indeed be happy to consider your proposals, the proposals of this committee
on this matter. In our work, in our chairing of the Agriculture Council and in our collaboration
with the Commission, we will try to steer the conversation, naturally, in the direction of the
best possible animal welfare.
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Finally, at the last meeting of the Agriculture Council we also had on the table an initiative to
ban the transport of live animals by sea. There was a debate, a discussion, on this matter at
that meeting, so I believe that the agriculture ministers are well aware of the need to regulate
relations, to regulate animal welfare, both in farming and transport, by road and by sea.
1-009-0000

Carmen Avram (S&D). – Minister Podgoršek, thank you for attending our meeting today. Let
me start by saying that for me, as a Romanian, it is simply unacceptable to take into
consideration a ban on long-distance transport and this is because of many reasons. One, it
would lead to longer transport routes between third countries while the European Union
would not be allowed to export live animals anymore, and this is detrimental both to animal
welfare and the environment. Secondly, because of the serious social and economic impact,
that would ultimately lead to a waste of money and programmes that are included in the CAP.
Third, it would seriously breach the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union since
free trade is one of the fundamental principles of the Union.

However, during this inquiry it became more clear to everyone that the way animals are being
transported sometimes throughout Europe and beyond is not just against the provisions of
the Live Animal Transport Regulation, but also against a very fundamental principle of animal
welfare, since animals are sentient beings. I am well aware of the hurdles your country is
having when it comes to live animal transport, and I have read the conclusions and
recommendations of DG SANTE, albeit from 2018, connected to Slovenia. Many of the
shortcomings identified there, as in many other countries, including mine, are related to the
expertise of the control officer, to the long waiting times, to the complexity of the tracing
system, and the list may continue, but there is a common denominator behind this issue and
this is the compliance with the control regulation. Without linking the welfare of animals to a
stricter control regulation, we will solve and improve nothing. And again, I don’t think the
answer is a ban on this transport.

Since the work of ANIT will most probably end during the Slovenian Presidency, will you take
into account a revision of the control regulation? And above all I would like to understand your
position on the relevance of the control regulation in the context of live animal transport.

And if I may, and I conclude with this: there was a means to control consignments to third
countries used up till 2013, and that was the independent auditor, but it was abandoned. I
tabled some amendments in this regard but I would like also to hear your opinion about the
possibility of coming back to these audits, this being the only instrument to control transport
outside the European Union. Thank you, Minister, and good luck in the next six months.
1-010-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – These issues, raised in
connection with animal welfare, also need to be monitored or examined from the same
perspective as other initiatives.

In other words, when we talk about animal welfare we must be aware that it is an extremely
important area that has to be assessed from various angles, or, if you'll permit me, from all
three pillars of sustainability, namely the environmental, social and, not least, economic. And
from this point of view, I’m sure that the Commission will also consider any legislative proposal
from these three angles.

I’m not talking about banning the long-distance transport of animals, just like that. Far from
it, I am aware, very well aware, of the importance of the free movement of goods, and the
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free movement of people in the European Union, and that is why this broad assessment is
necessary.

I may have forgotten to answer another question about calves and the transport of calves.
Here, too, Slovenia is a little stricter than European legislation requires as in Slovenia there is
a ban on loading calves which are still on milk, that is to say still suckling, or whatever you call
it, on to means of transport.

As regards revision of the control regulation, I believe, in principle, that it is a task for the
Commission and lies within the competence of the Commission. In principle, we have no
problems. Personally, I have no problem with us revising it. Above all, we need to take a
concrete step towards implementing the legislation, the existing legislation, in the various
Member States so that we can continue to ensure suitable animal welfare, both in farming
and transport.
1-011-0000

Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Minister, thank you for being here today and setting out your
priorities.

I would firstly like to return to the subject of the questionnaires. As usually happens, our
committee sent a questionnaire to the Member States, but only 8 out of the 27 responded.
Slovenia was one of the countries that failed to respond. I would therefore ask the following
questions. Will the Slovenian Presidency encourage those Member States that have not yet
responded to the questionnaire to do so? Will it set an example by responding itself?

Second, the Council has adopted conclusions on animal welfare during maritime long distance
transport to third countries. Those conclusions cover only one aspect of animal transport,
namely exports by sea, and do not address intra-European transport and exports by land. I
was going to ask whether you would continue to discuss animal transport, but you answered
this question in your presentation.

Lastly, three Member States – Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands – have expressed
their desire to end live animal exports outside the European Union. This is really the only way
of fully complying with the law and the 2015 Court of Justice judgment, which clarifies that
European law must apply throughout the journey. Does Slovenia support the statement made
by these three countries?
1-012-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – As regards the
questionnaire, I will try and reply in the manner that was also agreed at Coreper.

So Slovenia also takes the position that was confirmed by Coreper, I think in March, on
24 March this year. The Commission is responsible for implementation, and at this juncture I
would like to stress that Slovenia is not hiding anything, that we have a plastic questionnaire
in front of us, that we are familiar with it, but that it is, in the end, also, let's say, a broader,
perhaps political, issue.

As I stated in my introduction, Slovenia can be proud of the way in which animal welfare is
implemented, including in transport, but as I have also said, the Port of Koper is also an
important port for the transport of live animals by sea and we would be happy to share the
experience we have gained from the Port of Koper in this regard. After all, we actually have
one of the few well-used places of rest for live animals before loading and, on the other hand,
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as I also said in my introduction, we can all imagine what it looks like when official
veterinarians do not allow a ship to be loaded with live animals because of inadequate
conditions. The pressure is certainly huge and, as I also said earlier in my introduction,
sometimes the police help us deal with it.

So we have no problems, we are not hiding anything. To be quite honest, and I am replying
purely personally, one part of this questionnaire does also relate to the area known as ‘official
controls’, and given that the questionnaires, and subsequently also the answers, are made
public, I do not think that that would be the best thing to do in this regard. That is why, as I
am saying now, I have a slight personal uneasiness here. However, ultimately the
questionnaire refers to the Coreper agreement in terms of answering the questionnaire and I
believe it is right that we comply with the agreement as well.

As regards EU legislation up to the end of the transport operation, yes, I agree with you, but
once again, it does not fall within the competence of the Member State holding the
presidency, and I am speaking now in a purely personal capacity. I believe myself that it is right
to have virtually zero tolerance with regard to animal welfare, both in farming and transport.
It is right that we also assess transport, including long-distance transport, from this point of
view.

However, as I said in my introduction, as regards animal welfare in farming, it is necessary, of
course, to find compromises between, on the one hand, technical knowledge and scientific
knowledge relating to animal welfare and, on the other, the ability of individual holdings to
adapt rapidly to such a new kind of farming.

There is an opportunity here, as I replied, I think, to a question from Mr Buda, in the strategic
plans of the individual Member States, to allocate resources for financial measures to ensure
animal welfare, for investment in stalls and for investment in means of transport in order to
make both stalls and transport more animal friendly.
1-013-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much. I hope that the COREPER will change their position in
accordance with Union law because it’s a bit of a pity that the different legal services of
the Parliament and of the Council do not have the same position because we need this
information in order to work as an inquiry committee. But thank you for answer.

I give the floor immediately to Peter Lundgren, the next coordinator, for three minutes.
1-014-0000

Peter Lundgren (ECR). – Thank you Chair and thank you, Minister, for joining us today.
Isn’t there a system in place, a contingency plan, to return livestock vessels with live
animals on board once the vessel has left the EU waters and for some reason it is not
accepted at the destination countries?

Now of course I’m thinking about the terrible situation with the two ships. It was called
Elbeik, it cruised around in the Mediterranean for three months and the Karim Allah for
two months, with animals aboard. The animals they were in a terrible state. I mean water,
food, nothing was OK.

And is there a system at the port of your country to euthanise the unfit animals that cannot
proceed the journey with the vessel and a system to destroy the euthanised animal bodies
at the exit port?
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1-015-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – Yes, thank you for a
very interesting question. I agree with you. Now, as for the transport of animals, we need to
be aware that it is the responsibility of the Member States, and that is why it is very important.

We, too, have a contingency plan, insofar as there was a question about the Port of Koper and
transport by sea.

If these animals are not accepted in the country buying them, i.e. their final destination, then
the animals are returned to the Port of Koper, where we have, as I said earlier, what is known
as a ‘place of rest’ for these animals. So I think that in these cases, too, we have in Slovenia a
contingency plan to deal with these, let's say, worst-case and grimmest scenarios that might
arise in connection with such transport.
1-016-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much. I’m wondering if you want to go more into the details of
these measures? Could you maybe give some examples or is it for you going too much into
the detail right now? Because you mentioned there are measures that are foreseen in such
cases. It would be interesting to have the example of Slovenia maybe.
1-017-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – In this regard, I would
suggest we don't go into quite so much detail since I have the director of the Food Safety
Authority with me. For now, in Slovenia we still have had no cases of animals being returned
to the Port of Koper. But as I have already mentioned, we do have these stalls where the
animals can wait, where they can survive, and therefore they are properly looked after and
we can treat them very, very well.

And, as I said, we haven’t had any cases of this kind in Slovenia so far so it is difficult to set out
any details, but we also have a contingency plan so that the animals can be treated properly
in such cases.
1-018-0000

Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – I welcome the Minister, to whom I listened carefully from my office.
I did not want to miss his message, so I listened carefully before coming to this room, which,
incidentally, bears the name of a great Europeanist and Portuguese democrat, Mário Soares.
His description, for which I thank him, contained some very positive and interesting aspects
about Slovenia’s response to animal transport. I also recall very well the outputs of previous
presidencies, such as the Portuguese Presidency, which ended only a short time ago. And the
Council’s conclusions clearly recognise the need to improve the legislation on animal
transport. Although it will very likely be a repeat, I have a question that I regard as important.
When we look at the Slovenian programme, it is rather vague about the planned approach to
animal welfare, and specifically to animal transport. Some light has been shed on this today,
and some information has been provided beyond that contained in the Presidency’s
programme. However, could you tell us what the Slovenian Presidency’s main message is on
animal transport? What is its message? Could you clearly list the main outputs that you think
this Presidency can achieve on animal transport? Lastly, I have one more question for you. It’s
not a personal question; it relates to your vision: what do you think should be done now to
reduce the need for live animal transport, in a way that is sustainable for everyone involved
in the process? Many thanks. My best wishes to this Presidency and to the Minister. Thank
you, Chair.
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1-020-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Dober dan, Minister Podgoršek, good to see you here. I have some
concrete questions. First of all, congratulations on the very diverse and small structured
agricultural landscape you still have. This is something many European countries are very
jealously looking to Slovenia for, and also your forestry strategy. Congratulations on that.

I have some concrete questions on the harbour of Koper. None of our Members here was ever
allowed access to actually witness a loading of a ship. The concrete question is can we approach
you so that you help us to make that happen, that we can have a look at the infrastructure of
this? I’ve personally been in other ports and it was OK with the port authorities but in Slovenia
I didn’t manage up to now.

And then I have a question on whether you are aware that many transporters, especially the
ones that are more problematic, are circumventing Austria because Austria is relatively
intensively controlling animal transport, but they are not going through Austria anymore but
they are going via Slovakia, Hungary and Slovenia because they believe, or they know, that
there’s much less controls on that route. Are you aware of that? And in that combination, I work
a lot also with the police forces on the Austrian side of Steiermark/Štajerska and I was asking
them whether there is any kind of cooperation with the Slovenian colleagues and unfortunately
there is no cooperation over the border and especially as long-distance animal transports are
an international endeavour I would highly recommend that we start to closely cooperate and to
put our police forces together for exchanges on experience and on how to deal with the matter.
So the question is, basically, could you support us with that?

And the last question that I’m actually asking every representative today: your veterinarians,
when they sign off the transport paper for shipments, for vessels, are they taking into account
the temperatures on the foreseeable duration and destination of the journey? Thank you very
much for coming.
1-021-0000

Francisco Guerreiro (Verts/ALE). – I wish the Slovenian Presidency all the best.

Going on from what I was saying, it is very difficult for us to accept that animal welfare is
compatible with the export of live animals to third countries, also because as the Minister said,
it’s very difficult to monitor the conditions of arrival, transport and also slaughter in these
Third World countries. New Zealand is already phasing out these types of export and England
and Wales are also on the verge of doing so, because there is also a solution. They are making
a substitution to carcasses and genetic material so, in that sense, this goes against what was
stated early on, that it’s a barrier to free trade. Well, it’s not because they are just making a
substitution of the export. So, in that in that sense, my first question would be to ask if the
Slovenian Presidency is or is not in favour of a ban to these Third World countries due to a
substitution of this type of transport, making a substitution to carcasses and genetic materials.
That can be a solution. So what’s the position of the Slovenian Presidency regarding this topic?

The second question is also very concrete. You talked about monitoring that is being made in
your country, in harbours, on the roads and also at the control posts at the EU’s external
borders, and it seems like there is no problem in Slovenia. Well, for those of us who are on the
ground and are making several investigations on the ground, this is really hard to believe. For
example, some of my colleagues have been on the road and at some checks we talked to
drivers. They said that they didn’t have water for the animals because that added too much
weight to the cargo so they could not transport as many animals. There are a lot of examples
like this. So we would like to understand better, if there’s no real problem in Slovenia, what
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are the monitoring and the controls like? There’s no problem? If it’s very efficient, how does
this this work in Slovenia? It seems, from your position, that this is a perfect example of what
we should be doing. And, well, in our investigations on the ground, we find this really hard to
believe.

You talked about Slovenia not answering the questions that the ANIT Committee asked and
you talked about some political questions. I don’t really understand. Could you elaborate a bit
more on what the difficulties in replying to the questionnaire are? It was pretty
straightforward and the majority of countries have already replied to it.
1-022-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – Thank you very much
for this part of the debate, too.

I would like to personally thank Maria, the Portuguese Minister for Agriculture, who did an
outstanding job in the first half of the year in a number of areas, including animal welfare. At
the last Council meeting in June, we also supported an initiative to improve animal welfare in
this area.

In any event, it is now the turn of the European Commission. The European Commission is
reviewing the legislation and preparing an impact assessment, and is to draw up a proposal to
amend the legislation by 2023. So, in the meantime we, as the country holding presidency,
can merely encourage the Commission to work as quickly as possible and will naturally
continue to do so. However, it is now for the Commission to draw up legislative proposals.

There was also a very specific question about what Slovenia's key priorities are during our
presidency, or the key ideas, including, perhaps, my own. In this regard, I would like to
reiterate what I have already said and above all highlight our zero tolerance for any vision of
livestock farming and animal transport that does not respect animal welfare. So farming and
transport must be compatible with animal welfare.
The second point I would like to raise is the implementation of Regulation 1/2005 in the
Member States. I believe that the legislative proposals in some way bring animal welfare a
step forward, including in transport, and from that perspective believe that it is important that
we encourage the Member States to implement this part as best they can.

An important question concerns transport itself, or how we can reduce the transport of
animals. I believe that here, in the Member States, we have a huge opportunity, in drawing up
strategic plans, to promote short supply chains and promote local markets and in this case it
will be certainly one of the opportunities which we, the Member States, will or will not seize
to that end.

I would also dare say that it is very important that in the Member States we also promote a
balance between production, farming and demand, also by informing consumers. As I said in
my introduction, I expect that these consumers, the citizens of the Member States of the
European Union, the citizens of the European Union, will also reward, by their purchasing
decisions, those methods of production, farming and animal welfare which provide higher
environmental standards and a greater degree of animal welfare.

Of course, that’s also why we want to see progress on labelling, and on labelling indicating
origin and animal welfare, as well as environmental standards in food production itself.
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And finally, in the area of apiculture Slovenia submitted in January 2008, sorry 2020, a
proposal for labelling indicating the origin of honey blends. This gives the consumer an
opportunity to choose and decide where he purchases his food from, and a comprehensive
amendment is being drawn up, or rather the European Commission has put comprehensive
legislation on marketing standards out for consultation until the end of August. And we believe
that these are steps in a direction which may, not least, also reduce the need for long-distance
transport.

Certainly, we cannot, presumably, abolish such long-distance transport of live animals
overnight. We are definitely facing a number of challenges and, as I said in my introduction,
we also have to consider such initiatives from all angles. Ultimately, also from the angle of
social and economic sustainability and giving agricultural holdings an opportunity to adapt,
both in farming and transport.

Slovenia is a transit country. We are aware of that. It is a prominent transit country and we
know that neighbouring Austria, as has been mentioned, is more expensive in transport terms
than some other neighbouring countries and that is why many transport companies choose,
also from the point of view of cheaper transport, to take a perhaps slightly different route
than would otherwise be the quickest.

As a rule, it is not suitable for transit from East European countries as it is expensive, but, as I
said earlier, all transit through Slovenia has been monitored by what is known as the ‘mobile
unit’ since 2004, when Slovenia joined the European Union. And I believe we are carrying out
checks, but let's be honest and sincere, no check is 100%. Just as we have policemen
monitoring us when we drive our cars, we still commit offences, accidents happen, there is
not someone at every junction or in every car watching us, and the same is true here.

Slovenia also carries out these checks on the basis of a certain risk principle so that there still
may be some, I hope as few as possible, irregularities, which we do not and I, as a Slovenian
Minister, do not want. I really do have zero tolerance for such actions. That is also why I often
sit down with the Director of the Food Safety Authority and look for ways of monitoring the
inspection services as effectively as possible in order to ensure the highest possible level of
trust and to respond to the risks in question, so that such anomalies do not happen.

In any event, in Slovenia anyone who transports animals requires a transport authorisation
issued by veterinarians and road transport is also checked.

You mentioned the problem of water for animals and weight. This is naturally subject to our
legislation from the point of view of animal welfare, which is unacceptable to me, but, on the
other hand, we know that there is also road traffic legislation which allows, or restricts, the
upper limit, the maximum weight which can be transported, and this is probably why some
transport operators are also speculating in this way.

I stress once again, we have many, many challenges as regards the long-distance transport of
animals, including the synchronisation of timetables during the compulsory training of drivers,
the transport operators and animals in transport.

This is also one of the challenges that we undoubtedly have before us since often, on account
of these unsynchronised timetables in these different pieces of legislation, it so happens that
the driver has to rest after 8 hours then, within certain hours the animals naturally have to be
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unloaded during these long journeys. In short, a journey is suddenly stretched over two days,
including because of the requirements and discrepancies between the these different pieces
of legislation that we have, namely two different sets of legislation.

Perhaps I should repeat the answer to the question regarding Slovenia’s position on the
questionnaire. Eight countries responded and the majority of EU countries still comply with
the Coreper decision that was adopted, as does Slovenia. As I have already said, there is also
a slight uneasiness from the point of view of disclosure. The Portuguese Presidency sent out
a similar questionnaire in the first half of this year, but without this sensitive information on
the official controls themselves. I think that the majority of the Member States responded to
this second questionnaire in order to obtain information on this matter. And, once again, I
would like to thank the Portuguese Presidency very sincerely for its commitment to this work
and I believe the Commission has been given a specific task to take it forward. I am certain
that the Portuguese Presidency has also made significant steps towards new legislation.

And at the moment, at least in this second semester, we are at a point where the Commission
is drawing up proposals and an environmental impact assessment for this new legislation.
1-023-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Yes, Minister, my questions were not answered at all. Would
you please look into them: access to the Port of Koper, temperature on the way during the
transport and also on ship, and the cooperation with Austrian police forces, please.
1-024-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – As regards
cooperation with the Austrian authorities, my personal assessment is that cooperation is, as
a rule, adequate, and that in principle we have no difficulty with the transfer of information.

As regards checking temperatures during transport by road, they are absolutely checked and
our mobile unit checks them already when issuing transport authorisations and also during
transport with the mobile unit itself.

With regard to the initiative relating to the checking of animals at the Port of Koper, however,
I would suggest we look into this initiative and also respond in writing. We will look into it but
we would like to respond to this initiative in writing, so as not to be premature today with a
promise or direct response, so we will respond in writing.
1-025-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much. I allow myself to come back also on a question by Mr Francisco
Guerreiro. He was asking what is the Slovenian position more on the alternatives of export to
third countries, alternatives to export of live animals. He was speaking about transporting
carcasses, genetic material. He wanted clearly to have the position of the Slovenian Presidency
on the alternatives on that.
1-026-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – I believe I have already
partly answered this question: by developing local markets and developing short supply chains
to prevent long-distance transport.

Otherwise, there is always the question of what alternatives there are in this regard and
whether or not to allow long-distance transport of animals at all.

I believe that the Member from Romania also pointed out very clearly to us all that for some
Member State a ban on the transport of live animals is unacceptable because, after all, within
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the European Union there is free movement of goods, and therefore also of live animals. So
it’s probably difficult at the moment to answer, to know how to answer, the question about
alternatives. What alternatives do we have?

We can only talk about the transport of meat, of carcasses, that is to say, avoiding the
transport of live animals, but the very discussion in this committee today shows clearly that it
is an extremely important, broad issue and that it will be very difficult, here too, to reach a
consensus that will be acceptable to all Member States.

And this is the diversity of the European Union, where, on such important issues, we ultimately
become reconciled and find compromise solutions, and where it is necessary to reconsider
the broadest possible range of issues and views on those individual issues. Of course, I could,
above all as a Slovenian Minister and not as the head of the Agriculture Council, reply that it
would probably also be possible to arrange these transport operations in such a way so that
they no longer carry live animals, only meat or carcasses. And we could possibly look for
solutions, as I’ve said, in legislation that would improve, primarily, the welfare of animals being
transported long distances. But this is an issue which requires very specific and complex study,
and that is what the Commission is currently drawing up, alongside an impact assessment for
that legislation.

I also believe this is the only correct way for us to find answers to these issues because
otherwise we could have a debate to find alternatives which are acceptable to some Member
States but completely unacceptable to others. It is an extremely complex and very difficult
question to which the response could be: the Slovenian Presidency is in favour of this, and
this, and this ...

I think that this debate is important in that respect, but it’s important to look at all the interests
of all the Member States and, as I’ve said, today’s debate shows that we Member States have
different views on these matters.
1-027-0000

Chair. – Yes, of course there are different perspectives to take, but also there is the judgment
of the European Court of Justice that we are responsible until destination and this is hard to
achieve, very, very difficult to achieve, if not impossible, regarding export on third countries
outside the EU.

Just to come back, another question I think was not completely answered, and as we still have
a bit of time, there was also the questioning in Slovenia, it happens that as you presented it,
there are not a lot of problems, not a lot of issues that were detected, and also Thomas Waitz
was mentioning the possibility to go to Slovenia a little bit as a loophole to avoid, for example,
Austria. Do you have maybe some information on figures on how many controls are done now
in Slovenia? We had a lot of figures this morning I must say, coming from Italy, but do you
have some information, more concrete? How many controls are done? How many people are
working on the controls of the animal transport? That would be great for us to have, just also
as a comparison, as we don’t have the information of the questionnaire.

And just to come back, a small remark, you mentioned the very interesting questionnaire
regarding what the Portuguese Presidency did. It is indeed, we got some information, but the
questionnaire from the Portuguese Presidency was mainly on the vessels. So it’s not really on
transport by sea. So it’s not really comparable, just a little remark on that, too.
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1-028-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – I find it difficult to
agree that Slovenia is a so-called ‘loophole’ in this transport in the European area, in particular
with regard to Austria.

And why do I find it difficult to agree? Because if something comes from the Austrian side,
from the Austrian side into Slovenia, then we expect, above all, cooperation at a level where
the Austrian authorities inform us what is coming into Slovenia from their side. So in that
regard we can’t agree that Slovenia represents any kind of loophole in this European area for
the transport of live animals.

I stress once again: Slovenia is probably one of the few countries that has an extremely well
organised mobile unit that carries out these checks all the time.

You also mentioned jurisdiction or the transport of animals, the monitoring of legislation on
animal welfare up to the final destination, when talking about transport by sea, but this entails
a change in legislation. It is therefore difficult at the moment to guarantee, as the presidency,
that we can make such changes in this area in the short term. However, we do know that, as
regards jurisdiction, we need a change in the legislation.

Here, too, as regards the figures, the number of veterinarians carrying out those checks and
the number of checks per year, I would suggest the same thing. I think that we can provide
this information in writing as I don't have it with me at the moment. If I had known I would be
asked for these figures, I would have certainly have had them but, as I said, I don’t have all the
relevant figures with me at present.
1-029-0000

Chair. – It’s no problem, of course, we will be glad to have it done in written form indeed. And
also as we slowly try to understand what’s the problem with our questionnaire, you
mentioned there was also an issue of data protection. So if there are some questions in the
questionnaire, you’re completely right, only eight countries answered, it would be interesting
so maybe we can change one or other question if that is the issue why we don’t get the
questionnaire. But I think it’s still a work in progress. I’m still optimistic that COREPER is
changing their position, but we tackled a lot the question of the questionnaire and I’m happy
about it because it’s really a problem for us, as I said, as an inquiry committee to work.

But I don’t see any hand raised, neither in the room, nor on my screen, so Minister, thank you
a lot for your time. I’ve heard a lot of positive perspectives also so that you are agreeing on
the revision of Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, that you are also considering that there are
problems regarding long-distance transport.

You spoke about the ‘end the cage age’, I was very happy also to hear that. You have also said
the importance that we need a harmonised approach regarding regulation on vessels, on
ships, so a lot of things we heard and we noted what you’ve said this afternoon. And also, of
course, the transport of living animals is just a symptom of our whole food supply chain. And
you’re completely right when you say we have to take a different perspective, social,
economic, but here we must remember we are speaking about sentient beings that are
suffering and a lot of millions of animals are suffering during transport. But of course, we have
to take the different perspectives and we have to work with the different stakeholders, that’s
for sure.
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So thank you very much for your time. It was a pleasure having you. We are looking forward
to having also the other written answers and we wish you a lot of luck in your presidency and
we are following closely, of course, animal transport and in general the animal welfare
situation. You want to say some more words, I think?
1-030-0000

Jože Podgoršek, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Food, Slovenia. – Allow me to conclude
by expressing my own considerable concern. I am personally very concerned about animal
welfare and completely agree with the Chair's final remarks that this is certainly an area of
great importance. We are speaking about live animals and in this area, too, Slovenia is
implementing a number of measures, including through the common agricultural policy and
through financial measures, as I have said. So we are implementing a number of measures to
improve animal welfare.

We are aware that this is an extremely important issue. We are aware that we are facing many
challenges in the area of labelling and consumer awareness since I am certain that it will be a
major step for agricultural holdings in the European Union to regard this as a marketing
opportunity.

Finally, certain retail chains are also forcing us, through their purchasing decisions and their
business model, to talk about significantly better animal welfare. We also know that,
specifically in the area of egg production and others, some retail chains are campaigning
intensively and basing their business policy on animal welfare.

Thus, I am also optimistic, optimistic too, in the context of our joint work in this second half of
the year, that, with the help of the Commission, we will carry out those measure so that, with
each passing day, we will be one day closer to the new legislation that will make better animal
welfare possible, on the basis of expert knowledge, scientific opinion and new technologies.

I am sure that the progress in digitalisation and modernisation throughout Europe will also
make a significant contribution to animal welfare during transport and improve the flow of
information among Member States. This, too, will ultimately create better conditions and still
provide the basis for the functioning of the European Union, namely free movement of goods
and free movement of people, which is one of the key messages of a common Europe.

So thank you very much for the opportunity to talk to you. I was very pleased to hear your
views, although you surprised me with some of your questions, I must admit, but we will try
and provide written answers for any I was unable to answer directly.

I am sure that such discussions also help to improve the situation so I am really grateful for
this opportunity, for this conversation with you. And I am sure, or a least I hope, that we will
have another opportunity to meet in person if we can manage the COVID situation in such a
way to allow us to meet face to face.
1-031-0000

Chair. – How do you say thank you in Slovenian? Hvala lepa? OK, it sounds great.

The next ANIT Committee is tomorrow at nine o’clock, and then we are going to exchange
about the experiences of strengthening and changing legislation within and outside Europe.
And tomorrow afternoon we’re discussing with Hungary and France, and Thomas Waitz wants
to add something.
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1-032-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – The AOB, Austrian Government, has just released concrete
regulations on third countries’ exports that clearly say if there is more than 30 degrees in three
days in a row to be expected on the road, there shall be no certification of the transport
papers.
1-033-0000

Chair. – That is good news for us and for the animals most of all. Thank you for this good
information at the end of this meeting. Thank you also to Austria.

We have a coordinators’ meeting at 16.15, but for all the other Members, we will see each
other tomorrow at 9.00. Thank you to the whole Slovenian team and of course also to the
interpreters who have been there. I forgot them this morning. So thank you very much to all
of you.

(The meeting closed at 15.03)


