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Recent claims by producing countries, like Brazil, flag critical flaws in the European Union regulation on
deforestation-free products. Failing to acknowledge the critics from Brazil and other countries may impact
the sustainability goals set for trading forest-risk commodities.
The European Union Regulation on Defor-

estation-Free products (EUDR) (Regula-

tion (EU) 2023/1115) is set to reshape

global commodity trade, particularly for

non-EU countries. Introduced on June

29, 2023 and set to take effect on

December 31, 2024, it requires that any

operator or trader placing relevant com-

modities—such as wood, beef, coffee,

cocoa, soy, palm oil, and rubber—or co-

products on the EU market, or exporting

from it, must ensure these products are

deforestation-free after the 2020 cut-off

date and do not contribute to forest

degradation, even if is technically legal in

the country of origin.

It is estimated that the consumption

of these commodities by the EU was

associated with a large part of the tropical

deforestation embedded in each produc-

tion chain: palm oil (34.0%), soy (32.8%),

wood (8.6%), cocoa (7.5%), coffee

(7.0%), cattle (5.0%), and rubber (3.4%).1

Therefore, the EUDR now requires im-

porters to conduct stringent due diligence,

with thorough traceability and transpar-

ency in supply chains, to prove that their

products are compliant. Non-compliance

could result in significant fines (minimum

of 4% of the importer’s total annual turn-

over), potentially affecting the trade flow

of these commodities. Additionally, the

EUDR classifies exporting countries into

low-, standard-, or high-risk levels, based

on their products’ deforestation impact.

However, implementation of this ‘‘bench-

marking classification’’ was postponed

by the European Commission (EC)

following complaints about competitive-

ness in Asia, Africa, and Latin America

and remains unresolved.
All rights are re
While the regulation’s goals are admi-

rable, as a unilateral and transnational

policy, the EUDR continues to spark sig-

nificant global debate. As the December

31, 2024 implementation date nears,

critics highlight unresolved issues, partic-

ularly an incomplete EUDR Information

System and the lack of sector-specific

guidelines. The system, essential for man-

aging compliance data and traceability,

will be fully operational just a month

before enforcement, potentially imposing

short-term adaptation costs on users.

With the last FAQ update in December

2023 leaving many questions unan-

swered, there are concerns about

meeting the regulation’s requirements.

Critics also argue that the EUDR imposes

excessive administrative burdens and

costs in countries where production tech-

nologies, governance forms, and informa-

tion compliance related to environmental

assets are quite heterogeneous and

still under development. Some producer

countries feel the EUDR does not

adequately consider their socio-eco-

nomic conditions, potentially disadvan-

taging them globally, particularly without

clear and timely risk categorization. This

could disrupt trade, create uncertainties

for compliant companies, and lead to

significant economic losses in nations

heavily reliant on agriculture to balance

their trade.

Brazil, amajor producer and exporter of

affected commodities (Table 1), will likely

feel some of those impacts, as the EU is

the second-largest export destination,

accounting for approximately 34%of total

agribusiness exports in 2022, according

to 2023 Agrostat system from the Ministry
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served, including those for text and data mining
of Agriculture and Lifestock. However, the

commodities have varying probabilities

of complying with EUDR requirements.2

Many of these products come from the

Brazilian Amazon or nearby regions,

where deforestation and unsustainable

practices are prevalent.3 Brazil is con-

cerned that the untimely implementation

of the EUDR, combined with ongoing sus-

tainability challenges in its supply chains,

could negatively impact company reve-

nues, local community livelihoods, and

potentially the national GDP.

At this critical juncture, it is essential to

carefully consider the varied perspectives

of stakeholders in Brazil to ensure that the

EUDR’s goals are balanced with the eco-

nomic realities of producing nations.

Brazil’s claims
Brazilian stakeholders have been ex-

pressing their views through official state-

ments as the EUDR entry into force date

approaches (detailed in Table 2 and sum-

marized below).

Since 2023, the Brazilian government,

along with 16 other countries from Latin

America, Asia, and Africa, has expressed

significant concerns to the EC and the Eu-

ropean Parliament regarding the EUDR.

They argue that the legislation disregards

national laws, local capabilities, and com-

mitments made in multilateral forums.

They also claim the unilateral risk assess-

ment system is discriminatory and incon-

sistent with WTO obligations. They further

fear trade disruptions and sovereignty

issues. In late-2024, Brazil called for

a EUDR postponement and review,

claiming a punitive nature toward produc-

ing countries, an impact of US $15 billion
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, AI training, and similar technologies.



Table 1. Brazilian forest-risk commodities exported to EU and their estimated compliance likelihood index

Commodity

Production

exported (%)a
Exports to

the EU (%)a
Compliance

Likelihood Index (%)a Origin in Brazil b Main Destiny in EUb

Coffee 64.1 49.8 89 Southeast Germany, Italy and Belgium

Wood 47.9 20.1 46 Northern (native forest)

Southern (planted forest)

Portugal, Italy and Germany

Soybean 68.1 15.1 64 Midwest/Northern Spain, Netherlands and United Kingdom

Palm oil 13.7 14.4 44 Northern Netherlands and Germany

Beef 25.5 8.3 30 Midwest/Northern Netherlands, Italy and Spain

Cocoa 5.1 4.5 32 Northern Netherlands, France and Belgium
aBased on Cesar de Oliveira et al.2

bComexVis – ComexStat: https://comexstat.mdic.gov.br/pt/comex-vis
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(1/3) on Brazil’s exports to the EU, and a

risk for the EU-Mercosur agreement by

reducing country’s quota of agricultural

products to the EU (https://www.reuters.

com/world/americas/brazil-asks-eu-hold-

off-implementing-deforestation-law-2024-

09-11/).

Despite these criticisms, Brazil has pro-

actively engaged in dialogue with the EC

and the Brazilian private sector and

sought technological solutions to facili-

tate compliance with the EUDR, such as

the Agro-Brazil+Sustainable platform—

an open-access information system

that provides data on the country’s agri-

cultural production to be launched in

late 2024.

However, Brazilian producers, espe-

cially in the coffee, soy, and meat indus-

tries, have raised strong objections (Ta-

ble 2). They cite the high costs, complex

traceability requirements, and unclear

guidelines, fearing these could lead to

supply chain disruptions. Most of them

call for a longer transition period for adap-

tation, including infrastructure needs to

bulk products (e.g., paper and pulp; soy)

and to separate non-verified products

(soy), as well as technological and trace-

ability improvements in ongoing systems

(all sectors).

For instance, sectorial monitoring sys-

tems such as the ‘‘Cafés do Brasil So-

cio-Environmental Monitoring Platform’’

(coffee) and the certified origin traceability

implementation (COTI) (meat and leather),

among others, have been developed to

comply with the EUDR. However, the

meat and leather industries have re-

quested a longer transition period to align

with cattle production cycles, warning

that adult cattle currently on pasture

may notmeet the new traceability require-

ments and the EUDR cut-off date, poten-
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tially leading to a supply crisis. The

planted forest sector also stresses the

need for improved technological plat-

forms to track wood throughout the

manufacturing process, and concerns

about the leakage of commercially sensi-

tive data in the EUDR Information System.

No official statements were found from

some Brazilian private sectors, like native

forest, cocoa, and palm oil. The natural

forest timber sector has historically been

linked to illegal timber, especially in the

Amazon, but the exports have been gov-

erned by the EU Timber Regulation

(EUTR) since 2010. As such, little impact

is expected on the volume of exported

timber2 and the EU is not the cocoa sec-

tor’s primary importer. According to

ApexBrasil, the cocoa sector’s exports

reached US $167.4 million in 2023, mostly

to South America (56.9%) and Saudi Ara-

bia (8.2%). In turn, Brazil’s palm oil, mainly

used in biofuels, has limited exports in the

global market. In the Amazon, cultivation

was restricted to degraded lands until

2007, controlling related deforestation.

The Brazilian Coalition: Climate, Forest,

Agriculture, which comprises over 390

representatives from various sectors

(including NGOs and private sectors),

supports the Agro Brasil+Sustainable

platform as a tool to comply with the

EUDR and works with ABIOVE on soy-

bean traceability solutions.12

In contrast to the private sector’s con-

cerns, Brazilian NGOs have been more

supportive of the EUDR. Seventeen non-

European NGOs, including several in

Brazil, sent a joint letter to the EC in

December 2023, acknowledging the

EUDR’s relevance but emphasizing the

need for enhanced cooperation, transition

finance, and support for national trace-

ability policies.10 InMay 2024, 25 Brazilian
NGOs (some with networks of more than

300 institutional members) opposed any

delay in the EUDR’s implementation,

stressing the importance of traceability

and transparency and warning that a

postponement would send a negative

signal to agribusinesses resisting adapta-

tion.11 NGOs support swift implementa-

tion to tackle deforestation, rural violence,

and social injustices.

Brazil is not alone
Internationally, numerous private sectors

and government representatives, including

within the EU and particularly in agricul-

ture, advocate for a delay and revision

of the EUDR. Some have been illustrated

here although not exhaustively. They

cite implementation challenges and

administrative burdens, with agriculture

ministers from 20 EU countries, including

Austria, France, Italy, Poland, and Swe-

den, supporting a temporary suspension

to ensure a smoother rollout13 (https://

www.coceral.com/data/171637726524

ENV203%20Letter%20to%20Commission%

20President%20Von%20der%20Leyen%

20EUDR%20Information%20System%

20final.pdf). In September 2024, Germany

also requested a delay in EUDR imple-

mentation also claiming lack of clarity

and need for longer adaptation time for

producers. Critics often stress the need

for flexibility to prevent overwhelming

workloads and to balance environmental

goals with economic feasibility, given the

range of EU sustainability regulations

beyond the EUDR.

OnMay 17, 2024, a coalition of 13EUor-

ganizations from sectors like bioenergy,

oilseeds, and leather highlighted a critical

weakness in the EUDR’s Information Sys-

tem. They pointed out that essential supply

chain requirements were overlooked,



Table 2. Main concerns and claims of Brazilian stakeholder groups about the EUDR

Sector Main concerns and claims Stakeholders and source

Government

d Disregard of the EUDR on local capabil-

ities, national legislation, and commit-

ments made in multilateral forums.

d Requests EUDR’s postponement.

Brazilian Central administration4

Private

Soy d Complains on EUDR cutting-off date for

deforestation-free products and sover-

eignty issues.

d Requests an adaptation period for tech-

nical procedures and new infrastructure

to separate non-verified soy.

d Requests a longer transition period

where the EU would accept 3% of the

exported volume of unverified soy.

The Brazilian Association of Vegetable Oil

Producers (ABIOVE) and the Brazilian

Association of Meat Exporting Industries

(ABIEC)4; the Brazilian Association of Soy

Producers (Aprosoja Brasil)5

Beef d Legal challenges to the EUDR; damage

to the reputation of Brazilian agriculture;

impact on sales.

d Requests a longer transition period for

adaptation to incorporate cattle life cycle

into traceability systems.

The Brazilian Association of Meat Exporting

Industries – ABIEC, and the Brazilian

Tanning Industry Center (CICB)6; the

Brazilian Agriculture and Livestock

Confederation (CNA)7

Coffee d Acknowledgment of Brazilian information

systems.

d Respect to national laws.

d Legal challenges to the EUDR.

d Requests greater detail of the EUDR rules

and flexibility in the application of fines

during an adaptation period (1–3 years).

The Brazilian Coffee Exporters Council

(Cecafé)8

Wood (planted forest) d Concerns about technological limitations

to meet some EUDR requirements and

leakage of confidential business infor-

mation.

The Brazilian Tree Industry (IBÁ)9

NGOs

d No EUDR postponement to not under-

mine its effectiveness.

d Enhance cooperation, transition finance,

and support for national traceability

policies.

Join letter from NGOs10,11
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especially for bulk products. Key concerns

included managing large data volumes,

recognizing existing traceability standards,

and ensuring compatibility between com-

pany systems and the EUDR.14 The United

States has also requested a delay, citing

challenges faced by its exporters in

meeting the deadline, such as the lack of

a full operational Information system and

clear guidance (https://www.reuters.com/

markets/commodities/united-states-asks-

eu-delay-deforestation-law-letter-shows-

2024-06-20/).

Despite these calls for delay, the Euro-

pean Commission and NGOs13 firmly

oppose any postponement, emphasizing

the regulation’s significance in curbing

deforestation.
Indonesia, another major producer of

commodities like palm oil, cocoa, tim-

ber, and coffee, supports the EUDR

but shares Brazil’s concerns. The Indo-

nesian government has filed a WTO

complaint over the regulation’s impact

on its biodiesel supply chain, particu-

larly regarding dispute settlements,

subsidies, and countervailing measures.

In contrast, Indonesian civil society or-

ganizations back the EUDR and urge

their government to strengthen defores-

tation reduction efforts, particularly

in palm plantations. They also recom-

mend a benchmarking system that in-

cludes regional assessments, human

rights considerations, and anti-corrup-

tion measures.15
Overall, the debate around the EUDR,

both inside and outside the EU, centers

on the complexity and cost of its imple-

mentation, rather than opposing its goal

of eliminating deforestation from supply

chains. Producer countries, in particular,

worry that while all producers bear the

burden of EU regulations, external sup-

pliers will face greater challenges due to

the heterogeneity of their supply chains.

Potential implications
The ‘‘Brussels Effect’’16 is known as the

EU’s ability to influence global standards

and policies due to its economic power.

Although the EU exerts this influence

without coercion, the impact of this ‘‘soft

power’’ is enough to spark concerns of
One Earth 7, November 15, 2024 1919
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overreach and interference in non-EU

countries, which looms over the dialogue

between the parties. The EU’s unilateral

approach has triggered strong reactions

in Brazil but maintaining access to its

lucrative market may explain why the

country struggles to meet EUDR require-

ments, despite its complaints.

Independent of whether all Brazil’s con-

cerns are fully justified, even industries

with a high likelihood of compliance are

frustrated with EUDR demands. Also,

the authors’ previous interviews revealed

the EUDR was largely unknown by many

stakeholders until late 2023, leaving little

time for proper adaptation or consider-

ation. Transforming long-standing unsus-

tainable practices cannot happen over-

night. Brazil’s resistance to the EUDR

implementation timeline stems from

several challenges, particularly the

diverse sustainability levels across its

supply chains and regions. For instance,

the Amazon states with the highest defor-

estation rates are also those with the high-

est agricultural production in many supply

chains included in the EUDR. Also, while

many exports already meet compliance

requirements, the domestic market pre-

sents a larger risk for deforestation.17 Un-

sustainable practices in any segment of

the supply chain could compromise the

entire system, particularly given the trace-

ability challenges in bulk commodities.

This underscores Brazil’s role in address-

ing these issues, a task that requires time.

Brazil has committed to zero deforesta-

tion by 2030, but curbing deforestation

has been challenging. While successful

governance strategies are already in

place (e.g., regulations, remote moni-

toring, information systems, self-private

regulation), some still have implementa-

tion issues. Rushing the process beyond

the capabilities of a continent-sized pro-

ducing country involves some risks. For

instance, conflicting cut-off dates be-

tween EUDR and domestic strategies

like the Soy Moratorium may cause unin-

tended negative effects.18 Also, the

EUDR may lead to market segmentation,

excluding smallholders (family units up

to 50 ha) with limited resources from the

supply chain, potentially cutting their ac-

cess to the EU market. This could impact

livelihoods, worsen land conflicts, and

lead to shortages in commodities heavily

reliant on smallholders, such as cocoa,

oil palm, and beef, though these are
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currently less dependent on the EU mar-

ket. In contrast, exports more relevant to

the EU, like coffee and wood, have higher

compliance likelihoods and lower small-

holder dominance (34.2% and 12.6%,

respectively).2 Therefore, while a likely

disproportionate impact of EUDR on

smallholders has been predicted19,20,

the full extent is still uncertain and re-

quires further study, safeguards and miti-

gation by all parties involved, anticipating

an increase in Brazilian market share in

the future.

Moreover, products originating from

the Brazilian Amazon, identified as high-

risk for deforestation, would require

expensive traceability systems, poten-

tially driving buyers to source from larger,

lower-risk farms away from forests. This

could inadvertently penalize entire re-

gions, including the Amazon, and lead to

deforestation leakage into other biomes

such as the Cerrado, which falls outside

the FAO’s forest definition adopted by

the EUDR. Additionally, Brazil’s large-

scale production of forest-risk commod-

ities may shift toward less regulated

international markets, like China, or to

the domestic market, where environ-

mental standards are not as stringent yet.

Negative externalities such as market

segmentation or leakage, shared by

several producing countries, may also

produce unintended consequences for

the EUDR’s main goal. A significant

concern is that the development of an

EU nichemarket for sustainably produced

goods might limit the EUDR’s broader

impact, reducing its potential to drive

meaningful changes in global trade prac-

tices, particularly if spillovers to less regu-

lated markets occur.21

Trade-offs in decision-making pro-

cesses are currently at play. Postponing

the EUDR might lead to a more stream-

lined regulation, increasing buy-in from

businesses and producer countries, but

could also weaken its impact on defores-

tation and be seem as a concession to in-

dustry lobbying. If the EC proceeds

without delay, it could strengthen the

EU’s global environmental leadership but

risk alienating producer countries and

some EU member states, leading to trade

disruptions and legal challenges.

In October 2024, while this commentary

was under review, the EC proposed post-

poning the EUDR implementation to

December 30, 2025 for large companies
and June 30, 2026 for micro/small enter-

prises.22 They also released updated

FAQs, additional guidance, especially

regarding the Information System, and

an international cooperation framework.

The recommendation still needs approval

from the European Parliament and the

Council, reflecting the effect of pressure

from global and domestic partners for a

more effective rollout.

However, the global climate emergency

requires urgent action to combat defores-

tation, making the timely implementation

of the EUDR essential. Though the EU’s

demands may be costly, they are essen-

tial for promoting sustainable supply

chains. In our view, the task boils down

to prioritizing the environmental objec-

tives of the EUDR, keeping the current im-

plementation date, while ensuring flexi-

bility in implementation measures to give

producer countries the necessary time

to adapt and comply. Acknowledging

the sustainability strategies already in

place in producing countries, offering

graduated penalties or temporarily

capping maximum fines, along with in-

centives and guidance for improvement

may shorten the way and maintain part-

ners’ commitment. This approach could

enhance EUDR long-term effectiveness

without compromising its pioneering role

in setting sustainable trade standards.

Moreover, it would also temper the Brus-

sels effect on producing countries like

Brazil, easing their strong criticism and al-

lowing time for the consolidation of their

deforestation-reduction strategies. In the

Brazil-EU relationship, complementary

actions (Table 3) could further support

this transition.

Balancing environmental ambitions

with practical trade considerations is crit-

ical. The success of the EUDR depends

on meaningful dialogue, cooperation,

and clear economic incentives for pro-

ducing countries. After all, the EU itself

has long been a significant player in global

imports tied to deforestation, making

collaboration even more crucial in pursu-

ing shared sustainability goals.

However, expecting the EUDR alone to

transform global trade or even reduce

deforestation is unrealistic, even with

other EU’s regulations reinforcing the

commitment to sustainability (e.g., the

Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism

[CBAM]). The alignment of other major

markets, such as China and domestic



Table 3. Key insights for enhancing EUDR implementation for Brazil and the EU

Dimension Brazil European Commission

Due Diligence Enhance traceability throughout supply

chains nationwide.

Provide producers and traders an

adaptation period for adjustments after

EUDR implementation, with effective

support and temporarily reduced penalty

for non-compliance.

Information systems Integrate land-use and environmental

systems for better impact control.

Tailor EUDR guidance and information

systems to product specifics, in dialogue

with users.

Collaboration Increase partnerships and actively involve

companies in sustainable practices beyond

EUDR commodities to enhance

effectiveness, including technical

collaboration with research institutions and

self-driven private solutions for

deforestation.

Assist producers, technically and

financially, in improving practices, solving

issues, and reducing supply chain

inequalities, especially for smallholders.

Governance Enforce sustainable practices, monitoring,

and transparency in supply chains across

public and private sectors, in alignment with

climate strategies and land-use governance

for long-term deforestation reduction.

Engage producing countries in dialogue

and incorporate their deforestation-

reduction strategies to enhance EUDR

effectiveness. Engage other nations with

sustainable trade standards
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markets, with sustainable trade standards

is crucial to prevent trade leakage and to

amplify the regulation’s intended effects.
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