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Disclaimer

This report was produced by the European Forest Institute (EFI) with the financial
support of the European Union. This report documents a process conducted in
September 2025 as part of a learning exercise in the coffee sector for operators and
Competent Authorities. It took place before the entry into application of the EUDR, at a
time when all stakeholders were still in the preparation phase. The insights presented
here are intended to foster mutual understanding, readiness, and alignment among the
different actors involved. They should not be interpreted as definitive positions or as
representing what may be deemed compliant by the participating Competent
Authorities. The views expressed do not necessarily reflect those of the European Forest
Institute (EFI), which acted as a facilitator in this process, nor those of the European
Union. Rather, many of the recommendations and observations captured in this report
point to what could be considered — at this stage, and within the specific coffee
contexts examined — examples of good or emerging best practices for the early
implementation of the EUDR.

© European Forest Institute, 2025
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Insights from the coffee sector for EUDR
preparedness

1.0verview

The EU Competent Authorities of Belgium and France and a Belgian operator in the
coffee sector conducted an EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR) preparedness exercise,
facilitated by the European Forest Institute (EFI) through its Technical Facility on
Deforestation-Free Value Chains. The voluntary exercise simulated checks on the
operator’s due diligence system (DD-System) and four coffee shipments, using
real-world data and information to replicate actual checks as closely as possible. The
exercise aimed to help identify challenges, viable solutions and best practices to ensure
smooth implementation of the EUDR, and provide recommendations that could benefit
all interested stakeholders.

In addition to assessing the operator’s DD-System in practice, the exercise also served to
assess the ease of using the EU Information System for transferring geolocation data
and resolving any issues relating to data compilation, formatting and completeness.

2. EUDR overview

What is the EUDR?

The EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR) requires that coffee, palm oil,
cocoa, soy, cattle, timber and rubber (and some related derived products)
entering the EU be produced legally and without causing deforestation.
Operators wishing to place these products on the EU market will have to
conduct due diligence to demonstrate that these criteria are met once the
regulation fully enters into application.



3. Outline of a coffee supply chain

About 90% of coffee globally is produced by smallholder farmers with plots of land less
than 4 hectares (ha). Farmers may deliver their harvest to cooperatives, which organise
collection, storage and initial processing. They could also sell through intermediaries,
both formal and informal, or directly to traders. Coffee is directed to domestic
processing facilities, where it is hulled, cleaned and prepared for export. Coffee is often
sold as green beans.

Once coffee reaches the EU border, it undergoes further EU processing, such as
roasting, blending and packaging, before being distributed through retail channels. At
the end of the supply chain, roasted coffee is sold to consumers through shops,
supermarkets or cafés as roasted coffee beans, ground coffee or further processed into
soluble coffee. It is important to note that soluble coffee products are currently
excluded from the product scope of the EUDR. This exclusion could have several
unintended consequences for the coffee sector and the overall effectiveness of the
EUDR. By exempting soluble coffee products, the Regulation risks creating a competitive
imbalance between EU-based manufacturers—who must comply with due diligence
requirements—and those based outside the EU, who can continue exporting soluble
coffee to the EU market without demonstrating deforestation-free sourcing. In practice,
coffee beans that do not meet EUDR requirements might be diverted to soluble coffee
production in non-EU countries, thereby entering the EU market indirectly. Such leakage
would undermine the Regulation’s environmental objectives and erode confidence in

its integrity.
m The percentages indicate how much processed product is obtained from the parent product on average.
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Figure 1: The transformation of green coffee beans into processed coffee products, with average rates of conversion.
Numbers shown above each product are the HS codes.



The multitude of farmers is a challenge for geolocation data collection, and the
complexity of the supply chain illustrates the challenges of ensuring full traceability.
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Figure 2: The main stages and actors in the coffee supply chain, from production in the country of origin to consumption
in the EU.

4. Steps in the preparedness exercise

Identification of the operator was facilitated by the European Coffee Federation (ECF),
which helped find candidates meeting the following criteria: i) placing coffee on the EU
market, in particular from at least some of the origins identified by the Competent
Authorities, ii) having an operational DD-System, and iii) willing to share its data with the
participating Competent Authorities. An operator with diverse and complex supply
chains was prioritised to test checks of more intricate systems.

The exercise was conducted for several months through the following steps, simulating
a ‘live’ EUDR check:

e The operator and EFl identified a set of shipments for the simulated checks, taking
into account country origins of interest to the Competent Authorities and a
diversity of sourcing patterns: direct and indirect sourcing, cases with and without
third-party certification, coffee in agroforestry landscapes, use of national
information systems, among others. The set of shipments and the origins —in this
case, Uganda, Vietnam, Brazil and Honduras — were validated by the
Competent Authorities.

e The operator submitted the due diligence statements using the replicate of the
EU Information System (Acceptance) to test the ease of use.



e The Competent Authorities reviewed the submissions and sent questions and

requests for additional documentation and data to the operator (see Annex 1 for
the standard request used).

e The additional information was provided by the operator and assessed by the

Competent Authorities.

e Second round of requests for missing / additional documents and data.

e Both sides came together for an in-person meeting, facilitated by EFI, to discuss

the remaining questions (see Annex 2 for examples of questions asked), review
the operator’s DD-System in greater detail, and gather lessons learned
throughout the exercise.

The exercise culminated in this report to share some of the challenges encountered and
lessons learned. The recommendations provided are general recommendations based
on both best practices and lessons learned from this exercise.

5.

1.

General insights

Demonstrating a robust due diligence system is important to Competent
Authorities, including demonstrating that this system has been applied to
every shipment.

A functioning due diligence system (DD-System) is the foundation for EUDR
compliance, and it is evident that many operators have developed good due
diligence systems, protocols and procedures. Continuous improvement mechanisms
are essential to ensure the DD System remains effective over time. By providing
sufficient relevant information, operators can demonstrate the robustness of their
DD-System so that Competent Authorities can have confidence that a strong
methodology was used by the operator to determine that a shipment had a low or
negligible risk of causing deforestation. Additionally, operators are expected to
dedicate enough human resources to implementing their DD-System —a system that
exists only on paper will not be sufficient for Competent Authorities if the operator
cannot demonstrate that it is concretely put into practice. In the DD-System
responsibilities must be attributed to specific people.

But having a strong DD-System, while important, is not the only area the Competent
Authorities will check. It is also important for operators to demonstrate that due
diligence has been applied to the products in the shipment selected for inspection.



As the Competent Authorities noted during the exercise: “Our EUDR checks involve
two main steps: first, verifying that a functioning due diligence system is in place; and
second, assessing whether the product itself is compliant with the EUDR. In the case
of the operator, this refers to the practices and evidence used to conclude that there
are no, or only negligible, risks of deforestation and illegality related to

the shipment.”

An EUDR compliant product is... EUDR compliance for an operator is...

(a) deforestation-free; Demonstrating conclusive evidence that there
were no or only negligible risks of
non-compliance, or that these were made
negligible through mitigation actions (Obligation
of means).

(b) produced in accordance with the
relevant legislation of the country of
production; and

(c) covered by a due diligence statement.

Therefore, in addition to providing information on their DD-System, operators will
also demonstrate that production of the commodity was compliant with EUDR
criteria. In order to do this, the operator must know — and provide clear information
on — the origin of the product (i.e. geolocation), as well as other relevant criteria
described in EUDR Article 10 on risk assessment, such as the presence of forests,
presence of indigenous peoples, risk of mixing with non-compliant products, and
more. Operators can use, but should not rely exclusively on, external platforms or
tools for this information; they are also expected to develop and apply internal
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) tailored to their supply chains.

Scope of EUDR checks

EUDR compliance verification operates on two levels during an inspection:
(i) assessment of the DD-System itself, to ensure it is complete and
functional; and (ii) verification of product-level evidence of compliance,
focusing on the traceability and risk assessment related to

specific shipments.

Failure to provide product-level evidence would put into question the fact
that the DD-System is consistently applied.

“Operators cannot hide behind a general DD-System; they are expected to
provide evidence directly relevant to the specific shipments selected for
inspection.” (more details in Annex 2)



2. Operators are expected to adopt a balanced approach to risk assessment, giving
equal weight to deforestation and legality checks.

The EUDR Risk Risk Assessment has two equally weighted components:

(i) Deforestation Risk Assessment and (ii) Legality Risk Assessment.

However, the exercise revealed that operators tend to devote attention to
deforestation-related risks, often at the expense of legality checks which are
generally more complex for them to interpret and implement in practice.

The Competent Authorities were clear that they will focus their checks on both
dimensions of risk. This could lead to a potential mismatch between the information
provided by operators and what is expected or requested by Competent Authorities.

Both the deforestation and legality dimensions of risk require systematic evaluation
to ensure compliance. Competent Authorities expect to receive not only the risk
assessment itself, but also the information on which the assessment is based, e.g.,
data / information demonstrating how the operator came to a conclusion that there
is a negligible risk of indigenous peoples located in the sourcing areas of a shipment.
Such information needs to be origin-specific; broad assessments are not considered
sufficient because they might not apply to the production area in question.

Legality compliance may be checked by consulting databases, overlaying the
geolocation of plots with maps, collecting documents, etc. Regarding the collection
of documents, the exercise revealed that some farmer- or plot-specific
documentation related to legality risks — such as permits — is not being collected by
all operators, often because operators are notin a position to request or obtain such
documents from farmers. The operator noted that only a portion of actors in its
supply chain carry out specific data collection on workers’ rights, child labour and
human rights, further noting that “the legality part is easier to handle when you have
responsibly sourced coffee”, as many of the same EUDR legality criteria have to be
met for a producer to receive certification.

3. For EUDR check-information must be relevant, verifiable, and accessible to support
EUDR compliance.

It is important to balance information completeness with conciseness and clarity.
Operators face a paradox when it comes to selecting what evidence to provide
during a check. Since, under the EUDR, the burden of proof lies with operators, it is
tempting to share every single dataset or document that could contain any
information potentially relevant to a Competent Authority’s request. But this could
lead to ‘information overload’ where the volume of information is greater than what



the Competent Authority can inspect in a timely manner, or poses challenges for
finding the few relevant paragraphs in a lengthy document. Finding a balance
between relevance and conciseness is mutually beneficial to both sides.

During the exercise, the documentation on the due diligence system shared by the
operator totalled hundreds of pages. The Competent Authorities highlighted the
challenges of reviewing so much information. In some cases, the Authorities also
found it unclear why certain documents were included or what specific information
they were expected to extract from them. Such lack of clarity could have practical
implications, as Competent Authorities may struggle to identify the conclusive
evidence needed to verify EUDR compliance efficiently.

To reduce this challenge, Competent Authorities suggested that operators include
the following when submitting documentation:

¢ Anindex of what datasets or documents are being shared and what relevant
information each one contains.

e Summaries of any lengthy documents (e.g., explanations of DD-Systems).

Additionally, a note on each document specifying the section or pages where the
relevant information can be found could further reduce the burden on Competent
Authorities and accelerate the check. The operator noted that time is needed to
respond to these requests and that this should be factored into the lead time

of checks.

Realistic timelines needed for providing requested documents.

Competent Authorities noted during the exercise that they would normally expect to
receive pieces of evidence the same day they are requested during audits, as applied
in the EU Timber Regulation (EUTR) checks where operators should have the
information that they claim to have checked in its DD-System. On its side, the
operator noted that some lead time would be necessary to gather the data and
documents from its supply chain: “We have this documentation at origin, but not
directly at hand at destination.” It is therefore clear that communication and
expectation management between operators and Competent Authorities are
needed to ensure risk-based verification remains credible and practical, noting that
such processes may become more efficient over time.



“Simply collecting data and documents is not enough; operators are also expected to
demonstrate that they have checked this information to be adequately conclusive
and verifiable, and used it in their risk assessment.”

This point was raised repeatedly during the exercise by the Competent Authorities:
while operators are expected to collect and provide information as evidence of EUDR
compliance, they also have to check that the information is valid, correct and
accurate —and provide evidence of their procedures for verification, risk assessment
and, where needed, risk mitigation. The Competent Authorities noted that simply
providing land titles of farmers connected to a shipment, for example, is not
sufficient evidence of compliance without demonstrating that those land titles have
been checked. Operators are expected to have verified relevant information in
advance of inspections.

Gathering evidence for EUDR compliance: documents versus data

When it comes to showing evidence of due diligence, conversations often revolve
around searching for documents. However, the challenges for the operators to collect,
and for the Competent Authorities to analyse, large amounts of documentation, are one
of the salient messages of this report. It is worth reminding that relevant information in
the context of EUDR may be provided not only through the form of documentation, but
also of data, which can help address these challenges. The use of one medium or the
other should be assessed in light of what the operator wishes to demonstrate. Certain
cases are more suited to one format than another.

EUDR Article 9: “Operators shall collect information, documents and data which
demonstrate that the relevant products comply with Article 3.”



Table 1: Legality Risk Assessment: types of information that might be useful.

Documents vs Data

Type of evidence

Characteristics

Considerations for due diligence

format, relatively easy to store,

manage, replicate and
transfer to others.

e  Statistical methodscan be used
to measure uncertainty, fill
in information
gaps and quantify risks.

e (Can be converted into
documents (e.g., PDFs)

e Performative functions are
possible and becoming more

commonplace (e-signatures,
e-Bills of Lading, etc.)

Documents e Information recorded on Paperwork becomes hard to manage at
a physical object, making a large scale, as do digital equivalents
it difficult to replicate, (photos / scans / PDFs).
manipulate and transfer . .

Documents are not necessarily more
e Often is converted to digital authentic or reliable:
format- e.g., through photos, e Holdingthe rightdocumentis not a
manual data input —but . .
lirmitati ) guarantee of legality e.g., land titles
imitations remain. can be forged or “bought.”
e Performative functions: typically | | Hot holding the right document
used to establish agreement, . . .
S ) does not imply illegality e.g., land
authorisation, possession. . .
that is occupied legally, but not
documented.
Particularly relevant for targeted
risk mitigation measures.
Data e Information stored in digital Quantitative data is most adequate to

conduct risk assessments at scale.
However, datasets may be conveniently
“cleaned” of problematic data.

Public datasets can provide an overview
of legal compliance in a region, e.g.,
databases on court cases related to
land conflicts or cases of forced labour.
In the absence of publicinformation, or
as a complement, the private sectorcan
collect its own data on legality
(including from NGOs and / or

service providers) .




General insights on due diligence practice

Lesson 1 — Quick spatial and geometry checks can
reveal issues with geolocation data quality and
consistency

Plots larger than 4 ha must be submitted as polygons outlining the plot boundaries
(smaller plots may use a single point) . The rush to gather polygon data at scale often
leads to geometric errors and inaccuracies.

During the exercise, simple visual inspections and geometry checks revealed common
errors, such as:

e Overlaps
Areas where two farm polygons improperly cover the same ground.
Small boundary overlaps are not an important issue of concern in smallholder
contexts; however larger overlaps put into question the robustness of the data
collection method.

Spikes

Irregular polygon boundaries that create misleadingly large perimeters or areas.
Spikes are easily detectable and can be corrected when these are isolated events
(generally due to an error in recording or reporting one coordinate).

¢ Visual boundaries and infrastructure
Polygons don’t follow the clear plot border in the image.

e Duplicates
The same polygon shapes appearing in several locations (or overlapping on the
same area).

A structured five-point process can help strengthen reliability. This is not exhaustive, as
other checks may be helpful depending on the context (e.g., check for boundary gaps
between adjacent polygons).

1) Check for illogical locations (e.g., plots in water, in another country, outside
production areas)

2) Check for self-intersections

3) Check for spikes



4) Check for visible duplicates

5) Check for overlaps
Free resources are available for non-experts to run this kind of analysis, for example
Mapshaper and Georoots Editor for geometry and topology checks. Various platforms
may be used for visual inspection (e.g., Google Earth). More advanced analysis may be
conducted by a GIS expert or specialised service providers.

This should be paired with robust data collection methods and clear tolerance
thresholds (the operator used a 5-m-accuracy threshold for plot data collection in the
coffee sector with smallholders), acknowledging that minor isolated issues such as small
overlaps between polygons in hilly areas are to be expected. These were not a major
issue for the Competent Authorities.

Having a clean and coherent plot dataset is one thing; another is the ability to evidence
that specific shipments are actually linked to these origins and that no “problematic
plots” may have been conveniently removed from the dataset.


https://mapshaper.org/
https://georoots.eu/editor/
https://earth.google.com/web/

Lesson 2 — Cross-referencing different maps gives
confidence to deforestation risk assessments

Combining multiple sources of information to check for deforestation in certain
locations provides stronger assurance than relying on a single dataset. The operator had
cross-checked the Joint Research Centre (JRC) forest map with other globally available
datasets (e.g., Global Forest Watch) and with national datasets in some contexts (e.g.,
PRODES in Brazil).

In places where forest maps come with limitations (significant error margins, forest
definitions not fully aligned with the EUDR definition), cross-checking with commodity
maps —in this case, coffee planted areas — can provide an additional layer of evidence.

Table 2: Example of how convergence of evidence can support decision-making

Convergence of evidence Coffee maps
Global or Global and
No coffee . .
Confidence levels national source national
map used
(only 1 used) sources used
No forest map used No evidence No convergence +
of evidence
Global or national source (only 1 used) | No convergence
of evidence
Global and national sources used +

Checking for different sources of information has become easier with the expansion of
available tools. The FAO Whisp tool, for example, provides a free portal to check a given
set of plots against a wide range of publicly available global, regional and national
datasets on forest cover, deforestation and crop planted areas. This includes the JRC’s
2020 global forest map.

“The JRC forest map offers valuable insights but it does not constitute definite proof.”
(Competent Authorities)


https://openforis.org/solutions/whisp/

On the use of official national datasets on forests and crop maps (many of them are not
readily available in global portals?), the Competent Authorities noted that their utility in
that context would increase if they allowed the uploading of polygon datasets, in order
to run tailored analyses for specific supply chain areas. While improving the accessibility
and usability of these national datasets is important, when using such systems operators
remain responsible to demonstrate how they determined their reliability.

A structured six-point process can help review plot datasets. Operators may use a
different process than the one illustrated below; what mattered most for the
Competent Authorities is that the operator is able to demonstrate the use of a
structured and robust process, and that this process has been applied to the specific
shipments selected for inspection. Use of a structured process in verification efforts also
increases transparency, demonstrates logic and reduces subjectivity.

6. Prepare a report with

an analysis of red flags

polygons for additional
evidence or checks.

1. Visual inspection to
understand the
geometries.

5. Revise any red flag
R ORI SOy plot with images from

geometries and 20.20 (e
; .g. Google
identify errors. Earth).

3. Check the plots
against open-source
information in forest and
cropland
(e.g. Whisp).

4. Cross check the plots
with national forest &
coffee maps
(if available).

Figure 3: A structured six point process to help review plot datasets

1 All parties involved in this exercise also noted their interest in having more information about existing national
datasets on forests and croplands.



Lesson 3 — Non-spatial evidence could be key
to verifying deforestation-free status in
complex landscapes

Demonstrating deforestation-free status (coffee did not replace forest after 31
December 2020) can be challenging for coffee planted in agroforestry systems. Dense
tree cover makes the analysis of coffee plots more challenging, especially in the absence
of reliable coffee plantation or commodity maps to validate the presence of coffee or
agricultural land use. Here, non-spatial evidence — farm records, tenure documents,
management plans, certificate or audit report from a certification scheme — offers a
faster means of demonstrating adequately conclusive and verifiable information that
the plot of land was under ‘agriculture use’ before 31 December 2020.

A combined spatial and non-spatial approach strengthens credibility and enables more
accurate compliance with deforestation-free requirements. Describing such a
methodology can give confidence in due diligence systems. If such documents are not
available, for example due to lack of farm records or informal ownership, field surveys in
high-risk areas (e.g., photographs linked to geolocation date showing the age of the
coffee trees) could be used as evidence.

Definition: Under the EUDR, ‘agricultural plantation’ means ‘land with tree
stands in agricultural production systems, such as fruit tree plantations, oil
palm plantations, olive orchards and agroforestry systems where crops are
grown under tree cover’. This definition includes all plantations of relevant
commodities other than wood. Agricultural plantations are excluded from
the definition of ‘forest”.

Commission Notice C/2024/6789 — Guidance Document



Case study: agroforest coffee in Honduras

Agroforestry coffee makes up 90% of Honduras’s coffee production. A 2020 national
coffee map and national land-use maps for the years 2018 and 2024 are publicly
available to download from the Instituto de Conservacion Forestal geoportal; however,
these datasets have their limitations — the 2018 and 2024 land-use maps were
developed using different methodologies
and are not comparable. For example,
during the exercise, 10 out of the 15
coffee plots in Honduras did not appear in
the national coffee map, so the operator
was asked to provide non-spatial evidence
to demonstrate that they are indeed
coffee plots and on land predominantly
under agricultural use and any
disturbance detected in these plots could
be disregarded as deforestation according

Figure 4: The challenge of demonstrating agroforestry to the EUDR.
coffee with remote sensing (Honduras)

LULC 2018 LULC 2024 2020 Coffee Map

Figure 5: A polygon crossed withthe Honduras 2018 map shows an area of coffee plantation, while the 2024
shows the areais aforest land, and the coffee map shows thereis no coffee inside the polygon. These three
maps of Honduras followed different methodological approaches.


https://geoportal.icf.gob.hn/geoportal/main

Lesson 4 — Spatial data has the potential to inform
legality risk assessments

While operators have invested substantial effort in gathering and analysing geospatial
information to assess the risk of deforestation in their supply chains, this information
also has value for assessing a variety of risks related to legality.

These include verifying whether:

e Plots encroach on protected areas or areas demarcated by law as
non-agricultural uses.

e Plots overlap with indigenous or community land rights.
e Plots fall within buffer zones along riverbanks.
e Slope restrictions to prevent cultivation on steep terrain are respected.

During the exercise, the operator used Protected Area (PA) spatial layers to assess the
proximity of coffee plots to designated Protected Areas, helping to identify potential
risks of sourcing from environmentally sensitive zones. Similarly, the Competent
Authorities conducted spatial checks to determine the proximity of plots to rivers, which
canindicate possible encroachment into riparian buffer zones or other environmentally
regulated areas.

Recognising such proximity-based risks allows operators to apply targeted mitigation
measures under the EUDR—such as segregating supplies, increasing the frequency of
field verification, strengthening control points within the supply chain, or requesting
additional evidence from suppliers. In this way, spatial analysis becomes a practical tool
to demonstrate that risks have been identified, assessed, and effectively mitigated in
line with Articles 10 and 11 of the EUDR.



Encroachment on protected areas

The World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) is the most comprehensive global
repository of information on terrestrial and marine protected areas, managed jointly by
the UN Environment Programme’s World Conservation Monitoring Centre
(UNEP-WCMC) and the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). It brings
together officially reported data from governments, regional bodies and other
authoritative sources to provide detailed information on the location, extent and
designation of protected sites.

However, the data available in the database is not always accurate, depending on the
country, due to issues of data reporting harmonisation across countries and delays in

reporting the latest changes in the demarcation of protected areas (e.g. creation of a
new reserve). Therefore, checking for overlaps with the WDPA dataset may just be a

first step towards further verification in risky areas.

“For some countries such as Colombia, this [WDPA] is amended to national databases, as
the WDPA may not fully reflect the legal status of land use or up-to-date boundaries.”
Operator’s EUDR manual

Overlap with indigenous or community land rights

There is no single global database for indigenous land boundaries that is as
comprehensive and authoritative as the WDPA for protected areas. However, several
initiatives compile and share spatial information on indigenous and community lands.
The most widely cited is LandMark: The Global Platform of Indigenous and Community
Lands, which provides maps and data on the extent of lands held or claimed by
Indigenous Peoples and local communities, drawing from official records, academic
studies and civil society contributions. Coverage is uneven and depends on available
national data and recognition.

Brazil stands out for the availability of geospatial information on indigenous and
community lands. For the Brazilian sourcing, it was seen as good practice to check for
overlap of the plots with the available national databases on indigenous lands and
traditional communities (FUNAI Database and INCRA Database). But many
non-indigenous traditional communities facing land-grabbing pressures in Brazil are not
included in these databases; checking additional sources of information is therefore
recommended (e.g., the T6 no Mapa initiative).


https://www.landmarkmap.org/map
https://tonomapa.org.br/en/principal-english/

Buffer zones along riverbanks

Most countries have legislation prohibiting land cultivation within a certain buffer
distance from riverbanks. This kind of legal provision on land use directly relates to the
scope of the EUDR.

This is the case in Vietnam, for instance, where a coffee plot was found within the 15- to
30-metre minimum distance? from riverbanks, potentially jeopardising the legality of
the product in the shipment from Vietnam analysed in this exercise.

230 metres in Vietnam near ecologically sensitive areas or when use of contaminants near aquatic
ecosystems.



Lesson 5 — Risks cannot be meaningfully assessed
based on broad global or national statistics alone

While operators have invested substantial effort in gathering and analysing geospatial
information to assess the risk of deforestation in their supply chains, this information
also has value for assessing a variety of risks related to legality.

For legality checks, national-level data and statistics are not enough. The Competent
Authorities in the exercise recommended that operators look at information for the
specific sourcing regions and connect it to the shipments in their DDS to help identify
real risks in the supply chain. EUDR Article 9(1) specifies that the product-related
information must be assessed, along with additional contextual information specified in
Article 10 (2).

Case study — Uganda

The operator prepared a risk assessment for each country of production. Article 10(2)(c)
of the EUDR concerns the presence of Indigenous Peoples in the country of production
or in parts of it. To assess this, the operator used data from LandMark which shows the
percentage of Indigenous Peoples’ territories relative to the national territory. The
assessment indicated that 41% of Uganda’s territory is recognised as Indigenous
Peoples’ land. This was further validated with origin experts to understand the overlap
with coffee production.

The Competent Authorities expect clarification on how much of the company’s sourcing
region might overlap with this 41%, if any. They looked for evidence of measures taken
to address Article 2.40 (g) on the application of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC)
— the following Article 10 information relevant to Indigenous Peoples:

1) Consultation and cooperation in good faith with Indigenous Peoples — 2(c)
2) Existence of duly reasoned claims by Indigenous Peoples — 2(e)

3) Recognition of third-party rights — 2(d)

4) Respect for human rights — 2(f)

Where they exist, national databases on land rights, human rights, environmental issues
and others can provide valuable information worth cross-checking for a specific set of
sourcing locations. However, Competent Authorities wanted to see how risk



assessments were linked to data on specific sourcing regions and shipments within the
DD-System. According to the Competent Authority: “Further analysis is needed to
demonstrate how well the datasets correspond to the operator’s sourcing regions or
supply base.” Operators remain interested in further guidance on how this could

be done.

Table 3: Example of global datasets that were considered for risk assessment

Article 10 Score Source

Risk Assessment

Corruption Low, Medium, or High Risk Corruption Perception Index

Law enforcement Low, Medium, or High Risk World Governance Indicators

Human rights Low, Medium, or High Risk Global and national sources used
Deforestation Low, Medium, or High Risk FAO —Global Forest Resources Report
Primary forests Low, Medium, or High Presence | FAO —Global Forest Resources Report
Indigenous peoples Low, Medium, or High Presence | LandMark

Sanctions Yes or No European Commission

Armed conflict Yes or No RULAC

Supply chain complexity | Low, Medium, or High Risk Internal data

Risk of circumvention Low, Medium, or High Risk Internal data




Lesson 6 — National information systems and
certification schemes provide useful information, but

are not a substitute for due diligence

National/public information systems and/or registries, for instance on land rights, can
support but not replace the operator’s due diligence responsibilities, especially where
there are issues of corruption or weak governance. They should be treated as one layer
of evidence — useful for identifying potential risks — but verified and cross-checked with
independent information in risky areas. When using certification schemes as part of
EUDR due diligence — whether for risk assessment or risk mitigation — operators are
expected to clearly explain which specific requirements of the EUDR are addressed by
the relevant principles, criteria or indicators of the chosen scheme.

Some best practices identified during the exercise include:

e A systematic assessment of the different national systems and certification
schemes used by the company against criteria set out in Articles 9, 10 and 11.

e Benchmarking of tools used before using them as input to information
requirements and risk assessments.

e Verifying data obtained from national databases/registries with sample
documentation and ground checks.

Case study: Brazil

The legality risk assessment reports provided by the operator proved to be most
informative in Brazil, compared to the other country origins included in this exercise. In
great part, this was due to the availability of the national databases listed below, readily
available to cross-check information for specific sourcing locations.

Thisis an example of how increased national information and transparency can offer a
competitive advantage for a producing country like Brazil. Operators can more easily
compile relevant evidence for their legality risk assessment, while they may struggle to
provide a minimum of adequate information for other origins.

While such national information systems, where they exist, prove to be helpful for
information collection, operators are still expected to explain how they assessed the



reliability of the information obtained through these systems, and how they used it in
their risk assessment and mitigation actions.

“Operators should clearly demonstrate how national information systems (e.g., CAR,
PRODES) are used, show how they assessed their reliability, and provide concrete
examples—not simply stating that the tools were used, and no risks were found.”

Table 4: EUDR Article 9 information needs and relevant national databases/registries
in Brazil

Article 9 Information Relevant national databases/registries
Geolocation information Collected by CAR (Environmental Rural Cadastre)
Land-use rights Prodes Brasil, Map Biomas & CAR

FPIC Overlay data from Lands (FUNAI Database) and Quilombo

territories (INCRA Database)

Third Party Rights No overlap of CAR with Protected Areas (SNUC) and
Quilombo Territory.

Environmental & Forest-related rules | No overlap of CAR with Protected Areas (SNUC) and
Environmental Embargos (IBAMA, ICMBIO)

Human Rights Absencein the Ministry of Labor and Employment’s Register of
Employers — “Lista Suja do Trabalho Escravo” (Dirty List of
Slave Labour)

Tax, anti-corruption, trade and Absence in Receita Federal do Brasil & National Council of
customs regulations Justice (Conselho Nacional de Justica).




Lesson 7 — The use of a risk-based approaches to
legality due diligence should be documented
and explained

Collecting precise proof and evidence of compliance for every individual coffee
smallholder producer is particularly challenging, as the sectoris dominated by
smallholder producersratherthan large-scale estates. In most places, there are no
documented or centralised records of land-use rights or of other relevant legal
issues (e.g., labourrights) related to smallholder coffee farmers. Many legal
requirements are actually prohibitions (e.g., prohibition to discriminate) thatcannot
be proven with a document. In informal supply chains involving numerous
smallholder producers, documents may not even exist due to customary tenure.

In the face of such challenges, which are seen across the different sectors covered by
the EUDR albeit most prominently in the coffee and cocoa sectors, the operator
explained the use of a risk-based approach to carrying out legality due diligence, to
focus their efforts in the areas where legality issues required the most attention.

During the exercise, the Competent Authorities were therefore exposed to the use of a
risk-based approach in data-poor environments, especially with large numbers
of smallholders.

While the use of a risk-based approach to legality due diligence is core to the spirit of
the EUDR, the Competent Authorities noted that just explaining the risk-based approach
during inspection is not enough; actual evidence is expected on how the approach was
used by the operator, including examples of actual information collected and analysed.
This may include, for instance how the operator assessed that a specific cooperative had
strong internal management systems which could reduce the need to collect additional
information on every individual farmer member; how the operator made use of local
NGO reports to conclude on legality issues that would be hard to assess otherwise; how
data on complaints received and addressed was used, etc.

“You don’t need an audit on all your farmers, but you are expected to have audits in all
risky regions.”

The Competent Authorities also highlighted the value of audits and sampling methods,
but noted that these are relevant for the risk mitigation part of the due diligence



process. The recommendation to the operator was rather to explain what proxy
information may have been used in the absence of actual documentation (e.g., data and
documentation from the cooperative in the absence of documentation for each farmer
in a given sourcing location), rather than the use of sampling methods for

information collection.



Lesson 8 — For secondary Due Diligence Statements
(DDS), a simplified approach is welcomed

The Belgian and French Competent Authorities chose to work together on this dry run in
order to test the movement of coffee between Belgium and France. Under the EUDR, an
operator which first places coffee on the Belgian market must submit a primary Due
Diligence Statement (DDS). Any downstream operator purchasing that coffee and then
placing it on the French market is required to submit a secondary DDS, which references
the primary DDS.

During the exercise, it was observed that for every primary DDS generated, an estimated
three to four times more secondary DDSs would be produced. It also became clear that
many downstream operators are highly risk-averse regarding EUDR compliance, often
seeking to re-verify all due diligence information provided along the supply chain. As a
result, downstream operators are requesting large volumes of due diligence data from
their suppliers, frequently in different formats to align with their own internal systems
and procedures. This practice creates a significant administrative burden for the primary
DDS holder—that is, the EU operator first placing the products on the EU market.

The simplification under Art. 4(9) states that operators further down a supply chain only
have to ascertain that due diligence was properly carried out upstream, and do not
necessarily have to systematically check every single due diligence statement submitted
upstream. In line with the guidance from the European Commission contained in the
Frequently Asked Questions 3.4, downstream operators do not have to collect
information required by Art. 9 EUDR as the DDS includes a declaration that due diligence

was exercised, implying that the information required by Art. 9 has already been
collected by the upstream operator.

Key obligations for downstream non-SME operators and traders:

e Ascertain that due diligence was exercised upstream in the supply chain
(Art. -4(9)-EUDR).

e Submit a due diligence statement (DDS) and refer to previous DDS by including
the relevant reference numbers received from direct suppliers.

Downstream operators must have their own DD-System describing the information they
collect, how they assess the risks associated with their suppliers and which mitigation


https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/34861680-e799-4d7c-bbad-da83c45da458/library/e126f816-844b-41a9-89ef-cb2a33b6aa56/details

measures they eventually take. Additional work can be done for supply chains where
they consider the risks to be higher.

As a best practice, the Competent Authorities recommended potential further steps —
for example, downstream operators gathering information to understand the
DD-System of their suppliers (upstream operators) and carrying out annual risk
assessment and spot checks to ascertain that due diligence was exercised.

Considering the potential risk related to the relevant products and the country of origin,
downstream operators may collect and analyse information beyond what is contained in
the EU Information System. They may, for instance, consult publicly available reports
based on Art. 12(3) EUDR from non-SME upstream suppliers; consult the results of an
audit conducted based on Art. 11(2)(b) EUDR; or request, on a voluntary basis, further
information from their suppliers.

The operator expressed strong interest in the development of a standardised system, at
the European level, ideally led by the European Commission, for transferring due
diligence information down the supply chain. Such a harmonised system would ensure
that all downstream operators receive the same format and type of information
requests, avoiding a situation where each upstream operator has to provide data in
different formats. Standardisation at the EU level would improve efficiency, reduce
duplication of effort, and provide greater clarity and consistency amongst EU operators.

For example, in France, some non-SME downstream operators and traders are working
on enhancing the Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) to include EUDR features. DDS
reference and verification numbers could be integrated in the commonly used “product
description” shared among downstream operators and traders. This would greatly
facilitate interaction between clients.



Lesson 9 — Mitigation measures are a critical
component of a robust Due Diligence System

Mitigation measures are a key element of an operator’s DD-System under the EUDR.
They allow operators to address identified risks in their supply chains and demonstrate
proactive management of deforestation and legality issues, beyond simply identifying
risks. Mitigation measures are action-oriented, transforming risk identification into
tangible steps to reduce or eliminate the risk. A single well-designed mitigation measure
can cover multiple shipments or suppliers when it is documented and verifiable.
Combining mitigation measures — such as audits, document checks and certification
follow-ups — strengthens the credibility and robustness of the operator’s DD-System.
Any mitigation action must be supported by evidence. For example, when an operator
carries out a field visit, there should be a clear record of the visit showing exactly what
was checked.

The exercise revealed that mitigation measures like self-assessment reports and
suppliers’ codes of conduct tend to be weak on their own to effectively address
identified risks. In particular, mitigation measures are expected to address risks of
mixing and gaps in traceability to the plot. For example, one Competent Authority raised
a follow-up question: “How does the operator verify that plots detected with
deforestation are not only removed from their data systems but also excluded from their
actual sourcing and supply chain?” This indicates that Competent Authorities are
concerned not only with data accuracy but also with the effectiveness and integrity of
the operator’s risk mitigation measures in practice.

Some practical recommendations from the Competent Authorities, some of which were
already observed in the operator’s DD-System:

e Preventing risk of mixing: having suppliers on the ground trained to ensure proper
segregation of compliant and non-compliant products.

e High-risk suppliers: audits or requests for additional documentation or evidence
to verify compliance. Audits may be conducted by independent third parties or by
the operator itself but there should be sufficient evidence of how this was
handled (what was checked, when, etc.).

e Anonymous grievance mechanism: creating a safe space for complaints to be
heard and recorded, with evidence of how legitimate complaints have been
addressed.



e Certification as part of mitigation: while no certification grants a ‘green lane’, it
can play a supporting role in demonstrating due diligence. Operators are expected
to provide clear evidence showing that:

o The certification scheme adequately covers the relevant legal
requirements;

o The scheme is robust — for example, through frequent audits,
independent and qualified auditors, and effective oversight mechanisms;
and

o There is a mechanism to verify that certified products are not mixed with
non-certified ones throughout the supply chain.

Case study: risk mitigation measure after illegal forest clearance

When reviewing the ‘mitigation/remediation’ process of the operator’s EUDR manual, a
scenario was discussed around remediation measures applied when a farmer was found
to have cleared natural forest illegally. The approach discussed involved two steps: i) the
coffee plot of this farmer was immediately removed from the supply chain, even if the
deforestation happened in another part of its property; and ii) if the farmer could
demonstrate replanting, the coffee plot could later be reintegrated into the

supply chain.

The distinction between the coffee plot and the larger property was not initially made
clear and this approach raised concerns among the Competent Authorities because,
under the EUDR, any deforestation or forest degradation that occurred after the cut-off
date of 31 December 2020 is deemed non-compliant, unless it falls under a specific
exemption foreseen in the EUDR (see Box 1).

Box 1: Recognised EUDR exemptions for forest conversion
(11.2 in the guidance document):

e Conversion for renewable energy deployment

e Restoration of biodiversity

e Forest fire prevention

e Management of invasive alien species

e Activities supporting ecosystem conservation or compliance with
animal welfare laws



This scenario did not fall under one of these exemptions. It was clarified that the
scenario looked at a farmer clearing forest outside of the coffee plot, yet within its own
property and adjacent to the coffee plot. According to the EUDR FAQ 1.15,if on a
property A, there are two plots: plot A (soy) and plot C (where deforestation occurred),
the geolocation requirement is only on plot A, and even if deforestation occurred on
plot C, the product from plot A is still compliant. However, in this case, deforestation
placed the farmer in a situation of illegality with respect to the Brazilian forest code3.

The operator considered that forest restoration in the deforested area would solve the
legality issue and enable the reintegration of the coffee plot in its sourcing after
replanting, in order to promote environmental recovery and positive behavioural
change among producers. Thus, the operator viewed this measure as supporting the
farmer achieve compliance with national legislation, which in turn supports compliance
with the EUDR.

Forest
(80%)

Coffee plot ;

£ 'Area deforested Ty

and replanted .

B
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Figure 6: A coffee plot that is deforestation free but replanting of forest outside the coffee plot was necessary for legal
compliance.

3 In the Brazilian Amazon, farmers are required by law to maintain at least 80% of their property
covered by forest (20% in other Brazilian regions).



Lesson 10 — Volume checks can provide some general

insights on the traceability logic

During the exercise, the Competent Authorities noted overall low productivity levels
when comparing declared plot areas with the corresponding coffee volumes supplied,
except in Brazil where yields were much higher. Several plausible reasons explain this
discrepancy. At the production level, yield variability is common due to differences in
tree age, management practices, soil quality and climatic conditions. Such discrepancies

can also stem from various technical and operational factors:

Partial sourcing or multi-client sales — smallholders often sell their production to
several buyers, both domestic and export-oriented. When a subset of their
production is attributed to the operator’s supply chain, the corresponding yield
per hectare in the EUDR dataset will be lower than the plot’s actual total
productivity. This is a traceability attribution issue, not necessarily a risk indicator.

Over-declaration of plots — operators may include plots in excess of those
effectively contributing to the shipment, either to ensure coverage of all potential
suppliers or due to uncertainty at the sourcing stage. This practice dilutes
calculated yields and creates inconsistencies between total area and declared
volumes.

Data quality and conversion factors — errors in geolocation, area delineation or
volume conversion (e.g., between cherries, parchment and green beans) can also
distort yield estimates.

The exercise revealed that for coffee, low productivity per plot should not be
interpreted as a compliance concern in isolation. Instead, it should trigger a targeted

verification process, considering:

The type of production system (traditional, organic, shaded or intensive);
Allocation methods when volumes are shared amongst buyers;
Documented conversion factors between coffee forms; and

The aggregation structure of the supply chain.

Operators should be prepared to explain and document any cases of low or high
apparent productivity per plot within their DD-System. For instance, by describing the
producers around declaration in excess and/or sourcing partial volumes. Such



discrepancies are not automatically indicative of non-compliance but must be credibly
justified. Providing this contextual information within the DD-System — supported by
supplier declarations, production records, or yield benchmarks — helps Competent
Authorities understand the traceability logic and proportionality of the declared data.

For Competent Authorities, this means that volume-area consistency checks in coffee
must be context-specific and incorporate agronomic and trade realities rather than rely
on standard yield assumptions.



Conclusion

This exercise was designed to test the joint preparedness of operators and EU
Competent Authorities to meet and assess the EUDR criteria, simulating checks on
coffee shipments from four different origins to the EU. As demonstrated by the lessons
outlined in this report, some difficulties were encountered, including information
availability and relevance, spatial data quality, and finding appropriate risk mitigation
measures. Other operators and Competent Authorities can learn from these challenges
to strengthen their DD-Systems and inspection processes.

But perhaps the strongest message which came out of the exercise was that none of
these challenges were considered too significant, and all can be addressed through a
process of continuous improvement. Participating in such preparedness exercises
further demonstrates the resolve of operators and Competent Authorities to refine their
processes and identify practical models of robust due diligence in support of
deforestation-free value chains



Annex 1

Initial request for information from the Competent Authority to the
Operator selected for an inspection: standard email (example)

Disclaimer

This is an example; requests can vary depending on sectors, Competent Authorities’
processes and contexts of the inspections (e.g., following up on a substantiated concern
or not).

Dear,

We are sending you this e-mail in connection with the preparedness exercise we are
conducting with [Name of Operator] under Regulation (EU) 2023/1115 Of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 31 May 2023 on the making available on the Union
market and the export from the Union of certain commodities and products associated
with deforestation and forest degradation and repealing Regulation (EU) No 995/2010
(EUDR).

The EUDR aims to minimise deforestation and forest degradation globally and obliges
operators to exercise due diligence to demonstrate that the relevant products (as listed
in Annex | of the EUDR) they place on the market:

e re deforestation-free;

e have been produced in accordance with the relevant legislation of the country
of production;
and

e are covered by a due diligence statement
| would therefore ask you to make the following documentation available:

e The documented due diligence system as it is used within your company to meet
the requirements of the EUDR legislation (the framework of procedures and
measures, as established in Art. 12.1 of the EUDR)



The application of this system to the consignment from [Country Name — standard
risk country] with DDS number [DDS Number]. For this consignment, all
documents demonstrating your compliance with the Information Requirements
(art. 9) should be added, as well as the risk assessment made for this consignment
(art. 10). If a non-negligible risk was identified for one of the risk criteria, please
also include the risk mitigation measures taken (art. 11).

The application of this system to the consignment from [Country Name — low-risk
country] with DDS number [DDS Number]. For this consignment, all

documents demonstrating your compliance with the Information Requirements
(art. 9) should be added, as well as the risk assessment of circumvention of this
Regulation or of mixing with products of unknown origin or origin in high-risk or
standard-risk countries or parts thereof made for this consignment (art. 13.1). In
the case that a non-negligible risk was identified here, a risk assessment in
accordance with art. 10 and the risk mitigation measures should be included (art.
11) too.

Could we ask you to provide us with this information by [Date] at the latest?

We will then analyse these documents and discuss our comments with you at our
meeting on [Date].

Best regards,



Annex 2

Examples of aspects covered during an inspection

An operator has been selected by a competent authority for a check on its Due Diligence
System (DD-System), in relation to some due diligence statements (DDS) recently
submitted in the EU IT system.

This is a long list of possible aspects covered during a check, not specific to certain
countries/origins. Only a subset of these may be actually relevant, depending on

the context.

These examples of questions do not constitute a check list of actions for operators.

Element of DD-System Possible Questions

1. Due Diligence System 1. Canyou provide your most recent DD-System summary report?

(DD-System) Structure 2. What tools or systems do you use to manage due diligence data
(e.g., spreadsheets, platforms, software)?

There is a due diligence 3. Canyou provide acopy of your internal due diligence procedure

system in place, including document?

documented procedures 4. Howis due diligenceintegratedinto your procurementand supplier

such as policies, processes approval process?

and workflow to assess and 5. Whoisresponsible within yourcompany for EUDR compliance and

mitigate risk.

due diligence system implementation?
6. Whattraininghas been provided to staff regarding the EUDR and
due diligence procedures?
7. For review of the DD-SYSTEM at least once a year:
a. Has somebody already been identified to do the review?
If so, who? Will it be done internally or outsourced?
b. Howdoyouensure theindependence and competence of the
parties conducting verification?
c. Haveyouupdated any DD-SYSTEM elementsin the pastyear in
response to lessons learned or identified gaps?
d. Doyou monitor changesin legislation, sourcing conditions, or
supplier performance regularly?




Element of DD-System

Possible Questions

2. Risk Assessment —
General

Relevant documentation is
required forthe purposes of
the risk assessment.

A precisely defined risk
analysis is performed, and
the risk categories are
expected to be determined.

1. Inaccordance with your EUDR risk assessment procedures, what
is the identified risk (i.e. negligible risk or not negligible risk) for
the supply chains assessed?

2. Do you maintain risk assessment documentation for each batch or
shipment?

3. From all the criteria listed in Article 10 (2) ‘risk assessment’ are
there some that you did not address for the products covered
under these Due Diligence Statements and why?

4. Whatisthe assigned risk level of the country/ies of production or
parts thereof, in accordance with Article 29, for relevant
commodities and relevant products forthe supply chains assessed?

Note: If the relevant products were producedin countries or regions not classified as low-risk, operators

are required to conduct a risk assessment and implement appropriate mitigation measures.

2.1 Deforestation Risk
Assessments

Evidence used to determine
that all plots of land that
produced the exported
commodities have notbeen
subject to deforestation
after 31 December 2020.

e Maps/Dataset(s) used

e  Other sources of
information, if any (e.g.,
evidence that the
plantations existed
before the 2020
cutoff date).

1. What definition of 'forest' is used in your due diligence
assessments for the supply chains under review, and how does it
compare to the EUDR definition under Article 2 (4)? If the
definition differs, how have you ensured that no deforestation
(as defined by the EUDR) has occurred in the production areas?

2. Do any of the sourcing regions within the supply chains in this
assessment fall under high-risk for deforestation?

3. Have you conducted or relied on geospatial analysis to assess
deforestation risk in the supply chains under assessment? If so,
what systems, tools, or third-party services do you use to monitor,
assess, and manage these risks?

4. Have you conducted fieldverificationor third-party audits of high-
risk suppliers? If yes, what evidence do you retain from on-site
verifications (e.g., photos, GPS logs, interview notes, official
documents)?

5. Can you provide supporting documentation verifying that the
productis notassociated with deforestation (e.g., satellite imagery,
land-use maps, or equivalent evidence)?

6. Can you provide the most recent supplier verification report
demonstrating suppliers’ compliance with deforestation-free
requirements?

7. Canyou provide your internal (riskanalysis based) programming for
audits/field verifications of your suppliers?

Note: When definition of forest used by the operator or country is different from that of the EUDR

(Art.2 (4)), further investigation is needed to rule out possible deforestation due to this difference

in definition.




Element of DD-System

Possible Questions

2.2 Legality due diligence

Provide evidence of
information showing
compliance with
applicable legislation in
the country of
production

An assessment of
legality risks in the
operator’s supply chain
(which legality aspects
need more attention in
this supply chain?
Where are the legality
risks concentrated?)

Documentation or data
to address
identified risks

How do you ensure that the commodity within these assessed
supply chains is produced in compliance with the relevant
legislation of the country of production?

Have you performed a legal risk assessment for each country
contributing to the supply chain assessed?

Do you have a risk-based prioritisation approach for legality checks
(e.g., focusing on high-risk countries or regions)?

Are documents showing compliance with the applicable legislation
made available by the supplier, and are they verifiableimmediately?
If all relevant documents are ready and available upon operators’
request, then it is more likely that the supply chain is well established,
and the supplier is aware of the EUDR requirements.

Please provide supporting documents used to verify legality
concerning the legal status of the area of production.

Where applicable* (Country-specific questions are most relevant):
Official documents issued by countries’ authorities, such as
administrative permits, documents showing contractual
obligations, including contracts and agreements with indigenous
peoples or local communities, complementary information
issued by public and private certification or other third-party
verified schemes, judicial decisions, impact assessments,
management plans, environmental audit reports.

The following additional documents can also be useful *:

a. Documents showing company policies and codes of conduct

b. Voluntary self-declaration of producers of relevant
commodities in whicha producer declares that the product was
produced in compliance with the legislation of the country of
production

c. Social responsibility agreements between private actors and
third right holders

d. Specific reports on tenure and rights claims and conflicts.

How are the authenticityand validity of each document checked?

*Source: Guidance document 6. Legality — 6b on Due diligence
regarding legality

Note: ART. 2 (40). ‘Relevant legislation of the country of production’ means the laws applicable in the
country of productionconcerningthe legal status of the area of production in terms of: (a) land use rights;
(b) environmental protection; (c) forest-related rules; (d) third parties’ rights; (e) labour rights; (f) human
rights; (g) FPIC; (h) tax and anti-corruption




Element of DD-System

Possible Questions

2.3 Traceability to the plot

Evidence of a system to
trace products backto farms
along the supply chain,
including when
intermediaries are involved.

e document(s) and/or
data thatgive insighton
the chain of custody

e document(s) and/or
data showing supply
chain mapping

To assess supply chaincomplexity and the ability to trace product back
to the declared plots — ART. 10 (2i), the following questions could be
considered:

1.

Can you show the system or method used to store and transfer
geolocation information (GPS coordinates or polygons) along the
supply chain for the production plots included in this
assessment?

Can you show the system or method used to store and transfer
geolocation information (GPS coordinates or polygons) along the
supply chain for the production plots included in this assessment?
Can you provide documents and/or data that show the chain of
custody in the supply chains under assessment?

Examples mayinclude purchase records, transport logs, batch numbers,
invoices, and traceability certificates.

What mechanisms do you use to update supply chain mapping
data regularly?

Do you have a supplier form that needs updating at the start of
every season or systematic registration of new suppliers?

To assess the risk of mixing with products of unknown origin or
produced in areas not compliant with Article 3, the following could be
considered - ART. 10 (2j):

1.

Are segregation practices in place throughout the supply chain
(harvesting, transport, storage, processing)?

Are there written procedures describing segregation during harvesting,
transport, storage, and processing?

Are materials from different origins clearly identified and
separated?

Is there evidence of how batches are tracked and physically separated
at each stage. Check that supplier contracts include specific segregation
clauses.

Have independent third-party audits verified segregation and
traceability system?

Can you show the most recent third-party audit reports specifically
covering traceability and segregation. Did audits include field visits,
origin verification, and checks on potential mixing points?

Whatare the pointsin the supply chain with high risk of mixing and
what are the standard operating procedures at these points to
prevent mixing?

Supplier Engagement and Declarations, if needed:

5.

Have suppliers signedany ‘Supplier Consent Form’ as per your due
diligence protocol? (only if applicable)

What steps have you taken to obtain full traceability from indirect
suppliers?




Element of DD-System

Possible Questions

2.4 a) Additional
information (supply
chain-level information)

e Established processesfor
engaging local
communities and
Indigenous Peoples
around sourcing areas,

e Established robust and
transparent grievance
procedures, etc.

e Systems in place to
integrate automated
deforestation alerts
when new risks are
detected and maintain a
risk register.

e An assessment of the
relevance and credibility
of the certification
scheme used, including a
clear indication of which
specific aspects of EUDR
compliance the
certification supports.

Have you established formal processes for engaging with local
communities and Indigenous Peoples in or around the sourcing
areas under assessment? If so, can you provide evidence of
these processes and examples of how input from these groups
has been incorporated into your sourcing decisions?

Do you have a mechanismto record grievances from stakeholders

to raise concerns related to your supply chains? Does it include

local communities and workers? How are grievances recorded,

assessed, resolved, and monitored? Is the process made

transparent to stakeholders and if so, how?

Have you implemented a system that integrates automated

deforestation alerts (e.g., from satellite monitoring) into your risk

assessment process? If so, how are these alerts used, and is there

a maintained risk register that records identified risks and

mitigation actions taken?

Are there indications of a company in the supply chain being

involved in practices related to illegality, deforestation or forest

degradation?

a. Isthe companyknownto be associated with illegal practices,
deforestation or forest degradation.

b. Have any substantiated concerns been submitted regarding
companies in the supply chain pursuant to Article 31°?

c. Have any companies within the supply chain breached
relevantlaws and been sanctioned by the state for the breach
of such laws?

Do you rely on certification schemes as part of your EUDR
compliancestrategy? If so, have you assessed the relevance and
credibility of the scheme(s) used and how? Can you specify which
specific aspects of EUDR compliance (e.g., traceability, legal
production, deforestation-free assurance) the certification
supports?




Element of DD-System Possible Questions
2.4 b) Additional Can you show a completed risk assessment for the origin
information countries of the production areas under assessment? If yes, do

(national / subnational level
information)

Relevant data/ information
includes:

Documentation of forest
cover in the country of
production and location
of production areas
(plots) in relation to the
forest areas.

Documentation of areas
with documented
indigenous presence or
traditional land use
rights.

Availability of a
deforestation risk rating
per regionbased on past
and ongoing
deforestation trends.

Assessment of
governance concerns for
each sourcing country in
relation to corruption,
law enforcement,
human rights, and
conflict.

you use any recognised frameworks (e.g., National Risk
Assessments) in your risk evaluation?

Do you maintain documentation showing forest cover in the
country of production and the location of production plots in
relation to these forested areas? Can you provide maps or spatial
data demonstrating this relationship for the supply chains
under assessment?

Do you hold documentation identifying whether any of the
productionareasunder assessment overlap with or are adjacent
to areas where Indigenous Peoples or local communities have
documented presence or traditional land use rights? If so, how is
this information integrated into your risk assessment and due
diligence process?

Have you conducted or relied on a deforestation risk assessment
for each sourcingregion, based on past and ongoing deforestation
trends? If so, what methodology or sources are used to assign
these regional risk ratings?

Have you assessed governance-related risks in the countries or
regions where your productis sourced—specifically with regardto
corruption, law enforcement capacity, human rights issues, and
conflict? If so, can you share the sources, indicators, or
frameworks used for this governance risk assessment?

Note: This information may be compiled directly by the Operator or sourced from credible existing

reports and datasets.




Element of DD-System

Possible Questions

3. Risk mitigation

Availability of risk
mitigation procedures and
measures for products with
negligible risk of
non-compliance.

ART. 11....the operator shall, prior to placing the relevant products on

the market or exporting them, adopt risk mitigation procedures and
measures that are adequate to achieve no or only a negligible risk.

For supply chains or parts of supply chains under this review that are
not clearly assessed as ‘negligible risk’:

6. What mitigation measures have you implemented where non-
negligible risks were identified?

7. Canyou provide evidence of engagement with suppliers to reduce
identified risks?

8. Have any suppliers been suspended orremoved from your supply
chain due to unresolved risks?

References:

Cover photo: A farmer at work in a coffee field. © EFI.
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