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The Current Sanctioning Systems 
in the EU Member States Introduction

Introduction

Regulation (EC) No. 1/2005 (from now on, also “the Regulation”) establishes rules for 
the transport of vertebrate animals within the European Union and from the EU to non- 
EU countries. It specifies the conditions that must be met to ensure the welfare of the 
animals and to prevent unnecessary suffering.
 Article 25 of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 stipulates that each Member State of the Euro-
pean Union must establish a system of sanctions for its violations. Consequently, each 
country developed its own system, with substantial differences in defining violations, in the 
procedure for imposing sanctions and in their monetary amount. Often, they do not respect 
the one common criterion set out in the Regulation: sanctions should be dissuasive, pro-
portionate and effective.1

 Over the past fifteen years, these differences have led to discrimination and distorted 
competition. Thus, harmonizing the sanctioning systems is long overdue. The first step 
should be analysing the existing systems. Already in 2011, it has been recommended that 
the EU Commission carry out such analysis.2 Nevertheless, no steps have been taken in this 
direction as of today, despite Animals Angels’ reminder.3 
A comparative study will help to understand the common traits of the existing sanctioning 
systems across all EU Member States, the virtuous practices, and the inefficiencies. It will 
be useful to outline a homogeneous basis from which a harmonised sanctioning system 
can be derived. Now that the procedure to reform the Regulation has been initiated, it is the 
right time.
 The European Commission must ensure that EU law is correctly applied, particularly 
Article 25 of Regulation 1/2005. This required each state to notify their rules on penalties 
to the European Commission before 05.07.2006, and any subsequent amendment.  
Animals’ Angels addressed two requests4 based on the freedom of information act5, asking 
copy of the notifications from the EU Member States. According to the answers  
received, in 15 years 7 Member States have informed the EU Commission about their  
penalty system and none have updated it on any legislative change. 
 Official country profile reports6 and audit reports should contain the information neces-
sary for the EU Commission to control and monitor the activities of the Member States. 
Nevertheless, they do not help identifying the relevant aspects of the sanctioning systems 
in place for violations concerning animal welfare during transport (e.g. legal texts, articles 
providing sanctions, authorities empowered to investigate and to levy penalties). 
 The answers to our requests of freedom of information are very worrying and, together 
with the lack of information and of monitoring concerning the existing sanctioning systems 
in Europe, make us think that not much has been done to implement Article 25, but most of 
all that Article 25 needs to be updated to be more effective. For example, it should require 
and describe the basic characteristics that must be common to all the European Member 

1  “Study on the impact of Regulation (EC) N. 1/2005 on the protection of animals during transport. Executive Summary”,  
European Commission (2011)

2  “Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the impact of Council Regulation (EC)  
No 1/2005 on the protection of animals during transport” (2011), page 12

3 See: 
 a) “100 reasons to revise Council Regulation EC 1/2005 on the protection of animals during transport”, Animals´ Angels  
(2021).  
b) Letter of Animals´ Angels to the European Commission dated 07.12.2020, demanding to commission a comparative study 
to analyse and compare the sanction system of Regulation 1/2005 in all EU Member States and to amend article 25 of  
Regulation 1/2005 or issue a separate regulation providing basic features of a harmonized sanction system.

4 Requests for access to documents – Reference: 2021/5664 of 21.09.2021 and Reference: 2022/4214 of 21.07.2022
5 Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2001 regarding public access  

to European Parliament, Council and Commission documents
6  https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/country_profiles/index.cfm

https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/country_profiles/index.cfm
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1. Austria
Austria is a parliamentary democracy and federal republic lead by the federal president. 
The chancellor is the head of government. Administratively it comprises nine federal  
provinces or so called Bundesländer (Burgenland, Carinthia, Lower Austria, Upper Austria, 
Salzburg, Styria, Tyrol, Vorarlberg and Vienna) and 95 districts. At federal level, the Ministry 
of Labour, Social Affairs, Health and Consumer Protection (BMASGK) is responsible for 
animal welfare. At provincial level, control responsibility on animal transport lies with the 
Provincial Veterinary Services which are organised into district veterinary services.12

A. Legal frame

• Federal Act on the Transport of Animals and Related Operations13 (articles 3, 4, 5, 21)
• Administrative Offences Act14 (articles 37 and 50)
• Animal Welfare Act15 (articles 3, 5, 11, 33, 34)
• Penal Act16 (article 222)
• Catalogues of minor offences of the provincial governments17

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinarians, animal transport inspectors18, approved veterinarians19

• Police (cooperating20 or independently21)
• Customs bodies22 (in cooperation)

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

•  Organs of public supervision can levy fines for certain administrative offences on the 
spot.23 

•  State veterinarians, animal transport inspectors and bodies of road supervision can  
initiate administrative proceedings for certain violations24, remaining technically  
subordinate to the district administration of reference. The final competent authority  
issuing the sanction is the district administration.25

•  Road supervisory organs can also start administrative proceedings during road-
checks.26 They are also technically subordinate to the district administration.

12  “Country Profile Austria. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission, DG (SANTE)/ 2017-6030
13 Tiertransportgesetz
14  Verwaltungsstrafgesetz
15 Tierschutzgesetz 
16  Strafgesetzbuch
17  List of offences according to article 50 of the Administrative Offences Act
18  Animal Transport Act, article 4(1)
19  “Country Profile Austria. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission, DG (SANTE)/ 2017-6030, page 49
20  Animal Transport Act, article 4(5)
21 “Country Profile Austria. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission, DG (SANTE)/ 2017-6030, page 49 

“Roadside checks are also carried out by the police assisted by official veterinarians if necessary”.
22  Animal Transport Act, articles 4(1)(3) + 5(1)
23  Animal Transport Act, article 21(4)
24  Animal Transport Act, article 21(1)(2)
25  Animal Transport Act, article 4(3)
26  Animal Transport Act, point 4(4)

States, starting with the definition of the violations and their intensity to continue with the 
need to include the police among the competent authorities, and to define minimum and 
maximum amounts of monetary sanctions.

Research method
This study aims to describe and compare the sanctioning systems for the violations of 
Regulation 1/2005 in the EU Member States. To do so, Animals’ Angels identified and listed 
the basic features of a sanctioning system:
• the regulatory framework;
• subjects in charge of controls;
• subjects empowered to impose sanctions;
• types of sanctions;
• amount of monetary sanctions;
•  controls and sanctions according to the annual report and official audits of the  

European Commission.

Animals’ Angels searched for this information, for each EU Member State:
• by addressing a request for access to documents to the European Commission;7

•  extrapolating data from the country profiles and their follow-up8, audit reports9 and  
annual reports on inspections10, reports and follow-up on official controls published  
on the EU Commission’s website;

•  asking information to the official “contact points"11 for animal transport in the Member 
States;

•  searching and studying the relevant national legislation in the internet.
 
Once the information found for each state was transcribed, Animals´ Angels analysed the 
common traits, strengths and weaknesses and formulated its conclusions.
 The study focuses on 21 of the 27 EU Member States. For the other 6, it was not possible 
to find sufficient information. The analysis of the sanctioning system of Belgium, Finland, 
Luxemburg, Malta, Portugal and Sweden are missing.

7  Based on articles 25 of Regulation 1/2005 and 139 of Regulation 2017/625
8  A country profile is a collection of key information for each Member State used by DG Health and Food Safety to support  

its control and monitoring activities: https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/country_profiles/index.cfm (all country 
profiles of 27 EU Member States were extracted on 28.09.2021)

9 “The European Commission carries out controls aimed at monitoring the implementation and enforcement of EU leg-
islation on food and feed safety, animal health, animal welfare, plant health and in certain areas of human health pro-
tection. The Directorate-General for Health and Food Safety has a specific division that dedicates most of its resourc-
es to Commission controls: the department for health and food audits and analysis, formerly known as the Food and 
Veterinary Office. In general, this is done by audits focusing on control systems rather than individual premises, but 
other controls such as fact-finding studies are also carried out. The department produces reports of its control activi-
ties, which are, with few exceptions, publicly available on this website” The most recent published reports are from 2018.: 
https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/ 

10  Based on article 27 of Regulation 1/2005: https://food.ec.europa.eu/animals/animal-welfare/animal-welfare-practice/ani-
mal-welfare-during-transport/inspection-reports-eu-countries_en 

11 According to the definition of Regulation 1/2005, article 24, paragraph 2

https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/
https://food.ec.europa.eu/animals/animal-welfare/animal-welfare-practice/animal-welfare-during-transport/inspection-reports-eu-countries_en
https://food.ec.europa.eu/animals/animal-welfare/animal-welfare-practice/animal-welfare-during-transport/inspection-reports-eu-countries_en
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b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
  When the authorities suspect the offender will not pay the fine39, like in the case of a for-

eign operator, an amount of up to EUR 1,500 may be imposed as provisional security. It 
cannot exceed the 30% of the maximum penalty provided for the ascertained offence.40

 
F. Recipients of the sanctions41

• who carries out, arranges, or organise an animal transport
• organisers
• transporters
• keeper
• operator of assembly center
• aerodrome operator, transport operator and accompanying person for air transports
• railway operator, transporter, and attendant for rail transports

G. Official controls and audits

According to the annual report of 2018, the Austrian authorities performed a high number 
of checks on animal transports, detecting several violations and making an extensive use 
of penalties.
 In 2011 and 2015, the European Commission carried out two audits concerning animal 
welfare during transport in Austria. As of today, no recommendations are open. However, 
in 2011, the European Commission ascertained that the transport of unfit animals to the 
slaughterhouse was sanctioned with a 100 euro fine in one case and 365 euro in the other 
case. The auditors did not detect that such sanctions were not effective, proportionate and 
dissuasive, especially referred to such a relevant offense. According to the follow up of the 
audits, there are no open recommendations concerning the sanctioning system of Regula-
tion 1/2005.42 The “Country Profile” of Austria does not describe the sanctioning system of 
Regulation 1/2005.

2. Bulgaria
Bulgaria is a parliamentary democracy where the prime minister is the head of government 
and the most powerful executive position. The president is the head of state and has more 
limited power. Bulgaria is divided into 28 regions. The regions are administrative units  
executing the regional policy of central government bodies. Local government is organised 
through 265 municipalities. 
 The Bulgarian Food Safety Agency (BFSA) under the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and 
Forestry is the competent authority performing official control of animal welfare. At regional 
level, BFSA has 28 Regional Food Safety Directorates (RFSD) responsible for the implemen-
tation of official controls.43

39  Animal Transport Act, point 21(1)(2)
40  Administrative Offences Act, article 37
41  Animal Transport Act, point 21
42  “Country Profile Austria. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission, 

DG(SANTE)/2017-6030 Final Country Profile May 2019
43  “Country Profile Bulgaria. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2020), DG(SANTE)2019-6585 (Final)

D. Types of sanctions

•  Whoever violates Regulation 1/2005 commits an administrative offence, unless the act 
constitutes a criminal offence, and shall be liable to different sanctions:
 - Warnings for minor violations27

 -  Organ penalties for minor offences established by the provinces (administrative 
monetary fines)

 -   Serious monetary fines issued by the district administration of three levels  
of intensity:

 -  Up to 2000 euro
 -  Up to 3500 euro
 -  Up to 5000 euro

 - Penalties sentenced by a criminal court 

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

 
a) Example, according to a provincial catalogue, in case of minor violations of Regulation 1/2005:28

OFFENCE FITNESS29 DENSITY30 JOURNEY TIME31 REST PERIOD32
INADEQUATE 
DRINKERS33

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

72 euro fine 150 euro fine – – 150 euro fine

b) According to the Animal Transport Act, in case of serious violations of Regulation 1/2005:34

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER35

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fine up to  
3500 euro36

Fine up to  
2000 euro

Fine up to 3500 euro37

It is not clear how the amount of the sanction is calculated in case b). It is also not clear 
when an offence concerning fitness for transport or density can be considered minor or 
serious.38 

a)   can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
  Fines of up to 100 euros may be collected immediately. In an amendment to the Animal 

Transport Act 2007, it is planned to set minimum penalties for certain violations and to 
increase the range of organ penalties to 500 euros.

27  “Weakness in the animal-transport monetary sanctions”, WSPA and Eyes of Animals (2011)
28  Catalogue (Organstrafkatalog) of Carinthia province of 2008
29  Due to compromised health condition or too young age, the animal should not have been loaded for transport
30  Too many animals were loaded in the vehicle
31  The maximum time limit of the journey was exceeded during the transport
32  The mandatory rests which in general include unloading, feeding, watering the animals or the watering/feeding stops
33  The catalogue only mentions the specific case of inadequate drinkers and not all incompliances concerning the watering  

of the animals in general
34  According to the Animal Transport Act, point 21
35  The mandatory rests which in general include unloading, feeding, watering the animals or the watering/feeding stops
36  According to the experience of the Dutch NGO Eyes on Animals, usually in the case of transport of an unfit animal or the cas-

es when food, water and rest periods are not supplied, are sanctioned with administrative fines of 1000 euro or 2000 euro. 
See „Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WSPA and Eyes of Animals (2011), page 30

37  According to the experience of the Dutch NGO, Eyes on Animals, usually a transport that did not avoid delays is sanctioned 
with an administrative fine of 700 euro. See „Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WSPA and Eyes of  
Animals (2011), page 30

38  According to the Dutch NGO Eyes on Animals, a minor offence does not cause animal suffering, a serious offence does.  
See „Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WSPA and Eyes of Animals (2011), page 30
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It is difficult to understand whether a violation falls under one law or the other. Apparently, 
the Animal Protection Act provides criminal violations concerning animal welfare during 
transport when cruelty is involved.55

E1. According to the Veterinary Act (articles 425-425a):

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fines from 1000 to 3000 BGN (ca. 511 to 1533 euro56) for physical persons and from 5000 to 10000 BGN for legal 
persons (ca. from 2556 to 5112 euro)

The animals can be confiscated in favour of the state57

Monetary fine of 200 BGN for whom does not submit the required documents under  
articles 4-5-6 of Regulation 1/2005. In this case the fine can be issued by the veterinarian 
on the spot.

E2. According to the Animal Welfare Act, when the offence constitutes a crime (articles 32 and 63):

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fines from 1000 to 2000 BGN58 (ca. from 511 euro to 1022 euro) or from 2000 to 3000 BGN59  
(ca. from 1022 to 1533 euro), when the offender is the transporter or organiser (i.e. a person in 
charge of the profession related to the keeping of the animals)

The animals can be confiscated in favour of the state60

When the offender is a legal person or a person who carries out a profession related to  
taking care of animals, the fine is from 2000 to 3000 BGN. In case of repetition, from  
3000 to 5000 BGN. The animals shall be confiscated in favor of the state.61

It is not clear which amounts of monetary fines are most applied.

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
  It appears that in case of documental violations, veterinary inspectors can levy fines on 

the spot.

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
  No, sanctions are only levied to Bulgarian citizens. In case of a foreign person, infringe-

ments are notified to the competent authority of the Member State of the transporter.62

F. Recipients of sanctions 

• Physical and legal persons

55  This is an interpretation of Animals´ Angels, supported by a statement of the European Commission in its audit report DG(-
SANCO)2010-8383, page 10: “Criminal sanctions are applicable only in cases of specific cruelty cases”.

56  According to www.xe.com, 1 euro equals to 0.5 Bulgarian Leva (21.07.2022)
57  Bulgarian Law on Veterinary Medical Activity, article 425(3)
58  Bulgarian Animal Protection Act, article 63(1)
59  Bulgarian Animal Protection Act, article 63(2)
60  Bulgarian Animal Protection Act, article 63(1)(2)
61  Bulgarian Animal Protection Act, article 63(3)
62  Information given by BFSA to Animals´ Angels

A. Legal frame

•  Law on Veterinary Medical Activity of 200544, and subsequent amendments (articles 74, 
161, 169, 425 and 425a)

•  Animal Protection Act of 200845, and subsequent amendments (article 32 in connection 
to article 63, articles 72, 73, 74)

B. Subjects in charge of checks46

• State veterinarians47 
• Police48

 Police cooperate with veterinary inspectors or in case of suspect, the agents can detain 
animal trucks and call a veterinary inspector for a check.49

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

According to the Veterinary Law:
• State veterinarians can levy fines on the spot, but only for documental violations
•  For other violations, state veterinarians should report the violation to the regional  

directorate that will decide about sanctions50

 Apparently, in case of violations committed by foreign transporters, the veterinary authority 
does not decide any sanction, notifying the infringement to the Member State competent 
for the transport company51

D. Type of sanctions52

• Monetary fines 
• Confiscation of animals
• Criminal penalties

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

The Law on Veterinary Medical Activity and the Animal Protection Act define the violations53 
concerning animal welfare during transport and correspondent sanctions.54 Infringements 
are punished with monetary fines but the two laws provide different figures. 
The Veterinary Law refers expressly to Council Regulation EC No. 1/2005, contrarily to the 
Animal Protection Act. 
 

44	 	Закона	за	ветеринарномедицинската	дейност
45	 	Закон	за	защита	на	животните	
46   “Country Profile Bulgaria. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2020), DG(SANTE)2019-6585  

(Final), page 63
47  Also Bulgarian Veterinary Law, Article 472(1)
48   “Country Profile Bulgaria. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2020), DG(SANTE)2019-6585 (Fi-

nal), page 63
49  Also Bulgarian Animal Protection Act, article 74
50  Bulgarian Law on Veterinary Medical Activity, article 472(2)
51  Information given by BFSA to Animals´ Angels
52  Bulgarian Law on Veterinary Medical Activity, article 425
53  Bulgarian Animal Protection Act, article 32 and Bulgarian Veterinary Law, Section 4
54  Bulgarian Animal Protection Act, article 63 and Veterinary Law, articles 425 and 425a

http://www.xe.com
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B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinarians or authorized veterinarians69

•  Municipal authorities can carry out checks but must notify the veterinary inspectors in 
case of violations70.

• Police may assist veterinary inspectors71.

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

Veterinary authority

D. Type of sanctions

• Enforcement notices72

• Monetary administrative sanctions73

• Court sentences in case of crimes74

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

E1. according to the Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS 

A fine from 10000 to 15000 HRK is provided to a physical person and from 50000 to 100000 
HRK to a juridical person for the violation of article 3 of Regulation 1/200575

Fine from 1500 
to 2000 HRK (ca. 
from 199 euro to 
265 euro) to 
physical 
persons and 
from 12000 to 
15000 HRK76 (ca. 
from 1594 to 
1993 euro) to 
juridical 
persons77

Fine from 10000 
to 15000 HRK to 
physical persons 
(driver inclu-
ded)78 and from 
50000 to 100000 
HRK to juridical 
persons79 

Fine from 1500 to 2000 HRK to driver80

and from 12000 to 15000 HRK to juridical persons81 

69  “ Country profile Croatia. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2021), DG(SANTE)2020-6909, page 
82 and Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 16

70  Croatian Animal Protection Act, article 80
71  Croatian Animal Protection Act, article 77
72  Croatian Veterinary Law, article 152
73   Both, according to the Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare and the 

Croatian Animal Protection Act
74  Croatian Law on the State Inspectorate, article 74
75   Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 24, paragraph 1. Article 3 

of Regulation 1/2005 includes general obligations regarding fitness, density, journey time and rests and water, therefore can 
be applied to all the offences of this table.

76  According to www.xe.com (access on 18.07.2022)
77  Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 26, paragraph 1, point 2
78  Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 24, paragraphs 3 and 4
79  Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 24, paragraph 1, point 11
80   Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 26, paragraph 1, point 9, 

paragraph 2
81  Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 26, paragraph 1, point 9

G. Official controls and audits 

According to the annual report of 2018, several animal transports were checked and very 
few violations were found, and sanctions issued. The most relevant violations were issued 
during roadside checks of cattle transport. On the other hand, the discrepancy between  
the number of transport vehicles checked and their documents appears illogic (e.g. 371 
documents checked for 2806 cattle transports, when there should be at least 2806 
documents).
 In 2008, 2009, 2010, 2012 and 2017, the European Commission carried out five audits 
concerning the transport of live animals in Bulgaria. In 2008, the EU Commission detected 
that the penalties laid down by the Law on Veterinary Activities and concerning animal 
welfare during transport were not proportionate, effective and dissuasive, being those  
monetary only from 100 to 200 BGN. Later the law has been modified and monetary fines 
have been increased but it is not clear how authorities decide the amount to impose. As of 
today, no recommendations related to sanctions of Regulation 1/2005 are open63 and the 
country profile of Bulgaria does not describe the sanctioning system for the violation of 
Regulation 1/2005.

3. Croatia
Croatia is a parliamentary republic. The president is the head of the state and the prime 
minister the head of the government with the exercise of the executive power with the  
ministers. Croatia is territorially divided into 21 counties (including the City of Zagreb).  
Local self-government in Croatia is organised through cities (127) and municipalities (429). 
The state administration system includes Ministries as central administrative organisations 
and county offices.
 The Ministry of Agriculture is the central competent authority with overall responsibility 
for implementation of official controls in relation to animal welfare. The implementation of 
controls is carried out by the ministries and their directorates at central level. Locally, it is 
carried out by state veterinary inspectors and authorised veterinarians.64 

A. Legal frame 

• Animal Protection Act65 (articles 1 and 12, 75, 87)
•  Law for the implementation of European regulations on animal protection66  

(articles 7-10, 23-26)
• Law on State Inspectorate67 (articles 7, 36, 70, 92, 93)
• Veterinary Law68 (articles 2, 55, 143-145, 152)

63  “ Country profile. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission (2020). Ref. 
Ares(2020)4240000 - 13/08/2020

64  “Country profile Croatia. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2021), DG(SANTE)2020-6909
65	 	Zakon	o	zaštiti	životinja
66	 	Zakon	o	provedbi	uredbi	Europske	unije	o	zaštiti	životinja
67	 	Zakon	o	Državnom	inspektoratu
68  Zakon o veterinarstvu

http://www.xe.com
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did not assess the rare imposition of penalties transpiring from the annual report, neither 
the low amount of monetary fines provided for physical persons.

4. Cyprus
Cyprus is a presidential republic. The president is the head of the state and the head of the 
government and its ministers. Administratively, the country is divided into six districts: 
Nicosia, Famagusta, Kyrenia, Larnaca, Limassol and Paphos. 
 The Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and Environment is responsible for  
animal welfare through the Department of Veterinary Service (VS), operating at central and 
regional levels. The control systems are largely centralised: regions and rural stations  
operate under the VS, carrying out checks on animal welfare during transport. At regional 
level, the VS has 5 District Veterinary Offices (DVOs). In addition, six Rural Veterinary  
Stations, under the DVOs, operate local offices in the more remote areas.88

A. Legal frame

• Animal Welfare Laws 46(I) 1994-202089 (articles 12, 27A, 30A, Annexes I, II, III) 
 This information may be incomplete.

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinarians
•  Police and civil defence can assist the veterinary inspectors and make prosecution on 

their behalf90

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions91

• The veterinary authority92, for minor violations
• Court, for major violations
• Police and veterinary inspectors can both address recommendations

D. Type of sanctions93

• Written recommendations and warnings 
•  Monetary fines imposed by the veterinary authority or by police or courts on the base of 

a report of infringement of the veterinary authority

88  “Country Profile Croatia, Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2021), DG(SANTE) 2020-6909
89	 	Προστασίας	και	Ευημερίας	των	Ζώων	Νόμοι	του	1994	μέχρι	2000
90  “Country profile Cyprus. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2021), DG(SANTE) 2021-7152, pages 

13 and 66
91   “Country profile Cyprus. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2021), DG(SANTE) 2021-7152, pages 

21 and 66
92   “In all cases the Director of the VS takes the decisions following a proposal from the DVO. Major non-compliances are still 

taken to Court”. From “Country profile Cyprus. Organisation of official controls” of the European Commission (2021), 
DG(SANTE) 2021-7152, page 20.

93  “Country profile Cyprus. Organisation of official controls" DG(SANTE) 2021-7152, pages 20-21-68

E2. according to the Animal Protection Act:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fine from 10000 to 
20000 HRK (ca. 
from 1329 to 2658 
euro) to physical 
and juridical 
persons82

Fine from 10000 to 
20000 HRK and 
juridical persons 83

 
It is not clear when a violation falls under the Act on the implementation of the European 
Union Regulations on Animal Welfare or under the Animal Protection Act and how the 
amounts of fines are decided.
 It is also not clear which amounts are most applied for violations and when they are is-
sued on the spot.

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot? 
  Veterinarians can issue on the spot fines in case of “minor crimes” 84 (e.g. lack of water 

supply, violation of the rest, exceeded journey time, exceeded temperature)

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
  The Croatian authorities indicated they have a “procedure that allows any vehicle to be 

detained until the fine is paid”.85

F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical and juridical persons
• Driver

G. Official controls and audits 

The annual report of 2018 is not published in the webpage of the European Commission. 
According to the annual report of 2017, the Croatian authorities inspected several trans-
ports of cattle, pigs and sheep, detecting documental irregularities and just a few violations 
concerning animal welfare. On the other side, only two penalties were imposed in total, 
proving poor enforcement.
 The European Commission carried out only one audit concerning animal welfare during 
transport in Croatia in 2018. In this occasion, the European inspectors found that “The  
authorities provided a document with the financial penalties for infringements to the Regulation. 
These range from HRK 10000 (EUR 1347) to HRK 100000 (EUR 13476). The average daily rental 
of a livestock vessel is EUR 25000. The central authority indicated during the closing meeting 
that they plan to have new rules for sanctions next year”. As of today, no recommendations 
are open concerning the sanctioning system of Regulation 1/200586, but only concerning 
official checks on live transports by sea at ports.87 The inspectors of the EU Commission 

82  Croatian Animal Protection Act, article 12, point 7 in connection with article 87
83  Croatian Animal Protection Act, article 12, point 4 in connection with article 87
84   Croatian Act on the implementation of the European Union Regulations on Animal Welfare, article 26, paragraphs 1-4 and 

Croatian Law on the State Inspectorate, article 72
85  Audit report DG(SANCO) 2018-6447 of the European Commission, page 7
86    “Country profile Croatia. Progress made in implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission (2020). 

DG(SANTE) 2020-6909 Ref. Ares(2021)5031309 - 09/08/2021
87   “Country profile. Progress made in implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission (2021). Ref. 

Ares(2021)5031309 - 09/08/2021
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5. Czech Republic
Czech Republic is a parliamentary republic. The president is the head of the state. The gov-
ernment is led by the prime minister through the ministers. Administratively, Czech Reublic 
is divided in 14 self-governing territorial regions: Prague, Central Bohemia, South Bohemia, 
Plzen, Karlovy Vary, Usti nad Labem, Hradec Kralove, Pardubice, Vysocina, South Moravia, 
Olomuc, Zlin and Loravia-Silesia. They are further subdivided in 205 municipalities.
 The Ministry of Agriculture (MA) plays the main role in the sector of animal welfare at a 
central level. The State Veterinary Administration subordinated to the MA implements  
official controls on animal welfare. Outside the central level there are 14 Regional Veterinary 
Administrations (RVAs). Each RVA consists of two inspectorates, one for animal health and 
animal welfare. Municipalities are responsible for legal proceedings and sanctions for  
animal welfare non-compliances.97

A. Legal frame98

• Law n. 166/1999 on veterinary care99 (articles 7, 71, 72)
• Law n. 246/1992 against cruelty on animals100 (articles 27, 27 bis)

B. Subjects in charge of checks101

• Veterinary authority
• Inspectors of municipalities
• Police can assist veterinary inspectors

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions102

• Municipalities
• Courts, for severe violations 

D. Type of sanctions103

• Warnings
• Monetary sanctions 

97 “Country profile of Czech Republic. Organisation of Official Controls” of the European Commission (2018), 
DG(SANTE)/2018-6476 Final 

98 “Country profile of Czech Republic. Organisation of Official Controls” of the European Commission (2018), 
DG(SANTE)/2018-6476 Final, page 16

99	 Zákon	166/99	Sb.o	veterinární	péči
100	 Zákon	č.	246/1992	Sb.	Zákon	České	národní	rady	na	ochranu	zvířat	proti	týrání
101 Country profile of Czech Republic. Organisation of Official Controls” of the European Commission (2018), 

DG(SANTE)/2018-6476 Final, pages 10 and 19
102  “Country profile of Czechia. Organisation of Official Controls” of the European Commission (2018), DG(SANTE)/2018-6476  

Final, page 52
103 “Country profile of Czech Republic. Organisation of Official Controls” of the European Commission (2018), 

DG(SANTE)/2018-6476 Final, pages 16-17

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

According to the Animal Welfare Laws, whoever violates or cause the violation of the law, 
commits a crime and is punished with imprisonment up to 12 months or a fine up to 10000 
euro.

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS94

Violation of article 3 of Regulation 1/200595 is punished with criminal sanctions of imprisonment 
for up to 1 year or a fine of up to 10000 euro or both and with an administrative fine of up to 2000 
euro

It is not clear how the amount of the monetary fines is decided and what they usually 
amount to. It is also not clear which penalties apply for the violation of the other articles of 
Regulation 1/2005, apart from article 3. A catalogue of offences and sanctions is lacking.
 
a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
  Apparently not. According to the Animal Welfare Laws, article 30A, the Director of the 

District Veterinary Office levies fines only after warning the offender and having heard 
its comments.

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

F. Recipients of sanctions

Physical and juridical persons

G. Official controls and audits 

According to the annual report of 2018, the activity of control is focused on the transport 
of cattle, pigs and poultry. Only five violations were detected and a correspondent number 
of penalties was applied.
 The EU Commission carried out three audits concerning animal welfare during transport 
in Cyprus, in 2008 and 2009. In all cases “In relation to animal movement controls, the CA 
considered the administrative fines imposed not to be dissuasive (generally between 200 to 300 
Euro) and a previous FVO mission had recommended that penalties be increased. Legislation to 
increase administrative fines was still at a draft stage at the time of the Specific Audit in this 
sector”, which has come into place. As of today, no recommendations are open.96 The coun-
try profile of Cyprus does not provide any more information about the legal frame or the 
amount of monetary sanctions for the violation of Regulation 1/2005.

94  Cypriot Animal Welfare Laws, articles 27A and 30A in connection with Annexes I, II and III
95  Article 3 of Regulation 1/2005 concerns in general all the violations of the table
96   “Country profile Cyprus. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations” of the EU commission (2021). Ref. 

Ares(2021)4721650 - 22/07/2021
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In 2007, 2010 and 2017, the European Commission carried out three audits concerning an-
imal welfare during transport in Czech Republic. According to the audit of 2010,  
“Although sanctions were generally dissuasive for the cases seen, the enforcement system 
does not easily allow the CA to apply some sanctions”. The European inspectors did not 
detect that although the maximum limit of monetary penalties is proportionate and dissua-
sive, the real imposed amounts were not. For example, 200 euro were levied for the trans-
port of a pregnant cow for whom more than 90% of the gestation had already passed, or  
80 euro for the lack of some movement documents. As of today, there are no open recom-
mendations regarding the sanctioning system on animal welfare during transport.110 The 
country profile of Czech Republic does not provide any information regarding the amounts 
of the monetary sanctions for the violation of Regulation 1/2005.

6. Denmark
Denmark is a constitutional monarchy divided into five regions and 98 municipalities. Green-
land and the Faroe Islands are part of the Kingdom of Denmark but have autonomous status 
and are largely self-governing.
 The ministry having main responsibility for official controls in Denmark is the Ministry of 
Environment and Food (MEF). The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (DVFA), an 
agency of the Ministry, is responsible for animal welfare. The police, under the Ministry of 
Justice, are responsible for official road controls of animal welfare during animal transport. 
Official controls are implemented by three Veterinary Inspection Units and 12 police 
districts.111

A. Legal frame

•  Executive order no. 777 of 19.06.2017 on the Danish Veterinary and Food  
Administration’s tasks and powers112

• Executive Order no. 26/13.01.2020 on the protection of animals during transport113

• Act no. 133 of 25 February 2020 on animal welfare (Animal Welfare Act)114

B. Subjects in charge of checks115

• State veterinarians116

• Police authorities

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions117

•  Central veterinary authority (DVFA) for written orders, formal instructions or  
to report the violation to the police

• Police118

• Courts

110  “Country Profile Czech Republic: progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations”, DG(SANTE)/208-6476  
  Final, Ref. Ares(2019)3572423 - 03/06/2019

111  “Country Profile Denmark. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE)/2020/6908 Final
112  Bekendtgørelse nr. 777 af 19/06/2017 om Fødevarestyrelsens opgaver og beføjelser
113  Bekendtgørelse nr 26 af 13/01/2020 om beskyttelse af dyr under transport
114  Lov nr 133 af 25/02/2020om dyrevelfærd (dyrevelfærdsloven)
115  “Country profile Denmark. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE) 2020/6908, pages 78-80
116  Executive Order No. 777 of 26.06.2017, article 3
117  “Country profile Denmark. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE) 2020/6908, pages 29 and 74
118   Audit report of the European Commission 2010-8392, pages 4 and 11 and "Country profile Denmark. Organisation of official 

controls", DG(SANTE)/2020-6908, page 30

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

E1. according to Law n. 166/1999 on veterinary care:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY  
SANCTIONS 

Fine up to 20000 CZK (ca. 813 Euro104) for physical persons105

Fine up to 300000 (ca. 12204 Euro) for legal persons106

E2. according to Law n. 246/1992 against cruelty on animals:

MONETARY  
SANCTIONS 

Fine up to 400000 CZK (ca.16269 Euro) for physical persons107

Fine up to 1000000 CZK (ca. 40674 Euro) for legal persons108

It is not clear how violations concerning fitness are sanctioned and how the amount of 
monetary penalties is determined. 
 Apparently, the law on veterinary care applies in case of violation of the requirements of 
Regulation 1/2005 when cruelty is not involved.

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
 Information not found

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

F. Recipients of sanctions

Physical and legal persons109

G. Official controls and audits 

According to the annual inspection report of 2018, controls on animal transports in Czech 
Republic focused mainly on cattle. The number of penalties imposed is insignificant,  
especially compared to the number of detected non-compliances (e.g. 46 violations were 
detected in cattle transports but only 4 penalties were issued. 249 violations were detected 
concerning fitness to transport of pigs but no penalties were issued).
 

104  www.xe.com (access on 26.07.2022)
105  Article 71, paragraph 1, letter a) + paragraph 2, letter a)
106  Article 72, paragraph 1, letter b) + paragraph 3, letter a)
107  Article 27, paragraph 2, letter e) and paragraph 19, letter b)
108  Article 27 bis, paragraph 3, letter b) and paragraph 19, letter b)
109  Law 246/1992 for the protection of animals against cruelty, articles 27 and 27 bis and Law 166/1999 on veterinary care,  

 article 7 in connection with articles 71 and 72.

http://www.xe.com
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7. Estonia
 
Estonia is a parliamentary republic. The head of the state is the president, and the head of 
the government is the prime minister.
 Estonia has four levels of administration for animal welfare: the Ministries, central  
administrative bodies or agencies, the regional/county levels and the districts/establish-
ment/farm level. It is the responsibility of the Ministries to develop legislation. Central ad-
ministrations oversee planning, co-ordination, and implementation of controls through the 
regional/county level structures. The Veterinary Food Board (VFB) of the Ministry of Rural 
Affairs (MRA) is responsible for official control of animal welfare. The VFB has regional 
departments responsible for the practical implementation.127

A. Legal frame

• Animal Welfare Act128 
 Information may be incomplete

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinarians
• Police inspectors

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions129

• State veterinarians
• Police in case of crimes130

D. Type of sanctions

• Enforcement notices
• Fines up to “200 units” for physical persons and up to 50000 crowns for legal persons131

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Up to 200 units of monetary fine for physical persons.
Fine up to 50000 crowns for legal persons.

It is not clear how much 1 unit of fine amounts to.
 It is also not clear how much, most commonly, fines for violation of Regulation 1/2005 
amount to.

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
 Information not found

127  “Country Profile Estonia. Organisation of Official Controls” of the European Commission, DG(SANTE) 2019-6840
128  Loomakaitseseadus
129  Animal Welfare Act, article 66.11
130  Information received by Food and Veterinary Service of Latvia
131  Animal Welfare Act, article 66.5

D. Type of sanctions119

• Warnings
• Enforcement notices (ex. prohibitions, bans)
• Administrative monetary in cases of serious or repeated violations fines120

• Imprisonment up to 4 months121

• eporting to the police for prosecutions (for serious offences and fraud)

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Unless a higher penalty, fine or imprisonment for up to 4 months122.
Companies etc. (legal persons) may be subject to criminal liability.
Monetary fines vary between 2000 and 40000 DKK123 (ca. 268-5373 euro124)

It is not clear how the amount of the penalties is determined and how much they most 
commonly amount too.

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
 Information not found

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

F. Recipients of sanctions

Physical and legal persons

G. Official controls and audits 

The annual reports on inspections and infringements concerning animal transport in  
Denmark have not been published since 2016.125

The EU Commission carried out two audits concerning animal welfare during transport in 
Denmark, in 2007 and 2010. In the report of 2010, the inspectors stated “sanctions for animal 
welfare infringements are proportionate and dissuasive. However, enforcement measures in 
place have not always been effective in obtaining correction of deficiencies”. As of today, no 
recommendations on sanctions concerning animal welfare during transport are open.126 

119  “Country profile Denmark. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE) 2020/6908, page 29-30
120  Executive Order No. 26 of 13.01.2020, article 36
121  See previous footnote
122  Executive Order No. 26 of 13.01.2020, article 36 does not specify the amount of the fine
123   Audit report of the EU Commission No. DG(SANCO) 2010-8392, page 11 (https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_

reports/details.cfm?rep_id=2658)
124  According to the conversion rate of www.xe.com (08.06.22)
125   Inspection reports from EU countries: https://food.ec.europa.eu/animals/animal-welfare/animal-welfare-practice/ani-

mal-welfare-during-transport-old/inspection-reports-eu-countries_en#s2018
126   “Country Profile Denmark. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission, 

DG(SANTE) 2020-6908, Ref. Ares(2021)7905648 - 21/12/2021

http://www.xe.com
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B. Subjects in charge of checks139

• State veterinarians or authorized veterinarians
• Police/gendarmerie
State veterinarians need police to stop trucks for road-checks.

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• Police
• Courts 
•  Veterinarians ascertaining offences can address a statement or can even propose a 

sanction to the state prosecutor. 
 Police can address a statement of offence to the state prosecutor (penal transaction) or 
can apply a fixed fine140 (a reduced sanction) that does not need a follow-up of the court.

D. Type of sanctions

•  The violation can constitute a contravention141 (most cases). Monetary sanctions of up 
to 450 euro142 (and with 68 euro in case of fixed fine) are provided for contraventions of 
class 3. Sanctions of up to 750 euro (and with 135 euro in case of fixed fine143) for con-
traventions of class 4.

•  Monetary fine of up to 10000 euro or up to 10 years of prison for delicts (rare144)
•  Up to 1 year imprisonment and to 15 000 Euro fine145 can be imposed if the violation con-

stitutes a crime of animal cruelty

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

up to 750 euro146 or 
fixed fine on the 
spot of 135 euro147, 
according to the 
Penal law and to 
the related Natinf 
code 6902 148

up to 750 euro or 
fixed fine on the 
spot of 135 euro, 
according to the 
Penal law and to 
the related Natinf 
codes 6906-607

Specific Natinf 
code is missing

Specific Natinf 
code is missing

up to 750 euro or 
fixed fine on the 
spot of 135 euro , 
according to the 
Penal law and to 
the related Natinf 
code 6904

139  “Country Profile France DG(SANTE) 2019-6578, page 97
140  Code de Procédure Pénale, article R48-1, paragraph I, point 4°(c)
141  Mainly of class 4 and in few cases of class 3 (less serious). Contraventions of class 3 are punished with monetary sanctions 

of up to 450 euro according to article 131.13 of the French Penal Code (and with 68 euro in case of fixed fine). Those of class 4 
with sanctions of up to 750 euro (and with 135 euro in case of fixed fine).

142  Code Penal, article 131.13
143   The French Gendarmerie of Bourg-en-Bresse levied 135 euro fine for lack of bedding on 19.05.2022 during a road check re-

quested by Animals´ Angels.
144   Examples: when the means of transport is not authorized (NATINF. 22475), when the transport company is not authorized 

(NATINF. 22475). 
145   “Country Profile France. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE) 2019-6578, page 100 and French Rural Code, article 

L215-11
146  French Penal Code, articles 131.13 and L215-6 in connection with articles L214.52, 214.53, 214.55 
147  French Penal Procedure Code, article R48-1, point 4°, letter (c) and R49, point 5°
148   The Natinf codes do not cover all the possible violations of Regulation 1/2005. For example, there is not a specific Natinf 

code for the violation of the journey time or the mandatory rest.

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical persons
• Legal persons

G. Official controls and audits 

The most recent annual inspection report concerning controls on animal transports in  
Estonia dates 2017. According to it, despite violations were detected, sanctions were not 
issued.
 The EU Commission did not carry out any audit that assesses the implementing  
sanctions in Estonia for the violation of Regulation 1/2005 after its entry into force. A  
general audit on animal welfare, including during transport, was carried out in 2005132 but 
did not describe the sanctions. The country profile133 does not describe them as well. 

8. France
France is a semi-presidential republic. The executive branch has two leaders: the president 
of the state and the prime minister, head of the government. Administratively, France is 
divided into 18 regions (13 in mainland France) and 5 in the country’s overseas posses-
sions) and 101 départements (96 in mainland France and five overseas départements. 
 The Ministry of Agriculture is the central authority competent for animal welfare through 
the Directorate General for Food (DGAL). Under the DGAL, the services of the Department 
Directorates for Protection of the Population/for Social Cohesion are in charge of inspec-
tions on animal transports at local level.134

A. Legal frame

• Rural Code135

• Penal Code136

• Penal Procedure Code137

• List of NATINF codes138

 

132  Audit report of the EU Commission No. DE(SANCO), DG(SANCO)/7714/2005 – MR Final
133  “Country Profile Estonia. Organisation of Official Controls” of the European Commission, DG(SANTE) 2019-6840
134 “Country Profile France, Organisation of official controls”, DG(SANTE) 2019-6578
135  Code rural et de la pêche maritime
136  Code Pénal
137  Code de Procédure Pénal
138 Abbreviation of NATure d’INFraction: it is the national database of offences classification, developed by the Ministry of  

Justice. It indicates a brief description, the article of the Rural Code that provides it, the type (contravention, for example) and 
class and a numerical code. It facilitates the administration and judicial services recording proceedings and monitoring 
them. The list may not contain all the offences of Regulation 1/2005. 
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A. Legal frame

• Animal Protection Act152, articles 15, 16, 17, 18
• Regulation on the animal transport153, articles 20, 21
• Penal procedure code154, article 163
• Administrative offences code155, articles 17, 35, 36. 53, 56-58
• Road traffic regulation156, article 36 

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• state veterinary inspectors157

• assisted by police158 and customs159, when necessary

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• veterinary authority
•  police160 for minor administrative offences (punished with warnings and  

so called Verwarngeld)
• courts in case of cruelty

D. Type of sanctions

• Warnings
• Monetary sanctions on the spot/Verwarngeld (for minor offences): from 5 to 55 euro
• Statements of offence/Ordnungswidrigkeitsverfahren: may result in monetary fines 
•  Security deposit (monetary) – executed against foreign transporters directly on the 

spot by police or customs, in case of statement of offences
•  Criminal proceedings/Strafverfahren: it may result in monetary fines (Geldstrafe) or  

imprisonment up to 3 years 

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 161

E1. According to the Administrative offences act:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Administrative fines from 5 to 1.000 euro162 

152  Tierschutzgesetz (TierScG)
153  Tierschutztransportverordnung (TierSchTrV)
154  Strafprozeßordnung (StPO)
155  Gesetz über Ordnungswidrigkeiten (OWiG)
156  Straßenverkehrsordnung (StVO)
157  “Country profile Germany. Organisation of Official Controls”,DG(SANTE) 2019-6543, page 76
158  “Country profile Germany. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE) 2019-6543, page 77
159  Tierschutzgesetz, article 14
160   OWiG, articles 35 and 36 and „Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WSPA and Eyes of Animals (2011), 

page 23
161  TierschutzTransportverordnung, article 21
162  OWiG, article 17

It is not clear the consequence of a Natinf code missing. Does this mean that the violation 
can not be sanctioned?

a)   can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot? 
 Police can levy sanctions on the spot (fixed fines)

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
  Foreign transport companies can be required to pay sanctions issued on the spot  

(fixed fines), immediately149

F. Recipients of sanctions

Legal persons (for example: transport company or organising company)
Physical persons (for example: driver)

G. Official controls and audits 

The most recent annual inspection report published on the website of the European  
Commission and concerning controls on animal transports in France is dated 2018. The 
analysis clarifies that 55 sanctions in total were issued.
 The EU Commission carried out several audits concerning animal welfare during trans-
port in France in 2009, 2010, 2012, 2017 and 2020. In 2009 and 2010, the inspectors found 
poor enforcement of Regulation 1/2005, due to non-dissuasive penalties and the difficulty 
to ensure that sanctions are applied, issuing corresponding recommendations. In 2012, the 
European Commission recognized some efforts but still recommended that the French 
authorities implement effective, proportionate and dissuasive sanctions. As of today, ac-
cording to the last assessment dated 2019150, the status of this recommendation is still in 
progress and the implementing problems have yet not been resolved. 

9. Germany
Germany is a parliamentary republic, the president is its head while the chancellor is the 
head of the government and exercises executive power through the cabinet of ministers. 
Germany is also a federal state with 16 constituent states referred to as Bundesländer: 
Baden-Württemberg, Bayern (Bavaria), Berlin, Brandenburg, Bremen, Hamburg, Hessen, 
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania), Niedersachsen (Lower  
Saxony), Nordrhein-Westfalen (North Rhine-Westphalia); Rheinland-Pfalz (Rhineland- 
Palatinate), Saarland, Sachsen (Saxony), Sachsen-Anhalt (Saxony-Anhalt), Schleswig- 
Holstein, Thüringen (Thüringia). Each state is largely autonomous. The states are respon-
sible for official controls to comply with the legislation in the relevant areas including  
animal welfare. The Federal Government has no authority to instruct the states in these 
areas. The Federal Government exercises supervision over the states to ensure that they 
implement federal laws correctly. At national level, the Federal Ministry of Food and  
Agriculture (BMEL) has almost exclusive competence for animal welfare.151

149  “Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WSPA and Eyes of Animals (2011)
150  “Country Profile France. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations”, DG(SANTE)2019-6578
151  “Country Profile Germany. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE) 2019-6543 Final
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Overall responsibility for the organisation and implementation of control systems for animal 
welfare in Greece lies with the Ministry of Rural Development and Food (MRDF) and the 
Ministry of Interior and Administrative Reconstruction (MIAR). The Ministries mainly have 
responsibility for policy co-ordination while the implementation of controls is decentralised 
to services at regional level (13 administrative regions). The Directorate General of Veteri-
nary Services (DGVS) is responsible for implementing horizontal and vertical legislation on 
official controls for live animals. Each Region has a Regional Unit’s Veterinary Service 
(RUVS) that implements official controls on animal welfare. The animal welfare division of 
the MRDF has no legal power to entitle the regional services to implement animal welfare 
legal policies. The animal welfare division has only the authority to send requests  
for reports and statistical data if these have not been forthcoming from the  
regional veterinary services.168

A Legal frame

• Law No. 4235/2014 and subsequent amendments169 
 Information may be incomplete 

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• state veterinarians

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

•  Central and regional veterinary offices, upon the recommendation of the local veteri-
nary office and the transmission of the relevant documents, are empowered to impose 
administrative penalties.170

• Courts 

D. Type of sanctions171

•  Written warnings in case of non-compliances, if they do not constitute a danger for the 
public interest and animal health, and do not constitute fraudulent or misleading 
practices.

•  Administrative compliance measures (examples: suspension of permissions, change  
of driver, reparation of the vehicle, transfer of animals to another vehicle, temporary  
ban of transport in the country). 

•  Administrative sanctions (monetary fines)172 in case of high risk on compliances, only 
after the second inspection, when the given recommendations were not respected. 

•  The law lists a catalogue of offences and the correspondent fines indicating the mini-
mum and the maximum amounts.

• Criminal sanctions

168  “Country Profile Greece. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE)2017-6055 Final
169	 	Νόμος	4235/2014	:	Διοικητικά	μέτρα,	διαδικασίες	και	κυρώσεις	στην	εφαρμογή	της	ενωσιακής	και	εθνικής	νομοθεσίας	

στους	τομείς	των	τροφίμων,	των	ζωοτροφών	και	της	υγείας	και	προστασίας	των	ζώων	και	άλλες	διατάξεις	αρμοδιότητας
170  Law No. 4235/2014, article 24
171  Law 4235, article 3
172  Law No. 4235/2014, article 23(2)(e)

NGOs163 refer of administrative fines of 135 euro for high density, animal suffering and  
exceeded journey time and of a fine of 150 euro for lack of water. 
According to article 17(4) of the OWiG: “The fine shall exceed the economic advantage that the 
offender has derived from the administrative offence.” 

E2. According to the Animal protection act:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fines up to 25000 euro164

a) can monetary sanctions be levied or paid on the spot?
 Yes, in case of minor offences and security deposit for foreign transporters.

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Yes165, in case of existing agreements between Germany and the operator’s Member State

F. Recipients of sanctions

Transport company
Driver/attendant of the animals
Organiser

G. Official controls and audits 

The most recent annual inspection report published on the website of the European Com-
mission166 concerning controls on animal transports in Germany dates 2018. According to 
it, the German competent authorities perform a high number of controls on animal welfare 
during transport detecting infringements and issuing sanctions.
 The EU Commission carried out some audits concerning animal welfare during transport 
in Germany in 2008, 2012, 2013 and 2018. The German sanctioning system for the violation 
of Regulation 1/2005 has never been assessed in the correspondent reports. The latest 
country profile167 does not describe the sanctions for breaches of animal welfare during 
transport.
 

10. Greece
Greece is a unitary parliamentary republic. The president is the head of the state and the 
prime minister exercises most of the executive powers with the cabinet of the ministers. 
Administratively, Greece consists of 13 regions (Attica, Central Greece, Central Macedonia, 
Crete, East Macedonia and Thrace, Epirus, Ionian Islands, North Aegean, Peloponnese, 
South Aegean, Thessaly, West Greece, West Macedonia), subdivided into 323 munici- 
palities. Seven decentralised administrations group one to three regions for administrative 
purposes on a regional basis.

163  According to the experience of the NGO Eyes on Animals. See „Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WS-
PA and Eyes of Animals (2011).

164  TierschutzGesetz, article 18
165  Handbuch Tiertransporte Stand 2021, page 55
166  https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/index.cfm 
167  DG(SANTE) 2019-6543 Final

https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/index.cfm
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The EU Commission has carried out two audits concerning animal welfare during transport 
in Greece, in 2006 and in 2011. The assessors of the European Commission mentioned, in 
the report of 2006178, that the Greek legislation provides that at the first inspection on wel-
fare during transport, the authorities can issue warnings. Only at a second or further inspec-
tion they can impose penalties. After the entry into force of Regulation 1/2005, this aspect 
was not assessed and was not recognized as a violation of article 25 despite warnings are 
not dissuasive, not effective and not proportionate. In the report of 2011, the assessors 
found that enforcement of Regulation 1/2005 was ineffective because the veterinary in-
spectors in the field “had no powers to issue enforcement notices or levy fines”.179 Greece was 
recommended to improve enforcement of official controls on animal welfare during trans-
port180 But it was not recommended to empower field inspectors to levy fines, not even to 
remove warnings for violating Regulation 1/2005. As of today, the most recent report on the 
follow-up of recommendations indicates only one recommendation not closed yet, but it 
does not concern the application of sanctions, despite the above-mentioned weaknesses. 
The country profile on official controls in Greece181 does not describe the sanctioning  
system of Regulation 1/2005 in Greece.

11. Hungary
Hungary is a parliamentary republic. The president is the head of the state, the prime  
minister is the head of the government with the cabinet of the ministers. Administratively, 
Hungary is divided into 19 counties and the capital Budapest. The counties are further sub-
divided into 174 districts. Budapest has is its own sub regions with 23 districts. The districts 
are subdivided in towns and villages.
 The Ministry of Agriculture (MA) has full responsibility for official controls in the whole 
food chain. At regional level there are 19 County Government Offices (CGOs) located in each 
county and in the capital. At local level, the administration consists of 197 district govern-
ment offices (DGOs). Within these DGOs there are 82 departments responsible for food 
chain safety controls co-operating with Police and Customs in carrying out inspections as 
county officials do not have powers to stop vehicles. Mobile inspection teams which carry 
out multipurpose roadside checks have been organised in co-operation with the Police and 
the National Tax and Customs Administration in several counties.182

A. Legal frame

• Government Decree No. 244/1998 on animal welfare fines183 (updated on 2021)
•  Decree of the Ministry of Agriculture 88/2008 implementing Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 

on the protection of animals during transport and related operations184

• Law XXVIII of 1998 on the protection and welfare of animals185

• Law CXXV of 2017 on sanctions for administrative violations186

178  DG(SANCO)8042/2006
179  DG(SANCO)2011/6212, Ares(2011)1039269
180  See recommendations 1, 2, 4, 7, 9
181  DG(SANTE)2017-6055 Final
182  “Country Profile Hungary. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE)/2020-6910
183  244/1998. (XII. 31.) Korm. Rendelet az állatvédelmi bírságról
184	 	88/2008.	(VII.	18.)	FVM	rendelet	az	állatoknak	a	szállítás	és	a	kapcsolódó	műveletek	közbeni	védelmére	vonatkozó	1/2005/EK	

rendelet végrehajtásáról
185	 	1998.	évi	XXVIII.	Törvény	az	állatok	védelméről	és	kíméletéről
186	 	2017.	évi	CXXV.	Törvény	a	közigazgatási	szabályszegések	szankcióiról

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 173

Examples of monetary sanctions and violations of Regulation 1/2005:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

1st inspection: warning
2nd inspection:
fine from 2000 to 6000 euro, when previous 
recommendations were not respected

For the determination of the amount of the administrative fine, the following criteria shall 
be considered in combination:174

 a) the degree of danger,
 b) the multiplicity of non-compliances of the undertaking or operation;
 c) the size of the enterprise or holding;
 d) recurrence of the same non-compliance during the last three years.

a) can be monetary sanctions levied or paid on the spot?
   In theory, veterinary inspectors controlling animal transports can impose monetary 

sanctions on the spot to be paid immediately.175 Veterinary inspectors, though, need the 
authorisation of the chief inspector or of the regional directorate. In practice, due to lack 
of implementing acts, sanctions are only imposed by the central or regional authorities 
at a later stage and not on the spot.176

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
  In theory, when the transporter is foreign and the fine is not paid immediately, the regis-

tration of the vehicle is withdrawn, and the vehicle is immobilised until the payment.177 
 It is questionable how this can happen if the fines cannot be imposed on the spot.

F. Recipients of sanctions

• Organiser
• Transporter
• Keeper
• Driver

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual inspection report published on the website of the European Com-
mission concerning controls on animal transports in Greece dates 2018. According to it, 
the Greek competent authorities detected a low number of infringements, and rarely issued 
sanctions.
  

173  Law No. 4235/2014, article 23
174  Law No. 4235/2014, article 23(4)
175  Law No. 4235/2014, article 26(3)
176  Animals´ Angels alerted the Greek police and veterinary inspector for a roadside check on 22.04.2019. The veterinary  

inspector intervened on the spot detected an infringement of Regulation 1/2005 and reported it to the regional veterinary  
directorate of Fthiotis. The inspector did not levy any fine on the spot.

177  Law No 4235/2014, article 26(3) in connection with Law No. 3446/2006, article 1
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G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report published on the website of the European Commission con-
cerning checks on animal welfare during transport in Hungary dates 2018. The Hungarian 
authorities rarely recorded infringements except for pig transports at the place of departure. 
Consequently, sanctions were nearly not imposed, except for pig transport deficiencies.
 The European Commission carried out three audits on animal welfare during transport 
in Hungary in 2007, 2011 and 2017. The sanctioning system to implement Regulation 1/2005 
was not assessed in any of the correspondent official reports. But in 2011, the assessors 
mentioned that despite many inspections, the number of detected violations was too low 
compared to the violations ascertained during the audit.195 This may also concern the pic-
ture given by the annual report of 2018 reporting a similarly low number of infringements. 
The country profile report on organisation of official controls does not describe the sanc-
tioning system of Regulation 1/2005. Nevertheless, the monetary sanctions provided for 
breaches on animal welfare during transport are too low, thus not effective, not dissuasive, 
and not proportionate.

12. Ireland
Ireland is a parliamentary republic. The government is headed by a prime minister, the Tao-
iseach. Local government in the Republic of Ireland’s functions are mostly exercised by 
thirty-one local authorities, termed County, City, or City and County Councils.
 The Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine, belonging to the Ministry of  
Agriculture, is the Irish central authority competent for animal welfare. The Animal Welfare 
Division is competent for animal welfare during transport. At local level, District Veterinary 
Offices carry out official controls on animal transports.196

A. Legal frame

• Animal Health and Welfare Act 
•  Statutory Instrument S.I. No. 675/2006 - European Communities (Animal Transport and 

Control Post) Regulations 2006

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• Inspectors of the Ministry for Agriculture and Food of Ireland (veterinary authority)
• Members of the Garda Siochana
• Customs officers

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions197

• Same as above 
• The Minister, in case of fines and imprisonment

195  DG(SANCO)2011-6045, Ref. Ares(2012)42276 - 13/01/2012
196  “Country Profile Ireland. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE)2018-6471
197  Articles 2(1) and 16(2) of the European Communities (Animal Transport and Control Post) Regulations 2006

B. Subjects in charge of checks187 

• Veterinary inspectors
• Police
• Customs 
Police cooperate with veterinary inspectors on road-checks to stop trucks for controls. 

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• veterinary authority188 

D. Type of sanctions

• Written warnings189

• Enforcements notices
•  Administrative fines of minimum 15000 HUF190 (ca. 37 euro191), multiplied by a factor  

depending on specific circumstances192 (for examples, please see point E)

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

15000 HUF (ca. 37 
EUR) multiplied x 5

15000 HUF x 5 or x8 15000 HUF x 5 or 8 15000 HUF x 5 or 8 15000 HUF x 5

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot? 
Veterinary inspectors may issue fines on the spot193, if the customer fully acknowledges the 
breach. The maximum amount of an on-site fine may be 50000 HUF (ca. 124 euro) in the 
case of natural persons and 500000 HUF (ca. 1248 euro) in the case of legal persons.

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Apparently not194

F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical person
• Legal person

187  “Country Profile Hungary. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE)/2020-6910, page 67
188  Information given by the Ministry of Agriculture of Hungary to Animals´ Angels
189  „Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WSPA and Eyes of Animals (2011)
190  Law XXVIII/1998 on animal protection and welfare, article 43 paragraph 1a)
191  www.xe.com (access on 26.07.2022)
192  Government Decree No. 244/1998 on animal welfare fines, annex 4
193  Law XXVIII/1998 on animal protection and welfare, article 43 paragraph 2a)
194  Weakness in monetary sanctions of animal transport” of WSPA and Eyes of Animals (2011) and “Country Profile Hungary. 

Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission DG(SANTE) 2020-6910,  
page 43: “In case of foreign suppliers, requesting data (and possible sanctioning) may be difficult, in this case CCA 
contacts colleagues through the NCP system”

http://www.xe.com


32 33

The Current Sanctioning Systems 
in the EU Member States Italy

13. Italy
Italy is a parliamentary republic where the president is the head of the state. The govern-
ment is led by the prime minister who is the president of the council of ministers.  
Administratively, Italy is constituted by 20 regions (regioni) — five of these regions having 
a special autonomous status that enables them to enact legislation on additional matters, 
107 provinces (province) or metropolitan cities (città metropolitane), and 7,960 munici- 
palities (comuni). The regions are Abruzzo, Aosta Valley, Apulia, Basilicata, Calabria,  
Campania, Emilia-Romagna, Friuli-Venezia-Giulia, Lazio, Liguria, Lombardy, Marche, Molise, 
Piedmont, Sardinia, Sicily, Tuscany, Trentino-Alto Adige (Südtirol), Umbria, Veneto.
 In Italy most of the competencies for animal welfare are assigned at national level to the 
Ministry of Health. The primary responsibility for the implementation of animal welfare 
controls rests with 101 Local Health Units (ASLs), which include Local Veterinary Services, 
and with UVACs (the Veterinary Offices for Compliance with Community Requirements of 
the central authority). The ASLs are responsible to check animal welfare during transport 
at arrival, to destination and before departure. A State-Regions agreement was published 
on 21 May 2008 giving practical guidance on the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 
1/2005. Official controls on animal transports on Italian roadways are carried out with the 
collaboration of the Italian National Police force, which is under the authority of the Ministry 
of Interior, responsible for road safety. Such collaboration is needed to halt vehicles trans-
porting live animals travelling throughout the Italian roadway network.200

A. Legal frame

• Legislative Decree No. 151/2007201

• Law No. 689/1981202 in relation to transport checks and levying sanctions
•  Agreement between the Health Ministry and the Ministry of Interior to strengthen  

the controls on animal transports and empowering police203

B. Subjects in charge of checks204

• State veterinarians
• Road police205

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• State veterinarians206 and police207

• Courts in case of criminal acts involving cruelty on animals

200  “Country Profile Italy. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE) 2018-6306 Final
201  Decreto Legislativo No. 151/2007 (also D. Lgs. 151/07)
202  Legge 689/1981, Modifiche al Sistema penale (also L. 689/81)
203  Protocollo d’intesa tra il ministero dell´Interno e il Ministero della Salute per il potenziamento dei controlli di legalità nel set-

tore del trasporto internazionale degli animali
204  According to D. Lgs. 151/2007, article 2 in connection with L. 689/81, article 13
205  Memorandum of understanding between the Ministry of Intern and the Ministry of Health, for the strengthening of controls 

on animal transports, implementing Regulation 1/2005
206  D. Lgs. 151/207, article 12
207  See footnote 203

D. Type of sanctions 

• Warning letters;
• Enforcement Notices (for example, detention or destruction notices);
• Suspension/revocation of licences/approvals;
• Imposition of restrictions or conditions;
• Fixed Penalty Notice of 250 euro;
• Fine not exceeding 5000 euro or imprisonment not exceeding 6 months or both.

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fixed penalty notice of 250 euro or
Fine up to 5000 euro or imprisonment up to 6 months

It is not clear how the amount of a fine is determined and how much most commonly is 
imposed for the violation of Regulation 1/2005.

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot? 
 Information not found

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical and legal persons

G. Official controls and audits

The latest annual report concerning checks on animal welfare during transport in Ireland 
dates 2017. Checks were carried out, infringements were detected, and sanctions were im-
posed especially regarding the fitness for transport of cattle and pigs.
 The European Commission has not carried out any audit on animal welfare during trans-
port in Ireland, after the entry into force of Regulation 1/2005.198 Consequently, there are no 
recommendations open for follow up.199 The country profile on the organisation of official 
controls does not describe the sanctioning system of Regulation 1/2005.

198 An audit on animal welfare during transport was carried out in 2002 (DG(SANCO)/8678/2002)
199  EU Commission report DG(SANTE) 2021-7154
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G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report on checks on animal welfare during transport in Italy, pub-
lished on the website of the European Commission, dates 2018. According to it, the Italian 
authorities carried out numerous inspections detecting infringements and imposing corre-
spondent sanctions.
 The European Commission carried out three audits concerning animal welfare during 
transport in Italy in 2008, 2010 and 2011, after the entry into force of Regulation 1/2005. The 
report of 2010212 indicates the relevant legal frame of the sanctioning system, implementing 
the Regulation and the main characteristics of penalties. The only related recommendation 
concerns the improvement of the implementation of sanctions when unfit animals are 
transported, and misleading certificates are issued by veterinarians. The latest official doc-
ument of the European Commission on progress made in the implementation of audit rec-
ommendations213 does not indicate any open recommendation concerning the sanctions 
related to animal transport.

14. Latvia
Latvia is a parliamentary republic. The president is the head of the state and the prime min-
ister is the head of the government leading the council of ministers. Administratively, Latvia 
is divided in 43 local government units consisting in 36 municipalities and 7 state cities214 
(Daugavpils, Jelgava, Jūrmala, Liepāja, Rēzekne, Riga, and Ventspils). 
 The Food and Veterinary Service (FVS) within the Ministry of Agriculture is the central 
authority responsible for controls on animal welfare in Latvia. Within the FVS, the Veterinary 
Surveillance Department is responsible for the implementation and enforcement of animal 
welfare during transport and 11 Territorial Structural Units carry out checks on animal trans-
ports at local level under control of the FVS central office.215

A. Legal frame216, 217

• Animal Protection Law218

• Law on Administrative Responsibility219

• Administrative Code of Offences220

•  FVS Procedure No K.R.10.P.058 “Order for application of administrative penalties by 
inspectors”221

B. Subjects in charge of checks

•  Food inspectors, veterinary inspectors and official veterinarians are the authorities 
competent to carry out checks on animal welfare during transport222

212  DG(SANCO) 8388/2010
213  “Country Profile Italy. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations”, DG(SANCO)2021/7155, Ref. Ares 

(2021)7227735 - 24/11/2021
214  From 1 July 2021
215  “Country Profile Latvia. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE)/2021-7156
216  “Country Profile Latvia. Organisation of Official Controls”, DG(SANTE)2021-7156, page 17
217  Latvian MNCP 2020-2022 https://www.pvd.gov.lv/lv/media/926/download 
218	 	Dzīvnieku	aizsardzības	likums
219	 	Administratīvās	atbildības	likums
220	 	Latvijas	Administratīvo	pārkāpumu	kodekss
221	 	PVD	procedūrām	KR.10.P.058	„Kārtība,	kādā	inspektori	uzliek	administratīvos	sodus”
222  “Country Profile Latvia. Organisation of official controls" DG(SANTE)2021-7156 of July 2021, page 57

D. Types of sanctions

• Enforcement notices
• Administrative monetary sanctions
• Criminal penalty in case cruelty on animals is involved208

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

Examples of monetary sanctions and violations of Regulation 1/2005:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fine from min. 
2000 to max. 6000 
euro

Fine from min. 1000 
to max. 3000 euro

Fine from min. 1000 
to max. 3000 euro

Fine min. 1000 to 
max. 3000 euro

Fine from min. 1000 
to max. 3000 euro

REDUCED 
PAYMENT IS 
PERMITTED

2000 euro 1000 euro 1000 euro 1000 euro 1000 euro

Reduced payment is permitted, and the amount is calculated as it follows: a third of the 
maximum or, if it is less, twice the minimum.209 
 The reduced amount is usually applied.

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
  Yes, either by veterinarians or police inspectors, independently. For offences concerning 

animal welfare, the opinion of a state veterinarian is required.

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
  When the animal transport is carried out in Italy by a vehicle with foreign license plate, 

sanctions must be paid on the spot, otherwise the vehicle and the animals are submitted 
to administrative detention.210 Animals must be unloaded, and the vehicle cannot move 
until expenses are paid, at the expense of the transporter. The animal transport is  
allowed to continue the journey as soon as the fine is paid.

F. Recipients of the sanctions

• transporter
• keeper
• responsible person of an assembly center
• offenders of an assembly center.
• Case of joint and several liability:211

 -  Driver and transporter are jointly liable for violations concerning  
the transporter authorization.

 -  Driver, attendant, transporter, organiser and keeper are jointly liable  
for violations concerning the certificate of competence of the driver or attendant.

 -  Organiser, transporter and keeper are jointly liable for violations concerning  
document irregularities or lacks.

 -  Organiser and transporter are jointly liable for violations concerning the certificate 
of approval of the means of transport.

208  According to the Italian Penal Code
209  L. 689/82, article 16
210  D. Lgs. 151/07, article 12 in connection with Road Code, article 207
211  Except in cases of complicity in infringements
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The European Commission carried out two audits concerning animal welfare during trans-
port in Latvia in 2009 and 2012. In none of the audits the assessors evaluated the sanctions 
for the violations of Regulation 1/2005. Only in the report of 2012 the assessors mentioned 
that “the local CA efficiently utilises the system of administrative fines but these sanctions are 
not always effective in bringing about corrective actions. The good work of the CA is undone in 
certain cases where the economics of making the correction vastly outweigh the level of the 
fine”229, apparently referring to animal welfare during transport. Nevertheless, the inspectors 
of the European Commission did not issue any recommendation to improve the implemen-
tation of sanctions for animal welfare. Additionally, according to the latest report on fol-
low-up of recommendations of the European Commission concerning animal welfare in 
Latvia230, all recommendations were closed due to action taken.

15. Lithuania
Lithuania is a semi-presidential democratic republic, whereby the president is the head of 
state, and the prime minister is the head of government. Administratively Lithuania is  
divided in 10 counties (Alytus, Kaunas, Klaipeda, Marijampole, Panevezys, Siauliai, Taurage, 
Tlesiai, Utena, Vilnius), in 60 municipalities and in 500 elderships.
 The State Food and Veterinary Service (SFVS), accountable to the government and to the 
Ministry of Agriculture, is the central competent authority with overall responsibilities in 
relation to animal welfare. The SFVS consists of the headquarters and 10 territorial depart-
ments of SFVS with their 33 units. Official controls are implemented by the territorial  
departments (services/divisions/units). The territorial services/divisions report directly to 
the SFVS. Controls on means of transport are carried out by official veterinarians working 
in the territorial services with the assistance of the Police, State Road Transport Inspection 
or at point of destination by official veterinarians supervising slaughterhouses.231

A. Legal frame

• Code of Administrative Offences 232

• Criminal Code233

•  Law on the care, custody, and use of animals234

•  SFVS Order No. B1-409 of 06/05/2014 “On the approval of the procedures of drawing up 
administrative violation protocol and resolution of administrative violation case” 

B. Subjects in charge of checks235

• Veterinary authority236

• Police and state road transport inspectors may assist official veterinarians

229  Audit report DG(SANCO) 2012-6526
230  “Country Profile Latvia. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations”, DG(SANTE)2021-7156, Ref. 

Ares(2021)4590302 - 15/07/2021
231  “Country profile Lithuania.Organisation of official controls” DG(SANTE)/2020-6905
232	 	Lietuvos	Respublikos	administracinių	nusižengimų	kodeksas
233	 	Lietuvos	Respublikos	baudžiamasis	kodeksas
234	 	Lietuvos	Respublikos	gyvūnų	globos,	laikymo	ir	naudojimo	įstatymo	pakeitimo	įstatymas
235  “Country Profile Lithuania, ”Organisation of official controls" DG(SANTE)2020-6905, pages 46-47
236  Also, Law on Veterinary Medicine, article 14

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• Veterinary authority223

• Police for criminal offences

D. Type of sanctions

• warnings
• administrative monetary fines224

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

E1. according to the Code of Administrative Offences of Latvia225:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY SANCTIONS
Fine from 7 euro to 350 euro for physical persons226

Fine from 15 to 700 euro for juridical persons

E2. According to the Code on Administrative Responsibility227:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY SANCTIONS Fine from 2 units (10 euro) to 400 units (2000 euro) for individuals
Fine from 2 units to 4000 units (20000 euro) for legal entities

Further and specific information on the amount of the fines for the violation of Regulation 
1/2005 were not found.

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
     Yes, in theory, but not in practice for lack of technical support228

b)  can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

F. Recipients of sanctions

Information not found

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual inspection report concerning animal welfare during transport in 
Latvia, published on the website of the European Commission, dates 2018. According to it, 
the Latvian authorities performed transport inspections and detected infringements of 
Regulation 1/2005 mainly on cattle transports. In comparison to the number of violations, 
the authorities imposed a very low number of sanctions.

223  Law on administrative responsibility Latvia, article 115
224  Latvian MANCP 2020-2022 https://www.pvd.gov.lv/lv/media/926/download 
225  Article 106, but the Code appears not valid anymore since July 2020
226  Code of Administrative Offences of Latvia, article 106
227  Article 16
228  According to information that Animals´ Angels received by the Latvian Food and Veterinary Service

https://www.pvd.gov.lv/lv/media/926/download
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F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical and juridical persons

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report concerning inspections on animal welfare during transport 
in Lithuania, published on the website of the European Commission, dates 2018. The Lith-
uanian authorities carried a certain number of inspections and found a very few offences. 
Compared to their number even less sanctions were imposed: three in total. 
 The European Commission carried out three audits concerning animal welfare during 
transport in Lithuania in 2009, 2012 and 2015. In the report of 2009, the assessors indicate 
“a number of audit teams reported that, in some instances, fines are too low to be dissuasive. 
This was the case in the field of traceability, residues and animal welfare but, for the latter two 
subjects, other measures were applied such as withdrawal of approval. Also in the BIP specific 
audit, the team noted that fines were generally not imposed because of the lack of dissuasive 
effect, leading the CA to impose other methods to obtain a similar effect.”243 A correspondent 
but general recommendation (not specific to animal welfare during transport), to make 
sanctions dissuasive and proportionate was issued. According to the most recent report of 
the European Commission on the follow up of recommendations244, there are not open rec-
ommendations concerning animal welfare in Lithuania, even though monetary sanctions 
concerning violations of animal welfare during transport remained very low, thus not effec-
tive, dissuasive and proportionate. The country profile245 partly indicates the legal frame of 
the sanctioning system for the violation of Regulation 1/2005 in Lithuania without giving 
any further clue.

16. Netherlands
The Netherlands is a constitutional monarchy. The monarch is the head of state and the 
executive power is formed by the Council of Ministers. The head of government is the Prime 
Minister of the Netherlands. The Netherlands is divided into 12 provinces (Drenthe, Flevo-
land, Friesland, Gelderland, Groningen, Limburg, North Brabant, North Holland, Overijseel, 
South Holland, Utrecth, Zeeland), which are divided into 345 municipalities (gemeenten).
 The Ministries of the Netherlands with competence for food and feed safety, animal 
health and welfare and plant health are structured in a centralised manner and direct their 
policies through several agencies and bodies with mostly regional implementation. The 
Ministry of Economic Affairs is the competent authority for animal welfare policy and leg-
islation. The Netherlands Food and Consumer Product Safety Authority (NVWA) is respon-
sible for inspections on animal transports. NVWA inspectors carry out animal transport 
checks mainly on the road; however, checks may also take place at the place of destination, 
slaughterhouses and markets.

243  DG(SANCO)2009/8774, Ref. Ares(2011)262798 - 09/03/2011, page 12
244  “Country Profile Lithuania. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations”, DG(SANCO)2020-6905, Ref. 

Ares(2021)2966770 - 04/05/2021
245  DG(SANTE)/2020-6905

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• State veterinary inspectors237 
 Information may be incomplete

D. Type of sanctions238

• Warning
• Administrative monetary fine 
 when the fact does not constitute a crime (cruelty against animals)
•  Criminal fine, public work, arrest or imprisonment for cruelty on animals  

(this is rare case)

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

E1. According to the Code of Administrative Offences:239

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY SANCTIONS
• fine from 50 to 120 euro for the violation of laws on welfare and protection of animals
• fine from 50 to 2000 euro for cruel treatment or torture of an animal.

E2. According to the Criminal Code on cruelty to animals:240

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY SANCTIONS
The person who treated the animal cruelly, tortured it, if the animal was killed or maimed as a result, 
shall be punished by public works or face a fine, or arrest, or imprisonment for up to one year

E3. According to the Criminal Code on penalties:241

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY SANCTIONS

•  a fine is a monetary penalty imposed by the court in the cases provided for in the special part of 
this Code;

•  the amount of the fine for the committed criminal act is not indicated in the sanction of the article. 
It is determined by the court when sentencing.

Further information on the amount of the fines for the violation of Regulation 1/2005 were 
not found.

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
 Not clear242

b)  can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

237  SFVS Order No. B1-409 of 06/05/2014 “On the approval of the procedures of drawing up administrative violation protocol and 
resolution of administrative violation case”

238  Code of Administrative Offences of Lithuania, article 346
239  Article 346
240  Article 310
241  Article 47
242  SFVS Order No. B1-409 of 06/05/2014 “On the approval of the procedures of drawing up administrative violation protocol and 

resolution of administrative violation case”, chapter II, points 4 and 5
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F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical and juridical persons

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report concerning inspections on animal welfare during transport 
in the Netherlands, published on the website of the European Commission dates 2018. The 
Dutch authorities carried a high number of checks detecting several incompliances and 
imposing several penalties.
 The European Commission carried out three audits on animal welfare during transport 
in the Netherlands in 2010, 2012 and 2017. None of the audits described or assessed the 
sanctioning system of Regulation 1/2005. The country profile252 mentions, in general, the 
types of measures adopted in case of infringements, without giving details about amounts 
of monetary administrative fines or about the legal frame. It just might be too old and not 
up to date, dating 2016.

17. Poland
Poland is a representative democracy with a president as the head of state. The government 
structure centers on the Council of Ministers, led by a prime minister. Administratively, the 
territory of Poland is divided into voivodeships (provinces); these are further divided into 
powiats (counties or districts), and these in turn are divided into gminas (communes or  
municipalities). Poland currently has 16 voivodeships, 380 powiats (including 66 cities with 
powiat status), and 2,478 gminas.
 The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, through the Veterinary Inspection is 
the central authority responsible for controls on animal welfare. The VI is operationally  
divided into General Veterinary Inspectorate (GVI), 9 Border Veterinary Inspectorates (BVI), 
16 Regional (Voivodship) Veterinary Inspectorates (RVI) and 305 District (Poviat) Veterinary 
Inspectorates (DVI).253 The central level has overall responsibility for the control systems for 
animal welfare. Most of the implementation and enforcement activities are carried out  
at Voivodship and/or Poviat levels, with a vertical chain of command between central, 
Voivodship and Poviat levels. 

A. Legal frame

• Animal Protection Act254

• Act on Road Transport255

• Code of Petty Offences256

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinarians together with police, in case of road-checks257

252  DG(SANTE)/2016-8839
253  “Country Profile Poland, ”Organisation of official controls" DG(SANTE) 2018-6502
254	 	Ustawa	z	dnia	21	sierpnia	1997	r.	o	ochronie	zwierząt
255	 	Ustawa	z	dnia	6	września	2001	r.	o	transporcie	drogowym
256	 	Ustawa	z	dnia	20	maja	1971	r.	Kodeks	wykroczeń
257  DG(SANTE)2018-6502, page 60

A. Legal frame

• Animals Act246

•  Decree of 2 November 2012, containing rules about the enforcement of the Animals Act 
and any other matters relating to that Act (Decree on enforcement and other matters of 
the Animals Act)247

•  Regulation of the Minister of Economic Affairs of 12 December 2012, no. 
WJZ/12363115, containing rules about the enforcement of the Animals Act and any 
other matters relating to that law (Regulations for enforcement and other matters of 
the Animals Act)248

•  Act of June 4, 1992, containing general rules of administrative law (General  
Administrative Law Act)

• Criminal Law
•  There has been a legislative reform in 2019 making the sanctioning system more 

effective.

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinary inspectors249 

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• Veterinary authority

D. Type of sanctions250

• Warning for the first time caught, only for certain minor offences
• Administrative corrective actions
•  Three categories of administrative monetary sanctions
• Criminal sanctions 

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Apparently, 1500 euro that can be halved or doubled, 
depending on the small or serious consequences on animal welfare

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
 No

b)  can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
  Fines are not levied to foreign transporters251. Usually, the competent authority of the 

Netherlands informs the authority that authorized the operator about the infringement, 
asking to take action.

246  Wet Dieren
247  Besluit van 2 november 2012, houdende regels met betrekking tot de handhaving van de Wet dieren en enige andere aangele-

genheden met betrekking tot die wet (Besluit handhaving en overige zaken Wet dieren)
248  Regeling handhaving en overige zaken Wet dieren
249  “Country Profile Netherlands, ”Organisation of official controls" DG(SANTE)/2016-8839, page 44
250  “Country Profile Netherlands, DG(SANTE)/2016-8839, page 45
251  DG(SANTE) 2017-6106, page 8
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The European Commission carried out three audits on animal welfare during transport in 
Poland, after the entry into force of Regulation 1/2005, in 2010, 2011 and 2018. According 
to audit DG(SANCO) 2010-8387, “Fines can be directly imposed by the RTI officers for infringe-
ments concerning transport of live animals. The amount of the fines is 500 PLN (ca.125 euro) for 
most infringements and 1 000 PLN (ca. 250 euro) in case of absence of the journey log and of 
means of transport not suitable for animals”. The assessors decided that “the enforcement 
measures implemented were generally sufficient in relation to transport”, despite monetary 
fines of 125 euro are low, thus not effective, not proportionate and not dissuasive. During 
the next audit, the assessors found veterinarians had no powers to impose sanctions and 
concluded that fines from 500 PLN to a maximum of 5000 PLN were not sufficiently dissua-
sive.264 It is not clear if they referred to animal welfare sanctions at farms or during transport, 
too. The recommendations concerning better sanctions have not been followed up so far, 
according to the response of the authorities265, neither according to the most recent report 
on progress in enforcement.266 The country profile, dating 2018, describes only parts of the 
sanctioning system for the violation of Regulation 1/2005 in Poland but does not specify 
which penalties may be imposed.

18. Romania
Romania is a semi-presidential republic where executive functions are held by both the 
government and the president. Administratively, Romania is divided into 41 counties (ju-
deţe) and the municipality of Bucharest. Each county is subdivided further into 320 cities 
and 2,861 communes.
 The National Sanitary Veterinary and Food Safety Authority (NSVFSA) has responsibili-
ties regarding animal welfare, through the State Veterinary Network, and is organised at 
central, county and local level. The NSVFSA is subordinated to the Government, and under 
the coordination of the Prime Minister. It operates at local level through 41 County Sanitary 
Veterinary and Food Safety Directorates (CSVFSDs): official controls on animal welfare 
during transport are carried out by the Animal Police Compartments of the CSVFDs.267

A. Legal frame

• Decision n. 984/25.08.2005268

• Ordinance nr. 2 of 12.07.2001 on the legal regime of contraventions269

• Law nr. 150/2020 for the protection of animals intended for export to third countries270 
• Methodological standards of 12 April 2021 for the application of Law nr. 150/2020271

• Decision n. 127 of 7.11.2002 on establishing and penalising infringements of veterinary 
health rules 

264  DG(SANCO)2011-6049, page 13
265  Response of the Competent Authorities of Poland to the recommendations of Report ref. DG(SANCO)/2011-6049-MR of an 

audit carried out from 25 May to 01 June 2011 in order to evaluate the implementation of controls for animal welfare on farms 
and during transport

266  “Country profile Poland. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations”, DG(SANCO), 2018-6502
267  “Country Profile Romania, ”Organisation of official controls" DG (SANTE)2017-6040 Final
268  Hotarare n. 984/25.08.2005
269	 	Ordonanta	nr.	2	din	12	iulie	2001	privind	regimul	juridic	al	contravențiilor
270	 	Lege	nr.	150	din	23	iulie	2020	privind	protecția	animalelor	destinate	exportului	în	țări	terțe
271	 	Norme	Metodologice	din	12	aprilie	2021	de	aplicare	a	Legii	nr.	150/2020	privind	protecția	animalelor	destinate	exportului	în	

țări	terțe

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions258

• Police inspectors
• Courts

D. Type of sanctions259

• Monetary fine
• Prison

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

According to the Road Transport Act:

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS260

500-1000 PLN (ca. 104 – 209 euro261)
100 PLN up to 2 
hours + 200 PLN 
each additional 
hour of delay

500-1000 PLN

According to the Code of Petty Offences, monetary sanctions may vary from 20 PLN to 
5000 PLN (ca. from 4.2 euro to 1057 euro). It is not clear how the amount is decided for each 
violation and whether it refers only to cases of cruelty against animals.

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot? 
  According to an audit of the European Commission262 and the Polish Law of 6 September 

2001 on road transport (Dz.U. Nr 204/2001, poz 2088), the road transport inspectors can 
impose fines on the spot

b)    can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

F. Recipients of sanctions263

• transporter
• keeper

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report on official controls on animal welfare during transport in 
Poland published on the website of the European Commission dates 2018. According to it, 
the Polish competent authorities carried a relevant number of checks and found infringe-
ments mostly on cattle and pig transports. In comparison to the number of violations, a 
very low number of penalties was imposed.
 

258  DG(SANTE)2018-6502, page 21
259  Animal Protection Act 1997, article 37b
260  Road Transport Act, Appendix 1 and Appendix 3
261  www.xe.com (access on 21.07.2022)
262  DG(SANCO) 2010-8387, page 11
263  Animal Protection Act 1997, article 37b

http://www.xe.com
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F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical and juridical persons committing the offence
• Transporter
• Owner of the control post
• Driver
•  If more than one person is responsible for committing the violation, each of them is 

sanctioned separately.278

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report on official controls on animal welfare during transport in 
Romania published on the website of the European Commission dates 2018. According to 
it, the Romanian authorities carried out inspections on animal transports, detected some 
infringements, mainly during road checks, and issued correspondent sanctions.
 The European Commission has carried out several audits on animal welfare during trans-
port in Romania in 2009, 2010, 2012, 2015, 2017, 2019. In 2012279 the assessors recom-
mended the Romanian authorities to improve the system of sanctions and implement dis-
suasive penalties. The authorities answered that, in 2013280, the relevant national law would 
have been modified to increase the amount of the monetary fines concerning violations of 
Regulation 1/2005. According to the follow-up report, the recommendation for effective, 
dissuasive and proportionate sanctions was still pending in 2017. The country profile281, also 
dating 2017, only indicates the legal frame of the sanctioning system but does not give any 
clue on details such as the amount of monetary fines.

19. Slovakia
Slovakia is a parliamentary democratic republic. The Slovak head of state and the formal 
head of the executive is the president, but most executive power lies with the head of  
government, the prime minister. Slovakia is administratively divided into 8 regions 
(Bratislava, Trnava, Nitra, Trencin, Zilina, Banska Bistrica, Presov, Kosice), 79 districts and 
2890 municipalities.
 The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development is the central authority responsible 
for controls on animal welfare. The State Veterinary and Food Administration that belongs 
to MARD co-ordinates controls on animal welfare at local level through the District Veteri-
nary and Food Administrations (DVFAs). The DVFAs carry out controls on animal 
transports.282

278  Order 2/2001, article 10
279  DG(SANCO) 2012-6374, pages 7-8, 18
280  Response of the Competent Authority of Romania to the recommendations of report ref. DG(SANCO)2012-6374 MR of an au-

dit carried out from 21 to 29 November 2012 in order to evaluate the implementation of controls for animal welfare on farms 
and during transport.

281  DG (SANTE)2017-6040 Final
282  “Country Profile Slovakia. Organisation of official controls” DG(SANTE) 2021-7159

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinary inspectors

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• Veterinary authority272

D. Type of sanctions

• administrative monetary sanctions.273

•  In case violations are repeated within 6 months from the last sanction, the following  
accessory sanctions are provided:
 - withdrawal of transporter’s authorisation 
 - withdrawal of the control post’s authorization 
 - cancellation of the certificate of the driver

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fine from min. 
18.000 to max. 
30000 lei  
(ca. from 3651 to 
6086 euro274)

Fine from min. 
6000 to max. 
12.000 lei in case of 
juridical persons

Fine from min. 3.000 lei to max. 6.000 lei (ca. from 608 to 1217 
euro), in case of physical person and from min. 12.000 lei to max. 
24.000 lei (ca. from 2434 to 4869 euro), in case of juridical person

REDUCED 
PAYMENT IS 
PERMITTED

9000 lei  
(ca. 1825 euro)

3000 lei  
(ca. 608 euro)

1500 or 6000 lei (ca. 304 or 1217 euro)

a) can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot? 
  Sanctions are levied issuing a written record275 that is handed over to the offender or 

subsequently notified:276 This provision suggests that veterinary inspectors have the 
power to levy fines on the spot.

b)  can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 No.277

272  Hotarare 984/2005, article 11(3)
273  Hotarare 984/2005, article 3^1
274  1 lei equals to 0.20 euro (according to www.xe.com accessed on 21.07.2022)
275  Order n. 2/2001, article 15
276  Order n. 2/2001, articles 25 and 26
277  In 2015 there was an exchange of information between Animals´ Angels and the Romanian central authority on how other 

countries have solved this problem, particularly Italy, in order to change Romanian legislation in the same direction.

http://www.xe.com
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F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical and juridical persons

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report on official controls on animal welfare during transport in 
Slovakia, published on the website of the European Commission, dates 2018. According to 
it, the Slovakian authorities carried out checks on animal welfare during transport but did 
not find nearly any infringement and did not impose any sanction, except two related to 
cattle transport.
 The European Commission carried out one audit on animal welfare during transport in 
Slovakia after the entry into force of Regulation 1/2005, in 2011, and one audit on official 
controls in 2008. During the general audits on controls, the assessors commented that 
Slovakia was preparing a new law to impose sanctions to foreign transporters and that 
monetary fines could be eventually imposed on the spot by veterinary inspectors. According 
to the European inspectors, sanctions were dissuasive, between 1300 euro for natural  
persons, and up to 33.300 euro for legal entities. These amounts are different from the ones 
indicated by the Slovakian Law No. 39/2007. The follow up report290 of 2021 indicates that 
animal welfare recommendations are all closed. The country profile291, dating 2021 as well, 
does not indicate any further details to clarify the matter.

20. Slovenia
Slovenia is a parliamentary democracy republic. The head of state is the president. The 
executive and administrative authority in Slovenia is held by the Government of Slovenia 
(Vlada Republike Slovenije), headed by the Prime Minister and the council of ministers.  
Officially, Slovenia is subdivided into 212 municipalities (twelve of which have the status of 
urban municipalities). The municipalities are the only bodies of local autonomy in 
Slovenia.
 The Veterinary Sector and Plant Protection (AFSVSPP) of the Ministry of Agriculture is 
the principal competent authority for animal welfare. The Food Safety, Veterinary and Plant 
Health Inspection is the division in charge of implementing controls on animal transports. 
It is organised at the central level and within ten AFSVSPP Regional Offices: Celje, Koper, 
Kranj, Ljubljana, Maribor, Murska Sobota, Nova Gorica, Novo Mesto, Postojna and Ptuj. 292

A. Legal frame

•  Regulation on the determination of offenses for violations of the provisions of the 
Council Regulation (EC) 1/2005293

•  Act on Veterinary Compliance Criteria 294

290   “Country Profile Slovakia. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission,  
DG(SANTE) 2021-7159

291  DG(SANTE) 2021-7159
292  “Country Profile Slovenia. Organisation of official controls” DG(SANTE) 2019-6852
293	 	Uredba	o	določitvi	prekrškov	za	kršitve	določb	Uredbe	Sveta	(ES)	o	zaščiti	živali	med	prevozom	in	postopki,	povezanimi	z	njim
294  Zakon o veterinarskih merilih skladnosti (ZVMS)

A. Legal frame

• Veterinary Care Act283, articles 6 and 8
• Food Act, articles 18, 19, 20
• Act 355/2007 Coll. On Protection, Support and Development of Public Health284

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinary inspectors 
 in cooperation with Police and customs during road-checks285

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• State veterinary inspectors
• Police inspectors

D. Type of sanctions

• Corrective actions
• Administrative monetary fines

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS286

monetary fine from 300 euro to 800 euro to physical persons, when veterinary requirements for 
the transport of animals are not fulfilled;287

monetary fine from 400 euro to 3500 euro to juridical persons288 when veterinary requirements for 
the transport of animals are not fulfilled;

monetary fine from 1750 euro to 20.000 euro for physical and juridical persons when causing animal suffering.

The law lacks a specific catalogue of violations or reference to the articles of the Regula-
tion. It is also not clear how the amount is decided and how much usually is imposed to 
offenders.

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
 Yes

b)  can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Apparently yes289

283  Zákon 39/2007 o veterinárnej starostlivosti
284	 	Zákon	355/2007	o	ochrane,	podpore	a	rozvoji	verejného	zdravia	a	o	zmene	a	doplnení	niektorých	zákonov
285  “Country Profile Slovakia. Organisation of official controls" DG(SANTE) 2021-7159, pages 51-52
286  According to Law No. 39/2007 on Veterinary Care
287  Law No. 39/2007 on Veterinary Care, article 48, paragraph 4, letter c) and letter h) in connection with article 3, letter g)
288  Law No. 39/2007 on Veterinary Care, article 50, paragraph 1, letter u) in connection with article 3, letter g)
289  DG(SANCO) 2008-8380, page 38
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The European Commission carried out four audits on animal welfare during transport in 
Slovenia after the entry into force of Regulation 1/2005 in 2007, 2009, 2012 and 2018. Only 
the audit report of 2007 mentions the sanction system for animal transport, stating that 
“Although the penalties, as required by Article 25 of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005, which have been 
imposed, have been at the lower end of the range defined in national legislation, actions were 
taken to correct any major deficiencies detected”. The follow up report299 of 2019 does not 
indicate any open recommendation concerning the penalty system for animal transports. 
The country profile300, dating 2019 as well, does not contain any assessment concerning the 
sanctions.

21. Spain
Spain is a constitutional monarchy. The executive branch consists of a Council of Ministers 
presided over by the Prime Minister. Spain is organisationally structured as a so-called  
Estado de las Autonomías (“State of Autonomies”); The Spanish State is divided into  
17 autonomous communities (ACs) and two autonomous cities, with their own elected  
parliaments, governments, public administrations, budgets, and resources. Autonomous 
communities are divided into provinces, of which there are 50 in total, and in turn, provinces 
are divided into municipalities.
 In Spain, overall responsibility at national level for the organisation and operation of con-
trol systems is shared between two main ministries: the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Food, and the Ministry of Health, Consumer Affairs and Social Welfare. The Ministry of 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food has principal responsibility for animal welfare. The 17 ACs 
and the two autonomous cities of Ceuta and Melilla are competent authorities responsible 
for the implementation of official controls on animal welfare through their own ministries 
(consejerias). ACs are further subdivided into provinces, totalling 50. The number of  
territorial service units usually, but not always, corresponds to the number of provinces.  
17 Central Veterinary Services and at provincial level, 322 Territorial Veterinary Services are 
respectively responsible. At local level, 306 local veterinary units also known as comarcal 
veterinary services, are responsible. The Ministry of the Interior, through its bodies of  
Seprona (Civil Guard Environmental Protection Service) and the Civil Guard Traffic Associ-
ation, perform controls on animal transport in some ACs as well as certain regional bodies 
(e.g., Mossos D´Esquadra in Catalunia and Ertzaina in Pais Vasco)301.

A. Legal frame 

• Royal Decree 542/2016 on animal health and protection rules during transport302

•  Royal Decree 728/2007 establishing and regulating the General Register of Livestock 
Movements and the General Register of Individual Animal Identification303

•  Law 32/2007 for the care of animals, in their exploitation, transport, experimentation 
and slaughter304

• Law 8/2003 on animal health305

299   „Country Profile Slovenia. Progress made in the implementation of audit recommendations” of the European Commission, 
DG(SANTE) 2019-6582

300  DG(SANTE) 2019-6852
301  “Country Profile Spain. Organisation of official controls"DG(SANTE)/2018-6516 Final
302  Real Decreto 542/2016 sobre normas de sanidad y proteccion animal durante el transporte
303   Real Decreto 728/2007 por el que se establece y regula el Registro general de movimientos de ganado y el Registro general 

de identificación individual de animales
304  Ley 32/2007 para el cuidado de los animales, en su explotación, transporte experimentación y sacrificio
305  Ley 8/2003 de sanidad animal

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• State veterinary inspectors
• Special mobile unit of veterinary inspectors for road checks
• Police and customs may help295

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

• Veterinary administration296

D. Type of sanctions

• Corrective measures
• Monetary fines

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Fine of between 2,000 and 62,000 euros when the offender is a legal person
Fine of between 400 and 1200 euros when the offender is a natural person

The Slovenian legislation provides further different amounts of monetary fines when the 
offender is a self-employed individual or a responsible person of the legal entity or respon-
sible person of an individual entrepreneur.

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot?
 Yes297

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 yes298

F. Recipients of sanctions

• Legal entity
• Natural person 

G. Official controls and audits
The most recent annual report on official controls on animal welfare during transport in 
Slovenia, published on the website of the European Commission dates 2018. According to 
it, the Slovenian authorities carried out several checks on animal welfare during transport 
and detected many infringements during road-checks. Nevertheless, compared to the  
number of non-compliances, they did not do an extensive application of penalties.

295  The rule on the manner and procedure of stopping vehicles transporting animals in road traffic, article 9
296  Act on Veterinary Compliance Criteria, article 77, point 9
297  Audit report of the European Commission DG(SANCO) 2012-6375: “The audit team was informed that in the case of sanc-

tions imposed by the mobile unit the payment had to be made on the spot and if the driver did not have the necessary 
amount with him the consignment was blocked (and unloaded at a control post if needed) until payment was made”, page 12.

298  See previous note
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F. Recipients of sanctions

• Physical and juridical persons responsible for the violations311

G. Official controls and audits

The most recent annual report on official controls on animal welfare during transport in 
Spain, published on the website of the European Commission, dates to 2018. According to 
it, the Spanish authorities carried out checks on animal welfare during transport and found 
infringements. The most relevant sanctions concerned cattle and pig transports.
 The European Commission carried out three audits on animal welfare during transport 
in Spain in 2009, 2014 and 2018. The assessors recommended the Spanish authorities to 
increase the amount of the monetary sanctions for violations of Regulation 1/2005.312 In 
2014, again they find that the current legal basis for sanctions was not dissuasive.313 The 
Spanish authority did not propose a real plan to increase the sanctions.314 As of today, there 
is no generally open recommendation on the need to increase or improve sanctions and 
make them deterrent, except for one specific case: the sanction for transporting unfit ani-
mals.315 Nevertheless, the amount of the monetary fines is currently very low.
 The country profile does not indicate any details concerning the sanctioning system of 
Regulation 1/2005 in Spain.
 

311  Ley 32/2007, article 12
312  DG(SANCO) 2009-8284, recommendation n. 9
313  DG(SANCO) 2014-7079
314   Response of the Competent Authorities of Spain to the recommendations of Mission Report ref. DG(SANCO)/2009-8284-MR 

carried out from 23 March to 03 April 2009 in order to Evaluate the implementation of rules for the protection of animals 
during transport and at the time of slaughter or killing

315  DG(SANTE) 2019-6586, Ref. Ares(2020)2406694 - 06/05/2020, page 84: “This recommendation was based on the fact 
that, whilst there is adequate scope for effective, proportionate and dissuasive sanctions within Law 32/2007 …”

B. Subjects in charge of checks

• Staff of the Public administrations306

•  The veterinary services of the agriculture ministries of each Autonomous Commu-
nity307, through their provincial or local units

 in cooperation with the state bodies for security or police bodies of the autonomous  
communities or local, for example:
• The civil guard traffic association
• Seprona (civil guard environmental protection service)
• Mossos d´Esquadra (in Catalunya)
• Ertzaina (in Pais Vasco)

C. Subjects empowered to issue sanctions

•  Veterinary authorities of the Autonomous Communities or of the provinces of Ceuta 
and Melilla

D. Type of sanctions

Sanctions are administrative:
•  monetary and of three levels of intensity, according to the correspondent level of the of-

fences: minor, serious, and most serious.
• accessory sanctions can be applied in case of serious or most serious offences. 

E.  Amount of monetary sanctions  
(of some of the most relevant violations only) 

OFFENCE FITNESS DENSITY JOURNEY TIME REST PERIOD WATER

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

Monetary fine up to 600 euro in case of minor offences308

Monetary fine from min. 601 to max. 6000 euro in case of serious offences309

The amount of the monetary sanction can be reduced up to the 20% if the offender recog-
nizes its own responsibility. The amount is increased up to 50% in case of repetition310,  
except in case of minor offences, which are the most common. 

a)  can monetary sanctions be levied and paid on the spot? 
 no

b) can monetary sanctions be executed against foreign offenders?
 Information not found

306  Ley 32/2007, article 11
307  “Country profile Spain. Organisation of official controls”, page 21 
308   Offences are minor when there is no permanent lesions, serious deformities or defects, or the death of the animals, i.e. they 

are the most common.
309  Offences are serious when they cause permanent injury, deformation or serious defects in the animals
310  Ley 32/2007, article 18(3)
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COUNTRY SUBJECTS  
IN CHARGE  
OF CHECKS

SUBJECTS 
EMPOWERED 
TO ISSUE 
SANCTIONS

TYPES OF 
SANCTIONS316

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

EXAMPLE OF  
ADMINISTRATIVE  
MONETARY  
SANCTION FOR 
EXCEEDED 
DENSITY

SANCTIONS 
ON THE SPOT

SANCTIONS  
TO FOREIGN 
OFFENDERS

CROATIA Veterinary 
authority 

Police or 
municipal 
authorities in 
cooperation

Veterinary 
authority 

Courts

Enforcement 
notices

Administrative 
monetary fines

Court sentences

Reference to 
specific violations

Minimum and 
maximum amounts, 
depending on type 
of offender

Fine from 1330 to 
1995 euro to 
physical persons 

Fine from 6652 to 
13304 euro for 
juridical persons

Veterinary 
inspectors 
levy fines for 
minor 
violations

Apparently yes, 
vehicle detained 
until the fine is paid

CYPRUS Vet authority 

Police and 
civil defence 
in cooperation

Veterinary 
authority

Courts

Warnings

Administrative 
monetary fines

Court sentences

Lack of catalogue 
of violations
For violation of 
article 3 of 
Regulation 1/2005:
fine up to 2000 
euro

Information  
not found

No Information  
not found

CZECH 
REPUBLIC

Veterinary 
authority

Police in 
cooperation

Municipal 
authorities

Municipality

Courts

Warnings

Monetary fines

Lack of catalogue 
of violations

General maximum 
amount of fine for 
all violations

Apparently, fine 
up to 813 euro for 
natural persons

Fine up to 12204 
euro for juridical 
persons

Information 
not found

Information  
not found

DENMARK Police 

Veterinary 
authority

Police

Veterinary 
authority

Courts

Warnings

Administrative 
monetary fines

Enforcement 
notices

Court sentences

Lack of catalogue 
of violations

General minimum 
and maximum 
amount for all 
violations

Apparently from 
268 to 5373 euro

Apparently 
not

Information  
not found

ESTONIA Police

Veterinary 
authority

Veterinary 
authority

Police for 
crimes

Enforcement 
notices

Monetary fines

Lack of catalogue 
of violations

Up to 200 units for 
all fines in case of 
natural person 

Up to 3195 euro for 
legal persons

Not clear Information  
not found

Information  
not found

Comparative table of the main tracts of the  
existing sanctioning systems of Regulation 1/2005

This research for comparative purposes presented several difficulties. Therefore, the findings of this 
study have to be seen in light of some limitations. The first difficulty was figuring out the complete 
national reference legislation. Then, it was challenging to decipher the legislation itself, untangling 
the single provisions, when an express reference to Regulation 1/2005 was missing, or a specific text 
implementing article 25 of Regulation 1/2005. This has resulted in uncertainties when it came to 
identifying which specific authority is competent to control animal welfare during transport, which 
is competent to impose sanctions in case violations are ascertained, what is the procedure to impose 
sanctions, what is the nature of the penalties (administrative or criminal), and which specific sanction 
applies in correspondence to specific violations. In most cases, the answer to these questions is 
scattered throughout various pieces of legislation and is often implied. In the best of cases (very 
few), there is a specific law that has been enacted to apply the Regulation 1/2005, or there is express 
reference to articles in other legal texts. 
     All these difficulties, together with insufficient resources and the automatic translation of some 
laws, may have led to partial and insecure information in some cases. 

COUNTRY SUBJECTS  
IN CHARGE  
OF CHECKS

SUBJECTS 
EMPOWERED 
TO ISSUE 
SANCTIONS

TYPES OF 
SANCTIONS316

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

EXAMPLE OF  
ADMINISTRATIVE  
MONETARY  
SANCTION FOR 
EXCEEDED 
DENSITY

SANCTIONS 
ON THE SPOT

SANCTIONS  
TO FOREIGN 
OFFENDERS

AUSTRIA Veterinary 
 authority 

Police 

Veterinary 
authority

Warnings

Minor administ-
rative monetary 
fines

Administrative 
monetary fines 

Court sentences

Catalogues of 
violations and 
minor fixed 
penalties

Three level  
of intensity  
of violations 

Fixed fine of 150 
euro317 

Fine up to 2000 
euro (NGO refers 
of 1500 euro318)

Apparently 
only 
veterinary 
inspectors 
levy fixed fines

Provisional deposit

BULGARIA Veterinary 
authority

Veterinary 
authority

Courts

Administrative 
Monetary fines

Criminal 
sentences

Lack of catalogue 
of violations

Minimum and 
maximum amounts 
for all violations

Fine from 511 to 
1533 euro for 
physical persons 

Fine from 2556 to 
5112 euro for 
juridical persons

Veterinary 
inspectors 
levy sanctions 
for documen-
tal violations, 
only towards 
Bulgarian 
offenders

No

316  The information are incomplete. Animals´ Angels could not find all the existing sanctions to enforce Regulation 1/2005 because it was difficult to find 
the entire relevant legal frame of each Member State. For this reason in some cases enforcement notices or the withdrawal of authorisations are cited, 
and in many other cases they are not. Even though the withdrawal of authorisations, for example, is compulsory by virtue of the direct application in 
each state of Reg. 1/2005 itself that provides for them.

317  In Carinthia, 2008
318  The NGO Eyes on Animals refers to 1500 euro
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COUNTRY SUBJECTS  
IN CHARGE  
OF CHECKS

SUBJECTS 
EMPOWERED 
TO ISSUE 
SANCTIONS

TYPES OF 
SANCTIONS316

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

EXAMPLE OF  
ADMINISTRATIVE  
MONETARY  
SANCTION FOR 
EXCEEDED 
DENSITY

SANCTIONS 
ON THE SPOT

SANCTIONS  
TO FOREIGN 
OFFENDERS

IRELAND Veterinary 
authority

Police and 
customs

Minister of 
Agriculture

Veterinary 
authority

Police and 
customs

Minister of 
Agriculture

Warnings

Enforcement 
notices

Fixed fines 
(minor)

Monetary fines

Lack of catalogue 
of violations

General maximum 
amount for all 
violations

Fixed penalties of 
250 euro for minor 
offences

Fine up to  
5000 euro 

Fixed fine of  
250 euro for 
minor offence

Information  
not found

Information  
not found

ITALY Police 

Veterinary 
authority

Veterinary 
authority

Police

Enforcement 
notices

Administrative 
monetary fines

Courts 
sentences when 
cruelty is 
involved

Catalogue of 
violations. 

Minimum and 
maximum 
amounts for 
specific violations.

Reduced payment 
applies322, so that 
the minimum is 
usually applied

Fine of  
1333.33 euro

Both, 
veterinary 
and police 
inspectors, 
levy fines on 
the spot 
autono-
mously

Yes, with seizure of 
vehicle and animals 
and unloading of 
animals until 
payment

LATVIA Veterinary 
authority

Veterinary 
authority

Police for 
crimes

Warnings

Administrative 
monetary fines

Information  
not found

Information  
not found

Only in theory Information  
not found

LITHUANIA Veterinary 
authority 

Police in 
cooperation

Veterinary 
authority

Warnings

Administrative 
monetary fines

Court sentences

Lack of catalogue 
of violations.

General minimum 
and maximum 
amounts for 
violations 
concerning animal 
welfare and 
protection.

Apparently from 
50 to 120 euro 
and from 50 to 
2000 euro when 
cruelty is 
involved

Not clear No323

322  Law No. 689/81, article 16
323  Based on the experience of Animals´ Angels, when the Lithuanian veterinary officer of the municipality of Panevezys inter-

vened on the spot on 29.07.2022, detected some infringements of Regulation 1/2005 but did not sanction the transporter be-
cause it was Polish. The veterinary inspector provided the notification of the infringements to the Polish authorities.

COUNTRY SUBJECTS  
IN CHARGE  
OF CHECKS

SUBJECTS 
EMPOWERED 
TO ISSUE 
SANCTIONS

TYPES OF 
SANCTIONS316

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

EXAMPLE OF  
ADMINISTRATIVE  
MONETARY  
SANCTION FOR 
EXCEEDED 
DENSITY

SANCTIONS 
ON THE SPOT

SANCTIONS  
TO FOREIGN 
OFFENDERS

FRANCE Police

Veterinary 
authority

Police

Courts 

Monetary fines 
monetary fines

Court sentences 

Catalogue of 
violations 

Two levels of 
monetary 
administrative 
fines:
up to 450 euro
up to 750 euro

Fixed monetary 
fines for minor 
violations 

Fixed fine of  
135 euro 

Or fine up to  
750 euro

Police levy 
fixed 
monetary 
fines 

Police levy fixed 
monetary fines 

GERMANY Veterinary 
authority 

Police and 
customs 

Veterinary 
authority

Police for 
minor 
offences

Courts 

Warnings

Administrative 
monetary fines

Court sentences

Lack of catalogue 
of violations

General maximum 
amount for all 
violations 

Catalogue of 
violations and 
fines in some 
regions

Fine up to  
25000 euro

Fixed fine

Examples of fixed 
fines of  
150 euro319and  
of 500320 euro

Yes Security deposit

GREECE Veterinary 
authority

Veterinary 
authority

Courts

Warnings (1st 
offence)

Enforcement 
measures

Administrative 
monetary fines 
(2nd offence)

Catalogue of 
violations and 
fines

Minimum and 
maximum 
amounts for each 
violation

From 2000  
to 6000 euro

Only in theory Only in theory 

HUNGARY Veterinary 
authority

Police in 
cooperation

Veterinary 
authority

Warnings

Administrative 
monetary fines

Catalogue of 
violations and 
fines

Fines are indicated 
in a multiple 
factor, depending 
on the violation 
and circumstance

Factor 37 euro x 
5 or x8 times, i.e. 
between 185 and 
296 euro 

Yes but only 
<124 euro for 
natural 
persons and 
<1248 for 
juridical 
persons

No321

319  “Weakness in the animal-transport monetary sanctions” of WSPA and Eyes on animals (2011), page 24
320  “Weakness in the animal-transport monetary sanctions” of WSPA and Eyes on animals (2011), when suffering was involved, 

page 9
321  According to the experience of the NGO Animals´ Angels and to a communication of the Hungarian Ministry of Agriculture 

dated 05.10.2020, the Hungarian authorities were not entitled to act towards a Greek transporter. Other NGOs, WSPA and 
Eyes on Animals, confirmed the same limit, in the report “Weaknesses in the animal-transport monetary sanctions” (2011), 
page	9 
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COUNTRY SUBJECTS  
IN CHARGE  
OF CHECKS

SUBJECTS 
EMPOWERED 
TO ISSUE 
SANCTIONS

TYPES OF 
SANCTIONS316

MONETARY 
SANCTIONS

EXAMPLE OF  
ADMINISTRATIVE  
MONETARY  
SANCTION FOR 
EXCEEDED 
DENSITY

SANCTIONS 
ON THE SPOT

SANCTIONS  
TO FOREIGN 
OFFENDERS

NETHER-
LANDS

Veterinary 
authority

Veterinary 
authority

Warnings

Enforcement 
notices

Administrative 
monetary fines

Criminal 
sanctions

Lack of catalogue 
of violations.

General fixed 
amount for all 
violations that can 
be doubled or 
halved depending 
on further 
circumstances

Apparently, fine 
of 1500 euro

No No

POLAND Police
 Veterinary 
authority

Police 

Courts

Administrative 
monetary fines

Prison

Catalogue of 
violations.

Minimum and 
maximum 
amounts for 
specific violations.

Apparently, from 
104 to 209 euro

Police levy 
fines on the 
spot

Information  
not found

ROMANIA Veterinary 
authority 

Police for 
cooperation

Veterinary 
authority

Corrective 
measures

Administrative 
monetary fines

Catalogue of 
violations.

Minimum and 
maximum 
amounts for 
specific violations.

Fine from 1241 to 
2481 euro for 
juridical persons. 

Reduced 
payment of 608 
euro admitted

Apparently 
veterinary 
inspectors 
can levy fines 
on the spot

Apparently not

SLOVAKIA Veterinary 
authority 

Police 

Veterinary 
authority

Police

Corrective 
measures

Administrative 
monetary fines

Lack of catalogue 
of violations.

General minimum 
and maximum 
amounts for all 
violations.

Fine from 300 to 
800 euro for 
physical persons

Fine from 400 to 
3500 euro for 
juridical persons

Yes Yes

SLOVENIA Veterinary 
authority and 
police+ 
customs for 
cooperation

Veterinary 
authority

Corrective 
measures

Administrative 
monetary fines

Catalogue of 
violations.

Minimum and 
maximum 
amounts, 
depending on type 
of offender

Fine from 2000 to 
62000 for legal 
person 

Fine from 400 to 
1200 euro for 
natural persons

Yes Yes 

SPAIN Veterinary 
authority and 
in some 
regions also 
police 
authority in 
cooperation

Veterinary 
authority

Corrective 
measures

Monetary fines

Lack of catalogue 
of offences.

General amount 
for all violations

Fine up to 600 
euro if the 
violation does 
not cause a 
permanent 
damage to 
animals

No Information not 
found
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Lack of catalogues of violations and sanctions

Current situation
Most of the countries lack a catalogue of violations or the reference to the specific articles 
of the Regulation that are violated and the corresponding sanctions. For example, in  
Bulgaria, in Cyprus, in Czech Republic, in Denmark, in Estonia, in Germany, in Ireland,  
in Latvia, in Lithuania, in the Netherlands, in Poland, in Slovakia and Spain. Such a list  
facilitates the work of the field staff, avoiding doubts that slow down and invalidate their 
work. To rapidly identify the sanctions correspondent to specific violations or groups of 
violations also helps to combat misinterpretations and different treatments. Sometimes 
there is a catalogue of violations referring to specific articles of Regulation 1/2005, but it is 
not exhaustive, or the same amount of fine applies to all violations in general.

Required situation
Regulation 1/2005 should lay down a catalogue of violations and of their correspondent 
amounts of monetary sanctions and other possible sanctions, referring expressly to the 
violated articles of Regulation 1/2005.

Different perception of intensity of the same offences

Current situation
The EU Member States do not attribute the same intensity to the same violations. By  
reading the monetary penalties in correspondence with the violations in the different na-
tional systems, it can be concluded that when monetary sanctions are higher than others, 
it means that the state attributes a different intensity to the violations. A higher intensity 
gives rise to a higher sanction. The different perception of the same offence contributes  
to a discriminatory treatment of transport offenders and to an inefficient enforcement of 
Regulation 1/2005. 

Required situation
Regulation 1/2005 or a new dedicated regulation, directly applicable in all EU Member 
States, must lay down a uniform definition of different intensity violations and their  
correspondent different intensity monetary sanctions to ensure a uniform sanction system 
in EU.324 

Undefined liable subjects

Current situation
Some countries refer to physical persons or legal persons as offenders of Regulation 
1/2005, and submit them to different types/intensity of sanctions. In most cases it remains 
unclear, however, which entity in the transportation chain, is liable to suffer the legal con-
sequences. Austria, Germany, Italy, and Greece specify the different responsible subjects 
in a more specific way, sometimes in a concurrent way.

Required situation
Regulation 1/2005 should define all the subjects of the transport chain who can be held 
liable for violations and liable to sanctions, specifying which subjects for which violations 
and the cases of concurrency.

324 	Commission	Regulation	(EU)	2016/403	has	already	defined	the	intensity	of	some	violations	of	Regulation	(EC)	No.	1/2005.	
The list is unfortunately only partial and should provide for defining the intensity of all violations of the Regulation.

Conclusions
We hope that this first attempt at comparison can serve as a stimulus and can be useful 
for more in-depth work that the European Commission would finally like to entrust to a  
consultancy company specialized in law. 
 When studying the individual animal transport sanctions systems of the EU Member 
States, the following main features emerged.
  
Fragmented national legislation

Current situation
Some EU countries have a dedicated law or a dedicated chapter of a general law (ex. Italy, 
Greece, Romania), implementing article 25 of Regulation 1/2005. Other EU countries in-
stead, have a more complex system where a law pinballs to other non-specific regulations, 
sometimes without making any express reference. In the second case, it is difficult to iden-
tify the fundamental elements of the national sanctioning system for animal transport, as 
they are lost in a very difficult level jigsaw. 

Required situation 
All EU Member States should approve a dedicated law or insert a dedicated chapter in an 
already existing law that expressly implements article 25 of Regulation 1/2005. Such a law 
or chapter should indicate expressly a reference to the Regulation on animal transport and 
name the authority competent to physically carry out controls on animal welfare during 
transport, the authority empowered to issue sanctions in case of violations, describe  
procedure to impose sanctions and should contain a catalogue of the sanctions  
corresponding to the violation of each article of the Regulation.

Uncertain monetary fines

Current situation
Some EU countries indicate a fixed amount for monetary sanctions. Others indicate a  
minimum and a maximum, explaining when to apply them. Other states fix a minimum and 
a maximum, but it is not clear how to decide the final amount. In this case, there is a too 
high risk of discrimination and of too arbitrary a choice, placing too much responsibility on 
the deciding authority. Another risk of this lack of clarity is the insufficient enforcement of 
the law. Examples of countries not indicating a fixed amount of fines: Denmark, Estonia, 
Latvia. Examples of countries indicating only a maximum amount, without clarifying how 
to decide the level of the fine: Austria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Germany, Ireland. Examples 
of countries indicating a maximum and minimum of fines, without precising how to decide 
the level of the fine: Belgium, Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia. On the contrary, Italy, France, 
Spain and the Netherlands indicate specific amounts and when to apply them. Austria, 
Germany, Ireland indicate fixed amounts for fines only in case of minor offences, for minor 
sanctions. In a few cases, two national laws indicate monetary fines for the  
violation of animal welfare requirements during transport and it is not clear when one or 
the other law applies and their difference: for example, Bulgaria, Croatia, Lithuania.

Required situation
Regulation 1/2005 should indicate certain and clear ranges of monetary fines in a way to 
avoid uncertainties for the implementers of the legislation and possible unfairness between 
the EU Member States.
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Different competent authorities

Current situation
A common feature of all EU states in relation to their sanctioning system of Regulation 
1/2005 is that the competent authority is the state veterinarians. Either linked to the minis-
try of agriculture in a large part or linked to the ministry of health in a few cases. 
They are the ones, linked to the various local, regional and central administrations, who have 
the task of carrying out documentary and physical inspections on animal transports. Some 
states have established agreements with the road police for roadside checks and with  
police and customs at the borders, or other strategic places. Some states have limited 
themselves to explaining in the country profile reports that the veterinarians need the police 
to stop lorries in transit to carry out checks. A few countries have considered that the police, 
being on the road where transports pass, are also logically competent to check them. For 
example, Italy, Germany, France and Poland. In Germany and France, however, the police 
can only issue minor sanctions. In Italy on the other hand, the police can issue the same 
sanctions as veterinarians. In Spain, the police in some regions can check animal trans-
ports but cannot issue sanctions. All these profound differences have devastating conse-
quences on the application of Regulation 1/2005 in the EU. In fact, the sanction system in 
Italy is much more efficient where the police conduct constant checks alone and in  
conjunction with veterinarians than in Greece, where the police have no competence and 
the veterinarians are not empowered to issue sanctions on the spot, when ascertaining 
illegalities. 

Lack of enforcement towards foreign offenders

Current situation
The transport of live animals, especially over long distances, involves offenders of different 
nationalities, for example of those who organise, those who transport and the inspectors 
representing the country where the violations are ascertained and must apply the law. One 
of the most controversial aspects of Regulation 1/2005 is the application of sanctions to 
foreign offenders. Most EU Member States do not do it. As a result, too many infringements 
go unpunished. Some countries, however, have found a virtuous solution that should be 
imitated by the others, and applied, otherwise there will always be unequal treatment  
and distortion of competition. Slovakia, Italy, Germany, France, Croatia, Austria, and only  
in theory in Greece, provided a system to impose sanctions to foreign offenders. As an  
example, The Netherlands or Bulgaria do not issue any sanctions, when ascertaining vio-
lations of Regulation 1/2005 if they are committed by foreign offenders.

Required situation
Regulation 1/2005 should be enforced towards all nationality offenders and expressly make 
this compulsory and provide how to do it, finding inspiration from already existing 
solutions.

Long procedure

Current situation
The on-the-spot sanction has a high and immediate deterrent power when its impact has 
a certain weight. In some countries, those in control (veterinary inspectors) have not the 
power to immediately impose a penalty in the event of a violation. For example, Bulgaria, 
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Spain. The inspectors 
of Austria, Croatia, France, and Germany can only impose small fines on the spot, in general 
for small offences. In Bulgaria they can impose fines on the spot only for documental vio-
lations and only to Bulgarian subjects. In Greece and in Latvia, inspectors are in theory 
empowered to issue fines on the spot, but in practice the law is not implemented. Italian, 
Slovakian and apparently Romanian inspectors can impose fines on the spot. Another  
virtuous example is that of Slovenia where the veterinary inspectors of the mobile unit are 
empowered to issue sanctions on the spot and even to stop animal transports for road 
checks. But in most of the cases, inspectors are not allowed to impose fines on the spot 
and must report violations to the competent offices, which can levy fines at a later stage. 
The time lag between the inspection and the verification of the irregularity, the notification 
of the irregularity to the person responsible, and possibly the issuing of a sanction, the 
longer it is, the more dispersed, and weakened the action of the inspectors and thus the 
enforcement of the legislation.

Required situation
All inspectors in charge of carrying out checks must have the power to impose a fine on the 
spot against which the offender can appeal later, according to each country’s own rules. It 
may be useful to treat the subject as one that concerns compliance with the road code.
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Required situation
Giving power to more than one authority, and in our case to the traffic police, who are there-
fore constantly present at the place where animal transports pass (the roadside), is an  
efficient decision both because it increases resources and because it divides the workload 
at a strategic level. For this reason, Regulation 1/2005 or a new dedicated regulation should 
empower road police forces to enforce Regulation 1/2005. 

Sanctions not dissuasive, nor proportionate, nor effective

Current situation
Some EU countries provide warnings for certain violations or for all violations the first time 
offenders are caught. Warnings are not dissuasive because the offenders are not made 
responsible for any violation of Regulation 1/2005. This does not incentive them to do better 
next time and instead, make them feel on the safe side. Other EU countries provide too low 
amounts of monetary fines with the unfortunate consequence of ineffective enforcement. 
Monetary fines are still low in Austria, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, 
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, and Spain. Greece provides warnings for first time offenders 
as well as the Netherlands, but only for certain minor offences. Austria and Germany pro-
vide warnings for minor offences. Cyprus, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, and Lithuania provide 
warnings in general but is not clear in which cases they apply.

Required situation
Regulation 1/2005 should stipulate that warnings cannot constitute sanctions for its vio-
lations and indicate minimum and maximum amounts for violations of different intensities 
valid for all EU Member States that can be considered effective, dissuasive and proportion-
ate. The amounts of monetary sanctions should determine a relevant economic impact on 
the offender to dissuade to commit irregularities again.

Inefficiency of article 25 of Regulation 1/2005

Current situation
To return to what was said in the introduction to this study, among the duties of the Euro-
pean Commission is to monitor the application of the legislation. However, in 15 years the 
implementation of article 25 of Regulation 1/2005 has not been duly monitored to ensure 
that it is respected. Only 7 out of 27 EU Member States have communicated their sanction 
system. Some of them in a partial manner, not indicating all the relevant laws. None have 
sent notification of subsequent amendments to the laws. Twenty Member States did not 
fulfil their obligation. The European Commission did not evaluate systematically the sanc-
tions system of each Member State in its audits, and did not detect and pretend that the 
sanction system was described in the country profiles. For 15 years, each EU Member State 
has acted under no control or coordination. The general obligation of article 25 proved to 
be too soft and ineffective to stimulate the harmonization of the sanctioning system of 
Regulation 1/2005. 

Required situation
Regulation 1/2005 at article 25 or referring to a new dedicated and specific regulation 
should outline the main characteristics of its sanction system, among which those  
mentioned above in this chapter.

Demands of Animals’ Angels
Animals’ Angels demands the European Commission, the European Parliament and  
the European Council to seize the moment of the revision of the Regulation to improve  
Article 25.
 New legal provisions, at European level, must establish a common basis for the  
sanctioning system of animal transport that should include:

•  a clear and precise legal framework: Regulation 1/2005 or another regulation should 
define a uniform sanctioning system directly applicable to all EU Member States. 
Subsequently, they must expressly notify the European Commission with information 
describing how they enforce such regulation, indicating who oversees controls, who 
imposes sanctions, procedures and a catalogue of violations and sanctions;

•  both veterinary and law enforcement inspectors vested with the power to control and 
impose penalties, also autonomously, including on the spot, putting the  
application of animal transport regulations on a par with road traffic regulations;

•  clear categories of subjects responsible and liable for penalties;
•  a catalogue indicating the cases of infringements of the Regulation, referring to the  

single articles of the Regulation, and corresponding penalties;
•  categories of infringements and penalties of at least three different intensities.
•  minimum and maximum or fixed amounts of monetary sanctions and defined cases 

when to apply one or the other;
• imposition of penalties on the spot with the possibility of subsequent appeal;
•  constraint of immediate payment on the spot for foreign offenders. Seizure of  

the means of transport and animals, to be emergency unloaded, in case of lack of  
immediate payment. Costs shall be borne by the transport organiser, until the fine  
is not paid.




