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Brief Summary
Forests are an essential carbon sink; without protecting the world’s forests, it will be
impossible to keep global warming to 1.5°C above preindustrial levels. Forests also
provide habitat to over 80 per cent of the world’s terrestrial biodiversity. The livelihood of millions of people and especially Indigenous communities is dependent on
forests. However, global deforestation continues at an alarming rate, accelerating
species extinction and climate change and threatening human rights. Global trade in
agricultural commodities is a major driver of deforestation. As the world’s second
largest importer of forest-risk commodities (FRCs), the EU’s responsibility is to avoid
deforestation in its supply chains. The EU is currently discussing various approaches
to do so.
In the context of this publication, we have analysed, compared and evaluated five
different approaches. These include the EU Regulation on deforestation-free products, the EU Sustainable Corporate Governance initiative, reform of EU trade agreements, Sustainable finance and voluntary corporate commitments. To identify
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) of each approach, we
have conducted expert interviews as well as an extensive literature review.
Our analysis finds that to varying extents, all options can contribute to reducing EUdriven deforestation. Voluntary corporate commitments as they exist today are not sufficient to address the problem. The EU should pursue a combination of several more

binding approaches to address both the specific problem of imports linked to deforestation as well as the broader systemic drivers of corporate responsibility, finance
and trade. While the EU Regulation on deforestation-free products appears to have
the potential to be the most effective in preventing deforestation linked to the importation of specific high-risk products, the current legislative proposal contains several

loopholes that would significantly reduce its effectiveness. A strong EU legislation on
environmental and human rights due diligence is needed to complement the product-specific approach of the Regulation on deforestation-free products. Through
comprehensive sustainable finance frameworks, the EU should also contribute to a
shift of international financial flows away from activities that drive deforestation and
towards more sustainable land-use. EU trade agreements could contribute to reducing deforestation if they are reformed to include enforcement mechanisms that ensure compliance with environmental and labour commitments. Furthermore, EU action should be embedded in a cooperative international strategy that engages producer countries as well as other large consumer markets.
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Acronyms
AA

Association Agreement

AFI

Accountability Framework Initiative

CBD

Convention in Biological Diversity

CGF

Consumer Goods Forum

CITES

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora

CMS

Convention on Migratory Species

COP26

26th United Nations climate change conference

CSRD

Corporate Sustainable Reporting Directive

DG AGRI

Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development (EU Commission)

DG ENV

Directorate-General for Environment (EU Commission)

DG GROW

Directorate General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs

DG JUST

Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers (EU Commission)

DG TRADE

Directorate General for Trade (EU Commission)

EGD

European Green Deal

ENVI

Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food (EU Parliament)

EP

European Parliament

EU

European Union

EUTR

EU Timber Regulation

FDI

Foreign Direct Investment

FEFAC

European Feed Manufacturers’ Federation

FPIC

Free, Prior and Informed Consent

FRCs

Forest-risk commodities

FTAs

Free trade agreements

IDH

Sustainable Trade Initiative

ILO

International Labour Organization

INL

Legislative initiative procedure

INTA

Committee on International Trade (EU Parliament)

NDCs

Nationally Determined Contributions

NFRD

Non-Financial Reporting Directive

NGO

Non-governmental organisation

NYDF

New York Declaration on Forests
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OECD

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

SAN

Sustainable Agriculture Network

SDGs

Sustainable Development Goals

SEG SF

Sustainable Finance Technical Expert Group

SFDR

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation

SMEs

Small and medium-sized enterprises

TFA

Tropical Forest Alliance

TFEU

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

TSD

Trade and Sustainable Development

UNEP

United Nations Environmental Programme

UNFCCC

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

WTO

World Trade Organization

ZDCs

Zero-deforestation commitments
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Deforestation – an urgent global problem
Deforestation and forest degradation continue at an alarming rate. This has serious consequences
for biodiversity, the climate, and human rights. Forests host over 80 per cent of the world’s terrestrial
biodiversity. (FAO 2020b) They provide vital ecosystem services such as purification of water, enhancing water storage capacity of the soil or improving air quality. Forests function as an essential
carbon sink and provide oxygen. Additionally, around one third of the world’s population closely depend on forests and forest products. Forest loss endangers the livelihood of many Indigenous peoples as they depend to a particularly high degree on forests. Since 1990, an estimated area of 420
million hectares of forest have been cleared worldwide for conversion to other land uses. (FAO
2020a) In Latin America and the Caribbean, between 1990 and 2020, 138 million hectares of forest
cover were lost (Quiroga 2021), further fueling the climate crisis. On the other hand, forest protection
and restoration are very important to mitigate it. The destruction of forests for industrial agriculture
often comes along with human rights violations, such as expropriation and displacement of Indigenous peoples and local communities from their customary lands, dispossession of their resources,
loss of access to food, clean water and traditional medicines, threats and violence. (Acevei and Shimray 2021)

The EU’s responsibility for impacts of deforestation in supply chains
Global agricultural trade is a major driver of deforestation. International trade in agricultural commodities, mainly beef and vegetable oil, such as soy and palm oil, causes the emission of more than one
billion tons of CO2 per year due to tropical forest loss. (Pendrill et al. 2019) The EU is the world’s second
largest export market for forest-risk commodities after China (TRASE 2020) and thereby responsible
for 10 per cent of global deforestation caused mainly by the consumption of products such as soy,
palm oil, livestock products (like beef, leather and poultry), rubber, timber, cacao, maize or coffee –
the so-called forest-risk commodities (FRCs). (European Commission 2019b)
The EU’s responsibility is to address the impacts on forests, ecosystems, climate and human rights
associated with its trade. However, apart from laws to regulate illegal trade in timber and fish or trade
of conflict minerals, there is currently no regulation governing the importation of agricultural commodities into the EU that drive degradation and deforestation of ecosystems with high ecological and
social value. In July 2019, the European Commission (EU COM) adopted the Communication on step-

ping up EU action to protect and restore the world's forests (European Commission 2019a). It recommends establishing a multi-stakeholder platform to provide a forum for exchange and to promote
certification schemes that encourage ‘deforestation-free’ commodities to combat imported deforestation. Moreover, the EU COM has also committed to minimising the risk of deforestation and forest
degradation associated with commodity imports into the EU by law. (European Commission 2019b)
In this publication, we evaluate different political instruments to address deforestation and ecosystem
degradation. We analyse five demand-side regulatory policy options at the EU level for their strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (see Methodology in chapter 2). Based on the individual evaluation, we then formulate policy recommendations for an effective strategy to halt deforestation.
Our analysis focuses on deforestation in the economic and political block Mercosur (Argentina, Brazil,
Paraguay and Uruguay), a region where deforestation is particularly prevalent and exports to the EU
play a significant role.
8
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Deforestation in Mercosur due to agricultural production
Brazil has had the second highest tree cover loss globally in the past 20 years. 1 (Global Forest Watch
2022) This development was supported by state policies that from the 1970s onwards made Brazil one
of the largest agricultural producers and exporters worldwide. (Spring 2018) Deforestation is particularly serious in Brazil, but similar dynamics exist in the other countries of Mercosur as well. Soybean
production and cattle ranching are the main drivers of deforestation in Mercosur. It is estimated that
cattle ranching cause 80 per cent of deforestation in the Amazon region. (Global Witness n.d.) There,
ranching is used as a simple way to claim cleared land. The land later is often transformed into monocultural soybean production. Many land use changes are associated with land grabbing and illegal
deforestation. In the past years, those practices have not been closely monitored or punished by the
Brazilian government, but - on the contrary - encouraged. (Philips 2020) Institutions that monitor deforestation and illegal clearings have been hindered in their work and not been equipped with adequate resources. As of 2018, 173 million hectares of pasturelands were degraded in Brazil. (FeltranBarbieri and Féres 2021) Instead of restoring these landscapes, it is more attractive for industrial agricultural production to deforest more land. This has been politically underpinned through the construction of roads, tax incentives, subsidised rural credits, and agrarian reform projects. Meanwhile the
productivity of livestock production remains low. (Barreto 2021)
Box 1: Definition of forests, deforestation, net- and zero deforestation

More than 800 definitions of FORESTS are recognised by the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) defines forests
as “land with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 10 per cent and
area of more than 0.5 hectares (ha). The trees should be able to reach a minimum height
of 5 meters (m) at maturity in situ.” (FAO 1998) Additionally, each country can define forests differently within these criteria. (European Forest Institute 2013)
DEFORESTATION is the loss of natural forest, depletion of tree crown cover to less than 10
per cent (FAO 1998), because of: i) conversion to agriculture or other non-forest land use;
ii) conversion to a tree plantation; or iii) severe and sustained degradation. Therefore, different indicators are used: one regarding the loss of tree cover and the other in terms of
change in land use.
Changes within the forest that lower the production capacity and negatively affect the
stand or site are categorised as FOREST DEGRADATION.
ZERO DEFORESTATION means that no forest areas are cleared or converted at all.
ZERO NET DEFORESTATION, on the other hand, allows the clearance or conversion of
forests when this is compensated by an equal area that is replanted elsewhere. What an
equal area of forests means in terms of carbon, biodiversity, cultural or ecosystem value,
is debated. (Lake and Baer 2015)

1

Only Russia had a higher relative tree cover loss.
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ILLEGAL DEFORESTATION occurs when deforestation takes place against the laws and regulations of the country of harvest. Therefore, to halt illegal deforestation does not imply
halting deforestation in general.

While deforestation of the Amazonian rainforest has received a high level of public attention and
action against deforestation has been taken by public and private actors, other South-American biodiverse ecosystems as the Brazilian Cerrado or Argentinian Gran Chaco are under increasing pressure.
Over the last 20 years, vast areas of native vegetation of the Cerrado, the most biodiverse savanna
ecosystem worldwide, and the Gran Chaco, the largest dry forest in South America, have been replaced
by soybean cultivation and livestock pastures. (Global Forest Watch 2021) Many ecosystems are close
to critical ecological tipping points, after which the ecosystems are irreversibly lost.
In addition, there are serious social consequences of deforestation and the destruction of ecosystems, which often remain unnoticed by the international public. Cases of labour abuses and precarious working conditions on cattle farms, illegal loggers working in slavery-like conditions, and forced
labour can be associated with deforestation for agricultural production in Brazil. (Teixera 2021)Additionally, land conflicts, especially between local communities and big corporates often become violent and reinforce the oppression of marginalised people. (Food First Informations- und AktionsNetzwerk 2018)
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To evaluate the effectiveness of each approach to halt deforestation in EU supply chains, we conducted a SWOT analysis. A SWOT analysis is a common instrument for strategic planning, which allows comparison, selection, and combination of different actions. A SWOT analysis focuses on a specific goal and evaluates the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of a particular action
regarding this goal, in our case to halt deforestation linked to EU agricultural supply chains in Mercosur. Prior to the SWOT analysis we identified relevant stakeholders, whose position we considered
for the SWOT analysis. Sources for the SWOT analysis have been an extensive literature review as
well as qualitative interviews with relevant stakeholders and experts. However, the concepts and proposals do not necessarily reflect their views but are educated evaluations of those by the Germanwatch project team.

12
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3.1 What is the EU Regulation on deforestation-free
products?
In July 2019, the European Commission (EU COM) adopted the Communication on stepping up EU

action to protect and restore the world's forests. (European Commission 2019a) Therein, the EU COM
among others, made a commitment to minimise the risk of deforestation and forest degradation associated with commodity imports into the EU. This was the first step towards a regulation to curb
EU-driven deforestation. (European Commission 2019b)
The EU COM reinforced this commitment in the European Green Deal (EGD) (December 2019), the
Farm to Fork strategy (May 2020) and the 2030 Biodiversity Strategy (May 2020). Subsequently, the
European Parliament (EP) drafted a legislative initiative report (Burkhardt 2020) in October 2020
seeking proposals from the EU COM on an EU legal framework to reduce deforestation caused by
EU imports. (European Parliament 2020)
The EU COM’s proposal for a Regulation on deforestation-free products was published on 17 November 2021. (European Parliament 2021a)
The main objective of this regulation is to close the EU market to commodities and products that
caused deforestation, leading to biodiversity loss, greenhouse gas emissions or displacement of local
communities including Indigenous peoples who rely on forest ecosystems. The regulation is thus intended to promote deforestation-free supply chains.
Before placing forest-risk commodities (FRCs) like soy, beef, palm oil, timber, coffee and cocoa
and their processed products on the EU market or exporting them from the EU, operators and
large traders would be required by the proposed regulation to carry out comprehensive, effective
and continuous due diligence to prove that their products are not linked to deforestation or forest
degradation.
Depending on the size of the company and the country of origin of the commodity, the scope of the
due diligence obligation differs. Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are required to provide
information on their suppliers and the sources of raw materials and products, including information
demonstrating that no deforestation or forest degradation has taken place and that legal requirements are met. Large enterprises additionally must carry out a risk assessment in step two of the due
diligence process. If the risk assessment determines that there is a non-negligible risk, companies
must take mitigation measures in the third step of the process. The EU COM also proposes a benchmarking system to assess countries of origin and their level of risk of deforestation and forest degradation driven by the FRC. If a company is placing commodities on the EU market from a country or
parts of countries identified as low risk, they only have to carry out a simplified due diligence and do
not have to carry out a risk assessment and risk mitigation.
Compliance with due diligence requirements is to be controlled by competent authorities and the
number and types of controls will vary according to the size of the business. Where there is a high
risk of non-compliance, authorities are required to take immediate action, such as suspending the
placing on the market of the commodities and products. In case of infringements, the regulation
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contains a list of sanctions. These include fines as well as seizure of the commodities, products and
revenues or the prohibition of economic activities for the concerned company.
A review two years after the law comes into force will revise the law and might extend its scope to
include more commodities and/or ecosystems.

3.2 SWOT analysis
To what extent can an EU regulation on deforestation-free products contribute to reducing deforestation in global supply chains?
The following SWOT analysis explores the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats on
halting and reversing EU-driven global deforestation of the EU COM’s proposal from 17 November
2021. (European Commission 2021a)

Strengths
• Comprehensive, effective and continuous due diligence, including a risk assessment for
commodities with non-negligible risk would become mandatory for all operators. Importing would be allowed only if companies can prove that they meet the specified due diligence criteria. Clear traceability information would have to be provided. Selected forest-risk
commodities (FRCs) produced on recently deforested land would no longer have access to
the EU market.
• All operators who place FRCs and their processed products on the EU market or export
them are subject to the regulation.
• Market operators would have to provide subsequent traders with information about their
supply chains of FRCs and their due diligence investigations. Market participants that are
not small or medium enterprises (SMEs) would have to publish an annual report on their
due diligence system.
• An EU-wide database for the registration of market participants and traders and their
due diligence declarations would lead to greater transparency and traceability in supply
chains.
• The regulation provides for fines and clear enforcement measures. EU member states
would be obliged to define and implement sanctions for infringements of the regulation.
• The EU Commission (EU COM) would engage with producer countries affected by the regulation to develop partnerships and cooperation with the full participation of all stakeholders, including civil society, Indigenous peoples, local communities, and the private sector
including SMEs and small farmers.

Specific strengths regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• A strict market regulation for FRCs is especially important for ecosystems that have already
lost large areas of their original surface and which are already at the edge of irreversible
tipping points at which they can no longer cope with environmental change, such as the
Brazilian biomes Amazon, Caatinga and Cerrado. (Lovejoy and Nobre, 2018)
• Transparency in supply chains driven by an EU regulation could benefit producer countries
to make use of a system to track the origin their products. For example, in Brazil it is currently is not possible to track beef from indirect suppliers.
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Weaknesses
• The current proposal does not consider other natural ecosystems with high ecological or
social importance, such as the grasslands, wetlands, shrublands or savannah of the Cerrado. Just like forests, other ecosystems also provide livelihoods for local communities and
Indigenous people, harbour endemic species and play an important role in absorbing carbon dioxide.
• The control of EU imports would apply to beef, palm oil, soy, timber, cocoa, coffee and
their processed products. Other high-risk commodities such as rubber, maize and processed beef are not regulated by the current proposal. Rubber is responsible for a significant amount of deforestation in Southeast Asia. (Global Witness 2019)
• The finance sector would not be targeted by the regulation, although European banks are
contributing significantly to deforestation through their financing. According to Global Witness (Global Witness 2021), financial institutions based in EU countries and the United Kingdom generated higher revenues from investments in the largest deforestation operations
than either the United States or China.
• Placing products on the market would not be subject to compliance with international human rights standards. According to the proposal, only national law in the producing countries would be binding. In many forest countries, the human rights of Indigenous communities are not effectively protected. If companies are incentivised to appropriate areas under
cultivation by local communities in order to avoid new deforestation, and if there is no
strong human rights protection that respects and secures collective land and territorial
rights, then such actions could cause harm to people and their livelihoods.
• Companies sourcing from low-risk countries would not need to carry out a risk assessment.
This could have a leakage effect if trade flows shift to low-risk countries that have weaker
regulatory frameworks and which sell products from high-risk countries under false declarations to the EU market.
• Defining ‘deforestation-free' as goods produced on land that has not been subject to deforestation or forest degradation only after 31 December 2020 allows soy production for
the EU to expand to former pasture areas, because cattle grazing is typically the first activity on land once forests are cleared. Cattle farming for non-EU markets could then be displaced to forest areas leading to new deforestation activity.
• The proposal does not yet include a sufficient framework to guarantee effective prosecution, including accessible ways to provide proof for violations. In the proposal, the amount
of the fines is limited to a maximum of 4% of the annual turnover of the economic operators and could be a relatively low deterrent.

Specific weaknesses regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• The displacement effect described above (i.e. pasture areas that existed before December
2020 being used for soy production for the EU market, while grazing livestock whose production is not destined for the EU market moves into forest areas) could be very significant
in Latin America.
• The proposal does not foresee any measures to take care of the preservation of ecosystems of high environmental value. Large natural areas such as those of the Gran Chaco and
Cerrado need measures to preserve ecosystems from degradation. The proposal does not
include incentive mechanisms for farmers to produce sustainably in forest countries. Sustainable production is usually more cost-intensive, and in order to be able to take small
producers along with them, financial incentives must be offered to switch production to
sustainable and deforestation-free.
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Opportunities
• In the Glasgow Leaders‘ Declaration on Forest and Land Use (UN Climate Change Conference UK 2021a), 141 countries made commitments to halt deforestation by 2030. Mercosur
countries – with their significant share of forests, other important ecosystems and demand
markets for FRCs such as China and EU member states – signed the commitment. This is a
great opportunity to prioritise deforestation in global supply chains and to counter leakage
effects of the proposal, such as commodities produced on deforested areas being sold to
other markets.
• The proposal would enable the creation of a playing field for industry and businesses by
providing uniform regulations for all operators putting FRCs and their products on the EU
market or exporting them from the EU.

Specific opportunities regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• Cerrado’s soy sector could grow without additional conversion of natural vegetation.
(Fishbein et al. 2019) In Argentina, Brazil and Paraguay, a huge amount of land classified as
pasture is unproductive to secure the ownership of the land. The recovery of 12 million
hectares of degraded pastures could generate additional production of 17.7 million bovines
while reducing the need for new agricultural land. (Feltran-Barbieri and Féres 2021) It might
be a business model for investment in the regeneration of degraded land and the purchase
of products from the land.
• Beef directed to the EU market is already tracked for sanitary reasons. Therefore, in Brazil a
registration and monitoring process for direct supply chains is already established. A demand from the EU to also monitor indirect supply chains to avoid deforestation would
build up the system to use it.
• In autumn 2022, elections will be held in Brazil, which could lead to a change in government. A new government could step up its efforts to support the implementation of zerodeforestation monitoring and control commitments.
• Argentina has ambitious preservation and sustainable use laws, such as the Ley de Bosques
(national ‘forest law’) that preserves 80% of current forest cover in the country. The obligation through the regulation for companies importing into the EU to comply with the national legislation of producing countries could strengthen the governance structures of
those countries.
• In the coalition agreement, the new German government commits to legally binding regulations that prevent the import of products and raw materials associated with deforestation.
It also supports the EU COM's proposal for EU Regulation on deforestation-free products.
(SPD, Bündnis90/Die Grünen, FDP 2021)
• The EU is a Party to the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and has
made several international commitments to halt biodiversity loss worldwide (among others
the SDGs 14 and 15, the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES), the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS). (European Commission n.d.) Ending deforestation in EU supply chains could contribute significantly to the protection of biodiversity, as deforestation is a major cause of biodiversity loss. (European
Commission 2020)

17

Halting deforestation in EU agricultural supply chains

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

Threats
• Restricting the requirements to certain commodities may lead to a shift in demand towards
less efficient commodities that consume more land, which could lead to further deforestation. (Khalid 2020)
• FRCs could be imported via countries with weaker regulations. From there, they could be imported into the EU, thus circumventing EU regulation. Trade diversion would then not lead to
a change in the production patterns of FRCs, but merely to a shift in export destinations.
• The implementation of the EU Timber Regulation (EUTR) showed that a lack of consciousness for the regulation at customs and inadequate resources cause difficulties in controlling
imports. There is a risk of the legislative EU COM proposal being watered down by the European Council (EC) and thus losing effectiveness. For example, the certification mechanism
could be more integrated and thus partially replace due diligence. There is also a risk that
commodities such as soy cake will be removed from the regulation annexes, which would
leave unaddressed an important driver of ecosystem destruction.

Specific threats regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• Difficulties might occur in implementing deforestation-free supply chains, as forest and human rights protection governance in Brazil in particular, but also in Argentina, is still weak.
(Ocaña 2020) Currently even illegal deforestation and land grabbing is rarely punished or
avoided. (Variety of authors 2021) Ecosystems such as the Gran Chaco are already 25%
converted for agricultural use. (The Nature Conservancy n.d.) Similar developments can be
observed in other ecosystems, such as the Pantanal, whose native vegetation could be extinguished by 2050 at current rates of development. (WWF n.d.)

3.2.1 Recommendations
The EU COM’s proposal for an EU Regulation on deforestation-free commodities opens up opportunities to limit deforestation in Mercosur by limiting the placing of deforestation-linked commodities
on the EU market. Serious weaknesses and loopholes could, however, significantly reduce the effectiveness of the regulation. Therefore, several improvements and specifications are necessary.
It is important that the regulation also covers, from the start, the protection of ecosystems with high
environmental value beyond narrowly defined ‘forests’, and that it applies to all commodities that are
highly associated with deforestation, degradation of natural forests and conversion and degradation
of other natural ecosystems, including rubber, poultry and maize. (WWF 2021b)
Additionally, the legislation should contain clear provisions to protect the rights of Indigenous peoples and local communities and be based on international standards of human rights such as the
United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights and OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises. It should respect customary property rights and guarantee free, prior and informed consent (FPIC). (WWF 2021b) Comprehensive due diligence including risk assessment and if
necessary risk mitigation should be independent of the countries from which companies source their
commodities and apply to companies of all sizes. If all companies were made legally responsible for
complying with the due diligence and risk assessment obligations, regardless of whether a product
comes from a country of origin generally classified as low or high risk, this would ensure a level playing field. (WWF 2021b) This would not create an unnecessary burden, as the risk assessment for
commodities where the risk is indeed low should be easy and straightforward.
18
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Country benchmarking, after countries undergo a three-stage risk assessment, should include additional aspects in order to be effective. These should include, for example, land ownership rights, corruption and the implementation of existing agreements between the EU and the producer country.
Furthermore, there should be no ‘simplified due diligence’ for market participants and no ‘low risk
category’ in the benchmarking, as this might weaken the effectiveness of the legislation. Due diligence should apply to risk raw materials from all countries of origin.
Implementation of the EU Timber Regulation (EUTR) has shown that compliance can only be expected
if penalties are proportionate and dissuasive. The EU regulation on deforestation-free products must
include effective prosecution and must specify the fines to provide deterrence. Effective implementation also requires public transparency in product information and enforcement controls in all EU member states. Certification should not be used to exempt companies from their legal due diligence obligations. However, it could be used as part of a company's risk assessment and mitigation.
Third parties should be given a legal claim in the case of impairment due to deforestation or forest
degradation. Civil liability and access to justice is important in order to create the possibility of compensation in case of damage.
The reporting requirements are not sufficient as they exclude small and medium-sized enterprises
and there is the possibility of reporting under other legislation. Due diligence reporting is an important tool for monitoring compliance with the regulation. Therefore, all companies should report
in accordance with the new legislation.
The Regulation on deforestation-free products should further lay down rules imposing due diligence
obligations on financial institutions that operate in the EU. These rules should ensure that the financial
and banking sector in the EU is not directly causing or contributing to deforestation, forest degradation,
conversion or degradation of natural ecosystems and human rights abuses. (Greepeace European Union 2020)
Implementation of the EU Taxonomy Regulation and the future Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (see chapter 6 on Sustainable finance) could complement and support this legislative initiative on deforestation.
With its regulation, the EU must also signal its willingness to contribute to the design and implementation of incentive mechanisms for partner countries that are going to be necessary to help fund the
transition to deforestation-free supply chains. Incentive mechanisms include political dialogue and
technical cooperation to enhance sustainable forest governance in producer countries.

3.2.2 Stakeholders with influence on the approach
European Commission (EU COM): The EU COM’s Directorate-General for Environment (DG ENV) was
the lead DG for the impact assessment and the proposal on ‘Minimising the risk of deforestation and
forest degradation associated with commodities placed on the EU market’. During the impact assessment process representatives of several other Directorate Generals (among others DG TRADE, JUST,
GROW, AGRI, etc.) met five times within an inter-service group to provide input for the evaluation.
(European Commission 2021c)
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European Parliament (EP): The EP is organising hearings and meetings with stakeholders and discussing the proposal within the Committee on Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI). In
2020, Delara Burkhardt (S&D, Germany) was appointed ENVI committee rapporteur on this legislation. Since November 2021, she has accompanied the legislative proposal as shadow rapporteur.
Now, Christophe Hansen (EPP, Luxemburg) is new ENVI committee rapporteur on the legislation.
Council of the European Union: The Agriculture and Fisheries (AgriFish) Council and the Environment
(Envi) Council are responsible for discussing the legislative proposal within the Council of the EU,
which is comprised of representatives of all 27 member states. As with all legislative proposals, Council and EP will have to find a consensus and ultimately adopt the regulation. The French government
has stated that ending imported deforestation will be a priority issue during the French Council presidency in the first half of 2022. (Ministère de l´Europe et des Affaires Étrangères 2021) France will set
up an ad hoc working group with members of the AgriFish and Envi Council.
Non-governmental organisations: More than 180 NGOs, (Together4Forests 2022) mostly from Europe but also from producer countries, including Client Earth, Greenpeace, DUH, Conservation International Europe, Environmental Investigation Agency, Fern, WWF and Global Witness support the
campaign #together4forests. More than 1 million people took part in the campaign in November
2020, calling for a strong new EU law to protect the world's forests and other ecosystems through a
public consultation. The public consultation was the second most popular in the EU's history. This
shows the strong public support behind the initiative.

3.2.3 Current status and timeline
The legislative proposal published by the EU COM on 17 November 2021 currently must go through
the ordinary legislative procedure and must be formally adopted by both the EP and the Council of
the European Union. Both bodies may propose amendments. The agreement on the text can take up
to two years. (Liboreiro 2022)
If adopted, the regulation will provide for a transitional period during which traders and operators
would have 12 months to put in place appropriate due diligence systems and to submit due diligence declarations before placing the commodities concerned on, or exporting them from, the EU
market. This transition period would be extended to 24 months for micro-enterprises. (European
Commission 2021a)
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4.1 What is the EU Sustainable Corporate
Governance initiative?
Burning factories, dam breaks at mining sides, deforested land and child labour on plantations: catastrophic conditions in the value chains of companies are widespread, especially at the beginning of
global value chains. The COVID-19 pandemic has further exposed and highlighted the fragilities and
inequities in these global chains. The European Commission (EU COM) is working on a Sustainable
Corporate Governance initiative that intends to address these problems by introducing mandatory
human rights and environmental due diligence standards for companies. (Business & Human Rights
Ressource Center 2020)
Due diligence is a continuous, risk-based process through which companies must effectively identify,
prevent and mitigate actual and potential adverse impacts in their operations and along their value
chains and business relationships. They must also track the effectiveness of their response and account for how they address the identified adverse impacts (see Figure 1). (United Nations 2011)
Figure 1: Six steps of the due diligence process

Source: Germanwatch, based on OECD (2018), OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Business Conduct.

In February 2020, the results of a study arranged by the EU COM affirmed that voluntary measures
have so far proved to be vastly insufficient and that there is an urgent need for regulatory action at
EU level. (British Institute of International and Comparative Law 2020) Meanwhile EU member states
France, the Netherlands (on child labour), and most recently Germany have adopted legislation on
mandatory due diligence; other member states are also considering the adoption of such legislation,
including Austria, Belgium, Finland and Luxembourg.
In April 2020, the EU Commissioner for Justice, Didier Reynders, committed to a legislative initiative
in this regard. About a year later, in March 2021, the European Parliament (EP) followed up with a
legislative initiative procedure (INL) setting out its expectations for legislation to be developed by the
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EU COM. (European Parliament 2021a) After several delays, the respective EU COM proposal is now
expected to be presented on 23 February 2022.
The EU already regulates product-specific due diligence requirements through the Conflict Minerals
Regulation, the Timber Regulation and the Anti-Torture Regulation, amongst others. The recently
proposed Regulation on deforestation-free products will also set product-specific requirements. The
upcoming Sustainable Corporate Governance legislation is set to define due diligence obligations
across sectors building on the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights and the OECD
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises.

4.2 SWOT analysis
To what extent can the EU Sustainable Corporate Governance initiative contribute to reducing
deforestation in global supply chains?
The Sustainable Corporate Governance initiative is aimed at addressing, inter alia, business's adverse
impacts on human rights and the environment in global supply chains. It is not designed to specifically
deal with product-related deforestation. However, deforestation is one of the major risks that companies, such as agricultural businesses, are facing in their supply chains and therefore would have to address and mitigate as required under the initiative. In fact, the EP, in its legislative report, states that environmental impacts "should include, but should not be limited to, production of waste, diffuse pollution and greenhouse emissions that lead to a global warming of more than 1.5°C above pre-industrial
levels, deforestation, and any other impact on the climate, air, soil and water quality, the sustainable use
of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems". (European Parliament 2021a, 20)
The contribution of the future EU Sustainable Corporate Governance legislation to reducing deforestation highly depends on the applied definition of environmental due diligence. As the EU COM's
proposal has not yet been published, the SWOT analysis in this chapter is primarily based on the recommendations of the EP's legislative report. The upcoming EU COM proposal will have to be negotiated between the EP, the EU COM and the Council, i.e. the member states. Political compromises will
have to be found. These will inevitably affect the strengths and weaknesses described below.

Strengths
• According to the EP's suggestions, the upcoming legislation should be broad in scope and
possibly cover all large EU undertakings, including the financial sector. The EP is also proposing that it covers "publicly listed small and medium-sized undertakings and high-risk
small and medium-sized undertakings" (European Parliament 2021a, no 9) and non-EU
companies that are active on the internal market. This would allow for a comprehensive
horizontal approach in the legislation.
• With regard to the scope of the due diligence obligation, the legislation should cover the
entire value chain. (European Parliament 2021a, no 7) The horizontal scope of the obligation should be an important strength of the upcoming instrument and contribute to its effectiveness as it counteracts a shift of problems and loopholes that would be connected to
placing obligations on a number of defined products only.
• Concerning the definition of environmental impacts, the EP is suggesting that the legislation
should cover the "production of waste, diffuse pollution and greenhouse emissions that lead
to a global warming of more than 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels, deforestation, and any
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other impact on the climate, air, soil and water quality, the sustainable use of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems". (European Parliament 2021a, no 23 Annex to the resolution) This definition would require companies to address adverse impacts in their value
chains relating to deforestation and the loss of biodiversity. The legislative report generally
stresses that the enjoyment of human rights depends on the preservation of biodiversity as
the foundation of ecosystem services. (European Parliament 2021a, no 5) A definition that includes deforestation and adverse impacts on biodiversity makes it possible for companies to
collectively address these problems against ongoing pressures on prices.
• Due diligence implies that relevant stakeholders, including Indigenous communities, are involved and the legislative report explicitly mentions that such involvement is "conducted in accordance with international human rights standards, such as the United Nations Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, including free, prior and informed consent and Indigenous peoples’ right to self-determination". (European Parliament 2021a, no 19 and 39)
• With regard to enforcement, the upcoming legislation should, according to the European
Parliament (EP) and as previously announced by the EU COM, include a civil liability regime
and an administrative enforcement mechanism via national authorities. A combination of
both instruments would allow for a strong enforcement of the obligations.
• The Sustainable Corporate Governance initiative could bring about positive changes on the
ground. Production workers benefit from improved working conditions when companies
are obliged to comply with social and environmental standards. Workers in a factory are
better off in terms of their health if the factory complies with mandatory emissions standards and, for example, is required to install an exhaust filter.

Specific strengths regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• Concerning the scope of the upcoming legislation, the due diligence obligations apply to
major German and EU feed producers if companies with more than 500 employees are
covered.

Weaknesses
• The effectiveness of the upcoming sustainable corporate governance legislation in addressing environmental damages depends to a large extent on the definition thereof. If references to deforestation and biodiversity are missing in the definition of environmental due
diligence in the final proposal, there is a risk that many companies will not act upon it and
will fail to address these risks in their supply chain.
• With regard to potential weakness in the enforcement of the legislation, Parliament "underlines that such authorities should be provided with sufficient resources and powers to realize their mission; considers that the EU COM should set up a European due diligence network to be responsible for, together with the national competent authorities, the coordination and convergence of regulatory, investigative, enforcement and supervisory practices,
and the sharing of information and to monitor the performance of national competent authorities". (European Parliament 2021a, no 23) A law without sanctions is a mere paper tiger
and remains ineffective.
• Companies can prioritise risks and the actual and potential adverse impacts they address in
their supply chains according to the severity and likelihood of adverse impact. However,
prioritisation is only relevant where it is not possible to address all potential and actual adverse impacts immediately and should be based on a comprehensive risk assessment undertaken at the outset.
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• A company’s due diligence obligation should not be simply passed on to producers in the
supply chain, without the mother company fulfilling its own due diligence obligation
properly.

Specific weaknesses regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• None.

Opportunities
• The COVID-19 pandemic has exposed the fragilities and inequities in global value chains,
and as a result some companies are becoming more aware of the importance of reliable
and sustainable relationships with their suppliers.
• Further pressure for companies to act and improve corporate accountability in global value
chains arises through stricter criteria that financial institutions are applying (compare chapter 6 in this paper).
• There are developments in several countries addressing human rights and environmental
due diligence in legislation, such as in the 2017 French Law on the Duty of Vigilance, the
German Supply Chain Act adopted in June 2021 and the Norwegian Due Diligence Law
from 2021. In the Netherlands, Finland, Luxembourg, Belgium and Austria there are parliamentary processes ongoing or awaiting action from the EU COM. These legislative developments increase the pressure on the EU COM to act. Moreover, there is the so-called
treaty process at the United Nations negotiating an international approach to due diligence.

Specific opportunities regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• In November 2021 the EU COM put forward a proposal on deforestation-free product supply chains and there has been much debate and voluntary pledges around this issue lately.
A future sustainable corporate governance proposal could complement these EU legislative
efforts and set the benchmark for human rights and environmental due diligence across
different sectors.

Threats
• Despite the poor results voluntary approaches have shown (see chapter 7), major business
associations are continuing to strongly lobby against mandatory obligations and sound enforcement, including liability. They have political allies in the EU COM and among member
states and could therefore try to water down an effective proposal on sustainable corporate governance.
• The price pressure in international competition on certain products continues to pose a
challenge for business when changing their pricing policies in global value chains.

Specific threats regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• None.
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4.2.1 Recommendations
The upcoming Sustainable Corporate Governance proposal should be seen as part of a package to
provide the framework for responsible corporate behaviour in global value chains and for addressing
environmental damages, such as deforestation. It could set a benchmark for human rights and environmental due diligence that would affect not only the European market but all businesses directly
or indirectly involved in this market, as well as their business relationships. In order to provide an effective framework for business activities, it should address the following four points.
First, environmental due diligence must be well defined. Since, unlike in the human rights field, there
is not a comprehensive body of internationally recognised environmental standards covering all environmental impacts, the EU COM must provide a definition of adverse impacts that must be addressed by environmental due diligence, These should include, as a minimum, the types of impacts
the EP is suggesting (see above) as well as obligations on companies to account for their climate
change impacts by covering all three scopes of emissions defined by the Greenhouse Gas Protocol.
(World Business Council on Sustainable Development 2004)
Second, the due diligence obligation should cover the entire value chain. Across sectors, the risks for
adverse human rights and environmental impacts are not to be found with first-tier suppliers only.
For legislation to be effective, it needs to require companies to address these risks wherever they occur in global value chains, which may frequently be at the very beginning of these chains, as is the
case with deforestation.
Third, the upcoming legislation must strengthen the rights of people affected and enable them to
claim compensation before European courts if a company has not fulfilled its due diligence obligations. In this context, the EP stresses the need for access to effective legal remedies. Such effective
remedies imply that the "burden of proof would be shifted from a victim to an undertaking to prove
that an undertaking did not have control over a business entity involved in the human rights abuse"
and that the limitation period for bringing civil liability claims is reasonable. (European Parliament
2021a, no. 26, no. 53 Annex to the Resolution)
Fourth, the scope of the upcoming legislation should include small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) if their main field of activity is in a risk sector, such as the food industry. According to the
United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, all companies should assume responsibility for human rights in their supply chains. Some SMEs are already systematically addressing
human rights, for instance in industry initiatives such as the Fair Wear Foundation. It is important to
include high-risk SMEs, because the severity of the adverse impact on human rights and the environment does not depend on the size of company, but rather on its business activities.

4.2.2 Stakeholders with influence on the approach
European Commission (EU COM): Responsibility for the Sustainable Corporate Governance initiative lies
with the Commissioner for Justice, Didier Reynders, and the Commissioner for the Internal Market,
Thierry Breton. Commission Vice-President for Values and Transparency, Věra Jourová, is overseeing
the work. Initially, the Commissioner for Justice was leading the development of the file and had positioned himself towards ambitious legislation that would address many of the aspects mentioned above.
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In late spring 2021 Thierry Breton was appointed as co-lead on the file. Among the commissioners, the
design of the proposal has been the subject of controversy in recent months. It remains to be seen
what the upcoming legislation, for which the first proposal has been delayed until at least February
2022, will look like.
European Parliament (EP): The EP’s position has been described in more detail above. The main part
of the work carried out so far has been taking place within the Committee on Legal Affairs. Crucial to
discussions on the file will be whether or not consensus on effective legislation can be reached
across party boundaries, as was largely the case with the legislative report in spring 2021.
EU member states: It is unclear as of yet what the majority position will be in the Council. Some
member states have national legislation in place that they want to uphold, like the French government, or that they are holding back as they wait for the EU proposal, such as the Dutch, Finnish or
Austrian governments. The Dutch government has presented ambitious building blocks for future EU
legislation in November and is pushing the EU COM in that regard. (Government of the Netherlands
2021) The new German government has committed to effective EU legislation based on the UN
Guiding Principles and indirectly recognised that the European proposal must go further than, and
thus possibly improve, German law. (SPD, Bündnis 90/ Die Grünen, FDP 2021) Eastern European
countries are not yet committed and remain observant in relation to the initiative.
Business associations: Some business associations had been arguing against the development of a
national supply chain act in Germany or the Netherlands, claiming that it would take pan-European
legislation to address the problem and create a level playing field. Now that there is an EU process
ongoing, they are attempting to influence the upcoming EU legislation in their favour, especially with
regard to the scope and enforcement mechanisms of the future directive.
Trade unions and civil society organisations: Trade unions and NGOs working on human rights and
the environment have been actively pushing the EU COM to address the adverse human rights and
environmental impacts in global value chains. They have succeeded in having it put on the agenda
of the current Commission and are trying to keep up the pressure on developing an effective legal
framework that would strengthen the rights of people affected and also hold companies accountable
and liable for damages in their value chains.

4.2.3 Current status and timeline
The EU COM is expected to present its Sustainable Corporate Governance proposal on 23 February
2022. Afterwards, the proposal will be discussed by the Council of the EU under the French, Czech
and Swedish presidencies in 2022 and 2023. It will be debated within the EP, and reports and
amendments will be drafted starting from summer 2022 onwards. Depending on how the negotiations between EP, Council and EU COM develop, the legislation could be finalised in 2024. The Commissioner of Justice, Didier Reynders, has previously stated that he would like to see the legislation
being adopted before the European elections in spring 2024. In the most probable case that the
Sustainable Corporate Governance initiative becomes a directive, member states would be obliged
to create or adapt their national legislation to meet the aims of the directive within a defined
timeframe. Member states might have until 2026 to transfer the directive into national legislation,
with a possible additional transition period until, for example, 2027.
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5.1 What is a reform of EU trade agreements?
Recent scientific publications confirm that free trade agreements are an important factor for agricultural land expansion and deforestation. (Raza 2020)
The European Commission (EU COM) regularly reviews EU trade policy and practices to address current challenges, for example the COVID-19 pandemic or the climate crisis. The new EU COM headed
by Ursula von der Leyen published its new trade strategy entitled An Open, Sustainable and Asser-

tive Trade Policy (European Commission 2021b) in February 2021.
Since 2011, the European Union’s free trade agreements (FTAs) include Trade and Sustainable Development (TSD) chapters that address specific environmental aspects and labour rights. This includes
climate targets and conventions of the International Labour Organization (ILO). The EU Vietnam FTA
for example contains specific provisions on the promotion of sustainable forestry. (Raza 2020) Until
now, however, EU FTAs exempted commitments made in TSD chapters from binding dispute settlement mechanisms, making them difficult to enforce. Disputes regarding commitments made in the
TSD were at most addressed by expert panels tasked with issuing a report and making recommendations for dispute resolutions.
The EU COM’s new trade strategy promises to support the green transition towards more sustainable trade aligned with the objectives of the European Green Deal (EGD). The overarching objective of
the EGD is the transition towards a climate neutral, resource efficient and resilient economy and fair
society by 2050. (European Commission 2021b) The EU’s roadmap to achieve the EGD foresees the
adoption of measures to halt deforestation in supply chains. These include forthcoming legislation
on deforestation-free commodities (see chapter 3) and sustainable corporate governance (see chapter 4) and it advocates considering the respect of the Paris Climate Agreement as an essential element in future trade agreements. (European Commission 2019c)

The EU Mercosur agreement
After 20 years of negotiation, the EU and Mercosur concluded negotiations for a bilateral FTA on 28
June 2019. Import tariffs and export taxes are to be gradually eliminated or significantly reduced. The
EU Mercosur FTA is part of a larger Association Agreement (AA), which, as well as trade, is about cooperation and political dialogue between the two blocks. (European Commission 2019d)
The EU Mercosur FTA contains a TSD chapter which commits the parties to “promote, as appropriate
and with their prior informed consent, the inclusion of forest-based local communities and Indigenous peoples in sustainable supply chains of timber and non-timber forest products” and to “implement measures to combat illegal logging and related trade”. It also commits parties to “exchange
information on trade-related initiatives on sustainable forest management, forest governance and on
the conservation of forest cover”. (European Commission 2019e)
While an ‘agreement in principle’ has been reached, some details related to the FTA are still being
negotiated. In particular, the EU is attempting to secure additional commitments related to climate
and environmental protection, without reopening the main text. While it would be politically challenging to renegotiate the text of the agreement itself, it is legally possible up until its final ratification by the European Parliament (EP), Council of the European Union, parliaments of the EU member
29

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

states (if the FTA remains part of a broader Association Agreement) and Mercosur countries. (Montevideo Portal 2021)

5.2 SWOT analysis
To what extent can a reform of EU trade agreements contribute to reducing deforestation in
global supply chains?
In the following, we identify Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) of the EU’s
current trade policy in establishing deforestation-free supply chains. Specifically, the EU Mercosur
Agreement and its possible effectiveness to reduce demand-driven deforestation in EU agricultural
supply chains are subject of the SWOT analysis.

Strengths
• Trade agreements could define mandatory sustainability criteria for forest-risk commodities
(FRCs) traded between the partners, for example human rights and ecosystem protection
measures. Mandatory sustainability criteria include, for example, transparency and traceability in supply chains.
• FRCs from sustainable production could be promoted by giving them better market access
through lower tariffs.
• The EU proposes to include “the respect of the Paris Agreement” as an essential element in
future trade agreements and a commitment to “prioritise effective implementation of the
Convention on Biological Diversity in trade and investment agreements”. (European Commission 2021) An ‘essential elements clause’ on deforestation-free supply could provide the
legal basis for restrictive trade measures where there are serious violations of the clause.
(Müller 2020)
• Trade agreements could incorporate a country’s commitment as submitted in its Nationally
Determined Contributions (NDCs) to shift from carbon-intensive industries and supply
chains that cause deforestation to green industries free of degradation to ecosystems or
forests.
• Recent EU trade agreements contain a greater number and level of comprehensiveness of
provisions relating to sustainable forestry or trade in forest products. (Raza et al. 2020)

Specific strengths regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• The EU-Mercosur Association Agreement considers the protection of human rights as an
essential element. If a party violates an essential element, the other party has the right to
take immediate appropriate measures, which may lead to a partial or full abandonment of
the agreement. (Greenpeace Netherlands n.d.)
• The Trade and Sustainable Development (TSD) chapter of the EU Mercosur Agreement:
o promotes due diligence within supply chains, including support of public and private
initiatives to halt deforestation; (European Commission 2019e)
o commits each Party to effectively implement the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Paris Climate Agreement; (European Commission
2019 Art. 6(2)(a))
o obliges both trade parties to implement measures to combat illegal logging and related
trade. (European Commission 2019 Art. 8(2)(c))
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Weaknesses
• Although recent EU trade agreements contain more provisions with greater detail relating
to sustainable forestry or trade in forest products, these are so far only “essentially of a best
endeavours nature”. (Raza et al. 2020) In cases of non-compliance with sustainable development provisions, only cooperation and settlement through dialogue are foreseen. (Müller 2020) Trade measures are not an option, as the normal state-to-state dispute settlement mechanism is not applicable for these provisions.
• Land conversion in South America to meet the global demand for beef and soy will continue to rise. (Climate Focus 2020) Trade agreements with deforestation-free supply chain
commitments would only address trading partners. Other demand markets are not addressed by trade policy alignment.

Specific weaknesses regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• Increased trade with FRCs frequently leads to an expansion of agricultural areas and
thereby often to deforestation. The Agreement would reduce or eliminate export tariffs on
soybean products from Mercosur, which reduces costs and therefore increases demand for
soy as animal feed and biofuels in the EU. The amount of beef from Mercosur that can enter the EU market tariff-free is expanded by 99,000 tons per year. (Czaplicki Cabezas et al.
2019) Hence, liberalisation commitments risk an increase of between 122,000 and 260,000
hectares in Mercosur countries, especially in areas adjacent to Indigenous lands. (Aguiar et
al. 2020)
• The TSD chapter is excluded from the Free Trade Agreement’s dispute settlement mechanism. Any disputes with regard to its provisions will only be discussed by a panel of experts
issuing a report with recommendations. Trade sanctions in the event of a breach of commitments by a party mechanism are not possible. (European Commission 2019e)
• Environmental and climate protection are not defined as essential elements of the Free
Trade Agreement. Hence, there is no legal basis for appropriate measures abandoning the
treaty in case of non-compliance with the Paris Climate Agreement or with commitments
on deforestation.
• TSD provisions for applying the right to free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) before
adopting a measure that might affect Indigenous and local communities or other respective international agreements on the rights of Indigenous people are not obligatory.
• The commitment to take measures against illegal logging and deforestation in the TSD
chapter does not define the type of measures to be taken or which legal standards are
used to determine whether deforestation is illegal. Therefore, it would be difficult to clearly
identify a violation of this commitment.

Opportunities
• EU requirements for imports have the potential to influence standards in other markets. If
the EU imports only products that provide information on their origin and deforestationfree supply chains, other consumer markets could have better access to this information.
This would make it easier to adopt similar policies against deforestation in other supply
chains.
• Trade agreements that restrict EU imports to deforestation-free products could generally
put pressure on producer governments to include measures against deforestation on the
political agenda and to improve the transparency of supply chains. (Pereira 2021)
• Leading economies, including the EU and China, as well as Mercosur countries made a
commitment to end deforestation by 2030 during COP 26. This could strengthen the legitimacy of binding anti-deforestation provisions in trade agreements.
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Specific opportunities regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• The EU-Mercosur Agreement has not yet been ratified, and renegotiations to include binding measures against deforestation are still possible. Recent political developments have
improved the chances of incorporating more effective anti-deforestation provisions.
• Brazilian Congress, civil society and some in the business sector, the latter pressured by international trade partners, have expressed resistance to the weakening of environmental
and social rights under the government of Jair Bolsonaro. (Müller 2020) In the upcoming
elections in Brazil (October 2022) former president Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva is leading in
polls. Da Silva is in favour of renegotiating the EU-Mercosur Agreement (France 24 2021)
and has a good record on reducing deforestation during his previous terms in office.
• Uruguay makes a commitment in its NDC to maintain 100% of native forest area by 2025
and seeks to reverse degradation processes and preserve at least 50% of the peatland
area. In its NDC, Paraguay states its aim to strengthen resilient ecosystems, use naturebased solutions, and expand nature protection areas and sustainable agricultural protection. These measures could contribute to deforestation-free supply chains from those two
countries. (DNCC/MADES 2021)
• Argentina’s government is interested in maintaining the export tax on soy products because of its importance to government revenues. Export taxes hinder exports.
• Mercosur countries are interested in protecting industrial sectors such as the automotive
industry from European imports through trade barriers. This offers opportunities to make
trade concessions to Mercosur in exchange for ensuring deforestation-free supply chains.
• In its coalition agreement, the new German government has included a political declaration
of intent that it will not ratify the EU-Mercosur Agreement until Mercosur countries commit
to legally binding commitments on environmental, social and human rights protections
that can be implemented and verified, and also only after concluding a practically enforceable supplementary agreement on the protection and conservation of existing forest areas.
(SPD, BÜNDNIS 90/DIE GRÜNEN, FDP 2021)

Threats
• If trade restrictions are imposed only on goods originated from illegal logging under national law, producing countries could expand the definition of legal logging and consider
legal deforestation of areas deemed environmentally or socially problematic. Deforestation
could thus increase. If trade restrictions target only net deforestation, native forest could be
cleared by offsetting forest loss elsewhere through reforestation.
• Experience from other EU bilateral agreements shows that so far the EU has not used the
clause to suspend trade preferences after a violation of an essential element in the area of
human and labour rights under any of its trade agreements. (Zamfir 2019)
• Political conflicts, corruption and financing shortages hamper the implementation of environmental and human rights protection measures in producer countries. Sustainable forest
governance requires continuous efforts in capacity building, communication and investments (public and private).

Specific threats regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• Reducing EU imports of problematic commodities linked with deforestation could lead to a
redirection of trade of those same commodities to regions with far lower environmental
standards.
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• The NDCs of Brazil, Paraguay and Argentina contain only weak commitments to halt deforestation. Brazil’s commitment to strengthening policies and measures to achieve zero illegal deforestation by 2030 in the Brazilian Amazonia in its updated NDC has been removed
and does not include any forest conservation targets or measures. (UNFCCC 2016) Argentina’s NDC submitted in 2021, recognises that the reduction in emissions from the forestry
and other land use sectors is attributable to a drastic reduction in deforestation. It does not
contain any concrete goals or measures against deforestation. (Argentina Presidencia 2021)
Paraguay's commitment to effective control of deforestation was deleted in its latest NDC.
(DNCC/MADES 2021)
• If the trading parties negotiate commitments on deforestation, compliance with the Paris
Agreement and labour standards, protection of protected areas and Indigenous areas as
part of a legally binding additional agreement, the substance of the initial agreement remains unchanged. This would carry the risk of contradictions and incoherence between
both of the agreements, and a binding state-state dispute settlement for FPIC commitments would be impossible. (Hoffmann and Krajewski 2021)
• If environmental standards must be met according to national law, there are considerable
doubts as to whether the current Brazilian legal system and implementation can prevent
deforestation to an adequate extent. The current administration in Brazil lacks commitment
to nature conservation and actively dismantles commercial due diligence and command
and control mechanisms in the environmental arena by cutting funds from federal environmental protection agencies. (Müller 2021)
• The agreement is not congruent with important international agreements and conventions
on sustainable development, e.g. the Paris Agreement on climate protection. This would
question the EU’s international credibility with regard to its role as international climate
protection leader.

5.2.1 Recommendations
Until today, the EU’s trade policy has not been appropriately aligned with the EGD and does not ensure deforestation-free supply chains. TSD chapters of EU trade agreements provide for environmental and labour commitments, but enforcement mechanisms that ensure compliance on both
sides are missing. (Van’t Wout 2021)
To ensure deforestation-free supply chains, the EU should adopt regulatory measures to restrict
market access to deforestation-free declared FRCs combined with incentive mechanisms to support
producers in their transition to sustainable and deforestation-free production. (Khalid 2020) This
should include legally binding commitments specifically addressing sustainable production of FRCs,
obligations on all operators and investors to adhere to due diligence standards, and commitments
by the EU to provide technical and financial assistance for the transition towards sustainable production of FRCs and the implementation of verifiable and effective forest conservation policies. For this,
producing and importing parties need to agree on common forest and sustainable production definitions (adapted to each biome) and on cut-off dates after which deforestation is not allowed.
Trading parties should commit to core international agreements on human and labour rights such as
the ILO conventions. To ensure that communities affected by the production of FRCs for the European market are heard, new EU trade agreements should contain an obligation for effective implementation of FPIC.
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Future trade agreements should include essential element clauses on compliance with the Paris Climate Agreement and on provisions concerning illegal deforestation and the establishment of deforestation-free supply chains. The introduction of a binding state-state dispute settlement with respect
to the sustainable development provisions is necessary. As international trade has the potential to
add to negative environmental impacts such as deforestation and ecosystem degradation (Balogh
2020), sustainable development commitments of the trading parties must be incorporated into all
chapters of a trade agreement, not just in a standalone TSD chapter. (Hoffmann and Krajewski 2021)
Incentive mechanisms for promoting deforestation-free supply chains could involve:
-

preferential tariff rates conditional upon improvements in sustainable production;

-

technical cooperation to improve forest governance and due diligence in supply chains;

-

financial incentives for maintaining and improving forests and other natural ecosystems
with major contributions to carbon sequestration and biodiversity. (Raza 2020)

Furthermore, the World Trade Organization (WTO) must be aligned to climate protection instruments such as the Paris Climate Agreement and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). This
would avoid legal conflicts between sustainability provisions in regional and bilateral agreements
outlined above and would increase policy space for countries to support sustainability objectives.
(Müller 2020)

Conclusions on the contribution of the negotiated EU Mercosur Agreement to avoid deforestation
Legally, the EU Mercosur FTA is hardly suitable for strengthening forest protection and will rather increase the risk of deforestation by driving FRC trade. The FTA has serious shortcomings regarding
environmental and human rights protection associated with deforestation. These shortcomings can
only be remedied through renegotiation of the trade part. It must include a binding enforcement of
the TSD chapter with clear sustainability obligations, effective implementation measures and an applicable dispute settlement mechanism. The EU Mercosur Agreement should be supplemented by
binding due diligence obligations on forest protection, the protection of natural ecosystems and the
protection of human rights. The sustainable development commitments of the parties should be incorporated into all chapters of the FTA, e.g. by defining climate targets as essential elements. (Hoffmann and Krajewski 2021)
Implementation of the EU Mercosur FTA could be tied to a legally binding roadmap process with
quantifiable criteria and milestones as well as monitoring, cooperation and related incentive
measures to reduce the risk of non-compliance. (Hagemejer et al. 2021)
Even if the EU Mercosur FTA is renegotiated and, in the future, contains import restrictions for commodities produced on recently cleared land, further forests might be cleared for other markets.
Therefore, the area used for agricultural commodities for the EU should be kept small and the EU
should provide financial incentives and technical cooperation to reduce and eventually eliminate deforestation and land conversion. The EU should also enter a dialogue with other major importers of
FRCs on joint approaches to addressing deforestation.
Synergies between the FTA and the EU COM’s proposals for EU Regulation on deforestation-free
products (see chapter 3) and for a new law on corporate due diligence (see chapter 4) should be analysed in detail.
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5.2.2 Stakeholders with influence on the approach
European Commission (EU COM): EU trade policy falls within the exclusive competence of the
EU COM and applies to all EU member states. Directorate-General for Trade (DG TRADE) in the EU
COM develops and implements EU trade and investment policy. The EU COM’s work on trade policy
is informed by guidance provided by member states.
Council of the European Union: The Council consists of representatives of member states’ governments and decides on negotiation mandates and international agreements as well on trade policy
measures. The Council’s Trade Policy Committee assists the EU COM in trade agreement negotiations and advises it on trade policy. Ratification of EU trade agreements with third countries and legislative measures related to trade policy require approval by the Council of the EU and the European
Parliament.
European Parliament (EP): The EP’s Committee on International Trade (INTA) advises and monitors
trade policy and all matters concerning foreign economic policy. Together with the Council of the
EU, the EP ratifies EU trade agreements with third countries and legislative measures related to trade
policy.

Stakeholders with influence on the EU Mercosur Agreement:
Parliaments of EU member states: Because the EU Mercosur Association Agreement covers more
than trade issues (e.g. issues related to foreign policy, investment and intellectual property), EU
member states must also ratify the agreement. (Waitz et al. 2021) Various EU governments and parliaments (Belgium, France, Ireland, the Netherlands and Austria) have opposed the ratification of the
EU Mercosur FTA in its current form. One major impediment in finalising the ratification relates to
environmental issues.
National parliaments of Mercosur countries: National parliaments of the four Mercosur countries
must give their approval for the treaty to be ratified and implemented.
European Parliament (EP): The EP reiterated in October 2021 its position against the ratification of
the EU Mercosur Agreement, “as it stands since, inter alia, it does not ensure biodiversity protection,
in particular in the Amazon, nor does it bring guarantees as regards farming standards.” (European
Parliament 2021b)
Non-governmental organisations: Farmers’ associations and civil society groups from Mercosur and
the EU criticise the agreement because cheap agricultural imports endanger local agricultural production and the environment. The Stop EU-Mercosur Coalition, a transatlantic alliance against the EU
Mercosur FTA made up of more than 450 civil society organisations and social movements from the
EU and South America, launches petitions and writes open letters to stop ratification of the EU Mercosur FTA.
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5.2.3 Current status and timeline
Valdis Dombrovskis, European Commissioner for Trade and Climate, confirmed in November 2021 at
the 2021 United Nations climate change conference (COP26) that the EU will anchor the Paris Climate Agreement goals in future trade agreements. (Dombrovskis 2021)

EU Mercosur Agreement
In the last two years, negotiations have continued in order to reach agreement on sensitive pending
issues, for example geographical indications of food products on which the parties still have differences. By September 2021, the agreement texts had not gone through the legal scrubbing process
because negotiations on geographical indications had not yet been completed. After legal scrubbing, translation into the other 23 official languages will take place. A dialogue on addressing implementation of the Paris Climate Agreement and deforestation in particular is also ongoing. Furthermore, no decision has yet been taken on the legal framework of the agreement, i.e. whether the
agreement will be split to enable separate approval of the trade chapter. For the ratification of the
trade part only a qualified majority of the EU Council and approval by the EP is needed, but not approval by national parliaments. (Pineda 2021) As trade outside the EU is the exclusive responsibility of
the EU, member states do not have to vote on the trade part. (Waitz et al. 2021) On other issues
within the more comprehensive Association Agreement, such as foreign policy, investment or intellectual property, EU member states must have a vote. An Association Agreement including the trade
part must be approved unanimously by the Council of Ministers. If approved by the Council, the
agreement will be handed over for approval to the national parliaments of all EU member states.
(Hoffmann & Krajewski 2021) This process may take many years. Therefore, it is difficult to foresee
when a final agreement will be signed. (Montevideo Portal 2021)
As the French President Emmanuel Macron announced that he will not let this deal pass during his
presidency, it can be assumed that the EU Mercosur FTA will definitely not be approved by the
Council before the French elections in April 2022. (Moens and Leali 2021)
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6.1 What is sustainable finance?
The financial sector currently plays a key role in enabling extractive economic activities and the
production of commodities that result in deforestation, especially in Mercosur region. Globally active banks and institutional investors from the European Union (EU), the United Kingdom, the
United States and China indirectly earned an estimated $1.74 billion over five years (2015-2020)
through deforestation and environmental exploitation, according to a study by the non-governmental organisation (NGO) Global Witness (2021). Commercial and investment banks, asset managers and pension funds, private equity and insurance funds, all stand to provide finance to companies that operate and expand agricultural, forestry and mining businesses.
Banks and other financial institutions are intermediaries and capital distributors in the economic
cycle and therefore have no direct influence on a company’s business activities. However, they do
have a great deal of leverage in deciding what they finance. If a coal-fired power plant or an agricultural plantation that drives deforestation can no longer find a bank that will refinance them, or
only on very unfavourable terms, this indirect influence can play a major role in shaping business
activities. The expectation of reputational damage that comes with increased transparency and
obligations to assess and manage sustainability risks increase the pressure on financial institutions,
which they consequently pass on to their borrowers.
The EU’s financial sector as a whole could become a powerful force to help reduce deforestation.
This could be achieved through a set of financial regulations and guidelines summarised under
the term ‘sustainable finance’, which are not only or primarily concerned with deforestation, but a
broad set of sustainability goals. According to the EU COM’s Action Plan Financing Sustainable

Growth, adopted in March 2018, sustainable finance aims to shift capital flows towards sustainable
ends, achieve sustainable growth, and “assess and manage relevant financial risks stemming from
climate change, resource depletion, environmental degradation and social issues; and foster transparency and long-termism in financial and economic activity”. (JCESA 2020)
Since the publication of the action plan, the EU has begun to develop legislation on the different
elements of its sustainable finance strategy. The three most prominent of which are: the EU taxonomy, representing a classification system for sustainable activities; financial and non-financial institutions' disclosure about their financing or business activities; and institutions' risk management
systems, aligned with and based on the Taxonomy Regulation. The taxonomy, as a uniform and
credible standard, is expected to help increase transparency and comparability, avoid greenwashing, and ultimately (re)direct (private) financial flows towards green activities. In the process, financial and non-financial actors are exposed to (public) pressure to incur reputational damage by financing or engaging in unsustainable business practices (e.g. deforestation).
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Table 1: Three pillars of sustainable finance

TAXONOMY
•

The EU Taxonomy Regulation classifies sustainable activities (and specifies criteria and reporting requirements) for the purpose of sustainable finance. It applies to companies falling under
the scope of the Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFRD) and the proposed Corporate Sustainable Reporting Directive (CSRD), and to financial actors falling within the scope of the Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR, see below on these regulations/directives) – if
the financial product on offer promotes sustainable characteristics.

•

To be classified as environmentally sustainable, an economic activity must: 1) substantially
contribute to one of the EU´s environmental objectives; 2) do no harm to another (the ‘do no
harm criterion’); 3) comply with minimum safeguards; 4) and meet the technical screening criteria defined for each environmental objective and specified in separate Delegated Acts by
the European Commission (EU COM). This catalogue/positive list of sustainable economic activities can serve as a strong guidepost to shift financing decisions.

•

Companies will have to report on these indicators alongside their sustainability information
mandated by the CSRD.

•

At the time of writing this paper, a first delegated act for the two objectives of climate mitigation and climate adaptation has entered into force. A complementary climate delegated act
was adopted in February 2022 and is awaiting non-objection from co-legislators, in which
case it would become effective in the course of 2022. A further four objectives – one of them
being the protection and restoration of biodiversity and ecosystems – are planned to be defined within the next year.

DISCLOSURE
•

The EU COM’s NFRD requires large companies (with more than 500 employees) to publish
regular reports on the social and environmental impacts of their activities. It is currently on
course to be amended by the CSRD in 2022. This would result, among other things, in a wider
range of companies to which it applies (those with 250 or more employees and all listed companies).

•

The SFDR defines disclosure obligations for all financial market actors to show how they integrate sustainability risks in their decisions and how they report their strategy, objectives and
impacts accordingly.

RISK MANAGEMENT
•

The assessment and disclosure of businesses’ sustainability impacts and of the risk exposure
of financial assets lay the groundwork for effective risk management. Accordingly, the EU’s
SFDR requires public assessment and reporting of sustainability risks, recognising a double
materiality – that is, the risk of financial harm (e.g. how can climate change harm the business
model) and non-monetary but adverse impacts on sustainability (e.g. how can the business
model harm the climate). A given company’s business model could be subject to one, neither,
or both types of risks.

•

Without reliable, comparable and meaningful sustainability data from companies, investors
and banks will not be able to incorporate long-term sustainability risks into their decisionmaking – and thus redirect finance towards sustainable and future-proof investments.
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6.2 SWOT analysis
To what extent can Sustainable finance contribute to reducing deforestation in global supply
chains?
The EU’s Sustainable finance agenda encompasses several parts that stand – at the moment of writing this paper – at different stages of either the legislative process or implementation. On the one
hand, EU legislation on disclosure – i.e. Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFRD) and Sustainable
Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) – has reached legislative closure and entered a roll-out trajectory amid ongoing debate about necessary improvements. On the other hand, the content of the
taxonomy to classify sustainable economic activities remains unfinished and contentious. The main
part of the taxonomy to address the two climate objectives of mitigation and adaptation has entered
into force, while a complimentary delegated act concerning the climate-friendliness of nuclear and
fossil gas is awaiting the scrutiny and approval of both the European Council and Parliament. Meanwhile, the EU COM’s draft taxonomy to address the protection and restoration of biodiversity and
ecosystems is only expected in 2022.

Strengths
• Taxonomy – Holistic and transformative, could set standard to be copied: The EU’s action
plan recognises that the shift of capital flows towards more sustainable activities has to be
underpinned by a shared, holistic understanding of the environmental sustainability of activities and investments. Clear guidance on what qualifies as contributing to environmental
objectives would help inform investment decisions. If the EU taxonomy provides this guidance in a rigorous, coherent and ambitious form, and finds the unified backing of EU colegislators, it could send a strong message and set standards to be copied by other countries who are developing their own taxonomies. Furthermore, the scheduled review of the
taxonomy’s technical screening criteria has the potential to ensure the efficiency of this tool
in the long term.
• Taxonomy – Inverse indication of the ‘Do no significant harm criterion’ as clear signal: The
taxonomy has the potential to provide a rigorous framework to guide investment decisions
covering all six sustainability goals. Those activities not included would automatically be defined as non-sustainable – be it due to a lack of contribution to one sustainability goal or
the fact that other goals might receive significant harm. An important condition for the taxonomy’s positive effect is the ambitious and science-based definition of the underlying criteria (via the Commission Delegated Acts).
• Disclosure – Sweeping potential of mandatory practices that are standardised and highquality: Comparable and meaningful reporting (data) that is based on clear guidelines and
indicators, based on legally defined thresholds and criteria, would allow companies’ strategies and investors’ decisions to gradually converge with the EU’s sustainability goals, which
include the preservation of ecosystems and biodiversity affected by global supply chains.
Investment decision-making in particular could change at an escalating pace due to everhigher transparency. This would allow investors to better differentiate between companies’
activities and discriminate against non-transparent and potentially risk-burdened enterprise
activities.
• Transformative potential – Shifting finance (like Foreign Direct Investment) goes beyond
trade: Diverting finance from forest-risk commodities (FRC), e.g. in the Amazon region,
by stringent sustainability regulations for EU-based financial actors could reduce deforestation rates beyond what is embodied and accounted for by EU imports of FRC. There
is potential for significant influence on consumer goods companies, retailers and traders
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upstream in value chains (WWF 2021, p. 53) if the practices/activities covered by the EU
taxonomy were to apply in non-EU regions – including reporting directives to change financial flows.

Specific strengths regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• None.

Weaknesses
• Scope/applicability of reporting regulation: Some existing EU disclosure and reporting regulations currently apply only to a subset of the largest companies, thereby limiting their effectiveness. So far, they do not constitute a clear obligation to curb financing of businesses
and assets that result in deforestation (or other adverse environmental impacts).
• Disregard of non-financial materiality and long-term risks: Financial risks are prioritised in
assessment and disclosure stipulations over those risks that are material within the environmental/sustainability dimension and those that might only come to light in the mid or long
term. This results in the sustainability risk remaining invisible to corporate decision makers
and investors. A clear obligation to cover all three dimensions could alleviate this bias.
• Taxonomy without consequence: The taxonomy is initially just a label, a definition to distinguish sustainable from non-sustainable activities. The taxonomy guarantees that, for example, a sustainably investing pension fund really puts its money into sustainable securities
and does not simply claim to do so. However, it does not prohibit investments that are labelled unsustainable, nor does it immediately make them less attractive in a comparison of
the cost of capital.

Specific weaknesses regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• None.

Opportunities
• Momentum in sustainability/climate disclosure and accounting: There is a noticeable trend
in the uptake of responsible investment and credit practices in the finance sector, where
some influential actors are leading the way. Once a critical mass of voluntary early adopters
and considerable targets of regulation are reached, sustainable finance may quickly become standard practice, penalising those who do not comply.
• International coordination on sustainability taxonomies: An increasing number of countries worldwide are working on national taxonomies to stipulate clearly what qualifies as
a sustainable investment. Coordinated efforts could result in the adoption of rigorous,
science-based guideposts for financial actors that are effective both inside and outside
the EU.

Specific opportunities regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• None.
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Threats
• Political wiggle room: The prolonged struggle over the inclusion of gas and nuclear energy
in the climate taxonomies exemplifies the political compromise and influence of vested interests that threaten rigorous and science-based legislative proposals. Moreover, a wide
range of data sources and criteria for disclosure practices still remain unclear. Much will be
dependent on which indicators work best in the context of the taxonomies and subsequent
disclosure
• Varying implementation: National legislation on due diligence that has been adopted or is
being discussed by member states cover different sectors and issues and as such may increase costs for companies operating across the EU. (Climate Focus 2019, p. 80) Especially
for small and medium enterprises (SMEs) strong shifts may lead to higher costs of finance
for non-complying producers, thus limiting their opportunities to catch up and take up
more sustainable practices. (WWF 2021, p. 53)
• Lacking compliance with disclosure concerning human rights and environmental due diligence: This type of disclosure is already required under the EU NFRD, but only about 1 in 5
companies fulfil this requirement, according to independent findings of several actors (see
Germanwatch et al. 2021).

Specific threats regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• None.

6.2.1 Recommendations
To shift international financial flows that originate in the EU away from activities that drive deforestation and towards more sustainable land-use practices, several tools need to be put into practice and evaluated in a coordinated manner. They address the three central points of transparency, risk management, and guidance. Table 2 summarises the main recommendations for these
three main tenants of sustainable finance to help curb deforestation that results from EU supply
chains.
Table 2: Recommendations for sustainable finance to achieve deforestation-free supply chains of forest-risk commodities (FRCs)

RECOMMENDATION

REDESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

Move from voluntary to manda-

•

Increase overall transparency, comparability and quality
of disclosures. Standardisation could result in lighter ad-

tory disclosure

ministrative burden for companies, e.g. within the CSRD.
•

Harmonise disclosure obligations by aligning domestic
requirements with a common disclosure framework.

•

Provide detailed metrics for reporting on forests, soil and
biodiversity impacts within the CSRD.

•

Include highly relevant (high-risk) SMEs in CSRD reporting obligations independent of whether they are listed or
not.
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•

frameworks for the land sector

Adopt (through legislation or supervisory guidance) more
comprehensive risk management controls for financial actors.

•

Integrate scenario analysis and climate-related stress tests
(that also cover the agricultural sector) into supervisory approaches.

•

Impose a legal duty of care and mandatory due diligence
for financial system actors which addresses the risk of deforestation within global commodity supply chains.

Active promotion of climate-

•

In the upcoming taxonomy delegated act for biodiversity,

aligned finance to the land sec-

provide stringent definitions of sustainable activities in the

tor

land sector. Criteria, thresholds and benchmarks must be
science-based and ambitious enough to lead to greater
sustainability than the status quo.
•

Develop green lending guidance that covers the agricultural sector.

•

Increase lending limits for farmers and companies that
provide evidence of being climate-aligned.

Source: Climate Focus 2021, p. 4, adapted from UN-Habitat 2008, UN-Habitat 2009.

6.2.2 Stakeholders with influence on sustainable finance
The European Commission (EU COM): The EU COM is in the process of compiling a list of environmentally sustainable activities by defining technical screening criteria for each environmental objective through delegated acts and implementing acts under the Taxonomy Regulation. Furthermore,
the EU COM made the proposal for the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), aiming
to put sustainability reporting on a par with financial reporting in the long term. Individuals involved
in this process, who are also part of the College of Commissioners that adopt delegated acts, include
Mairead McGuinness, Commissioner responsible for financial services, financial stability and the Capital Markets Union and Valdis Dombrovskis, Executive Vice-President for an Economy that Works for
People.
EU Council/member states: As with any delegated act, EU member states in the Council of the EU
can only reject the text by qualified majority. Prior to the formal scrutiny process, the Council, along
with the European Parliament (EP), was involved in the development of the taxonomy, for example
by suggesting additional conditions for activities to qualify as aligned with the taxonomy. Regarding
the CSRD proposal, the EU COM engages in discussions with the Council and the EP, the two co-legislators, who will ultimately have to agree on and approve the final text of the directive.
European Parliament (EP): After its formal adoption by the College of Commissioners, the taxonomy
delegated act are subject to scrutiny by the EP and the Council. The EP may object to a delegated
act by absolute majority of its members, but cannot amend it. Prior to the formal scrutiny process,
the EP had already taken some action to support the process, for example by insisting on making it
mandatory for companies covered by the existing NFRD to publish information on the alignment of
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their activities with the taxonomy; this resulted in the EU COM proposing the new CSRD. Furthermore, the EP played an important role in bringing ‘transitional’ and ‘enabling’ activities into the discussion. Regarding the CSRD Proposal, the EP now has to find agreement with the Council, based on
the proposal by the EU COM (see EU Council).
The EU Platform on Sustainable Finance, established by the EU COM in 2020, is advising the EU
COM in this process. This permanent expert group is composed of a wide range of stakeholders
from the private and public sector, including private stakeholders from financial, non-financial and
business sectors, academia, NGOs, civil society and public institutions. (European Commission 2021)
Sustainable Finance Technical Expert Group (TEG SF): In order to inform its work on the action plan, including on the EU taxonomy, the European Commission established the TEG SF in July 2018. Within the
framework of the Taxonomy Regulation, it developed recommendations for technical screening criteria
for economic activities. The TEG SF was the predecessor of the EU Platform on Sustainable Finance.
The Sustainable Finance Committee of the German federal government advises the German government with the aim to make Germany a leading hub for sustainable finance. In its final recommendations under the previous government in 2021, the Committee recognised the importance of sustainability-related disclosure and governance. The new government has agreed in the coalition treaty that
the Committee shall continue its work in the next years.

6.2.3 Current status and timeline
The EU has taken some important first steps to facilitate financing decisions that protect forests and
ecosystems worldwide, and additional steps have been announced. In 2021 these included a proposal for the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) affecting companies’ disclosure
practices and the further definition of the EU taxonomy. The first taxonomy delegated act provides
financiers with a tool to classify sustainable economic activities – although so far only in terms of
their climate impacts. A proposal to consider biodiversity is being developed and expected for 2022.
This could play an important role in curbing deforestation resulting from global supply chains if it is
developed on a rigorous scientific basis and not weakened by lobby interests.
Member states have exerted their influence on what is included in the taxonomy. In the first Climate
Delegated Act, several member states criticised the inclusion of criteria for forestry stating, “forestry
should remain within the competences of the member states”. (Finnish Government, 2021) Finland,
Sweden and others would have needed to gather a corresponding majority of 65% of the total EU
population (i.e. 13 member states) in order to reject the proposed delegated act. They did not success in doing so, so the delegated act was not rejected by the EU Council after an extended scrutiny
period and entered into force. However, the criteria for forestry and energy for biomass as agreed
are being criticized by many experts, who believe they were watered down due to the influence of
member states trying to protect their forestry industry.
Recent rows between EU members over the inclusion of gas and nuclear technology within the taxonomy on climate change mitigation also indicate that EU sustainable finance regulations are not
immune to the individual interests of powerful Member State, notably France and Germany. The European Commission’s proposal now included nuclear and fossil gas under certain conditions. It is still
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possible that the delegated acts is rejected by absolute majority within the EP. But even then, the EU
taxonomy stands to lose credibility as a rigorous and science-based tool – and in comparison to taxonomies developed by other countries.
In addition to the EU, other countries and international companies have also recognised the importance and potential of sustainable standards and are beginning to develop their own. Here too, it
is important that science-based guidelines are not weakened by the political pressure of a few.
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7.1 What are voluntary corporate commitments?
In the late 2000s, increased pressure on major corporations led to several individual or joint declarations and commitments by companies and financial institutions to reduce and halt deforestation
in their supply chains. In the New York Declaration of Forests (NYDF) 2014 more than 200 governments, companies, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and Indigenous communities declared the legally non-binding goal to halve the loss of forests by 2020, and to end it completely
by 2030.
In 2015, in the context of the Paris Climate Agreement, a group of European countries launched
the Amsterdam Declarations Partnership, which aims to support the private sector in achieving deforestation-free sustainable supply chains. By 2019, 484 (56%) of the 865 companies with forestrisk exposure had made sustainable commodity commitment(s) regarding forest-risk commodities
(FRCs) in their supply chains. (Rothrock et al. 2019)
There are different types of voluntary corporate commitments on zero-deforestation, for example:
individual company or group-level adoption of voluntary standards or codes of conduct that define specific production or sourcing practices; sector-wide supply chain-based interventions such
as agreed principles, criteria and forms of verification to halt deforestation; and mixed supply
chain and territorial initiatives at jurisdictional level. (Pacheco et al. 2018) (Lambin et al. 2018) The
success of those commitments differs from commodity to commodity. While palm oil in recent
years has globally been increasingly incorporated into zero-deforestation practices in the private
sector, soy and especially beef have not yet been effectively addressed. (Pacheco et al. 2018) In
the last few years, after companies failed to reach their 2020 targets, initiatives like the Consumer
Goods Forum (CGF) shifted from deforestation-free to a broader forest-positive approach. (The
Consumer Goods Forum 2019)
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Figure 2: Private sector commitments in a nutshell

Source: Angelsen, A. et al. (eds). 2018. Transforming REDD+: Lessons and new directions. Bogor, Indonesia: CIFOR.

Within the Brazilian soy sector, one of the major drivers of deforestation in Mercosur, there are four
important multi-stakeholder commitments so far: the Amazon Soy Moratorium, NYDF, the Amsterdam Declaration, and the Soft Commodities Forum. Additionally, the five largest soy traders (Bunge,
Cargill, Amaggi, Louis Dreyfus, and Archer Daniels Midland), who together account for over half of
Brazilian soy exports, made zero-deforestation commitments. (Lambin et al. 2018) Within the Brazilian Soy Moratorium (2006) and the following Cattle Agreement (2009) commodity traders agreed to
avoid the purchase of commodities produced in the Amazon biome after certain cut-off dates.
These commitments comprised 90% of the soy exported from the Amazon and led to a drastic reduction in deforestation in the Amazon region. Nevertheless, there were several leakage effects. In
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particular, in the Cerrado, a vast dry and hot savannah eco-region, deforestation increased due to
commitments to reduce deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon region. In the Cerrado less than half
of the soy was traded by companies with deforestation-free commitments. (Ermgassen et al. 2020)
With the Cerrado Manifesto (2017) more than 150 companies and financial institutions committed to
support a halt to deforestation in the Cerrado. (FAIRR 2018)
Those agreements illustrate a rising awareness among companies of the negative impacts of deforestation and are accompanied by funding strategies to create more effective agricultural production
that uses less land while increasing production per hectare. It has been acknowledged that continued growth in agricultural production and increase in food security are possible while halting and
reversing deforestation. (Committee on Forestry 2020)
The public commitments are part of corporate social responsibility strategies, where companies try
to meet the ecological and social expectations of society and a growing number of investors. They
are translated into deforestation and sustainability strategies by the corporates. Certification schemes
are often employed to increase traceability and transparency, as well as to communicate the efforts
to consumers and the financial market. The criteria for deforestation-free certification schemes
widely differ in their demands. (Hargita et al. 2018) Additionally, several non-governmental institutions, often financially supported by governments, provide traceability tools and surveys to monitor
and evaluate the performance of corporates regarding their deforestation commitments. Benchmarking criteria like the Accountability Framework (see below) developed by a coalition of civil society actors like the Rainforest Alliance and experts provide social as well as ecological criteria and aim
to close the gap between commitments and their results. (Accountability Framework Initiative, n.d.)

7.2 SWOT analysis
To what extent can voluntary corporate commitments contribute to reducing deforestation in
global supply chains?
The difficulties in analysing and evaluating voluntary commitments to remove deforestation from
supply chains are, that they involve a wide range of companies, commodities, supply chains and geographical regions, as well as different scopes, timelines, and varying transparency. Additionally,
many of the commitments have only recently been made and interact with different other factors
and instruments.
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Strengths
• Deforestation commitments can be easily adjusted and are more flexible than legal instruments and thereby might have a growing potential to affect multiple commodities and regions.
• Voluntary corporate commitments provide a vision of change for the private sector, which
is easy to communicate with the broader public. At the same time voluntary corporate
commitments can be tailored to a company’s or region’s needs.
• Combination with other instruments and policy measures is easily possible and corporate
commitments incentivise traceability, transparency and accountability of private companies.

Specific strengths regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• None

Weaknesses
• No legally binding mechanisms: voluntary commitments so far have failed to eliminate deforestation from agricultural supply chains by 2020 – failed without any consequences.
(CDP 2021) The private sector has acknowledged that cleaning up individual supply chains
based on certification systems is not enough and that voluntary commitments alone have
failed to reach their targets. (The Consumer Goods Forum 2019)
• Weaknesses in their implementation: Most commitments lack a clear blueprint for implementation. (Ermgassen et al. 2020) Only a quarter of member companies of the Consumer
Goods Forum (2016) had developed their own quantified and time-bound action plan to
reduce deforestation and put measures in place to ensure compliance along their supply
chain. (Lambin et al. 2018) This makes them a potential tool for greenwashing; as commitments are not framed by legally binding agreements and not necessarily independently
monitored, they can be used to improve a company’s image.
• Lack of monitoring: More than one-third of the 500 most influential companies and financial institutions in key forest-risk supply chains with a deforestation commitment have not
reported on their progress towards that commitment in the past two years. (Thomson
2020) Their commitments often do not include traceability and transparency aspects,
(Jopke and Schoneveld 2018) which makes it difficult to hold companies accountable.
Additionally there are many difficulties in the traceability of certain commodities. Deforestation-risk products such as beef and soy are traded in global supply chains along multiple
tiers. Therefore it is difficult to trace the various stages in the supply chain and ensure that
the products come from verified deforestation-free sources. (Ermgassen et al. 2020) The
control is also limited through the lack of common certification standards. The certification
criteria differ among the commitments and many voluntary certification standards cannot
fully guarantee deforestation-free products. (Hargita et al. 2018) (Sydow and Reichwein
2018) Additionally, some certification systems use mass balance systems, which allow uncertified producers to participate in certified chains. (Jopke and Schoneveld 2018)
• The specific focus of commitments on individual supply chains, biome and standards is associated with strong leakage effects and lead to a selective adoption of zero-deforestation
strategies. The focus on deforestation only in certain ecosystems and commodities, as well
as a limited or unclear definition of deforestation, can lead to increased land use in other
ecosystems such as farmlands, grasslands or wetlands –thereby risking indirectly driving
deforestation. Those fragmented actions are not adequate for the global challenges of biodiversity loss and climate change.

50

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

• Lack of commitments on the part of companies and financial institutions for all markets: Almost half of the 500 most important companies and financial institutions do not have deforestation-free commitments. (Thomson 2020) Voluntary commitments are also dependent on market demands. Through the reorientation of trade patterns towards regions with
less stringent deforestation regulations, parallel supply chains could emerge and limit the
effects of deforestation interventions that target only one market.
• In particular, socially detrimental externalities are seldom part of deforestation commitments and it is less likely that more commitments with a broader socio-ecological
scope will solve the problems that their zero-deforestation commitments threaten to
produce. Country laws are often weak, contradictory and poorly enforced, which is
moderated by the capacity of public agencies and corruption. (Jopke and Schoneveld
2018) Companies often fail to explicitly account for the socially damaging externalities
of their commitments, especially to applying free, prior and informed consent (FPIC)
principles of land acquisition, to conserve forest lands or account for possible indirect
land use changes. (Jopke and Schoneveld 2018) The commitments could also have potential disadvantages for smallholders and small companies by strengthening the positions of powerful actors and excluding smallholders and Indigenous groups from
market access. High logistic boundaries and the cost of complying with environmental
and social standards might push small companies to less demanding markets – or
drive them out of business.

Specific weaknesses regarding soy and
beef supply chains from Mercosur
• While in the Brazilian soy sector corporate commitments are increasing, certain regions like
the Cerrado or Gran Chaco where most soy-associated deforestation currently takes place,
(Ermgassen et al. 2020) are underrepresented. Cattle supply chains in general is under-represented in the commitments, although ranching is the largest driver of deforestation. For
soy, 63% of 30 companies had some kind of deforestation policy, accounting for 11% of total global soy production. For cattle products, 18 of 25 companies (72%) had deforestation
policy, which makes up 11% of total global cattle meat production. (Garett et al. 2019) But
even if there are commitments, they do not necessarily affect deforestation rates. There has
been no reduction in the soy deforestation in the Cerrado since commitments were made.
(Ermgassen et al. 2020)
• Leakage from the Amazon into the Cerrado: Soy continues to be a major driver of habitat
loss in the Cerrado’s Matopiba region (made up of the states of Maranhão, Tocantins, Piauí
and Bahia), where over the last decade 0.5–0.8 million hectares of soy each year has been
planted on recently converted land. (Ermgassen et al. 2020)
• By 2014, Cattle Agreement 2009 had had no average impact on forest cover in the regions
around important slaughterhouses in Mato Grosso and Pará. This was due to leakage to
nearby properties and the poor reliability of data provided to track the origins of beef from
indirect suppliers. (Lambin et al. 2018)
• Certification criteria differ: Only five of 16 popular soy certification schemes can fully guarantee zero-deforestation. (Hargita et al. 2018) More than 85% of companies with deforestation commitments (2015) in the palm, timber, soy and cattle supply chains used third-party
certification to monitor the commodity supply. (Lambin et al. 2018)
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Opportunities
• Targets with immediate implementation deadlines and accompanied by sanction-based
implementation mechanisms could help save biomes at risk of reaching tipping points
through land conversion. (Garett et al. 2019) Rising corporate accountability for their environmental impacts along supply chains in general could lead to more sustainable trade and
economic benefits. Corporates enrolled in programmes with sustainability requirements
value different benefits, such as improved market access and non-monetary benefits, including greater efficiency, higher yields, technical aid and access to information. (Lambin et
al. 2018) Public-private assistance and tools for deforestation-free supply chains are supporting change. Improvement of traceability could help reduce deforestation and support
implementation of commitments.
• Effective on-the-ground actions and supportive public policies could lead to effective implementation. Research suggests that government regulatory quality and action predicts
the effectiveness of corporate sustainability approaches, such as in the palm oil sector
(2015) in Kalimantan (Indonesia). (Lambin et al. 2018) Clarifying property and land rights
jointly with local authorities could help implementation of commitments, mitigate negative
social-effects, and potentially share costs and risks. (Lambin et al. 2018) Ensuring land rights
and increased land ownership among Indigenous and local people will support sustainable
forest management.
• Increased demand-side measures and global demand for sustainable products could create new incentives for corporates to commit to zero-deforestation and implement their
strategies.
• Sustainable finance and investing guidelines could support companies in the transition, and
create more and better forest governance structures. (Lambin et al. 2018)
• Other supply chain actors could join the commitments and create cascade effects in different sectors throughout the supply chain. Producers would be required to align their practices to more stringent procurement standards and commitments. Inclusion of more companies, regions, commodities and supply chains could reduce leakage of deforestation and
have positive spillover effects and nudge a more sustainable development. The palm oil industry could thereby be a positive example. (Jopke and Schoneveld 2018)

Specific opportunities regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• Brazil’s satellite-based forest monitoring has been essential to efforts by companies to
monitor their supply chains as well as to effectively implement programmes to decrease
deforestation. Non-profit platforms like Trase further use this data to improve transparency
about exports. (Lambin et al. 2018) Further development of reliable traceability and transparency mechanisms would profit deforestation-free supply chains.

Threats
• New official commitments from corporates and countries, for example the COP26 Forestry
Agreement, replace old and partially failed declarations like the New York Declaration on
Forests (NYDF) and announce less ambitious goals. (UN Climate Change Conference UK
2021a)
• Changing global market demands reduce the share of sustainable demand and thereby
production, with the Chinese market becoming more and more important.
Parallel marketing allows companies to create different trading systems according to the
demands while not limiting net deforestation.
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• Narrowing the supply base to a smaller number of producers who have the capacity to
conform to production and tracing standards would disadvantage small-scale farmers and
create further monopolisation of the market, which would further exclude smallholders
from supply chains. Smallholders face high certification barriers; thereby making certification principles and criteria more stringent. Inevitably this will disproportionately disadvantage smallholders. (Jopke and Schoneveld 2018)

Specific threats regarding soy and beef
supply chains from Mercosur
• With a growing local market, as is the case for beef, more than 80% of deforestation was
attributable to domestic demand. Despite such certification schemes having become the
benchmark for good social and environmental practice in various sectors, they govern only
a small proportion of global production. Fading public attention to the issue and limited
public awareness of biomes like the Cerrado or the Gran Chaco limits corporates ambitions
and accountability.
Trade agreements like the EU-Mercosur trade agreement could increase exports of forestrisk commodities and increase difficulties in monitoring and implementing sustainable agricultural practices. (Kehoe et al. 2020) The EU-Mercosur trade agreement in its current form
lacks legally binding mechanisms to enforce sustainability criteria along the supply chains. It
is therefore not incentivising companies to comply with zero-deforestation strategies and is
putting additional pressure on smallholders and Indigenous people.
• Use of GMO, technologies and pesticides and the further legalisation of those practices in
Mercosur and EU to raise effectiveness of agricultural production on already degraded land
to halt deforestation of new areas could have negative health, social and environmental effects. (Teller et al. 2020)

7.2.1 Recommendations
So far, the effects of voluntary corporate commitments to remove deforestation from supply chains
on a large scale have been limited and deforestation in recent years has increased, especially outside
of the Amazon biome. In the Amazon biome deforestation drastically increased after 2019, when Jair
Bolsonaro took office as president of Brazil. (Instituto Nacional de Pesquisas Espaciais 2021) Crosssectoral declarations like the NYDF have so far failed to reach their own targets, and recent reports
claim that members of the NYDF are not yet on the path to achieve their future deforestation goals
either. (New York Declaration on Forests 2021b) The lack of legally binding mechanisms and reliable
monitoring and traceability criteria, as well as the still fragmented cooperation with local authorities
and public policies, hinder effective implementation of corporate commitments. Large loopholes in
the scope, implementation and monitoring of the commitments have led to increased pressure on
several ecosystems of the Cerrado or Gran Chaco in the past years. These loopholes urgently need
to be closed, as ecosystems like the Gran Chaco are close to reaching irreversible tipping points.
(Law et al. 2021) For voluntary corporate commitments to be more efficient they would need to be
translated into strategic plans with concrete goals covering all high-conservation value areas, commodities and supply-chain stages. Even then, the effectiveness of voluntary commitments remains
limited, as not all companies participate, and accountability, let alone binding enforcement, is lacking
even for those who do participate.
Research suggests that outcomes from zero-deforestation initiatives would improve if they were
complemented by public policies tailored to local context that would allow ongoing monitoring and
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verification. (Lambin et al. 2018) There is a need for better cooperation with local authorities and
state institutions in producer countries, as well as for a reliable and legally binding framework to accompany implementation. Voluntary corporate commitments on deforestation need to be supported
by the state through monitoring, sanctioning and registering landholdings. (Jopke et al. 2018)
Several public-private partnerships and civil society organisations are creating valuable tools to support monitoring (e.g. Forest 500), tracing (e.g. Trase), establishing socio-ecological criteria (e.g. the
Sustainability Accountability Framework), and introducing reliable certification schemes. The effects
of voluntary corporate commitments are largely determined by institutional innovation and legally
binding frameworks, like the EU framework to halt and reverse deforestation.

7.2.2 Stakeholders with influence on the approach
The NYDF gathers companies, countries and civil society initiatives – and with its assessments provides an important platform to evaluate progress on those goals. The ‘Glasgow Leaders Declaration
on Forests and Land Use’ similarly was signed by relevant forest producer and consumer countries
and could become important in prioritising deforestation-free supply chains in transnational policies
and supporting the commitments. With the Glasgow Declaration on Forests and Land Use ten leading agricultural commodity companies 2 issued a joint statement and roadmap for “enhanced supply
chain action consistent with a 1.5 degrees Celsius pathway,“ including the commitment to halt deforestation associated with agricultural production. (UN Climate Change Conference UK 2021b)
The Consumer Goods Forum (CGF) is a platform of companies which set zero net deforestation targets, (Following the WWF definition of zero net deforestation: The Consumer Good Forum 2016) but
which has so far not found a mechanism to ensure implementation. The Sustainable Trade Initiative
(IDH) is public-private partnership which, by bringing together over 600 businesses and government,
aims to provide tools to shift to more sustainable supply chains. (The Sustainable Trade Initiative n.d.)
Widespread guidelines include the Accountability Framework from the Accountability Framework Initiative (AFI) and the Soy Sourcing Guidelines from the European Feed Manufacturers’ Federation
(FEFAC). (European Feed Manufactors Federation 2016) There are many more public-private partnerships, roundtables and initiatives to support responsible soy sourcing, for example the Sustainable
Agriculture Network (SAN) or the Tropical Forest Alliance (TFA).
Civil society-led initiatives, as well as NGOs like the WWF and Greenpeace, have so far been playing
an important role in holding companies accountable to their commitments, highlighting best practice examples and communicating the issue to consumers.
Some European countries, such as Germany, established country-specific guidelines for deforestation-free supply chains, (BMEL 2021b) which aim to “Promote and support initiatives by business, civil
society and associations for deforestation-free supply chains of agricultural raw materials on the production and consumption side.” (BMEL 2020) Furthermore, Germany set up a national stakeholder
forum to support the implementation of the guidelines. (BMEL 2021a) Many European countries are
part of the Amsterdam Declarations Partnership as well as the Glasgow Declaration on Forests and

2

Later two more companies joined.
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Land Use, which is also supported by China and Brazil. Some stakeholders from Mercosur emphasise
the importance of non-regulative initiatives and to foster further economic growth in the region,
(Aprosoja 2021) 3 while Indigenous and human rights focused stakeholders remain sceptical of voluntary commitments, as they do not adequately include solutions for human right violations or violent
land right conflicts. (FIAN 2018)

7.2.3 Current status and timeline
The NYDF seeks to halt natural forest loss by 2030 as well as to restore 350 million hectares of degraded landscapes and forestlands. (New York Declaration on Forests 2021a) With the Glasgow
Leaders’ Declaration on Forests and Land Use the countries who together cover more than 90% of
the world forest area made a commitment “to halt and reverse forest loss and land degradation by
2030 while delivering sustainable development and promoting an inclusive rural transformation”.
(UN Climate Change Conference UK 2021a) Many companies, such as Cargill, that signed the NYDF
and additionally set internal goals on deforestation, have mostly set 2030 as finishing point for implementation of zero-deforestation and affirmed their ambition in the Agricultural Commodity Companies Corporate Statement of Purpose in November 2021. (UN Climate Change Conference 2021b)
Recently, deforestation in the Cerrado region has become more and more prominent and therefore
led to commitments regarding this region. Scientists are now particularly concerned about the Gran
Chaco as well, as only a small part of the Gran Chaco is legally defined as forest or under conservation. Therefore it is often not clear whether voluntary corporate commitments cover deforestation
and land degradation in the transnational Gran Chaco region, which is becoming very close to
reaching an irreversible tipping point that would critically damage biodiversity and the balance of the
ecosystems. (Law et al. 2021)

3

As told to the author in an Interview with the Nature Conservancy and an Interview with Alejandro Brown (ProYungas).
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How the EU can promote deforestation-free supply chains
Global deforestation is an urgent problem that the European Union (EU) needs to address. Global
climate and biodiversity goals will become unattainable if deforestation continues at current rates. In
addition, deforestation is often associated with very serious human rights violations. As the world’s
second largest importer of forest-risk commodities (FRCs), the EU significantly contributes to this
problem and has a responsibility to act. This would reflect the EU’s often-stated commitment to protect human rights, contribute to limiting global warming to 1.5°C and protect global biodiversity.
Voluntary corporate commitments as they exist today are not sufficient to address the problem. On
the one hand, they cover only those companies that have signed up to them, leaving some parts of
the market uncovered. On the other hand, such commitments lack transparency, accountability and
enforcement. Nonetheless, voluntary initiatives and civil society activity on these initiatives have led
to greater awareness and better tools for tracing and tracking, and these can now be used in the development of more binding approaches that have wider coverage.
An appropriate response by the EU should set binding rules to address both the specific problem of
imports linked to deforestation as well as the broader systemic drivers of corporate responsibility,
finance and trade. The EU is pursuing several policy initiatives that are at different stages of development and could all help curb deforestation. In the face of ecosystems threatening to collapse, it is
crucial to integrate measures to prevent deforestation into all future policies. These policies should
be consistent with each other and can complement one another. By its nature, a Regulation on de-

forestation-free products will be focused on certain products and maybe specific geographies only.
It will make an important contribution to solving the problem, although some loopholes will remain
even if the regulation is well designed. These can be addressed by a strong EU Sustainable Corporate Governance legislation covering all sectors and requiring most companies to assess and reduce
risks in the entire value chain, not limited a priori to certain products or geographies. Similarly, comprehensive sustainable finance frameworks can address finance as an enabler of deforestation in a
much broader way. Finally, reformed trade rules would address another systemic driver of deforestation and could set incentives for better forest governance, not only with respect to agricultural commodities exported into the EU.
The upcoming Regulation on deforestation-free products should prevent goods from entering or
leaving the EU domestic market that are either linked to deforestation or forest degradation or to
the conversion of other natural ecosystems with high ecological or social importance. The list of
FRCs covered by the regulation should include from the outset rubber, maize and all livestock-containing products. Goods should be deemed ‘deforestation-free’ with a cut-off date before 2008 instead of 2020. Furthermore, the regulation should ensure effective prosecution and specify fines to
provide deterrence. Third parties should be given a legal remedy in the case of impairment due to
deforestation or forest degradation. Compliance with international standards of human rights should
be a prerequisite for placing products on the EU market. Due diligence obligations should apply to
operators and large traders of FRCs as well as to financial institutions regardless of the country of
origin of the FRC.
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A strong EU legislation on environmental and human rights due diligence is needed to complement
the product-specific approach of the regulation on deforestation-free products. The upcoming due
diligence legislation (which forms part of the so-called Sustainable Corporate Governance initiative)
should introduce broad, horizontal obligations for businesses to monitor their own operations as
well as their value chains for environmental and human rights risks. It can effectively complement the
product-specific regulation on imported deforestation, if, in addition to human rights due diligence,
it includes a clearly-defined and comprehensive environmental due diligence obligation. Moreover,
in order to fully address deforestation risks, the legislation needs to cover the entire value chain as
well as companies of any size, including small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) where these operate in a risk sector. Lastly, the rights of affected people for public participation and access to justice
must be upheld. This must include the possibility to claim compensation before a European court
and from a company that has infringed its due diligence obligations. This would be a strong legal
tool that is not foreseen in the Regulation on deforestation-free products.
The EU should contribute to a shift of international financial flows away from activities that drive deforestation and towards more sustainable land-use practices by developing comprehensive sustainable finance frameworks. The EU should include considerations regarding the protection of forests
and other ecosystems in its forthcoming legislation regarding transparency, risk management and
guidance as follows: First, the EU should pursue a gradual and consistent move towards mandatory
disclosure that harmonises obligations and provides detailed metrics for reporting on forest conservation, biodiversity and land use within the Corporate Sustainable Reporting Directive (CSRD). Second, risk management frameworks for financial actors in the land sector should be developed and
streamlined, including the integration of scenario analysis and climate-related stress testing. Third,
concerning the Taxonomy Regulation, the delegated act for biodiversity should provide sciencebased and ambitious criteria to identify sustainable activities.
EU trade agreements should contribute to deforestation-free supply chains through enforcement
mechanisms that ensure compliance with environmental and labour commitments. EU trade agreements should include legally binding commitments specifically addressing deforestation-free production of FRCs and obligations on all operators and investors trading FRCs to adhere to due diligence standards. In addition, they should include commitments by the EU to provide technical and
financial assistance for the transition towards sustainable production of FRCs and the implementation of verifiable and effective forest conservation policies. New EU trade agreements must contain a
binding state-state dispute settlement with respect to the sustainable development provisions.
While these instruments are being developed, the EU should refrain from measures that make the
problem worse, such as a further liberalization of agricultural trade without appropriate safeguards.
Specifically, the EU should not ratify the EU-Mercosur free trade agreement (FTA), which risks further
increasing the traded volume of FRCs without necessary safeguards to protect the climate, biodiversity and human rights. The FTA should be renegotiated to remedy serious shortcomings regarding
environmental and human rights protection associated with deforestation. In particular, a renegotiated trade EU-Mercosur FTA should include a binding enforcement of the Trade and Sustainable Development (TSD) chapter with clear sustainability obligations, effective implementation measures and
an applicable dispute settlement mechanism.
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In order to be most effective, EU action should be embedded in a cooperative international strategy
that engages producer countries as well as other large consumer markets. The EU should engage
producer countries in continued dialogue on jointly curbing deforestation. Such dialogue should include not only government officials, but also civil society experts and representatives of affected
communities and Indigenous peoples. In addition, the EU needs to offer support to producer countries to improve forest governance and monitoring and to develop viable economic alternatives. The
EU should also engage in a dialogue with other large consumer markets, such as China. The objective should be to secure joint commitments to address imported deforestation and coordinate where
possible the design of such measures. In addition to bilateral dialogue, forums such as the G7 and
G20 should be used to advance this discussion. The EU should also support the creation of a followup process to the Glasgow Leaders’ Declaration on Forests and Land Use that would create an accountability mechanism for the commitments made by 141 countries at COP26 to halt and reverse
forest loss and land degradation by 2030.
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Glossary
Amazon Soy Moratorium

A sectoral agreement signed in 2006 under which
commodity traders committed not to buy soybeans
from areas in the Amazon region that were deforested
after 2008.

Amsterdam Declarations Partnership

Political commitments of nine countries launched in
2015 aimed at supporting the private sector to implement commitments on promoting deforestation-free,
sustainable commodity production and trade and to
eliminate deforestation in relation to agricultural commodities by 2025.

Association Agreement (AA)

Legally binding agreement between the EU and third
countries.

Biome

A naturally occurring community of flora and fauna in
an extensive area.

G4 Cattle Agreement

Moratorium agreed by four of the world's largest cattle producers and traders to not purchase cattle from
areas of the Amazon rainforest deforested after 2008,
from ranches using slave labour or illegally occupying
protected areas and Indigenous reserves.

Glasgow Leaders' Declaration on Forests

Announced at the United Nations Climate Change Con-

and Land Use

ference in Glasgow (COP26 in 2021), 134 countries
pledged to halt and reverse forest loss and land degradation by 2030.

Deforestation

Loss of natural forest as a result of: i) conversion to agriculture or other non-forest land use; ii) conversion to
a tree plantation; or iii) severe and sustained degradation.

EU-Mercosur Trade Agreement

Bilateral treatment between the EU and Mercosur (Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay) which should facilitate mutual trade.

European Green Deal

New growth strategy of the EU presented in 2019, with
the overarching objective of reducing net greenhouse
gas emissions in the European Union to zero by 2050.
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Commodities such as palm oil, rubber, soy, beef, cocoa and leather which are significantly linked to global
deforestation.

Free Trade Agreement (FTA)

Agreement which reduces barriers to imports and exports between two or more countries by eliminating all
or most tariffs, quotas, subsidies and prohibitions.

Habitat

The natural environment in which a species or group
of species lives.

Illegal deforestation

Deforestation taking place against the laws and regulations of the country of harvest.

Nationally Determined Contributions

A concept that commits countries to reducing green-

(NDCs)

house gas emissions and adapting to climate change.
Parties are required to submit a NDCs every five years,
take action to achieve the targets of this contribution
and report on it regularly.

New York Declaration on Forests (NYDF)

Voluntary and non-binding international declaration
endorsed in 2014 to take action to halt global deforestation aimed at halting global deforestation by 2030.

Paris Climate Agreement

International treaty on climate change adopted in 2015
that aims to reduce climate change by limiting global
warming to well below 2°C and pursuing efforts to limit
it to 1.5°C.

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

Political objectives adopted by the United Nations
(UN) in 2015 to ensure sustainable development at the
economic, social and ecological levels worldwide.

Zero deforestation

No forest areas are cleared or converted at all.

Zero net deforestation

Allows the clearance or conversion of forests when this
is compensated by an equal area that is replanted
elsewhere.

61

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

Bibliography
Abreu, Mariana. 2019. “How the beef industry is driving the deforestation of the Brazilian Amazon
„Global Witness. 16.12.2019. Accessed February 9, 2022. https://www.globalwitness.org/en/blog/howbeef-industry-driving-deforestation-brazilian-amazon/
Accountability Framework. “Accountability Framework” https://accountability-framework.org Accessed February 9, 2022.
Acevei, Hipólito and Gam A Shimray. 2021. “Deforestation an attack on the human rights of forest
peoples.” last modified November 1, 2021. https://socialeurope.eu/deforestation-an-attack-on-thehuman-rights-of-forest-peoples/
Aguiar, Angel, Eugênio Arima, Farzad Taheripour and Paulo Barreto. 2020. Is the EU-Mercosur trade

agreement deforestation-proof? Imazon – Amazon Institute of People and the Environment. https://imazon.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Imazon_report_mercosul-december2020.pdf
Aprosoja, ““É protecionismo comercial disfarçado de preservação ambiental”.“ Accessed February 9,
2022. https://aprosojabrasil.com.br/comunicacao/blog/2021/11/23/e-protecionismo-comercial-disfarcado-de-preservacao-ambiental/
Argentina Presidencia. 2021. Update of the net emissions goal to 2030 of the Argentina’s Second
NDC. Buenos Aires. https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/ndcstaging/PublishedDocuments/Argentina%20Second/Actualizacio%CC%81n%20meta%20de%20emisiones%202030.pdf
Balogh, J.M. and A. Jámbor. 2020. The Environmental Impacts of Agricultural Trade: A Systematic Lit-

erature Review. https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/3/1152#cite
Barreto, Paulo. 2021. Policies to Develop Cattle Ranching in the Amazon without Deforestation.
https://amazonia2030.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/pecuaria-barreto-ENG-formatado.pdf
Bundesministerium für Ernährung und Landwirtschaft.
-

2021a. Inaugurationssitzung des Nationalen Stakeholderforums am 28. Januar 2021, Berlin.
https://www.bmel.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/_Wald/elk-stakeholderforum-bericht.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1

-

2021b. Leitlinien der Bundesregierung zur Förderung von entwaldungsfreien Lieferketten

von Agrerrohstoffen, Berlin. https://www.bmel.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/_Wald/leitlinien-entwaldungsfreie-lieferketten.pdf;jsessionid=7DB79090AE1075EF49F9EA6760F16A1B.live831?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
British Institute of International and Comparative Law, Civic Consulting and LSE Consulting. 2020.
Study on due diligence requirements through the supply chain: https://op.europa.eu/en/publicationdetail/-/publication/8ba0a8fd-4c83-11ea-b8b7-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
Burkhardt, Delara. 2020. Draft repport with recommendations to the Commission on an EU legal
framework to halt and reverse EU-driven global deforestation. (2020/2006(INL)). Brussels: Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety. https://www.delara-burkhardt.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/872/2020/06/Burkhardt_Draft_Report_Deforestation._15_June_2020_.pdf

62

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

Business & Human Rights Resource Centre. 2022. “EU Commissioner for Justice Commits to Legislation on Mandatory Due Diligence for Companies.” Accessed February 10, 2022. https://www.business-humanrights.org/en/latest-news/eu-commissioner-for-justice-commits-to-legislation-on-mandatory-due-diligence-for-companies/
CDP. 2021. The Collective Effort to end Deforestation. A pathway for companies to raise their ambitions. https://de.scribd.com/document/500302418/CDP-Forests-Analysis-Report-2020
Climate Focus.
-

2019. Towards more sustainability in the soy supply chain: How the EU actors support zerodeforestation and SDG efforts. https://www.climatefocus.com/publications/towards-moresustainability-soy-supply-chain-how-can-eu-actors-support-zero

-

2020. Commodities and Forests Agenda 2020: Ten priorities to remove tropical deforestation from commodity supply chains. Switzerland: World Economic Forum. https://www.tropicalforestalliance.org/assets/Uploads/TFA2020_CommoditiesandForestsAgenda2020_Sept2017.pdf

-

2021. Shifting finance towards sustainable land use: Aligning public incentives with the goals
of the Paris Agreement. https://www.climatefocus.com/publications/shifting-finance-towards-sustainable-land-use-aligning-public-incentives-goals-

-

Committee on Forestry. August 2020. Transforming Agriculture and Foodsystems: Halting
Deforestation and promoting sustainable Production and Consumption of Forest Products.
https://www.fao.org/3/nd565en/nd565en.pdf

Czaplicki Cabezas, Stasiek, Helen Bellfield, Guillaume Lafortune, Charlotte Streck, Barbara Hermann.
2019. Towards more sustainability in the soy supply chain: How can EU actors support zero-deforestation and SDG efforts?. Climate Focus. https://www.climatefocus.com/sites/default/files/20191209%20%20GIZ-%20Soy%20supply%20chain%20consolidated%20study%20clean%20v.7.0.pdf
DNCC/MADES. 2021. Actualización de la NDC de la República del Paraguay. Asunción, Paraguay.
https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/ndcstaging/PublishedDocuments/Paraguay%20First/ACTUALIZACI%C3%93N%20DE%20LA%20NDC%20DEL%20PARAGUAY_Versi%C3%B3n%20Final.pdf
Dombrovskis, Valdis. 2021. Speech by Executive Vice-President for Trade & Climate at Cop26.
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/commissioners/2019-2024/dombrovskis/announcements/speechexecutive-vice-president-valdis-dombrovskis-trade-climate-cop26_en
ECCJ. 2021. Putting the Environment in Human Rights and Environmental Due Diligence. https://corporatejustice.org/publications/putting-environment-in-due-diligence/
Ermgassen, Erasmus K. H. J. zu, Ben Ayre, Javier Godar, Mairon G. Bastos Lima, Simone Bauch, Rachael Garrett, and Jonathan Green et al. “Using Supply Chain Data to Monitor Zero Deforestation Commitments: An Assessment of Progress in the Brazilian Soy Sector.” Environmental Research Letters 15,
no. 3 (2020): 35003. doi:10.1088/1748-9326/ab6497.
European Feed Manufactors Federation. 2016. Soy Sourcing Guidelines, Brussels. https://fefac.eu/wpcontent/uploads/2020/07/fefac_soy_sourcing_guidelines_en.pdf

63

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

European Forest Institute. 2013. EFI Technical Report 88. https://efi.int/sites/default/files/files/publication-bank/2018/tr_88_annex1.pdf
European Commission.
-

2019a. Protecting and Restoring the world´s forests: stepping up EU action to halt deforestation and forest degradation. COM(2019), Brussels, 23.07.2019. https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/communication-eu-action-protect-restore-forests_en.pdf

-

2019b. Factsheet: Protecting and Restoring the world´s forests: stepping up EU action to halt
deforestation and forest degradation. FS/19/4549. Brussels, 24.07.2019. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/FS_19_4549

-

2019c. The European Green Deal. Brussels. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF

-

2019d. New EU-Mercosur trade agreement. Brussels.
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2019/june/tradoc_157964.pdf

-

2019e. Trade part of the EU Mercosur Association Agreement. Brussels.
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2019/july/tradoc_158166.%20Trade%20and%20Sustainable%20Development.pdf

-

2020. Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 Bringing nature back into our lives. Brussels:
COM/2020/380 final. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1590574123338&uri=CELEX:52020DC0380

-

2021a. Proposal for a Regulation on deforestation-free products. Brussels: COM(2021) 706
final. https://ec.europa.eu/environment/publications/proposal-regulation-deforestationfree-products_en

-

2021b. Trade Policy Review - An Open, Sustainable and Assertive Trade Policy. COM(2021),
Brussels, 18.02.2021. https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2021/february/tradoc_159438.pdf

-

2021c. Impact Assessment Report minimising the risk of deforestation and forest degradation
associated with products placed on the EU market. SWD(2021) 326 final. Brussels.
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/system/files/2021-11/SWD_2021_326_1_EN_impact_assessment_part2_v2.pdf

-

Global Biodiversity. Accessed February 11, 2022. https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/international/index_en.htm

European Parliament.
-

2020. Draft report with recommendations to the Commission on an EU legal framework to
halt and reverse EU-driven global deforestation. (2020/2006(INL)). Brussels: Committee on
the

Environment,

Public

Health

and

Food

Safety.

https://www.europarl.eu-

ropa.eu/doceo/document/A-9-2020-0179_EN.html
-

2021a. Resolution of 10 March 2021 with recommendations to the Commission on corporate
due diligence and corporate accountability. 2020/2129(INL). https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2021-0073_EN.html

-

2021b. European Parliament resolution of 20 October 2021 on a farm to fork strategy for a
fair,

healthy

and

environmentally-friendly

food

ropa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2021-0425_EN.pdf

64

system.

https://www.europarl.eu-

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

FAIRR. “Cerrado Manifesto. Statement of support.” Accessed February 9, 2022. https://cerradostatement.fairr.org
Feltran-Barbieri, Rafael, and José Gustavo Féres. 2021. “Degraded Pastures in Brazil: Improving Livestock Production and Forest Restoration.” Royal Society open science 8 (7): 201854.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.201854.
Fishbein, Greg, David Cleary and José Ottavio Passos. 2019. Incentives for Sustainable Soy in the Cerrado. The Nature Conservancy. https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/TNC_IncentivesforSustainableSoyinCerrado_Nov2019.pdf
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.
-

1998. FRA 2000 Terms and Definitions. FRA Working Paper 1, FAO Forestry Department.
https://www.fao.org/3/ad665e/ad665e06.htm#TopOfPage

-

2020a. “The state of the world´s forests.” (2020) Accessed February 9, 2022.
https://www.fao.org/state-of-forests/en/

-

2020b. “The world´s forests: a wealth of biodiversity” last modified March 19, 2020.
https://www.fao.org/publications/highlights-detail/en/c/1267161/

-

“Forests and poverty reduction” last modified May 15, 2015. https://www.fao.org/forestry/livelihoods/en/

Food and Agriculture Organisation and United Nations Environmental Program. 2020. The state of
the world’s forests 2020. Forests, biodiversity and people.“, Rome. https://doi.org/10.4060/ca8642en
Food First Informations- und Aktions-Netzwerk. 2018. The Human and Environmental Cost of Land
Business. The case of MATOPIBA, Brazil, Heidelberg. https://www.fian.org/files/files/The_Human_and_Environmental_Cost_of_Land_Business-The_case_of_MATOPIBA_240818.pdf
France 24, “Lula aboga por rehacer el acuerdo UE-Mercosur tras las elecciones de 2022”, last modified 17 November 17, 2021. https://www.france24.com/es/minuto-a-minuto/20211117-lula-abogapor-rehacer-el-acuerdo-ue-mercosur-tras-las-elecciones-de-2022
Garrett, R. D., S. Levy, K. M. Carlson, T. A. Gardner, J. Godar, J. Clapp, and P. Dauvergne et al. “Criteria
for Effective Zero-Deforestation Commitments.” Global Environmental Change 54 (2019): 135–47.
doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.11.003.
Germanwatch and Frank Bold. 2021. Full Disclosure: Monthly Briefing on EU Corporate Transparency
Regulation – May 2021 Issue. https://www.germanwatch.org/en/20152

65

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

Global Forest Watch.
-

2021. „The Commodity Report: Soy Production’s Impact on Forests in South America“.
https://www.globalforestwatch.org/blog/commodities/soy-production-forests-south-america/

-

2022. “Global Deforestation Rates and statistics by country.” Accessed February 9, 2022.
https://gfw.global/3cZsxlb

Global Witness. 2021. Deforestation Dividends. https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/forests/deforestation-dividends
Government of the Netherlands. 2021. Non-paper - Mandatory due diligence: Building blocks for effective and ambitious European due diligence legislation. https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/onderwerpen/internationaal-maatschappelijk-verantwoord-ondernemen-imvo/documenten/vergaderstukken/2021/11/05/non-paper-mandatory-due-diligence
Greenpeace European Union. 2020. A new EU regulation to protect the world´s forests and ecosystems. Brussels. https://greenwire.greenpeace.de/system/files/2021-09/20200904-a-new-EU-regulation-protect-worlds-forests-ecosystems.pdf
Greenpeace Netherlands. 2020. The EU-Mercosur Association Agreement. Assessment and analysis
of the negotiation document dated 18 June 2020, to which Greenpeace has been given access.
https://trade-leaks.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/EU-Mercosur_Association_Agreement_Background_And_Analysis.pdf
Hagemejer, Jan, Andreas Maurer, Bettina Rudloff, Peter-Tobias Stoll, Stephen Woolcock, Andréia
Costa Vieira, Kristina Mensah and Katarzyna Sidlo. 2021. Trade aspects of the EU-Mercosur Association Agreement. Directorate General for External Policies of the Union. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2021/653650/EXPO_STU(2021)653650_EN.pdf
Hargita, Yvonne, Cordula Hinkes, Ulrich Bick and Günther Peter. 2018. Entwaldungsfreie Agrarrohstoffe - Analyse relevanter Soja-Zertifizierungssysteme für Futtermittel. Thünen Working Paper 98.
Braunschweig.
Heilmayr, Robert, Lisa L. Rausch, Jacob Munger, and Holly K. Gibbs. “Brazil’s Amazon Soy Moratorium Reduced Deforestation.” Nature Food 1, no. 12 (2020): 801–10. doi:10.1038/s43016-020-00194-5.
Hoffman, Rhea Tamara and Markus Krajewski. 2021. Rechtsgutachten und Vorschläge für eine mögliche Verbesserung oder Neuverhandlung des Entwurfs des EU-Mercosur-Assoziierungsabkommens.
https://www.greenpeace.de/publikationen/rechtsgutachten-eu-mercosur-vertrag
Instituto Nacional de Pesquisas Espaciais. “Monitoramento do Desmatamento da Floresta Amazônica
Brasileira por Satélite” last modified November 19, 2021. http://www.obt.inpe.br/OBT/assuntos/programas/amazonia/prodes
Joint Committee of The European Supervisory Authorities. 2020. Joint Consultation Paper ESG Disclosures. https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/jc_2020_16_-_joint_consultation_paper_on_esg_disclosures.pdf
Jopke, P. and Schoneveld G.C. Corporate Commitments to Zero Deforestation: An Evaluation of Externality Problems and Implementation Gaps. Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR),
2018. doi:10.17528/cifor/006827.
66

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

Kehoe, Laura, Tiago N.P. dos Reis, Patrick Meyfroidt, Simon Bager, Ralf Seppelt, Tobias Kuemmerle,
and Erika Berenguer et al. “Inclusion, Transparency, and Enforcement: How the EU-Mercosur Trade
Agreement Fails the Sustainability Test.” One Earth 3, no. 3 (2020): 268–72.
doi:10.1016/j.oneear.2020.08.013.
Khalid, Fazlun. 2020. „EU´s tradedeals can put an end to deforestation“. EURACITY, July 10, 2020.
https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy-environment/opinion/eus-trade-deals-can-put-an-end-todeforestation/
Lake, Sarah and Elizabeth Baer. 2015. „What Does it Really Mean When a Company Commits to
“Zero Deforestation”?“. World Ressource Institute. Last modified May 4, 2015.
Lambin, Eric F., Holly K. Gibbs, Robert Heilmayr, Kimberly M. Carlson, Leonardo C. Fleck, Rachael D.
Garrett, and Yann Le Polain de Waroux et al. “The Role of Supply-Chain Initiatives in Reducing Deforestation.” Nature Climate Change 8, no. 2 (2018): 109–16. doi:10.1038/s41558-017-0061-1.
Law, Elizabeth A., Leandro Macchi, Matthias Baumann, Julieta Decarre, Gregorio Gavier-Pizarro,
Christian Levers, and Matías E. Mastrangelo et al. “Fading Opportunities for Mitigating AgricultureEnvironment Trade-Offs in a South American Deforestation Hotspot.” Biological Conservation 262
(2021): 109310. doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2021.109310.
Liboreiro, Jorge. 2022. “Explained: How the EU plans to ban products linked to deforestation.“ Euronews. Last modified February 9, 2022. https://www.euronews.com/2021/11/17/explained-how-theeu-plans-to-ban-products-linked-to-deforestation
Ministère de l´Europe et des Affaires Étrangères. 2021. „Fit for 55: a new cycle of European climate
policies“ last modified July 15, 2021. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/climate-and-environment/news/article/fit-for-55-a-new-cycle-of-european-climate-policies-press-release-issued-by-the
Moens, Barbara and Giorgio Leali. 2021. „Macron seeks electoral boost from French sway over EU
trade”. Accessed February 10, 2021. https://www.politico.eu/article/macron-seeks-electoral-boostfrom-french-sway-over-eu-trade/
Montevideo Portal. 2021. “Que veinte años no es nada. A dos años del acuerdo Mercosur-UE, Cancillería duda sobre que concluya exitosamente.” Accessed February 10, 2022. https://www.montevideo.com.uy/Noticias/A-dos-anos-del-acuerdo-Mercosur-UE-Cancilleria-duda-sobre-que-concluyaexitosamente-uc804943
Müller, Cristina. 2020. Brazil and the Amazon Rainforest. Deforestation, Biodiversity and Cooperation
with the EU and International Forums. Luxembourg: European Parliament. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/648792/IPOL_IDA(2020)648792_EN.pdf
New York Declaration on Forests.
-

“Updated forest goals launched in a renewed call to action” last modified October 13,
2021a. https://forestdeclaration.org/a-renewed-call-to-action/

-

“The NYDF Platform welcomes the Glasgow Declaration and affirms the need for urgent
forest action“ last modified November 2, 2021b. https://forestdeclaration.org/the-nydf-platform-welcomes-the-glasgow-declaration-and-affirms-the-need-for-urgent-forest-action/

67

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

Ocaña, Oscar Bermeo. 2020. „Compromiso Gran Chaco Argentino 2030: el desafío de salvar a la
región que más se está deforestando“. Mongabay, August 11, 2020. https://es.mongabay.com/2020/08/compromiso-gran-chaco-argentino-2030-desmontes-argentina/
Pacheco, Pablo, Haseebullah Bakhtary, Marisa C. Camargo, Stephen Donofrio, Isabel Drigo, and
Dagmar Mithöfer. 2018. The Private Sector Can Zero Deforestation Commitments Save Tropical Forests? Center for International Forestry Research. https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/10138/304970/1/Angelsen1801.pdf
Pendrill, Florence, U. Martin Persson, Javier Godar, Thomas Kastner, Daniel Moran, Sarah Schmidt, and
Richard Wood. “Agricultural and Forestry Trade Drives Large Share of Tropical Deforestation Emissions.” Global Environmental Change 56 (2019): 1–10. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.03.002.
Pereira, Ritaumaria (Imazon) 2021. Interview by Katharina Brandt (Germanwatch e.V.) September
2021.
Philips, Tom. “Amazon Deforestation surges to 12-year-high under Bolsonaro.” Guardian, 30.11.2020.
Accessed February 9, 2022. https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/dec/01/amazon-deforestation-surges-to-12-year-high-under-bolsonaro
Pineda, Manu. 2021. Parliamentary question to the European Commission. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2021-000828_EN.html
Quiroga, Rayén, Rafael Agacino, Alberto Malmierca and Sofía del Villar. ECLAC Statistical Briefings. No
2, July 2021. https://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/47152/1/S2100265_en.pdf
Raza, Werner, Bernhard Tröster, Bernhard Wolfslehner, Markus Krajewski. 2020. How can international trade contribute to sustainable forestry and the preservation of the world’s forests through the
Green Deal?. Belgium: European Parliament. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/603513/EXPO_IDA(2020)603513_EN.pdf
Rothrock, Philip, Laura Weatherer, and Steve Zwick. Stephen Donofrio and Kelley Hamrick, Eds.
(2019). Corporate Commitments to Zero deforestation: Company Progress on Commitments that
Count, 2019. Washington, DC: Forest Trends. https://www.forest-trends.org/publications/targetingzero-deforestation/
SPD, Bündnis 90/ Die Grünen, FDP. 2021. Koalitionsvertrag - Mehr Fortschritt wagen. Berlin.
https://www.spd.de/fileadmin/Dokumente/Koalitionsvertrag/Koalitionsvertrag_2021-2025.pdf
Spring, Jake. „Soy boom devours Brazil’s tropical savanna.“ A Reutgers Special Report. August 28, 2018.
Accessed February 9, 2022. https://www.reuters.com/investigates/special-report/brazil-deforestation/
Sydow, Johanna and Antonia Reichwein. 2018. Governance of Mineral Supply Chains of Electronic
Deveices. Germanwatch e.V., Bonn. https://www.germanwatch.org/de/15504-0
Teixera, Fabio. „Slaves to deforestation: Labor abuses fuel Brazil´s Amazon destruction.“ Reuters,
23.08.2021. Accessed February 9, 2022. https://www.reuters.com/article/brazil-climate-deforestationidUSL8N2OO4Y9
Teller, Friederike, Katharina Brandt and Berit Thomsen. 2020. Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens auf den Agrarhandel und die Ziele für nachhaltige Entwicklung. Germanwatch e.V., Bonn.
https://www.germanwatch.org/de/19698

68

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

The Consumer Goods Forum.
-

“CGF Response to Deforestation Protests in Berlin.” Last modified October 24, 2019.
https://www.theconsumergoodsforum.com/press_releases/environmental-cgf-response-todeforestation-protests-in-berlin/

-

2016. The Sustainable Soy-Sourcing Guidelines. Second Edition. https://www.theconsumergoodsforum.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/201605-CGF-Sustainable-Soy-SourcingGuidelines-Second-Edition.pdf

The Nature Conservancy. „Gran Chaco: Protecting the second-largest Forest in South America“. Accessed February 11, 2022. https://www.nature.org/en-us/about-us/where-we-work/latin-america/argentina/gran-chaco/
The sustainable trade initiative. “IDH - the sustainable trade initiative.” Accessed February 9, 2022.
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/
Thomson, E. 2020. Time for change: delivering deforestation-free supply chains. Oxford: Global Canopy. https://forest500.org/publications/time-change-delivering-deforestation-free-supply-chains
Together4Forests. 2022. “Supporters” accessed February 11, 2022. https://together4forests.eu/supporters TRASE. 2020. TRASE yearbook (2020): The state of forest risk supply chains. http://resources.trase.earth/documents/Trase_Yearbook_Executive_Summary_2_July_2020.pdf
UN Climate Change Conference UK 2021.
-

„Glasgow Leader´s Declaration on Forest and Land Use“ last modified November 2, 2021a.
https://ukcop26.org/glasgow-leaders-declaration-on-forests-and-land-use/

-

“Agricultural Commodity Companies Corporate Statement of Purpose” modified November
2, 2021b. https://ukcop26.org/agricultural-commodity-companies-corporate-statement-ofpurpose/

UNFCCC. 2016. Paris Agreement - Brazil’s Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC).
https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/ndcstaging/PublishedDocuments/Brazil%20First/Brazil%20First%20NDC%20(Updated%20submission).pdf
Van ‘t Wout, Demy. 2021. The enforceability of the trade and sustainable development chapters of
the European Union’s free trade agreements. Asia Europe Journal. https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10308-021-00627-1
Variety of authors. 2021. Sistema de Monitoramento da Exploração Madeireira (Simex): Mapeamento
da exploração madeireira na Amazônia – Agosto 2019 a Julho 2020 (p. 1). Belém: Imazon, Idesam,
Imaflora e ICV.
Waitz, Thomas, Andreas Schieder, Bettina Vollath, Franc Bogovič, Simone Schmiedtbauer, Maria
Noichl, Anna Cavazzini, Herbert Dorfmann, Monika Vana and Yannick Jadot. 2021. Parliamentary
question to the European Commission. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/P-9-2021002484_DE.html

69

Auswirkungen des EU-Mercosur-Abkommens

Transnational Network for Deforestation-Free Supply Chains

World Business Council on Sustainable Development, World Resources Institute. 2004. The Greenhouse Gas Protocol. A Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard. Revised Edition:
https://ghgprotocol.org/corporate-standard, pp. 25-33. See also World Business Council on Sustainable Development, World Resources Institute. 2011. Corporate Value Chain (Scope 3) Accounting and
Reporting Standard: https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/ndcstaging/PublishedDocuments/Brazil%20First/Brazil%20First%20NDC%20(Updated%20submission).pdf
WWF International.
-

2021a. Deforestation Fronts. https://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/deforestationfronts-drivers-and-responses-in-a-changing-world-summary

-

2021b. „Nach Glasgow muss sich die EU beweisen.“ Last modified November 17, 2021.

-

„The Pantanal: Saving the world’s largest tropical wetland“. Accessed February 11, 2022.

https://www.wwf.de/2021/november/waldschutz-nach-glasgow-muss-sich-die-eu-beweisen
https://www.worldwildlife.org/projects/the-pantanal-saving-the-world-s-largest-tropicalwetland
Zamfir, Ionel. 2019. Human rights in EU trade agreements - The human rights clause and its application. European Parliamentary Research Service. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2019/637975/EPRS_BRI(2019)637975_EN.pdf

70

Did you find this publication
interesting and helpful?
You can support the work of Germanwatch with a donation to:
Bank fuer Sozialwirtschaft AG
BIC/Swift: BFSWDE33BER
IBAN: DE33 1002 0500 0003 212300
Thank you for your support!

Your personal contact
Katharina Brandt
Policy Advisor Agriculture
Germanwatch e. V.
+49 (0)30 / 57 71 328-68
brandt@germanwatch.org

Imprint
Transnational network for
deforestation-free supply chains
c/o Germanwatch e. V.
Kaiserstrasse 201, D-53113 Bonn | Germany

