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Why animal transport to Türkiye cannot be authorised

Introduction

Introduction
The European Animal Transport Regulation (EC) 1/20051 governs the transport of animals carried out 
for commercial purposes. For cross-border animal transport lasting more than 8 hours (“long-distance 
transport”) between Member States or to third countries, an official inspection is required before the 
start of transport in accordance with Article 21 (2) of the Official Controls Regulation (Regulation (EU) 
2017/6252 (“OCR”).

The obligation to carry out inspections extends far beyond the legal scope of the Animal Transport Regulation 
itself. In order to assess the plausibility of compliance and alignment with the animal welfare of Regulation 
(EC) No 1/2005, numerous external factors must be taken into account.

These aspects include meteorological conditions, vehicle technology, motor vehicle law and road traffic 
regulations, the “Driving and Rest Time Regulation” (Regulation (EC) No 561/2009),3 road conditions, customs 
procedures and the schedules of any ferry and livestock vessel to be used could hinder the journey being car‑
ried out along the planned route within the specified timeframe. It must also be assessed whether the total 
transport time is kept as short as possible (requirement to expedite),4 and whether the planning sufficiently 
takes into account the animals welfare during transport.545

Recent press releases from non-governmental organisations,6,7 as well as media coverage8,9 and television 
reports10 (see Fig. 1) have repeatedly highlighted serious and long standing abuses involving significant and 
prolonged pain, injury and suffering of animals transported across the Bulgarian-Turkish border at Kapitan 
Andreevo/Kapıkule. This prompted the authors to conduct the following examination of the current routes 
and modalities used for the movement of live animals through this corridor.
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The current status

The current status
Delays in the cross-border movement of live 
animals—particularly at critical points like 
the Bulgarian-Turkish border—are frequently 
attributed to documentation and identification 
discrepancies. Oftentimes, the data in the doc‑
uments do not match the animals presented for 
inspection. There are frequently discrepancies 
regarding vaccination records and vaccination 
dates as well as the dates and validity of health 
certificates.11 These issues not only prolong 
waiting times but also pose significant risks to 
animal welfare.

The evolving animal health landscape—par‑
ticularly concerning the development of the 
Bluetongue virus—introduces new, unpredictable 
risks to the cross-border transport of live ani‑
mals. These risks compound existing challenges 
such as extreme temperatures and documenta‑
tion errors, making efficient and humane animal 
transport increasingly difficult.11

Furthermore, the European Parliament has also 
identified a lack of communication and coop‑
eration between the competent authorities of 
the Member States and those of third countries 
as a cause of increased waiting times, cases 
of non-compliance and unnecessary suffering 
of animals.12

Fig. 1: Cattle in a lorry at the Bulgarian-Turkish 
border in Kapıkule in October 2024. This extreme 

case with a lack of any emergency measures 
prompted the authors to write this essay.

© Animal Welfare Foundation, Animals’ Angels. Photo: Karremann/ZDF
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On risk mitigation

1.	 On risk mitigation
Article 3 of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 stipulates that “No person shall transport animals or cause animals to be 
transported in a way likely to cause injury or undue suffering to them.”13

In a letter to the Member States dated 26 April 2018, the EU Commissioner for Health and Food Safety, 
Vytenis Andriukaitis, emphasised the extremely high temperatures from June to September at the EU exit 
point Kapitan Andreevo in Bulgaria, which led to recurring serious animal welfare issues.

He also quotes from a report by Commission services, according to which there is a high risk of causing unnec‑
essary pain and distress to animals on this route during hot weather: “The report concludes that there is a high 
risk of causing unnecessary pain and distress to animals which are transported on this route during hot days”.

Annex I, Chapter I of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 stipulates that “animals [...] may only be transported if [...] it 
is ensured that they are spared unnecessary pain and distress”.

The organiser of the transport confirms this commitment in the journey log (Annex II of Regulation (EC) No 
1/2005), by completing box 7 of Section 1 (“Planning”) and signing box 8:

“I, the undersigned, declare that I am responsible for the organisation of the transport and that I 
have taken appropriate precautions to ensure the welfare of the animals in accordance with Council 
Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 throughout the duration of the transport”.

Conclusion:

If temperatures exceeding +30°C are expected along the route, even if only locally or for a short time, 

the route into and through Türkiye may only be authorised if fully air-conditioned vehicles are used.

2.	 On the duration of transport
Weaned domestic cattle, sheep and goats may be transported for a maximum of 29 hours, in accordance 
with Annex I, Chapter V, point 1.4 (d) of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 (14 hours of journey time including loading, 
followed by a rest period of at least 1 hour – primarily for watering, if necessary for feeding – followed by a 
further 14 hours journey including unloading).

According to the ruling of the European Court of Justice in case C-469/14,14 this 29-hour journey time, includ‑
ing all rest breaks, constitutes an absolute upper limit for the movement of live animals which must not be 
exceeded at the planning stage or during the execution of the journey. Compliance with both the requirement 
to expedite transport and the prohibition of delays under Article 3(f) of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 is manda‑
tory for lawful animal transport and the protection of animal welfare.
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On the duration of transport

An extension of transport duration by up to 2 additional hours is only permitted in exceptional cases of 
unforeseeable delays that occur during the journey and could have not been anticipated in advance (see 
Annex I. Chapter V 1.8. Regulation (EC) 1/2005).

However, it is not permissible to include these 2 hours in the planning phase. According to Annex I. Chapter 
V 1.5. of Regulation (EC) 1/2005, cattle must be unloaded, fed and watered after the maximum specified 
journey time of 29 hours and must be given a rest period of at least 24 hours.

In line with the purpose and definitions of Regulation (EC) 1/2005, the animals must already be unloaded by 
the time the maximum permissible journey is reached.15

The letter from the European Commission dated 26 April 2018 quoted in 1. states the restricted opening 
hours of the Turkish veterinary control point, combined with its lengthy administrative procedures, result in 
waiting times of at least six hours.

“[...] together with the restricted opening hours of the Turkish veterinary control point and the lengthy 
administrative procedure in place means that animals are likely to stay in the vehicles for at least six 
hours [...] before clearing the border.”

When factoring in the time required for the Bulgarian exit inspection at the “point of departure”, Kapitan 
Andreevo,16 which often takes 1-2 hours due to frequent traffic congestion, alongside the delay of at least 6 
hours, large parts of Anatolia cannot be reached in a 29-hour legal journey time.

The same is true even if a new 29 hour journey begins at Svilengrad in Bulgaria (approximately 13 kilometres 
from the Turkish border), which is a control post approved under the Regulation (EC) No 1255/97.17

Animals destined for eastern Anatolia18 or Iraq would therefore have to be granted a 24-hour rest period 
on Turkish territory. However, Türkiye does not have a control post authorised under the above-mentioned 
regulation. such control posts authorised under EU law in the third country would be required in line with 
the planning requirements set out in ruling C 424/13 ECJ,19 if animals are moved from a place of dispatch 
within the Union to distant third countries and the requirement for a 24-hour rest period is given:20 As cited in 
Recital 50 to judgment C 424/13 ECJ:

“The information in Section 1, which inter alia sets out the expected resting period in the territory 
of Türkiye. The information in Section 1 concerning, inter alia, the foreseeable places of rest, tran‑
shipment or departure [...] must [...] cover the entire intended transport operation from the place of 
dispatch to the place of destination.”

Conclusion:

Transports to the eastern parts of Türkiye and through Türkiye to other third countries such as Iraq, 

must not be authorised.
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On the extension of waiting times at the border

3.	 On the extension of waiting times at the border
The above-mentioned letter from the Commissioner for Health and Consumer Protection dated 26 April 2018 
states a minimum waiting time of 6 hours at the Turkish border.

However, no information is provided as to how long the waiting times at the Turkish territory near Kapıkule 
actually are.

It helps to look at the statistics of non-governmental organisations: The two German NGOs Animals’ Angels21 
and Animal Welfare Foundation22 documented a total of 833 animal transports at this border between 2011 
and 2021 and analysed the waiting times of the animals on the trucks:23 These findings show that half of the 
trucks had to wait more than 6 hours, specifically:24

	x 37% waited between 6 and 12 hours,

	x 35% between 12 and 24 hours,

	x 23% 1 day to 3 days,

	x 5% more than 3 days and up to 8 days.

Note: 

The EU Commission also includes the reports of several NGOs active in the field of animal welfare in its 
findings. The EU Parliament considers reports from non-governmental organisations to be credible and 
equivalent to reports from state authorities.

In accordance with the principle of investigation that governs the administrative procedures, the information 
resulting from these reports must not be disregarded: § Section 24 of the Administrative Procedure Act 
(https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/vwvfg) explicitly obliges authorities to take into account all circum‑
stances relevant to the individual case, regardless of the source from which it arrived at its findings. (Quoted 
from Hirt/Maisack/Moritz/Felde).4

If a new 29-hour transport section is started at the control post in Svilengrad, after 1 hour of waiting at the 
EU departure point Kapitan Andreevo, and 12 hours in Kapikule, Türkiye, the remaining transport time at a 
realistic average speed of max. 65 km/h would be no more than 13 hours—without yet accounting for traffic 
delays when passing through Istanbul. This means that the maximum permissible range from Svilengrad is 
845 km (13 h x 65 km/h). Cities such as Safranbolu and Ankara could be reached, while other places such as 
Konya and Antalya could no longer be reached in the permitted time.

https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/vwvfg
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Regarding the feasibility and the uncertainties of the route

With a waiting time of 20 hours, the permitted range is limited to the European part of Türkiye. Waiting times 
of more than 24 hours require the transport to be cancelled and the animals to be unloaded and cared for.

Conclusion:

The longer the waiting times on arrival in Türkiye, the shorter the permitted remaining transport time 

and the possible range.

4.	 Regarding the feasibility and  
the uncertainties of the route

Based on previous experience, thousands of animal transports pass through the Kapitan Andreevo border 
crossing to Kapıkule every year without being subject to regulatory enforcement, although they often experi‑
ence waiting times that exceed 6 hours in roughly 50% of cases.

One of the central challenges in cross-border animal transport—particularly at heavily congested border 
crossings like Kapitan Andreevo/Kapıkule—is the unpredictability of waiting times. This uncertainty means 
that transport organisers cannot accurately calculate the total journey time, and the competent authorities 
cannot properly assess or verify it during the planning or approval process.

Even if a 6-hour waiting time is factored into the journey plan for entry into Türkiye, this does not provide 
assurance about the actual length of the stop. The Turkish border check may be completed more quickly 
than anticipated, but it can also take much longer, depending on a variety of unpredictable factors.

Significantly longer waiting times than planned—meaning well over 6 hours and potentially up to several 
days—this must, in the context of the plausibility assessment required under Article 21 of the Official Control 
Regulation (OCR)2 (formerly known as the “proximity to reality” test under Article 14 of Regulation (EC) No 
1/2005), lead authorities to raise concerns when the journey log (Section 1 “Planning”) is submitted, specifi‑
cally regarding the stated duration of the journey and the chosen route.

If it appears to the veterinary authority that compliance with the maximum journey time is at risk—because 
it is uncertain from the outset whether, and to what extent, delays will occur when entering the third country 
Türkiye—or if there is a risk that the animals will experience unnecessary pain and/or suffering as a result, 
and these issues cannot be resolved through appropriate changes in planning, the authority must prohibit 
the long journey [see Article 213,4 OCR]. Therefore, if there is a serious and realistic possibility—rather than 
a merely remote one—that a violation of Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 will occur in the third country, and this 
possibility cannot be ruled out with sufficient certainty by requesting modifications to the transport plan, 
authorisation must be refused, and the journey prohibited [see Article 214 OCR].
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This approach corresponds to the precautionary principle (also known as the principle of avoidance of 
danger and suffering), which became directly applicable law by means of recital11 and Article 3 of Regulation 
(EC) 1/2005.

Remarks:

It is the general duty of a public officials to prevent violations of the law. In Germany, official veterinarians 
are also considered “guarantors of protection” for animal welfare and compliance with animal welfare 
law. This duty is derived from Section 16a in conjunction with Section 1 of the German Animal Welfare Act 
(TierSchG) and Article 20a of the Basic Law (Grundgesetz, GG). As such, they are legally obligated to inter‑
vene against actions and conditions that breach animal welfare provisions—specifically, in the area of animal 
transport law.

§ Section 16a sentence 1 of the German Animal Welfare Act does not give official veterinarians any dis‑
cretionary power of decision. Instead, they must always act if violations of animal welfare law have been 
committed, are being committed, or are imminent in their area of responsibility.

If official veterinarians fail to act despite the requirements of the general authorisation of Section 16a TierSchG 
are met, by omission25 they may themselves commit offences within the meaning of Section 17 TierSchG.

Conclusion:

Authorisation for transport to Türkiye must be refused and the transport prohibited if there is a 

serious and realistic possibility, not just a remote one, that the animals will suffer (e.g. due to waiting 

times at the border) and/or the maximum transport time cannot be adhered to.

5.	 On the possibilities of route-specific  
emergency planning

Under Article 11 of Regulation (EC) 1/2005, emergency plans for incidents (such as transport accidents, 
delays, or illness of animals) are a fundamental requirement for the authorisation of animal transport 
companies performing long journeys. These plans are essential to ensure the welfare of animals during 
unforeseen events and must be tailored to the specific routes and risks involved. The obligation to constantly 
update and maintain emergency plans specifically designed for the routes should be included as a condition 
in the authorisation notice. In particular, the contingency plans should include measures to fulfil the animals’ 
needs for water, feed and bedding or medical attention in the event of unexpected long delays at the EU’s 
external borders. Furthermore, possible unloading points along the route, information on how to proceed 
in the event of technical faults of the vehicle (breakdown service; replacement vehicle) and procedures for 
dealing with sudden incapacities of the driver, e.g. due to sudden illness, should be included.
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The policy measures taken by Türkiye

Furthermore, contact details for potential replacement vehicles, including those of other transport companies, 
must be carried.26 Adapting the emergency plan to current requirements and the specific route is part of the 
“appropriate precautions to ensure the welfare of the animals [...] during the entire duration of the journey 
[...]”, which the organiser confirms in writing in accordance with boxes 7 and 8 of Section 1 (“Planning”) of 
the journey log (Annex II Regulation (EC) 1/2005). Consequently, submitting a route-specific emergency plan 
must also be an integral part of the inspection under Article 21 OCR. This requirement arises because the 
risk defence provisions of Article 3 of Regulation (EC) 1/2005 must be fulfilled during transport planning. The 
WOAH also requires the updating of emergency plans in Chapter 7.3, “Transport of Animals by Land” of the 
Terrestrial Animal Health Code.27 Given the recurring incidents at the Turkish border over many years, it is 
objectively impossible to implement all appropriate emergency measures on Turkish territory.

While it makes sense to carry ample supplies of water, feed and bedding to deal with potential long delays 
in Kapıkule, precautions for emergency unloading, medical care or emergency killing as well as disposal 
of animal corpses (carcasses) at the Turkish border are virtually infeasible. This is especially true since the 
decision-making authority regarding any measures lies exclusively with the Turkish authorities, and not with 
the animal handlers [Article 2(c) Regulation (EC) 1/2005].28

Based on previous experience, Turkish authorities have failed to intervene to alleviate animal suffering, even 
in cases of blatant animal welfare violations.6,7,10 Severely ill or injured animals have been neither treated nor 
euthanised. To the authors’ knowledge, the possession of captive bolt pistols or slaughter knives for emergency 
killing or euthanasia is prohibited in Türkiye—as it is in many other countries receiving cattle from the EU.

Conclusion:

The authorisation of transports to Türkiye should, as a matter of principle, be refused because stops 

at the Turkish entry point in Kapıkule can result in extremely long and unpredictable waiting times. 

At the same time, suffering animals cannot receive emergency care or, if necessary, be humanely 

euthanised in accordance with the law.

6.	 The policy measures taken by Türkiye
For customs, animal health, or administrative reasons, Türkiye occasionally refuses to allow animals to con‑
tinue their journey to their Turkish destinations—even after they have already left the territory of the EU and 
are in “no man’s land,” or, more commonly, after driving just a few hundred metres into Turkish territory and 
parking areas northeast of the Kapıkule border control point. In these situations, the animals must remain 
for many hours, sometimes even days, often exposed to the blazing sun without fans operating or extended 
roofs, until a resolution is reached—sometimes with tragic outcomes.

Another frequent bottleneck is the inland customs warehouse in For some transports, the inland Çatalca, 
near Istanbul, where animals are also regularly subjected to multi-day waits.
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Türkiye is a signatory to the Terrestrial Animal Health Code29 and a member of the OIE, now known as WOAH. 
Member states commit to incorporating this health code, including the articles specific to animal transport 
(particularly Chapter 7.3, “Transport of Animals by Land”), into their national legislation. However, very few 
have done so.

While European Union member states—represented by WOAH officials such as CVO K. Kluge for Germany 
and CVO U. Herzog for Austria—are bound by supranational law (e.g., Regulation (EC) 1/2005) and national 
legislation (such as TSchTrV30 in Germany and TTG31 in Austria), many WOAH member states, especially those 
importing cattle from the European Union, lack animal welfare laws or implementing regulations related to 
animal welfare. These countries are considered high-risk animal welfare states, due not only to the absence 
of a legal framework, but especially because of their treatment of animals during transport, husbandry, and 
slaughter.32,33,34,35,36 The countries in this category include EGY, DZA, AZE, IRQ, IRN, KAZ, KGZ, LBN, LBY, MAR, 
SYR, TJK, and TUN.

One exception to this is Türkiye (TUR), which has at least established a legal basis for the protection of 
animals with its Law No. 5199,37 an associated ordinance,38 and other legislation.39 However, the provisions 
contained in these texts fall far short of meeting the animal welfare standards set out in the Terrestrial 
Animal Health Code.

For example, Article 4(i) of the Turkish Animal Welfare Law states:

“Anyone who transports animals or has them transported must ensure that the animals are trans‑
ported in accordance with their characteristics and in an appropriate manner. During transport, care 
must be taken to ensure that the animals are cared for and fed.”

Article 14(a) also prohibits:

“Deliberately treating animals badly, inflicting pain and cruelty on them beating them, letting them 
die of thirst or starvation, exposing them to extreme cold or heat, neglecting their care, causing them 
physical or psychological suffering.”

These requirements are in stark contrast to the animal suffering documented by the NGOs for the period 
of September 12th 2024 to October 15th 2024, as well as earlier incidents of animals in the care of Turkish 
authorities.

While Türkiye has also transposed Regulation (EC) 1/2005 into national law, specifically through the 
“Regulation on the Welfare and Protection of Animals during Transport,” adopted on December 24th 2011 
and published in the Official Gazette No. 28152,40 it is evident that this regulation is not enforced for stranded 
animals at the border crossing in Kapıkule.

This is in direct violation of Article 7.3.11. of Chapter 7.3. “Transport of Animals by Land” of the Terrestrial 
Animal Health Code (WOAH), which clearly states:

“The welfare of the animals should be the first consideration in the event of a refusal to allow the 
completion of the journey.”
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This lack of implementation of animal welfare provisions is also explicitly acknowledged in a 2022 WOAH 
report, which states: “Articles related with animal welfare during long distances [are] not applied now.”41

What occurred at the Kapıkule border is by no means an isolated case:

	x For example, in 2016, Austrian cattle accompanied by Hungarian papers were forced to remain on the 
transporter for 11 days until a solution was found. This delay, attributed to the apparent incompetence 
of the authorities involved, prolonged the animals’ suffering before the situation was finally resolved.42

	x Furthermore, shortly after the events mentioned above (see footnotes 6,7,8,10), dozens of cattle from 
Romania were again detained in a lorry in Kapıkule for at least 11 days.43

Conclusion:

Animal transports to Türkiye, in particular, cannot be authorised because it has been repeatedly 

shown that Turkish authorities do not contribute to preventing, alleviating, or avoiding animal suffer‑

ing. Instead, they create the impression of arbitrary actions.

7.	 On the measures taken by the European Union and 
its Member States

Rejections or non-acceptance of animal consignments are by no means limited to the not limited to the route 
across the Bulgarian-Turkish border described so far; for example,

	x In 2013, 722 cattle from Austria were rejected, killed and burned in Kazakhstan due to alleged symp‑
toms of bovine viral diarrhoea and detection of the Schmallenberg virus.44

	x Transports of 2,600 cattle were loaded onto the ships Elbeik and Karim Allah in Cartagena and 
Tarragona in Spain and were to have been unloaded in Iskenderun (Hatay province) in Türkiye. The 
animals destined, who were destined for slaughter in Türkiye, had been rejected by the Turkish 
authorities because they were thought to or actually did carry the Bluetongue virus, or because 
they came from provinces where the virus had been detected. The ships wandered around the 
Mediterranean for three months without finding a country willing to accept the animals; the surviving 
animals were finally killed at the harbour in Spain and the carcasses “disposed of”.45

According to the legal opinion of the EU such consignments are considered to have entered the third country 
and may not be reimported for animal health reasons. Although Article 178 of the Regulation (EU) 2020/69246 
regulates “Specific requirements for the entry of ungulates, poultry and aquatic animals originating from the 
Union and returning to the Union following a refusal of entry into a third country”, this provision only applies 
to countries listed by name in Regulation (EU) 2021/404.47 Türkiye is not amongst them.
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It should be noted that 45% of all ruminant exports (primarily cattle) from the EU to non-EU countries by road 
cross the Bulgarian-Turkish border. The majority of identified deficiencies originate in the exporting Member 
State and are related to inadequate planning. This underscores the crucial responsibility of the of compe‑
tent authorities in preparing shipments at the place of dispatch.48 It should also be emphasized that, over a 
10-year average, Germany (20.8%) and Austria (19.7%) are the leading exporters of breeding heifers (460,800 
breeding calves from 2010 to 2019) to Türkiye. As a result, these countries bear a particular responsibility for 
the welfare of the animals they export.

Nevertheless, negotiations concerning animals “stranded” at the Bulgarian-Turkish border—or at other 
borders with third countries—often continue for days. During this time, many animals die in agony or are 
killed and discarded in rubbish dumps. In extremely rare cases, some are transported back to the country of 
dispatch; however, this typically results in their being killed there, with their carcasses subsequently dis‑
posed of, raising serious concerns.

Conclusion:

In particular, animal transport to Türkiye cannot be authorised because there are no intergovernmen‑

tal agreements between the European Union and Türkiye regarding the return of the animals in the 

event of refusal to accept the consignment. This also applies to most other non-European countries of 

destination for European cattle exports.

8.	 Further reservations regarding exports of cattle to 
high-risk animal welfare countries outside Europe

Additional concerns about exporting cattle to non-European countries with high animal welfare risks have 
already been addressed in previous publications.49,50 Under European legal standards, these concerns apply 
in particular to onward transport in the destination country and, to a large extent, to the conditions of animal 
husbandry in these third countries—most notably regarding slaughter practices. The authors emphasise that 
they do not oppose halal slaughter itself, meaning slaughter carried out according to Muslim rites. However, 
they are strongly and scientifically opposed to slaughter without prior stunning, as it causes significant pain 
and suffering to the animals.51

Furthermore, the current practice of authorising animal transports lasting 29 hours with only one pair of 
drivers is not only illegal under Regulation (EC) 561/2006, but also fails to meet the requirement to avert 
danger as stipulated in Article 3 of Regulation (EC) 1/2005.
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It must be ensured that a single pair of drivers does not operate the lorry for more than the legally permitted 
20 hours, thereby preventing potential driver fatigue. Instead, after a 9-hour rest break, a second pair of 
drivers (or, depending on the remaining distance, a single driver) must take over on site, and the original pair 
of drivers must leave the lorry.3

Conclusion:

Animal transport to Türkiye cannot be authorised, as the majority of animals that survive transport 

and holding are predominantly slaughtered without stunning, subjecting them to significant pain and 

suffering. This concern also extends to other countries with high animal welfare risks.

Animal transports to Türkiye—and many other distant destinations—cannot be authorised due to both the 
lack of sufficient drivers for these journeys and the failure to ensure humane slaughter practices.
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In Summary

Animal transports from the European Union to Türkiye cannot be authorised for the following reasons:

	x They can result in severe heat stress during the hot summer months, particularly since there are 
no fully air-conditioned vehicles available.

	x Transports to eastern Türkiye and transits to Iraq exceed the maximum permitted transport time, 
and Türkiye lacks authorised staging points (“checkpoints”) for required rest and care.

	x Unpredictably long and often excessive delays on the Turkish side of the border can reduce the 
remaining permitted transport time, making it impossible to guarantee that previous destinations 
remain accessible within legal limits.

	x The suffering of animals due to waiting times at the Kapıkule border crossing is not merely hypo‑
thetical but a frequent and serious reality.

	x Animals subjected to extremely long and unpredictable waiting times at Kapıkule have, for years, 
not received emergency care as required by law and, when necessary, have been killed instead.

	x There is no assurance that Turkish authorities at the Kapıkule border will take action to prevent or 
alleviate animal suffering in the event of transport delays.

	x There are no intergovernmental agreements between the European Union and Türkiye (or most 
other destination countries for European cattle exports) regarding the return of animals if a 
consignment is refused.

	x In Türkiye, as well as in most other high-risk animal welfare countries, animals are most often 
slaughtered without stunning, causing significant pain and suffering.
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About FOUR PAWS
FOUR PAWS is the global animal welfare organisation for animals under direct human influence, which reveals 
suffering, rescues animals in need and protects them. Founded in 1988 in Vienna by Heli Dungler and friends, the 
organisation advocates for a world where humans treat animals with respect, empathy and understanding. The 
sustainable campaigns and projects of FOUR PAWS focus on companion animals including stray dogs and cats, 
farm animals and wild animals – such as bears, big cats and orangutans – kept in inappropriate conditions as well 
as in disaster and conflict zones. With offices in Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Germany, Kosovo, 
the Netherlands, Switzerland, South Africa, Thailand, Ukraine, the UK, the USA and Vietnam as well as sanctuaries 
for rescued animals in eleven countries, FOUR PAWS provides rapid help and long-term solutions.

FOUR PAWS International
VIER PFOTEN International – 
gemeinnützige Privatstiftung
Linke Wienzeile 236
1150 Vienna | Austria
Phone: +43-1-545 50 20-0
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