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Public hearing on ‘Alternatives to long-distance live animal transport and

farmers' experience of the shift to alternatives’

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 14.11)
1-003-0000
Chair. – I really hope you had very enjoyable and very nice holidays. So
now we are here for the last straight line until December with two more
hearings to come and intensive work on the core business report and the
recommendation. I would like to thank you for the work done so far and
the nice collaboration, and I’m sure the result will correspond to our
efforts. As usual, we will work today in a mixed format with Members
either physically present in the meeting room, and I’m happy to see them,
I must say, or connected from their respective workplaces.

Today we are going to discuss alternatives to long-distance live-animal
transport and farmers’ experience of the shift to alternatives, and also we
are discussing today the consideration of amendments on the draft report
and also on the draft recommendation.

So let’s start directly. It is lucky, if I may say so, that we have three experts
only today, so that’s why it’s not hurting too much the procedure of today
that we have these technical issues. Interpretation today is available in
French, German, Italian, Dutch, English, Greek, Spanish, Portuguese,
Slovakian, Czech, Hungarian, Polish, Slovakian, Romanian and Bulgarian
and it must be 16 languages, I hope I didn’t forget any. Let me remind you
also if you are only connecting with your telephone then the interpretation
will not be possible. Also try not to speak too quickly, and just to remind
you the famous sentence: press the ‘speak’ button if you want to speak.

So let’s start immediately with the hearing on alternatives to long-distance
live animal transport and farmers’ experience of this shift to alternatives.
We have three speakers and they are going to speak for eight minutes each.

We start with Mr Vasile Deac. He is a veterinarian and coordinator in Trans
Vest, a trading animals company. Afterwards, we will have Ms Eveline
Willems and Mr Claudiu Cazacu. First, Mr Vasile Deac you have the floor.
Thank you for being with us. I know you jumped in for somebody so thank
you for being there with us at such short notice. You have the floor, and
welcome to the ANIT committee.
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1-004-0000
Vasile Deac, veterinarian. – Good evening, Ms Metz. I am delighted to have
the opportunity to share my experience on live animal transport and will
begin by saying this: stress of any kind generates more stress. Transport
of any kind generates stress; therefore, stress generates various problems
during live animal transport.

There are, of course, some things that need to be corrected and changed,
because many transporters are not compliant with the proper handling and
transport conditions. This is because many transporters are not
professionally trained, and this leads to problems such as injuries and
deaths and results in economic loss.

Three aspects are of the utmost importance and necessity when it comes to
live animal transport: the economic aspect, the veterinary health aspect
and the animal welfare aspect. It is very important that animals reach their
destination, i.e. the point of disembarkation, in perfect health, and this can
only be achieved if the following conditions are met: only perfectly healthy
animals must be loaded, shipped and unloaded; they must be video-
monitored at all times during their journey, so that we can ensure that the
care staff and crew are discharging their duties by feeding them enough
and giving them first aid if their health deteriorates on board.

Sea transport in particular can be disrupted by weather conditions; air
turbulence can cause disruption as well. I accompanied a live animal
transport aboard a ship for a period of 6 days once. During this time, there
was a storm that lasted 6 hours, and 30 animals fell overboard. I managed
to rescue 27. The situation on board a vessel can be complex and delicate,
and that is why I maintain that specialised staff, such as a veterinarian or
a zootechnician, must accompany all these transports. It is extremely
important.

We cannot end live animal transport because it is not economically sound
to do so. There is the option of slaughtering at source, but many big clients
in Asia and Africa prefer to abide by their own cultural traditions and
customs and therefore prefer live animals, and we must respect that. The
customer is always right, the saying goes, though this is probably not
appropriate here; nevertheless, we must keep in mind that Europe
produces a lot of food and we must go with the clients’ demands and send
live animals.

What can I say about this? To ensure the well-being of these animals, we
must take the following into consideration: ship crew must be trained for
each shipping journey. I say this because I have encountered cases where
the crew threw the feed overboard so that they would not have to deal with
feeding the livestock. This is why we must have an external specialist on
board to supervise the journey of the livestock to their destination country,
and this process should be monitored by video cameras.
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In terms of the veterinary health protocols, I would highlight the following.
We should change some of the protocols in force between some of the
European Union Member States and non-EU countries. We should assess
this on a country-by-country basis and liaise with each national veterinary
agency about existing problems and diseases in each jurisdiction. Each
region should be monitored to assess the incidence of any particular
diseases. We are after all in the 21st century and in the middle of a global
pandemic. This human pandemic is not unlike animal pandemics.

Veterinary health compliance standards must be followed to the letter so
as to prevent the spread of infectious diseases. We Europeans must keep
the resulting meat healthy so that we sell healthy meat that does not impact
human health. It is very important that we do so because, yet again, we
note deficiencies in the transport of live animals within the European
Community itself.

I will illustrate with some examples: Romanian livestock travels to Spain
via Poland, and the animals are given insufficient and abusive medication.
The animals in question are transported and arrive at their destination in
a terrible state. There are differences in the treatment of animals between
the different states. I will give you another example: 40 healthy live
animals, loaded correctly, begin their journey in Greece but arrive in a
considerably different state at their destination, in Gaziantep, Turkey.
Having crossed over to a different continent, with a different culture and
civilisation, the animals are treated differently and their well-being suffers
as a result. We must monitor closely and precisely the protocols between
Europe and other countries, and we must liaise with each of these countries
separately.

I would also add that live animal transports must be prioritised at border
crossings, and that shipping vessels must have generators that can provide
electricity and ventilation when systems are down, which usually results
in casualties.

I would also add that space allocation and density are known problems and
that animal size must be considered when it comes to transport conditions.
Based on size, animals must be loaded in an organised manner, not simply
packed into spaces, as once again the animals will suffer and will arrive in
a bad state of health at their destination.
1-005-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – Thank you, Chair, for the introduction. Good
afternoon to all. My name is Evelyn Willems and I’m a veterinarian and I
represent EFFAB, which is the Organisation of Animal Breeders. I am
honoured and pleased to talk to you about our perspective on the transport
of breeding animals and the alternatives.

EFFAB covers a wide variety of farmed animal species, like poultry, pigs,
ruminants, insects and even the aquatic sector. One of our main goals is to
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work continuously towards a more sustainable breeding and reproduction
sector that incorporates animal welfare during transport as one of its
primary pillars.

We have provided you different sheets that explain our role in the sector,
what animal breeding is and why it is important, the commitment of our
members to improve sustainability of animal farming and how we
transport our breeding animals. And you can find all those documents on
Parliament’s website.

We speak about animal breeding, but what exactly is animal breeding and
why is it an essential part of farming in the EU and globally?

In the animal breeding sector we continue the enduring tradition of
selecting animals according to a predefined list of desirable traits. Selected
animals become the parents of the next generation, and on average, the
offspring will be better than the parents, and the breeds will improve on
the defined traits.

In modern animal breeding, responsible and balanced breeding
programmes are in place. Animal breeders focus on traits related to the
quality and quantity of production in combination with traits related to
animal welfare, as well as animal health and sustainability. This includes
longevity, robustness, reducing the carbon footprint and a lot more.
Improving on all those traits together is essential for more sustainable
animal farming.

Although animal breeding is achieved differently across species, all sectors
are similar in one aspect. The superior genetics produced by animal
breeders must be delivered to farmers. And the options for how this next
generation is delivered to the farms depends completely on the available
reproductive technologies for the different species. And since I am an
expert in the pig sector, we have decided to use the pig sector as an example
today. However, EFFAB’s team in Brussels welcome all questions that you
may have on all represented species following this presentation.

Like most species, the pig breeding for genetic improvement happens at
the nucleus-level farms where the highly valued maternal and paternal
pure lines live. These farms are isolated away from other farms to
minimise the risk of disease introduction. And these pure-bred animals
produce the next generation that is moved to the multiplication level and
different pure lines are cross-bred to produce hybrid breeding animals for
farms.

How and when we need to transport these highly valued animals is the
focus of our message today. Like the cattle sector, pig producing uses
artificial insemination to move the male genetics. Male pigs, and they are
called boars, are transported from nucleus farms to regional semen
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collection centres. The semen is collected and distributed to nucleus farms,
multiplication farms and commercial farms.

And in the pig sector, we use primarily fresh semen because the cells that
constitute pig semen are highly susceptible to freezing due to its
composition.

The trade results in low reproductive success when frozen semen is used
and makes the option non-viable in farms. As a result, the use of frozen
semen is limited to special occasions. And the existence of regional semen
collection centres producing fresh semen is a necessary reality.
Nevertheless, the number of males that need to be transported is very, very
low.

In the case of the female breeding animals, many commercial farms are
able to produce their own replacement females by maintaining a small
population of elite females, using elite semen from semen collection
centres. This approach pre-empts the need for the transport of larger
volume of female or replacement animals.

However, in the pig sector, not all commercial farms are able to create their
own replacements and there are occasional scenarios when the movement
of higher numbers of breeding females must be transported to populate
newly built or empty breeding farms. Depending on the scenario, these
highly valued females are often transported internationally, using air or
land transport. And like the transport of elite males, the female breeding
pig populations that are transported must be handled with extreme care
and attention to detail.

You will occasionally hear the suggestion that we can replace the transport
of female breeding pigs with embryo transport. And unfortunately, this
option does not exist due to technological challenges. Like frozen semen
technology, the use of fresh and frozen embryos is neither technologically
possible nor viable.

The fact is this method is practically impossible to implement at the
moment due to the physiology of the uterus of a sow, which consists of two
horns being incredibly long, with an enormous amount of faults and twists.
There is currently no technique other than surgery to collect embryos from
a living cell.

Besides this important limiting factor, embryo transfer in pigs results in
very poor rates of fertility, and the embryos have a very short shelf life.
Freezing porcine embryos has not at all been successful so far and the
procedure is only used in exceptional circumstances. Unfortunately, this
means that the transport of breeding pigs that have to be selected on the
basis of their genetic value is a necessity.
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In conclusion, breeding boars need to be transported to regional semen
collection centres and breeding sows also need to be transported from
nucleus and multiplication farms to farms. Ultimately, the animal breeding
sector is constantly looking for ways to minimise the transport of animals,
whether it be through the use of semen from elite boars, the on-farm
production of replacement breeding females, or the ongoing efforts to
develop successful frozen semen and embryo transfer technology.

However, when we transport the animals, we are doing our best
maximising their comfort and well-being during the transport period
through the use of high quality transport vehicles and well-trained
personnel. We are committed to protect the animals that we are
responsible for so that these animals will have a long and comfortable
reproductive life that contributes to improving the sustainability of the
animal farming sector.

It is critical to note that in addition to maximising the immediate well-
being of the animal during transport, animal breeding sectors are also very
focused on maximising the long-term well-being of the animal, through
good biosecurity during transport in order to keep the pig disease-free for
its lifetime.

I will conclude by adding that as animal breeders, we believe it is necessary
to take a science-based approach to understand the animal needs for
maximum welfare during transport and not be swayed by non-scientific
perceptions. Only this approach truly serves the individual animal, and
welfare requirements must also consider the specificities of the species and
type of animals. Health and welfare concerns, including the need to offload
animals and the real challenges to biosecurity and the long term well-being
of the breeding animals and their offspring have to be considered.

Thank you, Chair, and thanks to the ANIT Committee for the opportunity to
speak here today on this important topic. I look forward to questions and
would like to remind you that our EFFAB Director, Ana Granados, together
with the EFFAB team, is always ready to respond and engage in dialogue
with you regarding any other questions that may arise after today.
1-006-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much to you for this presentation, so we know that
there is a difference of treatment of the breeding animals and the non-
breeding animals we see there. Personally, I never saw such a truck in, as
you say, high-quality, nevertheless it’s stress anyways always for the
animals to be transported.

But without losing time, I give the floor to Mr Claudiu Cazacu. He is the
author of the study Romanian livestock industry – a comparison study on
the impact of replacement of live exports of bovine and ovine with
refrigerated/frozen meat. You have the floor, Mr Cazacu, please.
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1-007-0000
Claudiu Mihai Cazacu, Senior Economist and Consulting Strategist, XTB
Romania. – Good afternoon and thanks for having me, Chair, Members of
the Parliament and the honourable audience. It is indeed a study I
conducted in 2018, and the results have shown that basically there is a
significant economic benefit that would accrue to Romania – and I think
generally this model can be applied throughout the European Union. A
benefit from reducing live animal exports and replacing those with exports
of meat and either in a partial or full replacement scenario.

Of course I did not study the actual feasibility of completely giving up live
animals exports, and I think that maybe that’s some topic that requires a
separate discussion. But the data has shown that there will be thousands
of new jobs created in locally in Romania: from 2.3 thousand up to 5.3
thousand, depending on scenarios.

We took into consideration several scenarios, one with a 50% cut over five
years of live animals exports. We mostly took into consideration ovine and
bovine. So 50% reduction in five years, 2.3 thousand jobs created, a
complete stop in three years would lead to about 5.3 thousand new jobs
created, and we computed at the time that the direct benefits from wages
and the taxes collected in Romania would add up to more than EUR 46
million.

Given the situation today, and the trends in wages and the trends in the
economy and in prices – we see this even these months – I think that the
numbers actually today would be much higher. We’ve also discovered that
there is ample capacity in slaughterhouses, in the medium and the large
facilities, to process the extra meat. And if there would be, and there will
probably be a shock to farmers, an initial shock to farmers, this can be
significantly reduced by clear signalling – so advanced signalling of steps
taken – and the gradual implementation of new policy measures.

In preparation for the questions we’ve received recently, we’ve also studied
and gathered data for transport costs, and we saw that generally it is
cheaper, and sometimes significantly cheaper, to transport meat rather
than live animals.

When we talk, for example, of meat to live animal equivalent, so we
compare transporting a kilo of meat with transporting the necessary live
animal quantity to obtain a kilo of meat, then prices are about 82.5% lower.
We’ve studied some routes – of course we did not have all the data available
for all transportation. And if we compare a kilogram of meat with a
kilogram of live animals – so not meat equivalent of live animal – it is 45%
lower. And apart from that, we saw that some, even some non-EU
destinations which are generally used for maritime transportation, have
some cold chain logistics. And our industry sources have told us that they
see the demand as being there. So we are talking specifically about Middle
Eastern countries which are large destinations for ovine exports. And we



06-09-2021 9

saw even the trends over the last few years, the quantities have increased
and the demand is there.

We can see that the demand is there, and for ow, some processes include
importing lambs from Romania into Jordan and then fattening these and
selling them on to the Jordanian market, which makes economic sense for
the local economy, for the local distributors. But it means a lot of value is
not added into the European Union and into Romania because of that. We
think that there is cold chain logistics and this would make a switch
possible. And although EU regulations have improved animal welfare in
transport, there is still a gap in transportation to non-EU destinations and
especially when we talk about sea transportation.

The trends have become more or more unclear. So, prior to 2018, there
used to be a clear trend of more meat, less animal exports. 2018 and 2019
have shown mixed data in ovine, even more live animals to meet significant
higher ratio. Without some form of policy, it is likely that live animal
transport would at least maintain or even increase in volume.

If you talk about benefits, about processing animals into meat locally, we
can mention the high economic value generated locally for a European
economy and with EU subsidies helping countries within the EU improve
standards of living in some rural areas, thus promoting a more balanced
development. I think this is very valuable knowing that some communities,
some rural communities are quite poor.

Improved animal welfare, less risk of zoonotic, of some diseases with
animal origin, less traffic on the roads and imports of course from higher
volume occupied by live animals, less carbon emissions – although this
needs to be further studied because there is, of course, some energy
consumption to maintain low temperatures – more traceability and
accountability and higher ability to collect tax. And, of course, less stressed
animals.

Initial and transitional losses would be part of the costs. Farmers would
incur those. I think it would be asymmetrical, depending on region and
depending on where they sell their animals right now. But I think overall
they should be manageable. Other costs and barriers would be resistance
and lobbying in parts of the industry which benefits from the status quo
and the need to invest and probably to negotiate with third countries, with
non-EU members, to negotiate a new framework for managing meat and
frozen meat, refrigerated and frozen meat exports.

And very important possible pathways to policy actions: I think
implementing tools to incentivise the local processing of meat, such as
funding the initiative. There is a law in Romania that offers to go up to EUR
200 per tonne of local products sold to industry for processing and up to
EUR 20 000 per farm.
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Also, state level negotiations with the third countries to ensure a smooth
change towards more meat exports from live animals. And internally, I
think very, very important and not difficult to implement: a clear and
advanced communication of policy goals and benefits to farmers,
transporters and processing units to smooth out the transition.
1-008-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much, Mr Cazacu. I have a question immediately
that I want to ask you. The study seems very, very interesting, and also a
very holistic approach looking also at the creation of jobs, economic
reasons or nautical reasons, traffic reasons. Is it possible that we send the
study to our Members and also maybe put it on our website? That would be
my first question to you, because I think it is important to have really the
details of your very interesting study.

I give you the opportunity to answer that afterwards. First, I give the floor
for three minutes only, sorry for that, because we had these technical
issues at the beginning so we have to reduce a little bit the time. I start
with the coordinator, Mr Daniel Buda from the EPP, who is in the room.
You have the floor for three minutes, and then we take immediately
Mr Olekas from S&D, who is replacing Ms Carmen Avram. You have the
floor, Mr Buda.
1-009-0000
Daniel Buda (PPE). – Thank you very much, Madam Chair. I would first
like to thank Mr Deac for his speech, even though he joined us here with an
hour’s notice. Before I formulate my questions, I would like to thank him
for his expert opinion as he is an independent expert in matters of live
animal transport, particularly by sea. I would like to highlight one of the
important points of his contribution: that we need an independent party to
monitor these transports, as based on Mr Deac’s own direct experience.
Secondly, that we need to ensure the existence on board of energy
generators, particularly for sea transports, where repairing a broken
installation can be very complicated, and results in stopping the ventilation
and air circulation systems.

I would then like to ask Eveline if the cost assessment has been broken
down by means of transport, i.e. by air for breeding stock and by road.
What would be the difference in terms of costs? Because I am interested –
and we should all be interested – in finding out how we can encourage the
use of faster means of transport (transport by air, for instance, which is
quicker than road transport, of course). Has there been any cost analysis
of this kind? Could Eveline share her data on transporting suckling pigs,
for instance? Unfortunately, there are some states, like Romania, that have
no capacity to raise pigs for meat because there are no breeding herds and
farms.

I would also like to commend Mr Cazacu for his excellent and interesting
contribution, but I would like to see this study for myself and make my own
comparative analysis on how this can be done. As it happens, the study was
done in Romania, where I am aware of the conditions on the ground, and
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therefore I would like to ascertain how individual farmers in Romania and
elsewhere are impacted; I am also interested in whether the study covered
the slaughter capacity in Romania and other Member States, because this
represents a problem. There are entire regions in Romania, like in Germany
for instance, where the slaughter capacity is insufficient, and we are
looking to see if we can develop slaughter capacity in order to reduce live
animal transport. I would also like to read the study myself with the view
of developing concrete measures for reducing live animal transport. I
would furthermore like to ask if the study related to live animal exports
originating in Romania or the entire European Union to third countries. In
this sense, I would like to know what would happen if we stopped these
exports and if those states were to agree, in the end, to import carcasses
or if they decided to import animals from countries outside the European
Union.
1-010-0000
Juozas Olekas (S&D). –. Dear colleagues, dear experts (inaudible) the
transport of the animal themselves. But I would like also to focus a little
more on the economic concerns of replacing animal transport with meat
exports. We have heard from the Romanian study about the impact for
farmers but I wanted to ask if there is any research on the impact on
consumers.

I believe that raising and fattening of animals produce meat that is more
affordable than meat imported from the EU would be. I think that too often
in this discussion we look at the price of food from the quite privileged
European or even Western European perspective. We have heard views
that consumers should be able to afford food price increases during various
talks on the Green Deal. In this concern we need to make sure that people
can afford good nutritious food.

We should also look into the broader goals of the Green Deal. If we promote
a shorter food chain and permanent purchase then we should realise that
those plots should be grazed by animals that sometimes need to be
imported. And we cannot rely only on meat exports without leaving the
possibilities of raising animals locally.
1-011-0000
Chair. – OK, thank you, I hope the experts got all your questions. I must
say I missed some of the beginning but I hope the experts did not, because
I now give the floor – and there we will have interpretation – regarding the
answers to reaction from the experts.

Mr Deac, would you like to start and react to the question asked? I know
there were also questions to Ms Willems coming from Mr Buda, but please,
Mr Deac first.
1-012-0000
Vasile Deac, veterinarian. – Madam Chair, thank you very much again for
your question. I speak very little English. If someone could ask the question
in Romanian, I would be very grateful. If not, I will attempt to answer the
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question in whatever way I can. Can you hear me? Mr Cazacu, what is the
question? Can you help me?
1-013-0000
Chair. – But I cannot speak Romanian. So the last question was the impact.
I’ll say it in English and then we have the interpretation so I repeat what I
remember and what I understood in English.

It’s the impact of the transport also relating to the consumers, that the
consumers should be able to afford also high quality; it was a little bit
regarding the impact of transport also on consumers and on the price. So
that’s what I got from the last question. I hope it was able to be interpreted
for you into Romanian.
1-016-0000
Vasile Deac, veterinarian. – The impact on prices will not be good; neither
for the producer, nor for the consumer. As these groups are both
disadvantaged, losses will increase costs and that is a bad thing overall.

I can tell you that demand is currently greater than supply. That's what I
can tell from phone enquiries I receive in my own country, Romania, as
well as from Europe and from other continents. There is demand for live
animals in Romania and in the countries of the European Union, and, from
current market research in Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary, Germany and
France, I note that supply is below the current level of demand, so prices
will rise.

There is a further problem: feed, which today – though my data is not
current – from what I can see on the market, is a common problem in all
the countries of the European Union.
1-017-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – Thank you. I am not sure that I understood
the question exactly that was there for me.
1-018-0000
Daniel Buda (PPE). – The question was if an assessment was carried out
in relation to the comparative costs for live animal transport by air and by
road. How expensive is air transport, that is, as we are interested to see if
we can encourage an increase in live animal transport by air through
various mechanisms. I would also like to know how much more expensive
air transport is compared with road transport – if you have such data, of
course.
1-019-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – Thank you, I was too slow with switching
between the floor and Dutch, sorry. But the question is completely clear
now. Thank you for the question. Yes, of course, we know the difference in
price of transport via air or transport via truck, for example.
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We are currently transporting some breeding boars to Russia, and they are
actually going by plane, by aircraft. And this is almost three times as
expensive as a truck, but it is already used.
1-020-0000
Claudiu Mihai Cazacu, Senior Economist and Consulting Strategist, XTB
Romania. – Of course, of course, I can make available the full study. I made
available the executive summary for this meeting. The study was actually
the input I provided here is not all from the study. So there is information
that I gathered then and then that I searched for later on when I got
questions from various MEPs. And I wanted to answer as relevantly and as
informed as possible. But I will, of course, without any problem, make the
study available.

And I think there were questions about the cost to consumer. There is a
coverage; actually, there is a section in the study. The data is now a few
years old so it might be just a guideline. It might not be as relevant; as we
know market conditions change.

There was another question I think? Would we lose market share? Would
Romanian farmers lose market shares if they would offer meat and
refrigerated meat instead of live animals? I think, if there is an initial
negotiation at state level, I think that the demand, as I said before, would
probably be there and with the transition and the losses there might be an
initial impact.

But the need for quality meat will be there and I think farmers can have
the arguments to support their point of view and they can push meat into
these markets instead of live animals.
In terms of slaughterhouses, yes, there is this discussion about not enough
capacity. We can discuss about the distribution geographically. So let’s say
if there is a density at micro level, at regional level, I know there are lots
of question about mobile slaughterhouses, but we know that on aggregate
there is capacity. And, generally, the issue in some areas is that the
slaughterhouses don’t have enough live animals and not that there is not
enough capacity.

But there might be some solutions to that in pinpointing specific situations.
But generally, this did not seem to be the case that the slaughterhouses’
availability would be the major issue.
1-021-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much, Mr Cazacu, and also for giving us now the
detailed study, that is very good, thank you in advance for that. We go on
with the coordinators who are now going to speak – Caroline Roose from
the Greens and then immediately afterwards Ms Annika Bruna from ID.
Both ladies are in the room. Caroline, you have the floor for three minutes
please.
1-022-0000
Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – I’d like to start by thanking the Chair and
the previous speakers. What I've taken away from the debate so far is that
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alternatives exist and that it is possible to implement them. Some of these
alternatives are already widely used today, and others are ready and
waiting to be used once we have imposed strict rules limiting the transport
of animals. Mr Cazacu, you spoke about abattoirs and their capacity. As I
see it, journey times to abattoirs are the easiest problem to overcome. The
concentration of abattoirs is a real issue. A network of small abattoirs
located close to farms used to exist in many countries. Taking France as an
example, over 1 000 public abattoirs were in operation in the 1970s, plus
just over 100 private abattoirs. Fast forward to 2010, and only 102 public
abattoirs and 184 private abattoirs were in operation. And France is not
even the worst country: if we take pig farming as an example, there is
1 abattoir per 120 farmers in France compared to only 1 abattoir per
600 farmers in Germany. In my opinion, the imposition of rules should
therefore be a priority. You spoke about mobile abattoirs, but I believe that
another point worth considering is a maximum distance between where the
animal is bred and where it is slaughtered.

Mr Cazacu, you referred to fattening farms just now. I believe that another
type of transport that should be prioritised is that of young animals. When
I visited fattening farms in the Spanish city of Cartagena, I saw young cattle
originating from Europe and in particular – as evidenced by the labels they
bore – from France. It is safe to assume that the majority of the calves in
these fattening farms were born in industrial dairy farms keen to get rid of
them, since the custom nowadays is to have one site producing milk and
another producing meat. A potential solution to this problem might be to
diversify holdings in keeping with the principle of small-scale farming, or
in other words to encourage farmers who produce cattle for milk to leave
space on their farms to rear calves as well. I am keen to hear your thoughts
on this idea, and whether you think that action could be taken in this
direction under the common agricultural policy.

Ms Willems, you spoke about the transport of genetic material. I’d like to
ask how long unfrozen semen remains suitable for use, and whether semen
can be collected in situ, or in other words on the farm.
1-023-0000
Annika Bruna (ID). – I’d like to thank the previous speakers, and
Mr Cazacu for his very interesting and highly relevant analysis.

The main alternatives to the long-distance transport of live animals are
widely known. The first is ensuring that meat is produced and consumed
as locally as possible, the second is transporting meat or carcasses rather
than live animals, and the last is reinstating local abattoirs.

The main obstacle to the roll-out of these alternatives is obviously
financing. As things currently stand, funding has been earmarked under
the national recovery plans for existing abattoirs but not for the
construction of new abattoirs. Nothing has been done so far in terms of
relocating production and installing cold-chain facilities for the transport
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of meat. We are faced with a situation where alternatives to the long-
distance transport of live animals are still in their infancy.

What steps should be taken to oblige the EU and its Member States to cover
the costs of the equipment required to export meat or carcasses? What
should be done to put a stop to the constant restructuring in the abattoir
industry, which means that the ever fewer abattoirs that remain are ever
further away from the farms they serve?

As I see it, the European Union is at a crossroads. It is up to the European
Commission to ensure that the proposals it publishes by 2023 include
sources of funding for alternatives to the transport of live animals. The
market players are not necessarily in a position to bear the costs of the
equipment involved.

The crux of the problem relates to our philosophical understanding of what
an animal is. For as long as live animals are viewed as commodities like
any other, their transport will be regulated by the Commission and the
Member States as though they were mere commodities. Yet national
legislation and Article 13 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union recognise animals as sentient beings, which justifies the funding of
alternatives to the long-distance transport of live animals.

My question is therefore as follows: will the European Commission table
disruptive proposals in 2023, or will it squander a further 15 years waiting
for a new reform?
1-024-0000
Claudiu Mihai Cazacu, Senior Economist and Consulting Strategist, XTB
Romania. – So, as far as I understand it, the initial question was about the
diversification of production or the actual trend of specialisations and
concentration in production and in slaughterhouses. Did I get that right? I
think it was Ms Roose.
1-025-0000
Chair. – Yes, I think that was indeed the question. Yes, indeed.
1-026-0000
Claudiu Mihai Cazacu, Senior Economist and Consulting Strategist, XTB
Romania. – OK, good. So, yes, this is a trend that we see. It’s a trend that’s
definitely taking shape as well in Romania, which my study focused on, and
where I know the situation much, much better than throughout Europe.
And I think there is good reason to try to support measures, to go back to
the good parts of the, let’s say, previous times.

I think one way to do this is to empower small and medium farms. We can
do that either by regulation or by providing economic incentives. Since my
training is in economics, I tend to view this through this lens. I think that
support programmes, such as the one law that I mentioned in my written
answer to questions – there is also the number, maybe we can make public
that document as well, that I’ve already sent before this hearing.
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There is this law that offers an incentive of EUR 200 per ton of product. It
can be milk. It can be meat, live animals. And this would, as far as my
industry sources tell me, this would be a game-changer in making much
more profit – not much more, a bit more profitable – but farmers are very
price-sensitive in selling their product into the local industry. So I think
this would be a great use of funding in order to achieve a result.

Another one would be, I think, in a creative way of allowing existing EU
funds – so there is plenty I think, or maybe not plenty, but there is a lot of
EU funding in in the rural areas for young farmers, for example. If we can
allow individuals to join forces, to pool together their resources and we can
also communicate that this is something that you can do, not just produce
more animals, but also do a business like agriculture.

You want to move to the countryside and to start a prosperous business
there. You can join forces with several others, and the tens of thousands of
euros can become hundreds of thousands of euros. And if you can, if you
are available, of course it’s up to legislation, the European Parliament and
Europe. Let’s say if the European policy goes towards supporting this
direction, I think people, once they know about it, they can join forces and
do that. They could produce meat locally. They can even do, maybe, mobile
units or let’s say smaller regional units to cover the needs and process meat
in an efficient way, but only if several people join forces and funding is
available. So these would be the two solutions, I think.

And to the second question, if I can. I will continue in English, but it was
directed in French and I hope I got that right. How to stimulate, I think, the
acquisition of equipment and how to support the European meat-
processing industry.

I think what I previously said also covers this question as well. So, making
creative use of already existing funding programmes, support and
incentives that are available to young farmers and to people willing to
move to do that to the rural areas, and especially in those areas where
poverty is more visible.
1-027-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – Yes, I did get the question. It was about a
porcine semen and the temperature at which it should be stored. When it
is received on the recipient farm, it is stored at 17° Celsius. That is the most
common temperature and 72 hours is guaranteed. And there are individual
boars that are able to have five to seven days’ shelf life of the semen, but
that is not for all the boars the standard.

So 72 hours, we guarantee. And sometimes it is good for use up till five to
seven days.
1-028-0000
Vasile Deac, veterinarian. – I would like to add something here. I wish that
European compliance standards were respected, and I appreciate that



06-09-2021 17

European funding grants for farms are higher for those facilities able to set
up slaughterhouses, whether big or small.

These are very important things, both economically and from the point of
view of veterinarian health and safety norms. This means that farmers can
prevent losses at source, by installing their own mini- or micro-slaughter
facilities, which resolves a much-needed step in the process.

On another note, setting up these slaughterhouses within farms would
probably encourage foreign clients, who currently request live animals, to
simplify their purchase processes and buy carcasses or meat from the
countries of the European Union on account of these having a good record
of health and safety.
1-029-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much for these remarks going clearly in the
direction of more relocalisation, which is also a little bit of an answer to
the question from Ms Bruna. I give then the floor to the next coordinators.
They are Mr Peter Lundgren from the ECR and I see he is connected. You
have the floor for three minutes, and then Ms Anja Hazekamp immediately
afterwards from The Left.
1-030-0000
Peter Lundgren (ECR). – Thank you very much, and thank you to our
guests for visiting our committee today. Now I heard Mr Vasile talking
about adapting to the buyer’s demands.

Why? Why not just simply explain to them that if you want to buy from us,
from European producers, you have to follow our rules and we can deliver
carcasses. It’s actually sick that the animals are getting treated in this very
crude way just because we need to be considerate to religious traditions.
And for me, that is not an excuse to treat the animals in a bad manner. Then
they have to grow up a bit and come into the modern world.

And are we are not living in such a modern world that we should stop that
very cruel treatment of animals, especially the very long, cruel sea
transports, and do it by putting our foot down and putting up the fight for
the animals and instead of bending down to religious demands? Because
that is the only reason they are transporting livestock to Arabic countries.

And Mr Vasile, do you really think that education of the crew members on
ship would help the dreadful conditions they have on board those ships? I
don’t actually, to be honest. I don’t, because money talks and if you can
earn money by not fulfilling all the obligations, that is unfortunately what
we very often see, and it’s very difficult for us to also keep an eye out for
that.

To Ms Willems, I have a very short question. Would it even be possible with
flight transport, given the very large quantities we are talking about?
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And finally, Mr Cazacu, is it not simply, I would say, one very big reason
we are experiencing this situation, is it not because the EU, the European
Union, has created this transport hysteria through its agriculture policies?

I mean, previously in the old days, we had a lot of local slaughterhouses
but in this big European economy, it’s not profitable enough and they
cannot survive, the very small slaughterhouses. So what the European
Union created was slaughter factories and that, of course, created the
transport needs where we had to transport the animals for a long time. So
wouldn’t you say that it is partly the responsibility from the EU that has,
shall we say, pulled the rug from under the feet of the very small
slaughterhouse owners?
1-031-0000
Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – Over the past year we have seen and heard
why the export and long-distance transport of live animals in Europe must
be stopped once and for all. The reason is that animal welfare during such
transport cannot be guaranteed.

Transporting carcasses and meat is seen as the solution to put an end to
these long-distance transports. The question, however, is whether this is
feasible and also whether it is the most sustainable solution over the long
term.

Frozen meat and genetic material are already exported to virtually all third
countries to which the EU also ships live animals. Mr Cazacu’s study shows
that exports of sheepmeat and beef from Romania have increased in recent
years. In spite of this rise, though, the value of live cattle exports is still
five times that of beef exports. I wonder whether there would still be such
a big difference if European agricultural subsidies were abolished. As long
as the profit margin is so high, animal welfare will unfortunately remain a
side issue.

Imagine that, a few years from now, we are only transporting carcasses
and meat over long distances instead of live animals. In such a scenario
how would the purchase and maintenance costs differ between refrigerated
trucks and the trucks in which animals are currently transported? And I’m
not talking here about the luxury trucks that Ms Willems showed. These
are a rare sight on European roads and are not seen at all at
slaughterhouses.

Also, what are the consequences for the ships used? Can you estimate the
associated costs and therefore the feasibility? At present, animals are
transported in old, converted cargo ships that are completely unsuitable.
Such transport often takes place in extreme weather conditions, such as
very high temperatures, strong winds and heavy seas. Having no hands,
animals are unable to hold on to anything and are consequently slung back
and forth. Any animals that die during transport – unfortunately, still a
frequent occurrence – are thrown overboard, as it simply costs too much
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to refrigerate them on board. How realistic is it, then, to use freezers for
carcasses and meat?

If we actually want to offer a sustainable, long-term solution that takes
people and animals, the climate, the environment and our food supply into
account, we need to look further than this and take much bigger steps much
more quickly. This is possible, as there are alternatives that we are
forgetting about again today.

Do you not agree that we should keep far fewer animals, invest
significantly in healthy, plant-based alternatives and shift the focus to local
production so we are no longer exporting a constant stream of breeding
animals and instead ensuring that local production is actually established
in third countries too? Do you not think that we also need to work on local
production within the EU and stop importing meat and live animals from
places such as Canada and America and the Mercosur countries?

It is only by embracing these alternatives that we can actually work on a
solution. There’s no need to wait for ships and trucks to be converted or
for more slaughterhouses to be built. We can start by consuming less meat
and dairy today.
1-032-0000
Vasile Deac, veterinarian. – Peter, I shall try to be pragmatic and say that,
as a producer myself, I would prefer to sell meat instead of live animals to
any client. That would be my wish. Can anyone help?

Secondly, if I could get help with this, what would the process be? How
could I manage the working relationship with a large slaughterhouse
facility, which might, in fairness, not be loyal, honest and correct when it
comes to payment? Maybe this happens only to me. But, to my knowledge,
from conversations with farmers, and I am in touch with many – you can
also do some research on this – they all encounter the same problem.

Until we can find a better way, live animal transport remains the most
profitable way to export meat. Of course, it is not fair to the animal, and
we must solve this problem.

In relation to specialist staff on board vessels, it is really important to have
them, and I’ll give you an example as to why: if, right now, in this room,
someone came down with a medical problem, they would receive first aid
from a medical professional. It would be the same aboard a vessel where
animals might be in need of medical aid.

I would also say the following: live animal transport does not need to be
banned, because we are talking about breeding stock and we need to
consider the options. Animals should travel, genetic material should travel
and, as farmers, it is in our best interest to improve our herds as much as
we can afford.
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1-033-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – I heard indeed that Mr Lundgren mentioned
my name but I did not hear the question clearly. It was about large
quantities and whether it would be at all possible, but could you please
repeat the question?
1-034-0000
Chair. – Yes exactly, I think that was the question. If it would be possible,
Mr Lundgren?
1-035-0000
Peter Lundgren (ECR). – My question was would it even be possible with
flight transport given the very large quantities we are talking about?
1-036-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – Well, in the pure breeding animals, it is not
about these large quantities, but even then in the lower quantities, it is not
always possible to have air transport because there is not a connection
between point A and point B. for example. So it is not always a solution.
1-037-0000
Claudiu Mihai Cazacu, Senior Economist and Consulting Strategist, XTB
Romania. – I think these questions reach the core of the issue and the core
of the perception on the issue. I did my research. I can imagine that
different parties may have different views on that. But I would start, for
example – I think even previously, I might have missed a question from Mr
Buda because he said that, is it going to be a price for consumers if this
shift would occur?

I think there would be mostly a cost to farmers, because under the
Romanian market, let’s say marginally, some exports would not find their
way as meat into, let’s say, Middle East destination, there would be more
meat on the local market, but the local market would be able to absorb that.
So I don’t think that would be necessarily a cost for consumer.

Then moving on to a very good question, a discussion from Mr Peter
Lundgren, I think is it the EU’s responsibility to intervene in these trends?
I think these trends are visible and I think there are two ways you can act.
Either through direct economic support to obtain, let’s say, a financial
incentive policy or through some other measures, relying on the consumer
to take decisions.

What I mean by that is there was a question sent to me before the hearing
about labelling. And now I’m thinking that this can be a powerful tool. So
within the EU, not outside the EU, if a consumer can see on a label that this
animal has been transported for less than 50 kilometres, or less than eight
hours, and give that a green, let’s say, label. And this animal is a bit more
stressed, it has been transported for more than eight hours. And if we
inform consumers that animals suffer with more transportation and the
quality of meat, because they are more stressed and more prone to disease,
is also lower, they can choose.



06-09-2021 21

So they can get to a point where they can prefer high-quality meat that has
been transported over smaller distances. And this would mean that
basically, indeed, the consumer would somehow maybe pay a premium
because he or she would prefer better quality meat.

And this would be, I think, a very good mechanism and very doable with
modern technology. And I may suggest even tracking with, maybe,
blockchain, but not blockchain in the cryptocurrency field, but using
blockchain technology to track the transportations. And I think, yes, you
can do that or they can direct, as I say, the infrastructure is already there,
but maybe some fine-tuning in creative ways and maybe a bit more
communication into what new farmers can do to create this local, regional
or smaller regional slaughterhouses. But as far as I’ve heard and I’ve seen,
this, especially in Romania and some parts of Romania, is not a big issue.

And moving to the question from Ms Anja Hazekamp: would it be feasible
in terms of transport costs? I think there were many, many questions there.
But to answer this one. So the perception is that it’s very expensive to
transport the frozen meat or refrigerate the meat. It’s what I thought
before doing this study. But the thing is, there are containers.

So you don’t need to have specific ships to transport, let’s say, one ship
designed specifically to transport meat. There are refrigerated containers
at very low temperatures. There is a need for, maybe, a bit more
investment into this: into cold chain logistics. But it should not be
impossible, it should not be difficult, especially if the need, as I say, the
economic incentive and actually the basic need for good-quality meat is
there in the Middle East countries.

And I think they would adjust if there is this offer from Romania. And,
probably, the best conditions would be applied if there is a negotiation at
the top level to say: ‘this is where we are going in a few years, we’re not
going to switch tomorrow to make this a pain for everybody, but we want
to move there and please talk to us and let’s find the best solution together’.
And I think that’s doable and manageable.

And frankly, maybe the best way forward, especially thinking that my
sources told me that it’s very good in terms of accountability and fiscal
traceability, because sometimes the animals are being sold and there is no
benefit or not a proportional benefit to state coffers, to put it, let’s say,
generically. And there will be a lot to gain, I think.
1-038-0000
Chair. – Indeed, you mentioned it, another reason to push for transport of
meat. I will go to the questions now from the Members and they also have
three minutes if they want to have them. I start with Ms Ska Keller from
the Greens. You have the floor for three minutes.
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1-039-0000
Ska Keller (Verts/ALE). – Thank you very much and thanks to all the
speakers. I think the problem at hand is much more one of economic
interest and trying to get the last euro out of animals even if they have
already been suffering a lot, for example in milk production and elsewhere,
so I think that’s more the problem that we’re facing more than others. And
I do believe that we should never forget we’re talking about living beings.
I mean too often we’re talking about factories and production lines and
whatnot, but these are living beings and we should take care that we’re
respecting their needs.

So I have a couple of questions on that to Mr Cazacu. Your study is indeed
very interesting, many people have said that before. Would you say that
your results, which of course focused on Romania, would be in general
transferable also to other countries? Obviously you can’t say one-to-one,
but in general would you expect great differences to other countries, or
would you think it could be transferable?

And to Ms Willems, you were talking about pigs and there the difficulties
with the semen and how long it can be kept, but I also read in your
documents that in other species the semen can be stored very well in a
frozen way. Could you say something about that? I mean, you are saying
that you are specialised in pigs but if you can, it would be great to hear
more how we think it’s feasible in other species to transport the semen.

I’m also very impressed by Mr Cazacu saying that indeed the costs are not
so much higher, but it’s true, I mean if we’re thinking about it for
transferring live animals you need a special ship, you need all the
veterinarians along and so on, at least in theory. And if you just put a
container with frozen meat on a random container ship, that seems to be
indeed not so cost-intensive, even though, of course, the cooling needs to
happen but I guess that’s not so difficult these days any more.
1-040-0000
Julie Lechanteux (ID). – One of the consequences of the decline in the
number of abattoirs and the rise in the number of large-scale operations,
as well as the implementation of free trade agreements such as Mercosur,
has been an increase in transport flows of live animals.

It is clear that large abattoirs will continue to offer their services over ever
larger geographical areas with a view to optimising the financial health of
their operations and functioning at close to full capacity in order to achieve
their profit targets, and that this will result in live animals being
transported for significantly longer periods of time.

It’s time for us to open our eyes and face up to the abhorrent political
ideology that leads to animals suffering in this way. The only way that we
can make progress in the interests of animal welfare is by demonstrating
a strong political will and by implementing concrete initiatives such as
local provenance. Producing food locally, processing food locally and eating
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local food – these are truly eco-friendly acts which are not only good for
our planet, but also and more importantly allow us to address properly the
issue of animal suffering.

I’ve said it before and I will say it again: we must make it possible to site
and establish local abattoirs as close as possible to farming areas. We must
develop mobile abattoirs and/or promote on-farm slaughter. We must back
the transport of meat as carcasses both within our own countries and to
third-country destinations, since this will not only promote animal welfare,
but also have beneficial effects in terms of quality, sanitary conditions and
job creation. The European Union must provide funding for cold-chain
infrastructure and invest in cold-chain equipment for the transport of
carcasses.

These are simple and concrete proposals that tally with the suggestions
made by the experts and the animal welfare associations whose views we
have heard since the ANIT Committee’s first meeting. We must call a halt
to the European Commission’s policy of unrestrained free trade and replace
it with an approach based on local provenance and on production methods
which show more concern for animal welfare and which are increasingly
popular among consumers, for obvious reasons. If this does not happen,
the Farm to Fork Strategy will never become anything more than yet
another of the meaningless slogans for which the EU is sadly renowned.

And so, Ms Metz, ladies and gentlemen, will this committee really make a
difference, or is it merely a rubber-stamping assembly? After all, we have
been working on this topic for months, and we have spent hours talking
about it – we have proposals and solutions, but in spite of that fact we are
going round in circles. No progress has been made, nothing has been done
and we are no further forward than before. Are we simply wasting
everyone’s time, or are we here to do proper work and achieve real change
for our fellow citizens? I’m calling for concrete steps to be taken now to
end a situation in which animals are treated so cruelly.
1-041-0000
Chair. –. Thank you very much for your contribution. If I may, however, I’d
like to defend my colleagues by disputing your statement that nothing has
been done. I think that a significant amount of work has already been done
by the rapporteurs and the co-rapporteurs, as well as within the
secretariat. I cannot therefore allow it to be said that months have passed
without anything being done. We have been working hard and carrying out
visits, and what is more we will continue to do so.
1-042-0000
Mazaly Aguilar (ECR). – I want to start by thanking the European Forum
of Farm Animal Breeders for the comprehensive information that it has
provided under the guidance of Ms Granados. I also want to thank
Ms Willems for her excellent work and presentation.

I strongly recommend that experts and non-experts in the sector read this
material, as well as those interested in animal welfare and the
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environment, if they haven’t already done so. This information is really
very comprehensive.

In my view, transport is inevitable in animal breeding. Pedigree-breeding
establishments have to be located in areas of low livestock density,
whereas access to grain is a priority for production holdings.

Moreover, in my opinion, the fantasy of using artificial insemination to
avoid transport is just that: pure fantasy. We have to focus on facilitating,
and not hindering or obstructing, the transport of animals between the
countries of northern and southern Europe. We also have to bear in mind
that livestock farmers are the first to be concerned about ensuring effective
animal welfare, because the state of health and well-being of their animals
determines whether or not their farms are genuinely profitable and
efficient.

Once again, many thanks to Ms Granados and Ms Willems for their
excellent and comprehensive contributions.
1-043-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – I will start with the question from Ms Keller.
It was about the semen of other species of, for example, bovine, ovine and
caprine animals, and there indeed those species are much more suitable to
freeze the semen. Boars have a low cholesterol-to-phospholipid ratio
compared to bulls. It is 0.26 in boars and 0.45 in bulls, and also the boar
semen is very rich in unsaturated phospholipids which make it much more
sensitive to temperature differences.

But in cattle it is fairly often used already. However, we have to keep in
mind that it is only 50% of the genetics that can be transferred via that
way so sometimes, what I was told by my colleagues of the bovine sector
as well, they now and then have to transport females as well.
1-044-0000
Chair. – I don’t know whether you want also to react to remarks or
questions raised up by Ms Lechanteux or Ms Aguilar, if you want to react
on that, Ms Willems?
1-045-0000
Eveline Willems, Regional Veterinary Manager Europe & NRAA, Topigs
Norsvin Research Center BV. – Well, I would like to take the opportunity to
thank Ms Aguilar for her nice words. And I indeed would like to encourage
everyone to read the documents that EFFAB provided on the Parliament’s
website.
1-046-0000
Claudiu Mihai Cazacu, Senior Economist and Consulting Strategist, XTB
Romania. – Thank you for all the nice remarks I’ve heard about the about
the study, I worked quite a lot for.
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So a lot has been said, maybe there were some implicit questions, but there
was at least one very direct question. And I also asked myself, and I will
answer as well as I can, if the results from Romania are transferable to
other countries.

I would say partially, but I think in most cases, quite a lot. For example, it
is clear that it is beneficial for any European country to export less live
animals and more processed meat, because you keep the value within the
boundaries of the EU, which helps with plenty of goals: income equality
and, let’s say, a more prosperous Union being first and foremost.

I would say that, especially for the ovine sector, looking at other countries
such as Greece and Italy, and mostly for ovines, yes, and sheep and lambs,
it might be – I cannot say with 100% certainty – but I think most of what
I’ve said applies there as well. So it would be a help for the local
community. It will help probably with traceability and, definitely, it will
be helpful for the welfare of animals.

And I think labelling and other initiatives need to be studied from country
to country. But I think generally, an incentive to process meat locally and
as close as possible to the farm would be, generally, beneficial for a number
of reasons, including economic reasons, welfare reasons, carbon emissions
reasons and quality of meat to consumers reasons. So I think, yes, at least
partially this can be applied, and it’s logical that it is so.

And I think from Ms Lechanteux about financing cold-chain logistics. I can
only agree, but also I would add that the costs would not be as large as
probably our perception is. At the same time, there needs to be a gradual
transition and not something that would be very abrupt, because it is then
that we get these mixed signals and producers can suffer, farmers and then
consumers, so gradual implementation is best.

And also, I think it has been said about completely eliminating. I don’t think
actually that completely eliminating exports is possible. But let’s say, I’m
looking at the ratios. So in 2019, a live animal to meat values from exports
from Romania was 15.48 for cattle and 5.92 for sheep. So for every euro of
meat exported, there was EUR 50.50 of live animal value. I think the ratio
is too high and 5.9-to-1 also for sheep is quite a lot. It’s significant. So I
think there is room to balance this out.

If there are other questions I may have missed, please advise and I will
happily provide answers.
1-047-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much to you, and I saw that Mr Deac is back, no?
He was there and he’s gone again. OK. Sorry for that.

So I’m looking at the room, but also looking at my screen where I see the
Members online and also the experts online, and then if somebody wants
to add something, has another question or following up question, please



26 06-09-2021

don’t hesitate, because even if we have the technical issues, we have still
some time left. So if you want to re-ask or comment on something, please
don’t hesitate.

I don’t see anybody neither in the room, neither on the screen, so that will
finish up our eighth hearing, and I think we definitely progressed again.
We have perspectives today from the experts, new perspective, and also
some optimistic analyses. I’m speaking there about the study that was
made. Looking forward to go more into the detail of that and thank you in
advance for giving it to us.

And also regarding the transport of frozen sperm, as we heard is possible
to conserve it for quite some time, but it also interesting to hear from the
EFFAB, and of course, thanks again to Mr Deac, who was really short-term
able to jump in and to be there with us today. So thank you very much also
for his perspective and for his presentation, of course.

So all of you, we have now some break until 16.45 where very important
we are going to consider the amendments. And so this very important
meeting be there at 16.45. Please take a coffee, go out or take some sun.
Yes. So see you at a quarter to five in the same room. We stay in this room
and sorry again for the technical issues, and for your patience today thank
you.

(The meeting closed at 15.52)
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Joint debate on

‘Investigation of alleged contraventions and maladministration in the

application of union law in relation to the protection of animals during

transport within and outside the union’

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 16.51)
1-003-0000
Chair. – So, dear colleagues, without losing any time, let’s start. After the
hard work on the hearings, I insist that we did already work also on the
text during this last month, we will now really focus on the amendments
on the draft report, until the final vote – you know that it is on the 2nd
of December.

As you probably know, 1233 amendments have been tabled and will require
intensive work until the end of November. We will now listen to the co-
rapporteurs, Ms Carvalhais and Mr Buda, giving their views on the subject
and right after we will start the debate.

We will first hear the shadow rapporteurs for five minutes each, followed
by the Members for two minutes each. And I give you, Mr Buda for the EPP,
the floor for eight minutes, indeed. Please, you have the floor Mr Buda.
1-004-0000
Daniel Buda (PPE). – Madam Chair, this is an important moment in the
work of our committee as we are now reviewing the first amendments
submitted for the two working documents here. As these working
documents are in progress, I would like to draw your attention to the fact
that we have 642 amendments for the project report and 591 amendments
for the recommendations report. These amendments reflect the views of
our colleagues (The Chair interrupted the speaker).

I shall begin by reiterating that we have 642 amendments for the project
report and 591 amendments for the recommendations report. I wish to
thank all of our colleagues for their efforts. I know that submitting
amendments on such delicate and difficult matters is not easy work, and
our Committee has committed to manage this task.

I would also like to add that we are an investigative committee, a
committee which, in my opinion, must assess all the problems highlighted
here in relation to live animal transport within and outside the European
Union. All amendments relate to this and we are keen to put forward a set
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of recommendations to the European Commission, which it will turn into
legislation that we can all support.

The matter of live animal transport is very topical and generates a lot of
interest among the general public, and it is right that it should. As a
colleague was saying earlier, we are discussing living creatures and we
should be rightly concerned about what happens to these living beings
during transport. At the same time, we must balance this with the matter
of the economic costs and here, Madam Chair, I would like your permission
to refer to both the amendment and the recommendation reports, as they
are closely connected.

On the one hand, we must understand that, beyond what was mentioned
here, we are discussing the welfare of living beings and we must ensure
good conditions for their safe transport; On the other had, we are
concerned about the economic component, which, again, was worth
EUR 8.6 billion in 2018 and represents 60 000 direct jobs and another
300 000 associated industry jobs. I mention these figures to illustrate how
difficult and complicated our work here is, i.e. trying to balance, as
mentioned previously, a requirement to ensure safe and high-quality
transport and a good standard of animal welfare with the need to keep
European jobs in place.

The amendments were well presented – and I would like to thank the
Commission's technical staff for their support, both past and future – as
well as appropriately structured on topics relating to the application of
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 of the European Union.

My dear colleagues, during these hearings we’ve heard from speakers who
said that if the Regulation had been applied correctly by all the Member
States, these problems would not have ended up in the public arena, namely
the dire conditions of live animals during transport; this is why we need to
come up with firm proposals on how we can ensure that Regulation (EC)
No 1/2005 is applied uniformly in all Member States. Otherwise, any and
all legislation enacted by the European Parliament and the European
Commission is worthless unless it is implemented adequately. We say what
needs to happen, but Member States won’t comply. This cannot go on. The
Member States must be compelled to implement this legislation on safe live
animal transport.

An important section of this package refers to the authorisation procedures
for the various means of transport. This came up repeatedly in the
comments of many of the speakers here, including reports of unfair
competition practices on the part of some transporters who failed to apply
minimum safe standards even though the means of transport were
authorised. In relation to these authorisation procedures in particular, we
need to clarify what the process entails, whether it’s for sea or road
transport, or – why not? – even air.
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Another section refers to amending the existing control mechanisms, and
another to data collection and exchange. What we need here is more
stringent control – as per Mr Deac earlier – by placing an independent
control party on transport vessels and trucks, so that they can monitor and
supervise what happens on board those ships and trucks during transport.
In my opinion, we should look at further developing the 3-SYS system,
which, unfortunately, very few states use. I believe that today, with the
existing control technology we now have at our disposal, including digital
technology, we can collect and share data very quickly so that we can get
an overview of what happens in this transport industry.

Journey length and rest periods are also important matters that warrant
discussion, as per the relevant amendments; I am sure there are
amendments calling for the length of journeys to be limited to 4 hours,
which is hard to achieve within each of the Member States. This is because
not all Member States have a sufficiently widespread infrastructure to
ensure high-quality, efficient transport, especially from the outer regions
of the European Union, where short-limit journeys are not viable, so we
will have to discuss each case in more detail.

In relation to the matter of temperatures: this is an issue that comes up
frequently in the various amendments and it seems complicated. Esteemed
colleagues, I am of the opinion that the rules are sufficiently clear as to
what transport temperatures should be, i.e. between 5 and 30 °C. The
problem is ensuring that the temperatures inside transport containers are
normal, and that they are appropriate to each transported species of
animals, as different species can withstand different temperatures. I think
that the matter of temperature control is not that important and that it
should remain as it is, but we need to ascertain what the temperature
inside the transported container should be.

In relation to the physical health of transported live animals, there are
many good amendments that rightfully demand that we ensure that the
animals are fit for transport, namely that they are healthy and that they
will not be made to suffer unnecessarily during their journey. We also have
a lot of amendments in relation to animals that are not weaned. Sadly, I
don't have a widely applicable solution to this. A colleague suggested
earlier that we should encourage farmers to keep young animals, especially
unweaned calves, on the farm for longer and that they should not be
transported at such a young age. If there were a way to support farmers to
achieve this, we would welcome any proposals on how to do it. The rules
also cover gestating animals and the conditions for transporting these,
namely prohibiting the transport of gestating females for whom 90% or
more of the expected gestation period has already passed.

We must also discuss how we can ensure that conditions are good upon
loading, during transport and at the point of unloading at the destination.
The sea transport amendments are also very important, as this type of
transport should involve veterinarian first aid for the duration of the
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journey; But, as Mr Deac mentioned earlier, we need to ensure that the
transport vessel has optimal capacity and conditions for the entire duration
of the journey, including energy generators that can ensure continuous
ventilation.

In relation to live animal transport to non-EU countries, I was struck by
what our colleague Mr Lundgren said earlier about not bowing to religious
rituals. You are perfectly right, we cannot accept such a thing, but we must
find ways to ensure that all transports are done under the best conditions
and that animals from the countries of the European Union are treated
correctly at their destination outside the Union. It is the responsibility of
the European Commission and the governments of the Member States to
make sure that conditions at the loading and unloading stages comply with
EU standards. This is because we cannot support a ban of live animal
transports to third countries.

We have some solutions at hand, such as exporting carcasses, as one of the
speakers mentioned this morning. This cannot, however, replace the
demand for live animals because, on the one hand, there are no means at
present to do this at source, and, on the other hand, because the client
prefers live animals. This is why we need to encourage Member States to
develop solutions to these problems through their national strategic plans,
that is by allocating financial resources to developing slaughterhouse
facilities.

Alongside the issue of transporting live animals, we must also discuss the
issue of transporting semen. We have been told that this is different for
each species, and that it is more easily done for some species than for
others – pigs for example – and with some limitations. Because we are
talking about transporting breeding animals, they must be live females,
because semen can only be transported in this way.

Madam Chair, I shall stop here and will wait for questions from our
colleagues – if there are any – and I shall do everything in my power to
create the best legislative instrument to present to plenary.
1-005-0000
Chair. – OK, yes, I hope the people can see the time, too, so please start to
be on time. But this was a very large overview already of the situation of
all the amendments that we got. So thank you for the overview.

And I give immediately the floor to Ms Isabel Carvalhais – and stick please
to the eight minutes. Thank you. Well, maybe shorter now because a lot
was already said, indeed.
1-006-0000
Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Many thanks, Tilly. I’ll try and stay within the
time allowed, in part because I’m concerned that my internet connection
isn’t great and I don’t want to run the risk of you not hearing me to the end.
I must start by thanking all my colleagues for their contributions to this
draft report and to the draft recommendations. It’s already been said that
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a large number of amendments have been tabled: 1 233 amendments, 242
to the draft report and 591 to the draft recommendations. I believe you can
still hear me.

I really hope so. I’m struggling to see whether my connection is stable.
Great! This is a substantial number of amendments, which should therefore
remove any doubt about the importance that this Parliament attaches to
the highly sensitive issue of ensuring animal welfare during transport.

These amendments obviously reflect the core views and concerns of the
colleagues who are members of this committee of inquiry, which we’ve had
the opportunity to hear, put forward ourselves, and naturally debate during
the various meetings of this committee.

We know that these views don’t always coincide, and a great deal of
intense, demanding and complex work remains to be done in terms of
discussing and reconciling these views and concerns. I am confident that
all our colleagues and shadow rapporteurs will continue to work together,
and I look forward to hearing from you today, because I believe you can
offer key pointers for our work of building compromises. Of course I’m also
very confident that the other members of this committee will support these
joint efforts to reconcile views and achieve consensus – which is not always
easy – while respecting the different sensitivities that exist around this
issue.

In my view, it is vital that we achieve a result that we can present to
everyone interested in our work and to the wider public; our position must
be both firm and clear, and leave no room for doubt about our ultimate
intentions with regard to this committee of inquiry.

Obviously, the two offices of the co-rapporteurs – we’ve just heard from
our colleague Mr Buda – are already working together in this respect. There
has been a very collaborative atmosphere, with valuable support from the
ANIT Committee secretariat. We are currently organising our work so that
we can analyse the amendments we’ve received and develop possible
compromises.

I believe that [inaudible] starting points, as highlighted by colleagues from
various political groups. I must stress that these two drafts are the result
of previous work to harmonise the views of the two co-rapporteurs, based,
in essence, on the main conclusions drawn from the presentations made
during this committee’s public hearings.

I therefore believe that, through these hearings, through these drafts, and
also through the written answers from the various experts, we have
managed to bring together a wealth of important information on the
fundamental issues that need to be addressed in order to ensure animal
welfare during transport. I would point out that the draft report and the
draft recommendations were initially presented on 26 May. Obviously,
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since then this committee has continued its work, and, as usually happens,
information has emerged from the subsequent inquiries, which can now be
added to further develop our texts.

I would also highlight something that is key in my view: the approach that
we’ve taken to producing these two documents – the draft report and the
draft recommendations. We have followed the approach taken by the two
previous committees of inquiry of the European Parliament, which looked
into other issues, and tried to benefit from this prior experience. As a
result, together with the report, we have chosen to present draft
recommendations, which a committee of inquiry such as ours is permitted
to present according to the rules.

Why am I highlighting this? The draft report seeks to reflect only the main
findings that have been made to date as a result of the hearings, expert
presentations and the committee’s other work. In constructing the draft
report, we’ve therefore used the oral and written statements of the various
experts who have attended the public hearings. However, as you know, the
draft recommendations allow for more flexibility and freedom of action, as
well as greater political expression, while obviously remaining within the
mandate of the committee of inquiry.

I consider – and this is the point I was trying to make – that it’s very
important to maintain this separation between the report and the
recommendations, and that there should be no confusion between the two
documents, between what the two documents should contain. I also believe
that it is vital for the successful conclusion of this committee of inquiry
that we have time to continue our dialogue, and I am convinced that,
together, with everyone’s collaboration, we will achieve a good end result.

I myself will obviously continue to be fully committed to achieving this
result, and particularly to guaranteeing that this reflects our joint aim of
ensuring animal welfare during transport.

Thank you. I give the floor back to Tilly. Thank you.
1-007-0000
Chair. – Indeed, you have kept totally to your time, eight minutes and four
seconds, so that’s perfect. And going more into the situation also of the
report and a recommendation, which is important to take apart.

So thank you very much, Isabel, and if I was smiling at the beginning it was
not about you or what you were saying, it’s more that we had on the screen
something different, not related to ANIT. So that’s why we were smiling at
one moment. It was just to say that.

I give immediately the floor now to the shadow rapporteur and there we
start with Renew, and that was to start with Mr Billy Kelleher, and he must
be joining us remotely. There he is. Good evening.
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1-008-0000
Billy Kelleher (Renew). – Thank you very much, Madam Chair, and thank
you everybody for a very insightful opening introduction from the two
rapporteurs.

The report and the recommendations of this committee that we adopt and
propose for adoption at the plenary level are very important in terms of
how it will affect the farming industry and how we ensure the best possible
welfare standards of animals while they are being transported within the
Union and also to third countries. As such, realism and practicality must be
at the heart of what we propose.

The extremes on either side of this debate would have us believe that there
is only one option, or the other, available to us; that we have to pick
between having the highest possible animal welfare standards or
protecting the very important animal transport and agricultural sectors
that they rely on.

Of course, this is not the factual situation. I firmly believe that we have
several choices and that we can ensure the highest welfare standards of
animals during transport, that we avoid distress and any harmful practices
that undermine animals during transport. And equally, that we can have a
proper system in place to ensure that agriculture and the transport of
animals can continue to support and underpin the industries of agriculture
and animal transport. I believe that that is a critically important point. We
do not need to engage on the extremes on both sides, but what we must try
and do, in this committee, is find a centre ground.

As the Renew Europe shadow, I believe my amendments, most of which
have been co-signed by the majority of my fellow group, reflect that
position of ensuring ethical and moral obligations to adhere to the highest
possible animal welfare standards, and at the same time ensuring that
transport of animals can continue in a sustainable and humane way.

We broadly believe in the initial proposal on the ground. Heaven knows
that there are significant challenges in terms of general adherence to
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005: unequal adherence to the rules between
different Member States and the Commission’s and some Member States’
failure to ensure that there is adherence and enforcement of the regulation.
And there has been very little investigation of breaches as well, and almost
no sanctions on Member States or people who have been found guilty of
abuse of animals during transport.

So we do need to ensure that in the report itself that we have to ensure that
there are proper obligations on Member States and on the Commission to
ensure the highest standards of the actual regulation that is already in
place – that being 1/2005.
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Secondly, it is very unfair on those animal transporters and farmers who
follow the rules. In fact, it could be argued that there is a distortion of the
single market. So, in other words, if we are not enforcing Regulation (EC)
No 1/2005 and other countries are enforcing and maintaining the highest
standards, well, then that is not a level playing pitch. And we have to
ensure that those that fall foul and do not make any effort to adhere are
prosecuted and that there are infringement proceedings brought against
Member States who turned an obvious blind eye to any form of non-
enforcement of this regulation.

So, when we looked at this report, when we looked at the issues, when we
listened to the experts, we felt that we should put in practical amendments
to ensure that farmers and transporters can continue to evolve and make
changes over time, and that the Commission will ensure that the highest
standards during the transition will be observed as well.

We also need to remove any ambiguity in terms of what adhering to the
existing regulations or future regulations means. There should be no
wiggle room for transporters. It’s better for everyone to know what their
responsibilities are. I do not have time to go through all of the amendments
that we have tabled. However, I believe that some are deserving of mention
and highlighting.

Amendment 3 requires us to look at alternatives to long-distance animal
transport, especially when the purpose is breeding. Amendment 12 is very
clear that Member States must be more rigorous in rejecting certification
and approval in cases of non-compliance. And the Commission must not be
afraid of sanctioning Member States for failing to live up to their
requirements.

Amendment 14 would require an EU-wide certification scheme for
freighters and their crew, to ensure proper training, and that there is also
proper equipment on the lorries and vehicles. There must be continuous
training and upskilling for those working in the area of animal transport.
Amendment 21 reiterates our belief that CCTV on the means of transport
would improve conditions and adherence to the regulation.

Amendment 26 confirms our position that there must be an in-depth,
independent, scientific research into the impact of transport on animals
and how any change to max. journey times would affect the socio economic
status of those involved in the industry and the sectors dependent on it.

And finally, in Amendment 28, we stress clearly that no animal intended
for slaughter should be transported more than eight hours. We believe in a
greater availability of local slaughterhouses – which would require a
mindset change in the Commission’s views on standards of slaughterhouses
to accommodate this.
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Finally, can I request that all MEPs, and especially the shadows, go into
these negotiations with an open mind? I firmly believe that this is critically
important to do this very important topic – both in terms of the agricultural
sector and animal welfare – that we go in with an open mind.
This committee was established to review Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and
to propose improvements. The fundamental debate on whether animals
should be transported or not, is for another day. And when that day comes,
I will actively engage in that debate as well. Thank you very much and I
look forward to a very fruitful discussion.
1-009-0000
Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – I think, first of all, I must thank everyone
in this House who contributed to this report, but also the many, many
people, organisations, vets and institutions who provided us with
information and valuable input for our work. My thanks to all of them.

I think that I, and we here in this House, have been able to get a clear
picture of a number of things that we should all see in the same way. We
have a situation in which the current legal requirements are inadequate
and largely not being followed, there is a lack of controls and a lack of
penalties for those who do not adhere to the rules, but also a lack of data
on the part of the European Union, a lack of willingness on the part of
Member States to collect and pass on data on what the situation is actually
like.

We have all heard that the technical standards that form the basis for
animal transport are not or are largely not being followed. There are
undoubtedly good examples too, of course. However, the abundance of bad
examples is overwhelming. And I think it should be clear to us all here in
this House that we are not talking about isolated cases, but are faced with
a systemic problem of non-compliance with European laws.

Allow me to briefly touch on the individual issues. Regarding ships, we
have a situation in which European law and compliance with European law
ends the moment the animals are loaded onto vessels. And that’s what vets
on the ground are saying. That’s what people can see on the ground. This
is how things are being done and it is contrary to decisions of the European
Court of Justice; it is contrary to European law. Animal transport by ship –
particularly long-distance transport – is a black hole, a law-free zone. We
must end this situation urgently.

The means of transport, that is to say ships, currently being used simply do
not allow animals to be transported over long distances in an animal-
friendly manner. Having a vet on board will not change that. We had an
Australian vet who accompanied many, many animal transports. At best
she could alleviate the worst of the suffering for the animals most affected,
but that does not end this disastrous situation.

We also need to be clear that many of the trucks being used don’t satisfy
modern technical standards. And we should understand that unweaned
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animals are simply unfit for transport. Yes, we need to find ways to ensure
these animals are kept on farms until they have been weaned and until they
have reached an age when we can think about whether or not they are fit
for transport.

And we need to think about what kind of industry we actually have in mind
here. I am a farmer. Ladies and gentlemen, farmers do not usually need
long-distance animal transport, especially not for animals for slaughter.
On the other hand, there is a slaughter industry that fattens huge numbers
of animals here using imported animal feed, and this is done not by
farmers, but by industry, by factories that do not create jobs, but actually
destroy jobs, namely our farming jobs. And this mass production results in
a need to transport live animals and leads to the concentration of
slaughterhouses, which are decreasing in number and becoming ever
larger. If I build a huge slaughterhouse in a particular region, I create a
need to transport animals. We also need to think about how we can change
this.

Lastly, I think we should all agree – in spite of differing approaches and
demands – that overall it is a question of reducing animal journeys and
avoiding them wherever possible, reducing the distances over which we
transport animals and, above all, actually enforcing common, high
standards at all levels. And I hope that this will form the basis for our
negotiations. Because if this is the basis, then I see a willingness, also on
our part, to make compromises, to compromise in the recommendations we
eventually make.

Regarding the claimed EUR 8 billion of value added, this includes a lot of
things that in themselves have nothing to do with the transport of live
animals. We are talking about jobs, but jobs in rural areas, farming jobs,
possibly also jobs in European slaughterhouses that do not send live
animals on transports. If it is absolutely necessary for us to export
something, we should stick to carcasses and keep to a minimum – and
ideally stop as soon as possible – the export of animals for slaughter,
especially by ship, but also by truck.

I hope we have enough common ground here to arrive at a joint report. I
look forward to the collaboration, I look forward to the negotiations and,
in particular, I am pleased about the numerous amendments, which
demonstrate just how keen the population, MEPs, civil society and the
institutions are to finally make progress in this area.
1-010-0000
Chair. – Vielen Dank Thomas Waitz and also here for the very clear and the
very precise position that you gave us and the main points you want to
tackle. So thank you very much also for the very positive words that we can
work together and that we can succeed on having a very progressive result
of this work.
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I give the floor – and she must be present online and I see already she is –
to Ms Rosanna Conte from the ID Group. You have the floor to explain the
position and the main amendments of the ID Group, also for six minutes.
1-011-0000
Rosanna Conte (ID). – Thank you, Chair. First of all, I’d again like to thank
the rapporteurs, Mr Buda and Ms Carvalhais, for their work. As shadow
rapporteur for my group, I felt we should table a number of amendments
applying equally to both texts, i.e. the report and the recommendations.
They reflect, on the one hand, any shortcomings identified over the last
year and possible solutions to them, and, on the other, the socio-economic
context of the world of animal transport and all of its needs.

I’d like to reiterate that the current Regulation doesn’t need to be
completely overhauled, but rather implemented and updated in line with
the latest scientific evidence, so as to ensure full compliance. I’d also like
to point out that, even in the event of a new Regulation being approved in
the future, the key to its successful application would still have to be a
series of constant checks and stations.

Given all of this, it would make no sense to punish the whole sector just
because a minority is breaking the rules. Instead, we should make every
effort to ensure that animals are transported in the best possible
conditions. It’s in everyone’s interest - sellers, transporters and buyers -
for the animals to arrive at their destination uninjured and for their
welfare to be ensured at every stage of transport.

A number of points are key to improving these conditions. First of all, I felt
we should table amendments to make the presence of a veterinarian or
other qualified personnel compulsory to check that animals are fit for
transport, and that the means of transport and their ventilation systems
are suitable before departure and at exit points from the EU. To this end, I
think we should allow a wider range of professional operators to carry out
checks and audits on transportation. The means of transport are sometimes
old, outdated and unsuitable, and need to be modernised structurally and
in terms of their technology, safety and traceability.

In fact, being able to rely on modern and technologically suitable means of
transport also helps to avoid temperature-related problems. So I don’t
agree with the proposal to ban journeys whenever weather forecasts
predict temperatures outside the -5 °C to +30 °C range, provided that the
means are suitable for transport and that the temperature control of the
animals and the ventilation systems allow completely safe travel and
protect animal welfare.

This also applies to journey times. It may be that some transporters fail to
respect the rest periods. But this shouldn’t lead to the imposition of new
hourly limits on journey times which, particularly in case of unforeseen
events, would cause serious disruption to the trade in live animals within
the European Union. Instead, we should adapt facilities to allow rest
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periods while facilitating transport in the event of heavy traffic and border
checks.

Besides, it is essential to speed up transport by also using digitalised
monitoring and control systems that allow entry and therefore also
collection of all transport data, the census of authorised transporters, the
suitability of means of road or sea transport and any sanctions imposed.

For these reasons, I have proposed some amendments to set up a European
computerised database and an app to allow the authorities to perform
transport checks in real time in the database, without having to stop
vehicles where everything is in order. This would streamline procedures,
including at borders and in the event of traffic slowdowns, for which the
authorities should provide an adequate escorting system so that journey
times can be respected.

Up-to-date and proper training of transporters should also be encouraged
with regard to the animal species to be transported, their physical state
and their welfare, above all during the most critical of phases, namely
loading and unloading. Preparatory courses for qualified animal transport
personnel and any modernisation and digitisation measures taken to
improve animal transport conditions need to be supported by EU funding
lines that must not be a burden on farmers or the CAP.

Where transport to and from third countries is concerned, I am in favour
of mandatory inspections to ensure that our standards are complied with,
as well as the presence on board the means of transport of qualified
personnel during loading and unloading operations and at exit points,
particularly for sea transport.

Finally, much has been said about the transport of carcasses and genetic
material as a solution to avoid transporting live animals. I really don’t
think a full transition to this type of practice can be expected, particularly
given that we are dealing with different sectors and markets. This
transition can only take place very gradually in the future, supported by an
impact assessment, funding and procurement policies.

We will have ample opportunity to discuss these points and amendments
further with the rapporteurs and the negotiating team at future meetings.
Let me say again that I am open to and available for any discussion and
cooperation aimed at safeguarding, on the one hand, animal welfare and,
on the other, all the honest operators who make their living from this
sector.
1-012-0000
Peter Lundgren (ECR). – Animals during transport, that is something that
is concerning, I would say, everyone. We want to see that the animals are
treated Ok. The customers, who in the end will buy products of animals,
also want to make sure that the animals has been treated in the correct
way.
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When it comes to, especially, transport of animals during very warm
periods, I would say that the trucks on the roads, the ships on the seas,
every kind of transport measure we use for animal transport, they should
be equipped with the latest technology regarding air conditioning and
ventilation. And, if not, they should not be allowed to transport an animal
during warm periods.

It is very easy to equip the trucks and the ships with this. Of course, it will
cost money and no one likes when it costs money, because then they have
to spend money on something that is not important in the eyes of the
transport companies maybe; it’s more important the profit in the end. But,
this is what we must demand from those people who are transporting all
the animals. And the economy, quite frankly, cannot be more important
than welfare for the animals.

We have to secure that both the aspects are possible. People, they expect
us to deliver on this matter. And there has to be a standard for transporting
regarding the vehicles used for this. And then, of course, also, as previous
colleagues have said, there need to be controls to make sure that they are
living up to the standards that we are demanding.

In the last year mandate period it was Mr Jørn Dohrmann from the ECR
Group who managed with his colleagues at that time to get the ANIT
Committee in place and that is the reason why we are working with this
matter today.

Now we have a chance to be strong in our demands. Don’t let compromises
water down the result in the end. It is not rocket science in my eyes. We all
care about animals and their welfare, regardless of which political group
we come from. This is the animal we are fighting for. This is their welfare
we are fighting for.

We now finally have a chance to make something good about this. It cannot
just be some text on a paper that no one cares about in a couple of years.
We need to make sure that we create a good control system. We need to
make sure that they are also transported in a correct and – how shall I say
it – good standard so that they don’t suffer.
1-013-0000
Anja Hazekamp (The Left). – It’s high time that we revised the Animal
Transport Directive and in this respect I completely agree with Mr Waitz
and Mr Lundgren: it must not become a toothless tiger. We need drastic
measures and even a small amount of animal cruelty cannot be tolerated.
Big steps have to be taken quickly.

In recent months we have looked into what is going wrong during animal
transport, why it is going wrong and who is responsible for the stress, pain
and enormous suffering being inflicted on animals. In response to our
findings and the hearings held with parties including transporters, national
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authorities, farmers, animal welfare organisations and the European
committees, my group has submitted over two hundred amendments to the
draft report and the recommendations. I’d like to start with exports.

Every year the EU exports over three million sheep, goats, cows and piglets
and hundreds of millions of chickens, in dire conditions, to countries
outside the EU, including Russia, Africa and the Middle East. The risk of
animals experiencing immense suffering during these transports is
extremely high, as animal welfare organisations and the European
Commission have also confirmed.

I’ve also seen it with my own eyes all too often over the past few years and
getting these insights was not always easy. That’s because everything is
screened off; at assembly centres and ports they are not that keen on prying
eyes. It’s always the same story wherever you go: one contravention and
cruel treatment after another.

Fortunately, over the past year more colleagues have been conducting
investigations. In July I visited the Bulgarian-Turkish border together with
my colleagues Tilly and Thomas. There we once again observed
contraventions during the transport of animals to destinations outside the
EU. Cattle were arriving at the Turkish border starving and thirsty, with
another long journey awaiting them. This was incredibly stressful for the
animals, as they were unable to ruminate. In the end we bought hay for
them ourselves.

Animals of widely varying ages were also being transported, from
weanlings to animals weighing more than 350 kilos. The youngest didn’t
know how to drink and kept being pushed out of the way at the water
troughs. What’s more, for many months there had been an isolated and
presumably pregnant cow at the border; it had been seized and nobody
knew what to do with it. The animal was completely on its own and was
not getting the attention and care that it needed. It had come from a region
where exports are prohibited, namely Germany. Leaving aside the lack of
controls and transparency, that animal should never have been in Turkey.

It is clear that animals are being transported in an unacceptable way to
countries outside the EU, where the EU has no authority whatsoever and
cannot guarantee animal welfare. Whether a vet is present or not, as soon
as the animals cross the border they are out of the picture. A Europe-wide
ban on the transport of live animals to countries outside the EU is therefore
the only way to end this animal suffering.

The Netherlands, Germany and Luxembourg are now also actively calling
for such a European ban. After all, national bans, like those introduced in
the Netherlands and a number of Germany’s federal states, are pointless,
as it’s easy to get around them by first transporting animals to other
countries within the EU and then exporting them from there. Until an
export ban enters into force, the transport licence or authorisation should
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in any case be immediately revoked, for transport by both road and sea, in
the event of contraventions or disasters.

We must prevent vessels from applying for a licence again under a different
name. This happened in the case of the Al Shuwaikh, for example, which in
2019 transported seventy thousand sheep from Romania to Kuwait in
appalling conditions, in temperatures approaching 50 °C. This vessel has
since applied for a new licence under the name Bashar One.

Around 78 vessels currently hold a European licence for animal transport.
These are old, converted cargo ships that are 40 years old on average and
have not been adapted to the behaviour and needs of animals. The suffering
on board is horrific and this practice should be immediately suspended.

Our group is also calling for measures including camera surveillance in
vehicles, especially when animals are being loaded and unloaded, for
shorter maximum transport times within the EU, with a maximum of two
hours, for the drafting of heat plans, for stricter animal welfare controls to
end the constant stream of wounded and heavily pregnant animals being
transported, which is actually already prohibited, and for robust action
against the rough treatment of animals.

It would also be good if we could allow access [...] to NGOs and other
stakeholders as a way of immediately increasing monitoring capacity.

Lastly, we are calling for a ban on the transport of young, unweaned
animals. Calves that are just 14 days old and still dependent on their
mother’s milk simply should not be transported. During rest periods they
are not given any milk, even though this is a requirement. What’s more,
they are unable to use the drinking systems on board. The transport of such
young animals is cruel and unacceptable and should be eradicated as
quickly as possible.

Hopefully this is the beginning of the end of this absurd transport of
animals. I assume that the European Commission knows what it needs to
do over the coming period. I’d like to stress once again that 2023 is much
too far away and we cannot wait that long to tighten up the rules. We
cannot abandon animals to their fate for all that time. What is happening
in Europe and across the border during the transport of animals is
unacceptable.

Over the coming months I am looking forward to good cooperation with the
rapporteurs and shadow rapporteurs, and hope for a positive outcome that
genuinely benefits animals.
1-014-0000
Marlene Mortler (PPE). – If these numerous amendments do not
demonstrate how important the issue of animal transport is, and how
important this committee is, for us all, then I don’t know what does.
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I’m therefore very pleased that the work within this committee and the
importance of these issues, not just for farming and the economy, but also
for the public discourse, are being recognised and the issues are actually
being dealt with very comprehensively. To begin with, I’d therefore like to
express my sincere thanks to Daniel Buda and Isabel Carvalhais for their
excellent, in-depth work.

I’d like to ask you both about the priorities for possible compromises: in
which areas do you see the greatest consensus? This question is for both
Daniel and Isabel. What demands and ideas are represented by most
colleagues here? And in which areas might it prove difficult to achieve a
broad compromise amongst committee members? I’m also keen to find out
how interested you think members of other committees are in this issue
and, thus, in the plenary debate on the report, which will not take place
until next year.

I will leave it at that. Daniel in particular has described the most important
matters that we all feel strongly about and I’d like to place on record here
that I think, if we’re talking about 2023, it is all taking too long. After all,
firstly, animal protection is not an issue you can divide up and, secondly,
we are not helping animals by putting it on the back burner.
1-015-0000
Chair. – Thank you, and thank you for the questions. We haven’t allocated
any specific time, but I think we have time to get answers from Daniel Buda
and Isabel Carvalhais to the questions that have been asked here.

I give the floor to the next speaker, which in this case is Mrs Carmen Avram
from the S&D Group. We cannot, she’s not connected right now, so I go to
the next speaker and she is there, she’s in the room and this is Ms Caroline
Roose from the Greens. You have the floor Caroline.
1-017-0000
Caroline Roose (Verts/ALE). – Thank you, Ms Metz. When I read the draft
report back in June, I was satisfied with its general thrust; nevertheless, I
was concerned at the lack of concrete measures aimed at rectifying the
routine non-observance of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 and eliminating the
multiple forms of suffering inflicted on animals being transported. Repeat
infringements are still a matter of course on the ground.

The first point I would therefore like to make is that very few of the
amendments are limited merely to the suggestions of the co-rapporteurs;
instead, the overwhelming majority go further than the proposals in the
draft report. Some of these proposals – which to my mind are of
fundamental importance – are backed by MEPs from all the political
groups. Amendments supporting a ban on animal exports were tabled by
the Group of the Greens, the Left, the Socialist MEPs, the PPE MEPs and the
ECR Group. Renew Europe wants to ban these exports unless they are
destined for countries that appear on an approved list, which would open
the door for exceptions.
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It is therefore to be hoped that the co-rapporteurs will be able to propose
a compromise in the near future so that a ban on imports can be
incorporated into their report.

Moving on to the transport of unweaned animals, which is an issue that has
been covered extensively by previous speakers, I’d like to point out that
MEPs on all sides have tabled amendments aimed at putting a stop to the
transport of unweaned animals. Many MEPs have also tabled amendments
aimed at limiting the transport time for animals to a maximum of 8 hours.
This is an absolutely crucial point,

as is the need to avoid excessively hot or cold temperatures. I really do
hope that the co-rapporteurs will agree to these measures.

We must not content ourselves at this stage with cosmetic measures such
as saying that cameras must be installed, that a veterinarian must be on
board livestock vessels or that thermometers must be placed in lorries.
These are steps in the right direction, but they do not go to the heart of the
problem. We need to cut down on the number of live animals that are
transported, which cannot be achieved any other way than by banning the
longest journeys, stopping the transport of unweaned animals and
prohibiting exports.
1-018-0000
Jytte Guteland (S&D). – I would like to start by thanking our colleagues,
Daniel and Isabel, for their very good and well done work with both the
reports.
I think, actually, I will speak in Swedish today, but I wanted to start by
being polite.

As we all know, animal transport in general has had a tremendous negative
impact on animal health and welfare, and the way forwards must
absolutely be that we minimise animal transport and eliminate it in the
long term. It is definite that we must now drastically reduce the time we
allow animals to be transported through the EU, and as a general rule
animal transport within the Union must be limited to a maximum of
8 hours, with no exceptions, as is currently the case.

A ban on animal transport to third countries needs to be introduced
immediately because the Member States of the Union do not have any
opportunity to check that Union legislation is being complied with outside
the EU and we have seen the extreme consequences of this. Member States
must also monitor compliance with EU legislation more effectively, and
where this is not done the EU must expand its tool kit and evaluate the
opportunities for also imposing sanctions on individual Member States.

With regard to the own-initiative report, the Regulation on the protection
of animals during transport lays down that farmers, drivers and transport
companies have a shared responsibility for assessing whether the animals
are in good enough condition to be transported. The most common
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infringement of the legislation, for example, is the transport of pregnant
animals that, among other things, are forced to give birth during transport,
which is completely abhorrent and an inhumane way of treating the
animals. The shared division of responsibility that currently exists makes
it unclear who bears the ultimate responsibility, and it is the animals that
have to pay for this lack of clarity.

With regard to Parliament’s recommendations, what I would particularly
like to emphasise, along with my colleagues Nils, Mohammed and Maria, is
that we need the following:
1) A separate monitoring and reporting system, which needs to be put in
place in order to make Member States and the Commission fully
responsible for implementing the Regulation.
2) A blacklist of companies that commit repeated and serious
infringements of the Regulation, drawn up by the Commission.
3) A minimum age of 8 weeks for the transport of weaning animals, to be
introduced in line with the expertise of veterinarians in this field.
5) A complete ban on the transport of pregnant animals and animals in the
last stage of life, and transport limits of no more than 4 hours.
I have left out one of the most important points of all, namely that we need
to go from the transport of live animals to transporting slaughtered meat
instead.

To conclude, these are some of the proposals that I hope will be considered
by the Members during the process to adopt these compromises. Another
question connected with animal transport concerns the proposal for
mandatory animal welfare labelling in the EU. Consumers must be able to
make an informed choice that enables them to go from eating a lot of meat
to eating less but better meat. It is good for health, animals and our planet.

I also hope that the Commission will present draft legislation prohibiting
the transport, import and export of live mink in the EU. A number of
Member States have already prohibited mink breeding. It has been proven,
not least during the pandemic, that mink breeding is also a health risk to
humans whilst at the same time the mink suffer disproportionately in
relation to the imaginary happiness that benefits a few people. These mink
farms should be closed immediately.

It’s time for the Commission to roll up its sleeves and present a raft of draft
legislation that is good for animals, farmers and consumers. We owe it to
the next generation to take better care of animals, nature and our climate.
It’s the only way that we can leave behind a sustainable planet for those
who come after us.
1-020-0000
Annika Bruna (ID). – I’d like to congratulate both the rapporteurs and all
my colleagues for the quality of the amendments they have tabled. Many of
the amendments tabled by our different political groups complement each
other well and fill the gaps in the current legislation. I, for one, will vote
for the amendments proposed by the other political groups regardless of
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affiliation, as long as they represent a step forward in terms of animal
welfare.

In particular, I will vote for limits on journey times for certain species, for
example poultry and rabbits, and also for the suspension of exports to third
countries given the need to rectify the current conditions, which are
scandalous.

I am also in favour of the many amendments that emphasise the technical
improvements that need to be made, for example as regards the
arrangements for watering, ventilation, bedding, density and also vehicle
height.

Other amendments that are highly relevant in my opinion are those that
highlight the extraordinary cost of externalities in the transport of live
animals. These include in particular the costs of pollution, accidents, traffic
congestion and investments in infrastructure. It is well worth reiterating
the point that the burden of these externalities falls on society as a whole,
and they must therefore be borne in mind when making legislative and
budgetary arrangements.

The same can be said in relation to the amendments that propose extending
the scope of the Three Rs – replacement, reduction and refinement – to
cover the transport of live animals. The Three Rs principle originally
related to animal experimentation, but there would be enormous value in
applying it to transport.

I will furthermore back the amendments that place restrictions or bans on
transport, in particular the long-distance transport of pregnant or
unweaned animals. Many of us are also calling for a network of farm-
adjacent abattoirs to be established as a way of shortening journeys.

On the other hand, I will vote against amendments that justify the current
system of frequent and often long-distance transport of animals, and those
that object to the revision of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, which is a piece
of legislation that can only be described as incomplete.
1-021-0000
Mazaly Aguilar (ECR). – Chair, I just have one very brief comment to
make: unfortunately, in my view, very few of the conclusions in this draft
take account of the comments and thoughts of livestock farmers. As I said
earlier, it has been forgotten that they are the first to be concerned about
ensuring the welfare and optimum health of their animals.

There’s no doubt that some of the conditions at ports and driver rest areas
are extremely poor. But in all these unfortunate circumstances, the
common denominator is red tape slowing the implementation of solutions,
which means that animals have to spend long gruelling hours waiting. If
this whole inquiry simply results in an increase in checks, difficulties and
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red tape in animal transport, then unfortunately it will be we who are
responsible for these terrible conditions continuing to exist.
1-022-0000
Niels Fuglsang (S&D). – Thanks to the rapporteurs for their work and
recommendations on how we can improve the legislation on animal
transport. I note all the consultations that we have had with experts,
veterinarians, NGOs and farmers, where the recommendation for shorter
transport times for animals has cropped up again and again. I think that it
is our duty and our task in this committee to send a clear signal that we
want new legislation with shorter animal transport. The problem at the
moment is that, for many animals, there is no ceiling on the transport time.
They can drive pigs around for days on end - for days on end! We can’t even
look at ourselves in the mirror if we maintain legislation that puts profit
above animal welfare to this extent. We will be compelled to change it. I
note that many of the experts who have come before the committee, such
as Dr Michael Marker on 25 May, who recommended an 8-hour limit for
animal transport, [sentence incomplete]. A maximum of 8 hours. We
should be able to agree on that.

I think we should make a clear recommendation in our report that animal
transport must be kept under 8 hours and not for days on end, as is
currently the case. Each and every one of us has seen examples of how
animals suffer on these long journeys. It will be a great leap forward for
animal welfare, but also for the local communities. If the animals are
slaughtered closer to the farmer instead of being transported so far, it will
create local jobs at the abattoirs and will thus be an advantage in this
respect, too. Another argument that I think is very important is the
pandemic we find ourselves in and from which we are hopefully emerging.
We know that 60% - and this is information from the FAO, in other words
the UN - of all zoonoses come from animals. We know that when we pack
animals in closely together and transport them over long distances, it
increases the risk of this kind of illness. It is therefore a must to have an
8-hour limit on animal transport.

Finally, I would like to say that I also think it’s crucial to say loudly and
clearly that we will not export live animals from the EU. I’m currently
seeing exports of live animals to Turkey and Lebanon. It’s sheer lunacy.
Why do animals have to be transported so far? Why not slaughter them in
Europe and transport the meat? It is beneath contempt, and we should stop
it. We cannot control the conditions once the animals leave Europe. We
have no way of checking them, so it must be stopped. We should state very
clearly that we want to have legislation that prohibits the export of live
animals for slaughter.
1-023-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much also to you, Niels, and then normally we
have also, if they are still on board, the Commission, if they are connected,
if they want to maybe react. That would be nice. Are they in the room or
are they connected? I see. If you want to take the floor, the Commission,
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the representative of the European Commission, please feel free. They’re
not raising their hands but they are there.

Mr Gavinelli, please, Andrea? He does not raise his hand, but I gently ask
him if he wants to say a few words. Please, you have the floor as
representative of the Commission. Please Mr Gavinelli, go ahead.
1-024-0000
Andrea Gavinelli, HoU G5.– Animal Welfare and Antimicrobial Resistance.
Thank you very much Chair. I was following the entire debate with real
attention and, to be honest, it’s an important contribution that the Council
is coming with the contribution that the Commission is collecting
(inaudible) better regulation ...stakeholders consultation that we are
developing.

During the summer, in fact, we had the first public consultation on the
inception and assessment document that included options on animal
transport. (inaudible) revision of that data, of course, to develop through
the debates that we had during the springtime.

In fact, you have the 8th chapter (inaudible) and we reflect these
practically in the options that we provided to the European citizens from
comments.

I wish to say that from the discussion on the options on live animal
transport, that the first was to prohibit it for certain categories of animals
or to make it subject to specific conditions within our systems or to clarify
the provision in a way that we could have even stronger training and
confidence. Anyway, just an example.

But then when we talk about technologies and better monitoring and
enforcement issue that can be raised during the week. This was submitted
to the public and we received, this is important, 1 000 contributions during
the month of August. And they were not cut and paste or similar opinions
they were really ... in fact, for the moment, there’s a quote from (inaudible).

OK, I have to probably change. I will come to the Parliament next time.
Sorry about that. Today was the last time I’m sitting here and I promise
this with all my health and my powers.

Anyway, I was saying that I hope you got what I’m saying, that the work
done up to now has been really already very useful, because you have
already eight chapters in the draft report, and we submitted this informal
option for public opinion. We received 1 000 contributions, and it’s a lot
for August to have citizens not cutting and pasting text but really writing
their opinions on this, about transport for animals.

These results will be soon visible, but these are feeding also the process of
the open questionnaire that we are going to launch in public in October.
We are ready to, of course, pick up from it in December. And also, of course,
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ANIT will probably submit its report, and this will be part of the conference
that we are organising to close the cycle of consultations and prepare the
impact assessment. The conference will be on 9 December, in fact.

To repeat, I followed the many arguments and as I said, the most important
for us technically is also to look into what the European Food Safety
Authority would provide as a technical contribution, especially for the
young categories of animals or for the weakest ones, but also for
connecting with the new scientific technologies.

Last but not least, about the general discussion of the shortening of
transport or the shortening also of the food chain. These are huge
arguments that we advance in parallel with the reflection we are doing
with the other chapters of the Farm to Fork Strategy and the creation also
of a better communication about these with European citizens and these I
refer to the labelling. I’m happy to say that we will, in fact, invest, and we
are investing in our study for an elemental impact assessment that will go
hand-in-hand with our revision of the entire acquis.

So this is a few minutes, the news we have and the way we are advancing.
And, of course, as I said, I am committed to be there to the next.
1-025-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much and also looking forward to having you here
in the room, which definitely makes things easier also, for a change.

Now, I give the floor back to the two co-rapporteurs, and I start with Mr
Daniel Buda. What conclusions does he take away? Which messages from
today? You have the floor, please.
1-026-0000
Daniel Buda (PPE). – Thank you, Madam Chair. I would first like to thank
all my colleagues for their presentations, which are very useful and which
will guide the future work of the two rapporteurs, as well as that of myself
and my colleague Isabel. We’ve heard a lot of very relevant and useful
material during these hearings. If I were to mention any in particular, it
would be the discussion with our colleague Marlene, to whom I would say
that almost all the members of the committee are in agreement on the need
for adequate implementation of the Regulation in all Member States and
the need to find the most efficient mechanisms to monitor implementation
of the Regulation by the Member States. Everybody is in agreement on the
latter, i.e. in respect of controls and compliance with the highest safety
standards for all vehicles transporting live animals.

There are also matters that we disagree on, especially when it comes to the
interior temperature during transport, how it differs from the outside
temperature, and issues we have heard of where temperature controls are
tampered with. I would say it is extremely important to focus on ensuring
the best interior conditions for journeys, regardless of what the exterior
temperature might be. There are, of course, aspects that we find difficult
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to accept, such as the possibility of banning exports to some third
countries.

Earlier, a colleague mentioned that he did not believe that the 2018 figure
of EUR 8.6 billion was real. I found this figure, which was used simply to
quantify the matter at hand, on Parliament’s website, and it comes from a
Eurostat report.

Colleagues, I would like to ask you to reflect on this and on the proposed
amendments with the utmost seriousness, and I don't doubt that you will.
Farmers have no preference as to how they sell their animals. Whether the
animals are transported alive or after slaughter, over shorter or longer
distances, is not a matter that they have control over, even though, from
my discussions with individual farmers, they would prefer that live
animals are transported over the shortest distances possible. Yet if we are
considering banning live animal transports, we must ask ourselves: what
will the farmers do with their livestock? This is really what we are
discussing here. The new CAP provides farmers with many forms of support
but also imposes many obligations on account of this new religion, the
Green Deal, which bans certain farming practices. We are simply imposing
further restrictions on them when it comes to animal transport. We must
seriously ask ourselves if we wish to keep farming going within the
European Union because, as our colleague was saying earlier, we need to
reduce our consumption of red meat, but we also need to provide the option
of red meat consumption. We cannot make everyone eat just greens.

So we must carefully formulate a reasonable rationale. We must also
consider the economic component, and our colleague Mr Lundgren
highlighted an important point: we should not prioritise the economic
component when it comes to live animal transport. I agree totally. The
economic aspect is important but not a matter of priority when it comes to
making sure that live animals are transported under the best health and
safety conditions, and that these are not negotiable for transporters.

In closing, I would like to add a few more things, hopefully within the
allocated time. Madam Chair, could you confirm how many minutes I have
left? It is very important that the governments of the Members States of
the European Union come up with concrete mechanisms to support
farmers, because they too wish to play a part in reducing the suffering of
live animals during transport. But they also need to balance that with
optimising their own production output. Farmers cannot manage this
problem at source, but they can be included in the national strategic plans
which the Member States are currently preparing, and which were
discussed in this Committee also. Member States should promote the
possibility of setting up slaughter facilities that would essentially negate
the need to transport live animals.

I, for instance, come from Romania, where slaughterhouse facilities are
few and far between; generally, you would not find a slaughterhouse
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within 250 km of any given farm. Even if slaughter is necessary for various
reasons, the farmer will be stuck with the carcass, because the cost of
transporting it is not justified. This is something that will be rectified by
the new CAP.

The other very important matter is that of unweaned animals. Dear
colleagues, from my conversations with farmers I can tell you that if
farmers were supported to create additional rearing space for young male
calves, for instance, this would prevent them being euthanised. We should
support farmers to keep these calves, which normally are not a productive
element for farms. At the same time, we should find ways to support them
with vehicles that can ensure safe transport and reduce journeys.

So, in summary, these are the matters we need to look at. This report will
more than likely impact on public opinion because people are looking at us,
at the experts – and there are many – to shed light on these things and
make things right overall.

We expect the European Commission to be open to our proposals – and I
believe it will be – so that we can amend Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 as
necessary to increase the standard of animal welfare, for which we are all
aiming. Secondly, it is very important that the Commission ensures that
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 – as it currently is and as it will be in the near
future following amendments – is implemented adequately in the Member
States.

I would like to reiterate that: it is pointless for us in the European
Parliament to come up with the right legislation if it is not adequately
implemented on the ground, by and in the Member States. That's why
public awareness of this problem is important, and why governments
should take note.

Thirdly, it is important to note that we can indicate the standard of animal
welfare of the resulting meat through labelling, so that consumers are
aware and well informed that the quality of meat products is directly linked
to the standard of animal welfare.

All this, of course, takes time because slaughterhouses cannot be built
overnight. Changes will not happen overnight, but, Madam Chair,
colleagues, it is important to plan for this, plan well, and aim for a
reasonable time limit. We should consider what it would mean to transition
from transporting live animals to transporting carcasses. And separate to
that, where we are transporting breeding animals, how can we improve
transport from the farm to destinations in third countries, and how can we
ensure that this is done to the highest standards of safety and animal
welfare? As mentioned earlier, we must not prioritise low costs to the
detriment of maintaining high standards of animal welfare for live animal
exports.
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Along with my colleague Isabel, I trust that we will return here with
amendments that will meet all of your expectations, and that we will be
able to prepare a good working document for our own use and a good
overview of the matter that we can share with the general public on this
most important issue of animal welfare and transport safety standards.
1-027-0000
Chair. – Thank you very much for your conclusions on this and I give the
floor immediately to the other co-rapporteur, which is Isabel Carvalhais
and I really noted down that you said, Mr Buda, that we definitely have
to prioritise animal welfare here. So that’s a good thing. Isabel, you have
the floor, please.
1-028-0000
Isabel Carvalhais (S&D). – Many thanks to everyone for their
contributions. There has been talk about priorities, so I would like to take
this opportunity to highlight what I believe should be a priority. It is
something that I’ve always included in my interventions, and in the
approach that I’ve taken to this issue from the outset.

I believe that working towards reducing the need for animal transport
should be a fundamental priority. In my view, this is basic and
fundamental: if there’s no need to transport animals, then welfare isn’t an
issue. This is the essence of one of my amendments, which calls for a
comprehensive and integrated action plan allowing us to work cogently
towards reducing this need.

As I see it, this isn’t just about mandatory changes. We have obviously
talked at length about regulation, about the improvements needed, and
about the need for mandatory changes, but I see this as something more. I
see this as an opportunity to prepare for a paradigm shift in the system,
away from the need to transport live animals. However, this shift cannot
come at the expense of those working in the sector.

I must say that I have deep respect for anyone whose mission in life is to
ensure animal welfare. I also have deep respect for anyone who voices the
concerns of the economic sector associated with live animal transport,
which has always been done very honestly. I have seen some changes in
position, which is great and very creditworthy, but my position, which has
not really changed, has always been that we need to reconcile and build a
bridge between these views, which can sometimes seem at opposite ends
of the spectrum, but which do not in fact have to be so far apart. This has
been my main aim, and will continue to be my aim. I don’t see this as a
conflict between people who don’t care about animal welfare and people
who don’t care about those working in the sector. Rather, I see this as a
need to find a balance that allows a paradigm shift towards a more
respectful position in terms of European society and culture.

I believe that we already have all the technical instruments that we need –
or at least sufficient technical and scientific instruments – and we also
clearly have the significant financial backing of the European Union,
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allowing us to move towards a model that is more in line with everyone’s
conscience. I wanted to highlight this opportunity. I do hope that I can
attend future meetings in person. Unfortunately, I could not be there this
week for family reasons, but I hope to attend in person at the earliest
opportunity. However, even in these circumstances of unreliable
connections, and also having to rely on the goodwill of the interpreters to
convey my words, which, by nature, are always quite emotive and very fast,
I had to take this opportunity, as I have said, to put forward this idea, which
to me is fundamental, as to what I believe should be a priority in our work
as co-rapporteurs. I give the floor back to Tilly. Many thanks.
1-029-0000
Chair. – Muito obrigada also to you, Isabel, and all the best in your country
in Portugal. I hope to see you soon indeed here.

So it’s also my time to thank you, the two co-rapporteurs, who did already
a lot of work and who gave us a serious proposal to work on. I’ve noticed
today, and I must say I’m only here since July 2018, but I never noticed
that from the very left to the very right, we have quite a lot of common
objectives and even also some very common concrete proposals.

Indeed, there are still some things we have to discuss, but I’ve noticed
that the different parties agree that really we have to prioritise here
animal welfare without ignoring also the change needed in the whole
system, in our general food supply system, and now, without going into
the detail, it’s really a question about how ambitious we want to be with
this report, and most of all, also with the recommendations for millions
of animals and for taking them out, I would say, of hell.

But this is also related to the health of human beings, this is also related,
and there was also mention today the survival and also of the dignity that
we have to give back to small and medium farmers, but it’s also about
restoring a whole ecosystem which right now is really ill, and animal
transport is just the symptom of this illness, and I would say not only
illness, but sometimes it is really an absurdity that we have to face.

So thank you very much also to all the shadow rapporteurs who did
already great work, also to the co-rapporteurs for putting that together.
Thank you very much in advance. I know they’re working a lot already,
the secretariat and all these now making the compromise amendments,
they’re doing great work. I know the timeline is very tight, so it’s really
not easy.

Thanks a lot also, of course, to the technical persons, especially today as
we had some technical issues, and last but not least – what would we do
without them? – it’s of course the interpreters. We would be quite lost if
we did not have them, so thanks a lot also to them. I know it’s not always
easy with all the languages.
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Let me just say a few words regarding the next meeting. So that will be
taking place on 25 October, at 13.45 and on Tuesday, 26 October, from
9.00 to 12.00, and then we are going to debate again the amendments and
the state of play of the negotiations. We will also have the pleasure to
discuss the ongoing work with the representative of EFSA and maybe also
with the Commission regarding their study on the EMR.

Our last hearing will also then take place end of October with this
recommendation for the future. So they make proposals, of course the
Members of the Parliament will then work on the recommendations. So,
dear colleagues, thank you very much on this Monday, not such an easy
Monday to be with us. I wish you a very relaxing evening. Take care and
see you. Thanks a lot.

(The meeting closed at 18.27)


