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Policy context: FLEG(T) demand side measures

• Regulations to prohibit placing of illegal 
wood on consumer markets 

• Canada WAPP (1993), US Lacey Act 
(2008), Australia ILPA (2012), EUTR, 
Japan Clean Wood Act (2017)

• Most laws require due diligence to 
minimise risk of illegal origin

• Tracking to forest origin to the extent 
necessary to demonstrate negligible risk

• EUDR is an outlier:
• 100% tracking rather than risk based 

due diligence
• Deforestation-free rather than legal
• Outsized influence

• EU imports from 3rd countries
• Responsible traders want to 

comply with “highest” standards 

U.S. hardwood lumber exports to countries according 
to status of due diligence regulations 2010 to 2024 



Scope of EUTR vs EUDR

EUTR EUDR

Policy context FLEGT: tackle illegal logging, 
promote good forest governance 

EU Green Deal: reduce embodied carbon in imports, de-
risk supply chains

Products Timber Timber, cattle, cocoa, coffee, oil palm, rubber, soya

Prohibitions Illegally harvested Illegally harvested, contrary to laws covering labour, 
human & indigenous rights, deforested, degraded

Operator 
obligations

Due diligence system (DDS) 
maintained

DDS maintained & DD statement submitted with each 
consignment before it is placed on, made available on (by 
non-SMEs), or exported from, the EU market

Traceability

To country of harvest and, 
beyond that, to the extent 
necessary to demonstrate 
negligible risk 

Geolocation of "plot of land(s) within a single real estate 
property” where harvesting took place with each 
consignment irrespective of risk



The BIG IDEA behind EUDR

• Regulated products from 
“plots of land” that have 
been deforested or degraded 
after the 31 Dec 2020 cut-off 
date cannot be placed on or 
exported from EU market 
after 30 Dec 2025

• EU operators & regulators 
can verify by checking  
satellite imagery at plot 
geolocations against the 
2020 base map produced by 
the EC Joint Research Council



FSC certified 
harvest location 
in Wisconsin
Google Maps Images 
(around 1m resolution i.e. 
much higher resolution than 
regularly updated publicly 
accessible imagery)

31 May 20236 June 2017

3 August 2011 26 April 2015

20 March 2020

Nearly 10 years later, still not clear if this is a regenerating forest 
or crop or pasture, even using very high-resolution imagery



EUDR strengths and challenges

Strengths

• Commendable objective: to 
reduce commodity driven 
deforestation

• Includes agricultural 
commodities (> 90% of all 
deforestation)

• Maintains and extends 
prohibition against illegal 
trade

• Innovative and forward-
looking – encourages new 
assurance mechanisms

Technical challenges

• Over-estimates access to technology 
& data in short to medium term, 
particularly by SMEs

• Under-estimates supply chain 
complexity, particularly for 
commodities from smallholders & 
composite products

• Over-specified and poorly geared
• Poorly adapted to forest products
• No international “degradation” 

definition
• Failure to understand time factor –

conversion only becomes apparent 
several years after wood harvest 

Political challenges

• Resistance from domestic 
producers (EUDR seen as 
disproportionate)

• Resistance from right wing EU 
politicians (excessive costs for 
businesses & farmers, privacy 
concerns)

• Rising calls for “negligible risk” 
country category & removal of 
all DD obligations inside the EU

• Resistance from trade partners 
(discriminatory, inflexible, WTO 
trade barrier)



EC proposal to amend EUDR, 21 October
Not yet approved by Council & Parliament – 1st EP debate expected 12-13 November

• Application delayed until 30 Dec 2026 for “Micro and small” operators
• Turnover <€10m & <50 employees (i.e. no delay for most EU wood importers)

• No checks or sanctions until 30 June 2026 

Date of general application unchanged (30 Dec 2025) but other adjustments to timeline: 

• Removes nearly all requirements for DD in EU internal market, nothing of any value to non-EU producers
• “Micro and small primary operators” in “low risk countries”:

• No need for due diligence statement (DDS) with every harvest, only a “one-time simplified declaration” (SD)
• Only applicable to primary operators that harvest & place products directly on EU market with no 

intermediaries (i.e. essentially only EU forest owners and farmers)
• New category of “downstream operator”:

• All EU operators except importers & first placers of primary products
• Only obliged to pass on DDS/SD numbers, no due diligence, only non-SMEs enter data on IT system
• EU domestic industry still unhappy: want no obligation to transfer any reference numbers

Simplifications (EC claim to reduce load on IT system, ENGO claim due to interference by US & 
other non-EU countries, but real reason is INTERNAL EU POLITICS)



Timeframe for forest products under EUTR & EUDR (October 2025 proposal)

EUTR

Entry into force 
29th June 2023
 

Entry into application
30th Dec 2025

EUTR stop
31st Dec 2028

Transition period 

Small & Micro
30th Dec 2026 

EUTR EUDR

EUDR
Harvested before 

29 June 2023

Harvested 
after 29 

June 2023

Source: AHEC, DRAWING ON TIMBER DEVELOPMENT UK (TDUK)

EUTR EUDR

Medium & large 
enterprises

Micro & small 
enterprises



U.S. forest context: ownership

Source: Estimated 
Distribution of 
Forest Ownerships 
Across the 
Conterminous 
United States, 
2017 Emma M. 
Sass, Brett J. 
Butler, and Marla 
Markowski-
Lindsay. USDA 
Publication, 2020 



US forest context: hardwood forest growth and age-class

US hardwood standing volume 1953-2017

Source: US Forest Service, 2020 RPA Source: US Forest Service, FIA, latest inventory, 2020-23 depending on state 



Negligible risk of deforestation in US hardwood forest

hectares % total area
EU Observatory on Deforestation & Forest 
Degradation, EC Joint Research Centre (JRC)

2020-2022 All 16,530 0.0045

BWA Preliminary Assessment of USDA Cropland 
Data Layer - commissioned by AHEC

2020-2023
Hardwood & mixed 
hardwood/softwood

3,300 0.0029

Annual average conversion to 
agricultureSource Period Forest type

Pennsylvania: Allegheny area – late 1800s 2024



US hardwood supply



U.S. hardwood supply chain
 

Typical U.S. hardwood lumber mill 
(~2000 in the U.S.)

• Each mill sources logs from ~100-mile radius
• Circle enclosing 8m has. area & several 100k 

forest properties

• 200-300 harvest sites per year distributed 
across those properties

• Mainly low intensity selection harvest
• Log procurement:

• 45% logs bought standing
• 5% company lands
• 45% hauled to sawmill by 

landowners/loggers
• 5% from other mills/log brokers

• Logs sorted by species, size, grade 
• Further sorts after sawing & drying

Typical U.S. mid-
sized hardwood 

exporter 

• Purchases from 
~80-100 mills

• Several million 
forest properties

• Distributed 
across several 
states

• Further mixing & 
sorting to match 
customer specs

16k to 30k 
potential 

harvest sites 
for each 

consignment



• Globally applicable assurance mechanism
• Inspired by EUDR
• Geographic ID not certification
• Strong focus on forest governance
• Easy & accessible online portal for suppliers
• Uses latest technology to increase accuracy and reduce costs
• Targeted independent expert risk assessment
• Blockchain tracking & plant-chemistry-based surveillance by 2026
• Initially operated by AHEC and free to all US-based hardwood traders
• Eventually independent, funded by pay-as-you-go volume-based licensing



American Hardwood Assured (AHA)
www.hardwood.us

Deforestation Risk Assessment
(county level)

U.S. Hardwood Legality Risk 
Assessments (state level)

Phase 1 Web Portal for U.S. 
hardwood exporters

Generates standardised due 
diligence statements

Phase 2 Web Portal for global 
supply chain &

Plant-chemistry-based wood 
provenance testing
 By September 2026



“Smart geolocation”: U.S. counties of origin

1600 counties account for 100% of US  hardwood sawlog 
supply – more manageable than identifying forest owners

Only way to comply with limits placed on “in-excess” 
reporting in EU guidance and in the EUDR Information System

Equity in relation to state forest areas, tropical concessions, & 
industrial plantations

Counties are sufficiently compact to ensure a homogenous 
level of deforestation risk

Provenance verifiable using plant-chemistry-based 
provenance technologies (TEA, SIRA, LIBS)

Resolves confidentiality and anti-trust issues surrounding 
provision of data on individual properties

US counties supplying 
hardwood sawlogs 
average 160k has & 56k 
m3 of hardwood sawlog 
harvest per year



AHA Legality Jurisdictional Risk Assessment

2008 “Seneca Creek Report” 2017 “Seneca Creek Report” 2024 AHA JRA Framework 2024-2025 AHA State Risk 
Assessments by Dovetail
All 37 hardwood states 
www.hardwood.us/aha-jra-
results



AHA Legality
Risk Assessment
Summary for 
Virginia
Feb 2024

Confirmed 
Negligible Risk 
across all 18 
indicators



USDA Cropland Data Layer: https://croplandcros.scinet.usda.gov/ 
20 miles

https://croplandcros.scinet.usda.gov/


AHA Deforestation Analysis
 

• % hardwood forest area potentially converted to agriculture in each county 2020-2024. Counties classified as:  
• Negligible risk (green) – deforestation confirmed < 0.5% over the 4-year period (< 0.125%/annum).
• Unspecified risk (amber) - deforestation possibly > 0.5%, subject to further assessment by AHA
• Specified risk (red) – deforestation > 0.5% confirmed following further AHA assessment

• Where hardwood from “unspecified” or “specified” risk counties, users should declare mitigation action



AHA Deforestation Analysis
 
• For U.S. forests with a 

hardwood component 
between 2020-24: 
• 10,400 has/yr potentially 

converted to agriculture
• 0.01% of total forest area 

(106m has) per year

• 2420 (98%) of 2471 counties 
confirmed negligible risk

• 99.35% of US hardwood 
sawlog production in counties 
confirmed negligible risk

For every 10,000 m3 of U.S. hardwood sawlog harvested each 
year, only 1 m3 is on land potentially converted to agriculture



American Hardwood Assured (AHA)
www.hardwood.us



AHA Statement Example



AHA proof of provenance concept 

The Provenance: Counties 
of August, Bath, Highland, 
& Rockingham in VA, USA

The Attributes:
• Low risk of illegality
• Low risk of 

deforestation / 
deforestation free

The Volume

The “genesis block” within a private blockchain

End consumer

AHA user #1
AHA user #n

AHA surveillance

Random inspections integrated with plant chemistry-
based provenance technologies to ensure the accuracy of 
county origin claims

The tested product has the claimed Provenance and 
Attributes – or it does not

• US Forest Service WISC

• Using plant chemistry to identify 
provenance

• LIBS Handheld technology
• Stable Isotope Ratio 

Analysis
• Trace Element Analysis

• Resolution up to within 40 miles or 
origin

No specified or standardised chain of custody requirements



Legal Memo on AHA delivery of geolocation data at 
county level instead of property level
Cleary Gottlieb Steen & Hamilton LLP (CGSH) – September 2025

Key conclusions
• AHA county-level interpretation of EUDR geolocation avoids conflict with certain supra-legislative sources of EU law.  

• These include the general principles of proportionality, the freedom to conduct a business, the fundamental right 
to the protection of personal data, as well as international trade law agreements binding upon the EU . 

• It also preserves the effectiveness of the EUDR’s geolocation data requirements and ensures fulfilment of EUDR 
objectives in the context of U.S. hardwoods.

Recommendations 
• The EC should clarify in its guidelines that a county-level approach is compliant with the EUDR in the context of wood in 

a low-risk country.

• The EC should remove the phrase “within a single real-estate property” from the definition of the “plot of land” for which 
geolocation data is required.

• “Plot of land” should be defined instead as “land which enjoys sufficiently homogeneous conditions to allow an 
evaluation of the aggregate level of risk of deforestation and forest degradation associated with relevant commodities 
produced on that land”. 

• The Commission could propose this amendment as part of a next Omnibus simplification package or, at the latest, when 
EUDR is next subject to review, due by 30 June 2030. 



The wood demonstrates its own provenance

The forest demonstrates its own sustainability



American Hardwood Assured (AHA)
www.hardwood.us

rupert@americanhardwood.org

http://www.hardwood.us/

