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Key facts and figures

A pillar of the European woodworking industry

31,796 220,000 €51.4 billion

enterprises jobs net turnover

A European industry with a global Focus

102 million m® 28~32%

of sawnwood produced exported outside the EU

At the heart of Europe’s forest-based bioeconomy

S8,

90%+ ~2/3 iIm®

of the logs of forest owners’ of wood
income

stores
~0.9 to 1tonne of CO,

are sourced within the EU

is generated by
the sawmill industry

EOS represents Europe’s sawmilling sector at EU level,
converting sustainably sourced and renewable wood into high-
value products at the heart of the forest-based bioeconomy.
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IN THE SPOTLIGHT:...... Ahead of the Competitiveness Council, where the bioeconomy was also discussed,
Commissioner Jessika Roswall attended the COLI Global Summit. In a LinkedIn post following the event, she stated:
“Wood is a construction material of the 21st century.”

The Commissioner expressed strong support for the use of wood,
highlighting in particular: lower CO, emissions across the building’s
lifecycle; its strong contribution to the bioeconomy and its role as a
practical step towards a circular economy.

In her remarks at the COLI event, Commissioner Roswall also referred
to ongoing research and innovation in the forest-based sector, noting
that projects are exploring the potential of timber-concrete composite
construction, while innovative companies are transforming forestry
by-products into high-value ingredients, biofuels and biomaterials.
The European Commission aims to create a supportive regulatory
environment for biomaterials and bioproducts. In this context, the EU
intends to promote

bio-based lead

markets that

can deliver both

environmental and

economic benefits,

including bio-

based construction

materials, textiles

and plastics.

6.2.3 BIOECONOMY - Participation in the FAO

event on “Forests and economies - sustainable

production and bioeconomy pathway”

On 19 March 2026, Silvia Melegari spoke at the FAO

event “Forests and Economies - Sustainable Production

and Bioeconomy Pathway” held in celebration of the

International Day of Forests. On this occasion, she

emphasised that: “Europe cannot achieve its bioeconomy

ambitions without a clear, science-based commitment to

increasing the sustainable supply of wood and a policy approach that recognises market realities.”

Here reported copy of the EOS and CEI-Bois press released issued on this occasion.
EOS & CEIBOIS PRESS RELEASE: FORESTS AND WOOD PRODUCTS:
A STRATEGIC ENGINE FOR EUROPE’S BIOECONOMY

Sustainably managed forests and wood products can accelerate the transition to climate-neutral economies while
strengthening rural development and industrial competitiveness. Europe cannot achieve its bioeconomy ambitions
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without a clear, science-based commitment to increasing the sustainable supply of wood and a policy approach
that recognises market realities.

Forests are at the core of Europe’s bioeconomy, providing renewable resources that can replace carbon-intensive
materials while supporting economic growth and employment, both in rural and urban areas.

Wood products play a crucial role in the transition to climate-neutral economies. In construction, wood stores carbon
for decades while significantly reducing the climate footprint of buildings. As policymakers search for innovative
ways to cut emissions, the answer is already growing in our forests: wood. Every time wood replaces a fossil-based
material, emissions go down.

While circularity and efficient resource use are essential, the real strength of wood lies in its renewability. Unlike
fossil-based materials, wood comes from naturally regenerating resources. Through sustainable forest management,
forests continuously grow, absorb carbon and provide renewable materials for society.

To unlock the full potential of the forest-based bioeconomy, policies must recognise that healthy forests must also
remain productive forests. Sustainable forest management and a predictable supply of renewable raw materials are

essential to deliver climate benefits, innovation and long-term economic prosperity.

6.3 Nature Restoration Regulation

The Nature Restoration Regulation entered into force
in August 2024. Member States are required to submit
their draft national restoration plans by 1 September
2026. To support this process, in May 2025 the European
Commission adopted an Implementing Regulation
introducing a uniform format for these plans. This approach
aims to facilitate restoration planning while minimising
administrative burden through a pre-filled, report-once
structure. The Commission will then have six months to
provide feedback, after which Member States are expected
to submit their final plans.

In June 2025, EOS Members received information regarding
the implementation strategies of Nature Restoration
Regulation. Based on an analysis conducted by the
economic think tank Bruegel, three scenarios exploring
different implementation strategies for the Nature
Restoration Regulation were assessed. Among them, the
third scenario “Maximisation of Carbon Sequestration”
prioritise forest and freshwater ecosystems and entails
significantly higher short-term costs. In carbon-driven
scenarios, forests account for over 50% of the total
area restored by 2030, underscoring the pivotal role of

forest ecosystems
in the EU’s climate

IMPLEMENTING THE EU
NATURE RESTORATION LAW:
EXPLORING PATHWAYS FOR
MEMBER STATES

strategy. This reinforces
the importance of
sustainable forest
management and
positions the wood
sector as a key partner
in delivering restoration
outcomes with climate
and biodiversity co-
benefits. The report
emphasises that
Member States should tailor their strategies to national
specificities and calls on policymakers to design
approaches that balance costs, ecological benefits, and
national land ownership realities.

In September 2025, within the framework of the European
Commission’s consultation on the simplification of

administrative burdens in environmental legislation, EOS
submitted a response on the Nature Restoration Regulation,

in addition to its response on the EUDR.
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RESPONSE TO THE CALL FOR EVIDENCE:

“Simplification of administrative burden in environmental legislation”

The European sawmill industry strongly supports the European Commission’s efforts to restore degraded habitats
and strengthen biodiversity.

Our sector is directly dependent on healthy and resilient forests, as all of our raw material is sourced exclusively
from sustainably managed European forests. Forest ecosystems are therefore not only a cornerstone of biodiversity
but also the very foundation of our industry. At the same time, ensuring Europe’s competitiveness and long-term
economic resilience requires a regulatory framework that is ambitious yet also clearly defined, economically viable,
coherent, and implementable in practice.

While the objective of nature restoration is legitimate, the regulation as currently drafted raises serious concerns. Its
requirements risk undermining property rights, limiting economic activity, and creating disproportionate administrative
burdens for Member States and businesses alike. Without a better balance between ecological, social, and economic
considerations, the regulation could jeopardize Europe’s attractiveness as a business location.

Key Concerns

1. Principle of non-deterioration and land-use restrictions

« Extending the principle of non-deterioration beyond Natura 2000 areas severely limits the potential use of land,
restricts economic activities, and risks discouraging voluntary measures by private landowners.

« Itremains unclear what level of protection should apply to remediated or restored areas outside the Natura 2000
network. This legal uncertainty undermines investment confidence.

« From an economic perspective, applying a strict “no deterioration” rule in areas where no restoration measures
are foreseen is disproportionate.

2. Property rights and participation

« Theregulation grounds itself only in Article 37 (environmental protection) of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights,
without acknowledging the fundamental right to property.

« Implementation will inevitably interfere with the rights of landowners and land users. To ensure fairness and
acceptance, restoration targets must rely more strongly on voluntary participation, transparent consultations, and
financial incentives or compensation schemes.

3. National restoration plans: ambitious but unrealistic timelines

« Member States must prepare national restoration plans within two years, but the content requirements and timelines
are highly ambitious given limited government capacity and financial resources. The preparation of national
restoration plans will demand extensive data collection and complex bureaucratic processes. During this period,
uncertainty and overly cautious interpretations of the regulation may further delay harvesting permits, leading to
reduced wood availability in both the short and medium term.

« The regulation assumes access to comprehensive, quality-assured data. In practice, such data exists mainly for
priority habitat types under the Habitats Directive, making timely preparation of restoration plans unrealistic.

« Excessive bureaucracy risks delaying implementation rather than accelerating restoration.

Forestry-specific concerns
The regulation places particularly heavy burdens on forestry and wood supply:
. Restoration and “no deterioration” obligations could remove large areas from forestry use.



« Uniform forest indicators across all Member States fail to reflect national conditions and could unfairly restrict

sustainable management.

+ The cost to national economies would be substantial, while positive economic impacts remain uncertain.

Constructive Proposals

To ensure effective, balanced, and implementable legislation, EOS is calling the EU Commission to:

« Limit Article 4 obligations (terrestrial, coastal, and freshwater ecosystems) to Natura 2000 areas. Justification:
Natura 2000 already provides a legally established framework for safeguarding biodiversity. Focusing obligations

here would concentrate efforts where they are most needed, while still requiring significant restoration measures.

« Abandon the “no deterioration” rule outside Natura 2000. Justification: The current interpretation is unclear, makes
it difficult to reconcile restoration with economic activity, and risks deterring voluntary measures on private lands.

« Reduce and flexibilize forest indicators. Justification: The number of indicators should be reduced from the

current eight, and Member States should have flexibility to choose those most relevant to their national context.

The mandatory forest bird indicator should be treated on equal terms with others. Indicators should encourage
voluntary participation and nature enhancement, not impose rigid obligations.

In January 2026, EOS organised an internal coordination
meeting with directors of member organizations to
discuss the Nature Restoration Regulation. Members
broadly agreed that the European sawmill industries
should actively engage on this file. In addition to EOS
advocacy efforts, and given the ongoing development of
draft National Restoration Plans across Member States,
EOS has encouraged Members to engage proactively with
national authorities to raise concerns and support the
identification of tangible actions, as already undertaken
by a number of Members. EOS will also mobilise other

IN THE SPOTLIGHT:......

stakeholder associations to support joint advocacy efforts
on this file.

In February, EOS prepared a briefing calling on policymakers
to reassess the implementation of the Nature Restoration
Regulation, supported by an impact assessment based on
inputs from EOS member organizations. These documents
serve as discussion tools in exchanges with Member
States, supporting advocacy efforts aimed at reducing
potential unintended consequences for sustainable wood
mobilisation and the resilience of forest-based value chains.

According to leaked version of the European Commission document concerning the report on financing the

implementation of Regulation (EU) 2024/1991 on nature restoration, circulated in March, the total annual financing
needs for biodiversity and soil health in the EU, combining EUR 48 billion for the Biodiversity Strategy and EUR 17
billion for the Soil Monitoring Law, amount to EUR 65 billion per year.

The Nature Restoration Regulation, initially estimated in 2023 to cost EUR 6-8 billion per year, has had its financing

needs updated in the 2026 Commission report to reflect new evidence and the final adopted text, with annual costs
now estimated at EUR 11.8 - 13.1 billion through 2030. Terrestrial ecosystems account for the largest share of the
Nature Restoration Regulation’s costs, with estimated annual financing needs of EUR 6.2-7.5 billion. This implies a

funding gap of €2.4-3.7 billion per year until 2027.

Ahead of the informal “4Forests+” group meeting on 1
April, bringing together Italy, France, Finland, Sweden,
Austria, Slovenia, Latvia, and Germany to discuss forestry-

related matters, EOS has been preparing a joint letter to
be addressed to these countries. The letter invites Member
States to reflect on possible ways to ensure a balanced
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and workable implementation, for example by focusing
restoration obligations on the Natura 2000 network.
Such an approach would ensure stronger coherence with
the existing EU acquis, notably the Birds and Habitats
Directives, by anchoring restoration efforts in areas already
designated for the protection of habitats and species of

Union interest. More broadly, the Regulation should more
clearly recognise Member States’ need to set nationally and
locally relevant priorities and to align restoration objectives
with other societal needs, such as food security, economic
development, the bioeconomy, and climate action.

6.4 Guidance on the protection of bird species under

the Birds Directive

At the end of March 2026, the EU Commission published
the “Guidance on the protection of bird species under the
Birds Directive” clarifying the implementation of Articles
5 and 9 of the Birds Directive. The guidance document
provides practical advice on implementing existing rules
and Court of Justice of the EU case-law on the protection
of wild birds, while also reducing red tape for farmers.

“Today’s guidance will deliver real simplification: fewer
procedures, clearer rules and more legal certainty”, said
EU Environment Commissioner Jessika Roswall: “We
continue to protect birds and fish, and at the same time
give farmers, fishers, foresters and businesses workable
and balanced rules”

The guidelines document clarifies in particular the notion
of “deliberate character”, which no longer covers only
intentional acts, but also situations where an operator
“accepts the possibility of causing harm” to birds. This
interpretation, stemming from the case law of the Court
of Justice of the European Union, means that an activity
may be considered “deliberate”, and therefore prohibited,
“even if it was not the operator’s intention to cause
damage.”

6.5 Nature Credits

In July 2025, the European Commission published
the Roadmap towards Nature Credits, launching
simultaneously a call for feedback. The stated goal
of this Communication is to incentivise private
investments into actions that protect and preserve

With regard to preventive measures, the Commission adopts
amore pragmatic approach: if a project incorporates, from
the design stage, effective measures to avoid harm (such as
adapting the timing of works to avoid breeding periods),
the residual impacts may be considered non-deliberate.

The guidelines also specify that the complete and effective
protection of wild birds requires comprehensive protection
in terms of geographic scope. This means that Article 5
applies across the entire geographical scope of the Birds
Directive, regardless of where birds may rest or pass
through, and irrespective of whether the area lies in or
outside the Natura 2000 network.

In addition, the Commission document, which is non-
binding, further frames the conditions for derogations,
based on three requirements: the absence of a satisfactory
alternative, the existence of a valid justification, and
compliance with technical requirements (in particular,
the assessment of impacts on populations).

The full document is available here: https://environment.
ec.europa.eu/publications/guidance-protection-bird-
species-under-birds-directive_en

nature, and to reward those who undertake such
actions and invest in them.

The establishment of an Expert Group on Nature Credits,
including representatives from Member States and



stakeholders (farmers, forest managers, businesses, etc.)
was also announced for 2025, and a dedicated continuously
open call for applications was launched. This group will
be responsible for proposing criteria and methodologies
for the creation of nature credit markets - by mid-2026 -
and for developing a governance framework for nature
credits - by 2027. In September 2025, CEI-Bois applied
for membership in the Expert Group on Nature Credits -
we are now awaiting the Commission’s decision and will

Moreover, at the end of September EOS provided its

feedback on the Roadmap towards Nature Credits: the
European sawmill industries warn that unclear nature credit
schemes could restrict raw material access and weaken
the sector’s competitiveness. They call for a governance
model that treats nature credits as a complementary tool
to sustainable forest management, supporting both the
bioeconomy and Europe’s strategic autonomy in renewable
resources.

announce itin due course.

EOS RESPONSE TO THE CONSULTATION ROADMAP TOWARD NATURE CREDITS

Theidea of nature credits is increasingly being explored by the EU Commission as a mechanism to finance conservation
and restoration activities by assigning economic value to ecosystem services, including carbon sequestration, habitat
preservation, and biodiversity protection.

While these initiatives may potentially deliver environmental benefits, their application to forests can have unintended
consequences for the wood processing industry, particularly in terms of raw material availability. If forest land is enrolled
in a nature credits scheme, management practices may shift towards strict conservation or enhanced biodiversity
protection directly reducing the volume of wood available for industrial processing. For example, longer rotation
periods mean that trees are harvested less frequently, reducing the annual supply of logs. Similarly, excluding areas
from harvesting entirely diminishes the total productive forest area.

The European sawmill industries are concerned about the absence of a clear framework on how nature credits will
be developed in practice. Without proper safeguards, such schemes risk undermining the availability of raw materials
for the wood-processing industries, which are the backbone of Europe’s bioeconomy.

Instead, nature credits should be designed as a complementary instrument that strengthens both objectives: building
more resilient forests and ensuring a reliable, sustainable, and even increasing supply of renewable raw materials.

Wood processing industries are strongly depended from wood as this is the only raw material that they process. For
this reason they require stable feedstock volumes to plan production, maintain employment, and meet contractual
obligations. A sudden or widespread reduction in raw material availability can lead to supply bottlenecks, increased
costs, and pressure to force our industries to source timber from other regions, potentially undermining the EU
objective to be self-sufficient on raw material supply.

Achieving decarbonization ambitions requires widespread switching from fossil carbon-containing feedstocks to
sustainable low carbon solutions. Wood directly contributes to climate change mitigation by storing CO, during
growth, which remains sequestered in its products, and by substituting energy intensive materials.

EOS considers essential that any nature credit schemes shall balance environmental objectives with the
sustainable use of the forests while ensuring that wood processing industries continue to have access to the
raw materials they need. Any EU framework for nature credits should be designed in full coherence with the
principles of Sustainable Forest Management while including safeguards to prevent unintended reductions
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in wood supply that would weaken the EU’s bioeconomy, undermine rural jobs, and increase dependency

on imports.

The multifunctional role of forests must remain at the core of EU policy. EOS stands ready to contribute to a balanced

framework that supports both environmental and industrial objectives, ensuring that Europe’s forest-based industries

continue to provide low-carbon solutions and maintain global competitiveness.

6.6 Proposal for a Regulation on the making available
on the Union market as well as export from the Union
of certain commodities and products associated with
deforestation and forest degradation and repealing
Regulation (EU) No 995/2010

> Readers are advised to regularly consult the official
EUDR information page created by the EU Commission
in order to support in the implementation of the

regulation. https://green-business.ec.europa.eu/
deforestation-regulation-implementation_en

The EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR), adopted in June
2023, establishes a prohibition on placing or exporting
certain commodities and products on the EU market if they
are linked to deforestation. The scope of the Regulation
covers key commodities — namely cattle, cocoa, coffee,
palm oil, rubber, soy, and wood — as well as a range
of derived products specified in its Annex. Under the
Regulation, operators and traders must demonstrate that
the products concerned are deforestation-free, comply
with the relevant legislation of the country of production,
and are supported by a due diligence statement.

Given its far-reaching implications for the wood value
chain, the EUDR has represented the key legislative
dossier followed by EOS throughout 2025 and 2026. EOS
is one of the expert in the EU Deforestation platform led
by DG ENVI.

Due to the confidential nature of many activities carried
out by EOS in representing and safeguarding the interests
of the sawmilling sector, particularly in ensuring that
the Regulation—whose objectives EOS fully supports—
isimplemented in a manner that is both effective and

proportionate, only selected public positions can be
presented in this report.

In this context, particular attention should be drawn to the
EOS response to the European Commission’s Call for
Evidence on the “Simplification of administrative
burden in environmental legislation”. Through this
contribution, EOS highlighted a number of structural
concerns related to the implementation of the Regulation
on Deforestation-free Products (EUDR).

EOS underlined that, in its current form, the EUDR risks
creating a disproportionate administrative burden,
especially for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).
The combination of complex compliance requirements,
high implementation costs, and the legal uncertainty
stemming from non-binding guidance documents
undermines both competitiveness and confidence in the
EU regulatory framework. In this respect, EOS emphasised
that simplification should not be limited to reducing
reporting layers, but should instead ensure legally certain,
proportionate and harmonised compliance pathways
across Member States.

A key concern relates to the non-binding nature of the
Commission’s guidelines, which creates significant legal
uncertainty for operators. Companies are faced with the
difficult choice between relying on guidance that may
later be interpreted differently by competent authorities,



or developing more stringent compliance systems at
additional cost. This situation risks leading to divergent
national practices and exposing operators—particularly
SMEs—to enforcement risks and potential litigation despite
good-faith compliance efforts.

EOS also stressed that the current “one-size-fits-all”
approach imposes identical obligations on SMEs and
large multinational operators, regardless of their size,
capacity or risk profile. In practice, this means that small
forestry operators and sawmilling companies must fulfil the
same due diligence requirements and assume the same
level of liability as larger actors. Such an approach risks
creating barriers to market access, discouraging small forest
owners from placing timber on the market, and ultimately
weakening the competitiveness and diversity of the EU
forest-based sector.

Furthermore, EOS highlighted the inefficiencies of
applying full due diligence obligations across all stages
of complex value chains. The repeated submission
of due diligence statements and the transmission
of reference numbers at multiple points generates
significant administrative burden without clear added
value. A more effective approach would be to focus due
diligence obligations at the point of first placement
on the market, where non-compliant material can be
most effectively intercepted, while maintaining overall
traceability throughout the value chain.

In line with this, EOS advocated for a stronger risk-based
approach, whereby obligations are proportionate to the
actual risk of deforestation. Targeting regulatory efforts
towards high-risk products and supply chains would
improve both the effectiveness and the credibility of
the Regulation, while avoiding unnecessary burdens on
operators dealing with low-risk materials.

EOS also pointed to the need to streamline the scope
of the Regulation, in particular by reducing the list of
customs codes covered. The inclusion of marginal or low-
relevance products adds complexity without contributing
meaningfully to the Regulation’s objectives. A more focused
product scope would enhance enforceability, reduce
administrative burden, and allow competent authorities
to better allocate resources.

In addition, EOS emphasised the importance of ensuring
coherence with existing EU legislation, notably the
Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), in

orderto align reporting thresholds and reduce duplication
of obligations. It also recalled that the previous EU Timber
Regulation (EUTR) had established a targeted and sector-
specific framework, and that the transition to a broader,
cross-commodity system under the EUDR risks diluting
sector-specific expertise while increasing compliance costs.

Finally, given the significant implementation challenges

and the forthcoming adjustments expected under the

Commission’s simplification agenda, EOS highlighted

the need to consider extending the transition period to

ensure that operators are able to comply effectively once

the revised framework is fully clarified and operational.
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In view of the Agriculture and Fisheries Council meeting
of 22-23 September, a broad coalition of European wood-
based industries—representing woodworking, furniture,
sawmilling, panels, laminate flooring and parquet—raised
serious concerns regarding the state of preparedness for
the implementation of the EU Deforestation Regulation
(EUDR), scheduled to apply in less than four months.

While the European Commission has provided additional
guidance, including updated Frequently Asked Questions,
these instruments remained non-legally binding and
subject to interpretation by national competent authorities.
As a result, operators continued to face significant legal
uncertainty, lacking the predictability and clarity necessary
for effective compliance.

At the same time, a number of practical and technical
challenges remained unresolved. These included, in
particular, requirements related to geolocation, the
traceability of complex and composite products, and the
functioning of the Information System. Such challenges
risked creating disproportionate administrative burdens
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across the value chain, especially where multiple
submissions of due diligence statements or the repeated
transmission of reference numbers were required. This
raised concerns not only in terms of feasibility for both EU
and international supply chains, but also regarding the
proportionality and added value of certain requirements
in achieving the Regulation’s objectives.

In this context, the sector emphasised that limiting
full due diligence obligations to the first placement of
relevant commodities and products on the EU market
would preserve a high level of environmental integrity,
while significantly reducing administrative complexity and
compliance costs. This approach would be particularly
beneficial for SMEs and for operators dealing with
processed or composite products further downstream. It
would also enhance legal clarity, support more harmonised
enforcement across Member States, and strengthen the
overall competitiveness of EU-based industries.

Against this background, and in line with broader calls
from the business community, the sector called for the
inclusion of the EUDR within the European Commission’s
wider Simplification Agenda. A more ambitious and
coordinated simplification process—potentially through
the forthcoming Environmental Omnibus—was identified
as essential to ensure that the Regulation could be
implemented effectively, without disrupting markets and
trade flows.

While reaffirming their strong commitment to combating
deforestation and condemning any form of illegal logging,
the forest-based industries underlined the importance of
designing a system that effectively targets the real drivers
of deforestation, while remaining practical, proportionate
and workable for operators of all sizes. In this context,
Member States were encouraged to use the Agriculture
and Fisheries Council as an opportunity to support the
inclusion of the EUDR in the Simplification Agenda and
to invite the European Commission to put forward a
more ambitious simplification proposal through the
Environmental Omnibus expected in October.

On 10 October 2025, EOS, together with partner
organisations, addressed a joint letter to Members
of the European Parliament highlighting ongoing
concerns regarding the implementation of Regulation
(EU) 2023/1115.

While welcoming the European Commission’s
announcement to postpone the application of the
Regulation—acknowledging the significant implementation
challenges that remain—the signatories stressed that
postponement alone is insufficient. They called for the
swift adoption of a legislative act to formalise the delay
and, more importantly, for targeted simplification measures
to address persistent issues related to proportionality,
feasibility and legal certainty.

The letter underlined that the current reliance on non-
binding instruments, such as Guidelines and FAQs, fails to
provide the necessary legal certainty for operators. It also
noted that key concerns repeatedly raised by the sector
remain unaddressed, reinforcing the need for concrete and
legally sound adjustments to the Regulation. Finally, EOS
and its partners urged the EU institutions to take immediate
action to ensure that the EUDR is workable in practice, by
simplifying requirements, addressing structural challenges,
and identifying the appropriate legal instruments to
guarantee legal certainty and consistent implementation
across Member States.

6.6.1 OPEN STATEMENT:

A Call to ‘Stop the Clock’ and Ensure

a Workable EU Deforestation Regulation

On 27 October, a coalition of 16 European organisations
co-signed an open statement expressing serious concerns
regarding the latest developments on the EU Deforestation
Regulation (EUDR). The statement highlighted the risks
associated with ongoing uncertainty, compressed
timelines, and the practical implications for operators
across the value chain. Copy of the open statement is
here reported.



Brussels, 27 October 2025

OPEN STATEMENT: A Call to ‘Stop the Clock’ and Ensure a Workable EU Deforestation Regulation

The signatories of this open statement recall that the effectiveness of any legislative framework depends on its
workability, legal clarity, and predictability. The recent amendments proposed by the European Commission to the
EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR) after the announcement of a further postponement on 23 September, prolong a
situation of costly uncertainty and unrealistic implementation timelines. The new proposal, and the very challenging
timeline to have it approved, risks undermining both the credibility and the practical enforcement of the Regulation,
while placing European operators in an untenable position of legal and operational uncertainty.

The changes introduced by the Commission are substantial and deserve appropriate time for stakeholders, policy
makers and Member States to analyse and discuss them. This is exceptionally difficult considering the deadline of
30 December 2025 currently in place. It’s unrealistic and unacceptable to expect that companies will be ready to
comply right away with a regulation that has been hastily renegotiated only few weeks before entry into application.
In fact, most large downstream industries will not be in the position to adapt again their IT systems, which have been
designed to interact with the TRACES platform, whereas small and micro downstream operators will be faced with a
much larger number of DDS reference numbers as these accumulate along the value chain. Downstream operators
of all sizes will face compliance problems with the new rules, which in the best-case scenario will be adopted only
few days before the entry into application.

The proposal further fails to reflect the operational reality of the market, where medium-sized and large companies
routinely interact with small and micro-enterprises within integrated supply chains. As a result, establishing different
application dates — with large and medium enterprises required to comply from 30 December 2025, and small and
micro-enterprises benefiting from twelve additional months, will, in practice, force all operators to comply from the
same date. The interdependence of companies within the value chain makes the proposed postponement illusory,
as smaller operators will be required to align immediately to maintain business relations.

Our sectors continue to face a serious deficit of clarity and legal certainty, which conflicts with a fundamental right
guaranteed under EU law and which remains indispensable for sound business operations, competitiveness, and
investment.

We therefore urge the European Commission to introduce a “stop-the-clock” mechanism that allows for policymakers to
have a proper and a comprehensive assessment of the Regulation’s impact and implementation. Such a reassessment
should aim to identify genuine simplification measures and to render the EUDR obligations truly workable, while fully
preserving the Regulation’s legitimate environmental objective of combating deforestation, a goal strongly supported
by the signatories of this open statement.

APAG - Oleochemicals Europe - Transparency Register number: 64879142323-90

Bioenergy Europe - Transparency Register number: 97810874431-67

CEI-Bois - European Confederation of Woodworking Industries - Transparency Register number: 470333818389-37
(with the exception of Metsateollisuus ry and Puutuoteteollisuus ry, which will not co-sign this open statement).
CEPF - Confederation of European Forest Owners - Transparency Register number: 3647455667-08

CEPI - European Confederation of the Pulp & Paper Industry - Transparency Register number: 72279144480-58
CESIO - European Committee of Organic Surfactants and their Intermediates - Transparency Register number:
64879142323-90
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COCERAL - European association of trade in cereals, oilseeds, rice, pulses, olive oil, oils and fats, animal feed and
agro-supply - Transparency Register number: 2050009628-31

COPA-COGECA: European Farmers and Agri-Cooperatives - Transparency Register number: Copa 44856881231-49 |
Cogeca 09586631237-74

COTANCE- Confederation of National Associations of Tanners and Dressers of the European Community - Transparency
Register number: 077706416598-79

EFIC - European Furniture Industries Confederation - Transparency Register number: 95910795422-52

ELO - European Landowners’ Organization - Transparency Register number: 36063991244-88

EOS - European Organisation of the Sawmill Industry - Transparency Register number: 024776016336-52

EPF — European Panel Federation - Transparency Register number: 572064811767-22

ETTF - European Timber Trade Federation - Transparency Register number: 151485550468-20

FEP - Federation of European Publishers - Transparency Register number: 3985 41467-53

FECOF - Federation Europeenne des Communes Forestieres - Transparency Register number: 22553705184-17
FEFAC - European Feed Manufacturers’ Federation - Transparency Register number: 77105321408-83

FEFPEB - European Federation of Wooden Pallet and Packaging Manufacturers - Transparency Register number:
924074750032-19

FEP - European Parquet Federation - Transparency Register number: 294492727880-53

INTERGRAF - European Trade association of the graphic industry - - Transparency Register number: 15519132837-45
UECBV - The European Livestock and Meat Trades Union - Transparency Register number: 4422649896-52
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6.6.2 Revised Deforestation Regulation revision proposal was formally adopted on 17 and 18
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On 23 December 2025, a revised version of the EU
Deforestation Regulation was published in the Official
Journal of the European Union, amending for the second
time the Regulation (EU) 2023/1115 on deforestation-free
products adopted in 2023 to combat deforestation. The
compromise reached in trilogue on the Commission’s

December by the European Parliament and the Council
of the EU. Following extensive discussions and negotiations
with the European Parliament and the Commission, the
revised text introduces several important adjustments
to the implementation of due diligence obligations for
operators and traders.



MAIN CHANGES INTRODUCED

Revised application timeline

The amendment delays the application of the Regulation
by one year. As a result, obligations will apply from 30
December 2026 for medium and large operators, while
micro and small operators will benefit from a longer
transition period until 30 June 2027. This additional time is
intended to allow both businesses and the EU information
system to prepare adequately for compliance.

Introduction of a “first operator” approach

The revised Regulation clarifies and expands the categories

of economic operators involved in the supply chain:

« Operator: the entity placing relevant products on the
EU market for the first time or exporting them;

- Micro or small primary operator: small-scale
producers placing on the market products they have
harvested or produced themselves, typically benefiting
from simplified requirements;

- Downstream operator: actors handling products
already covered by a due diligence statement or a
simplified declaration;

« Trader: entities making products available further along
the supply chain without being operators.

This framework establishes a “first operator” model,
under which the responsibility to submit the due diligence
statement lies with the operator introducing the product
onto the EU market or exporting it. That operator must also
share the relevant reference information with subsequent
actors in the supply chain.

Importantly, the core due diligence requirements —
including traceability, geolocation data, risk assessment,
and compliance with local legislation — remain
unchanged and continue to apply prior to market
placement.

Simplified regime for micro and small primary operators
A dedicated simplified system is introduced for micro
and small primary operators. Instead of carrying out the
full due diligence process, these operators are required
to submit a single simplified declaration via the EU
information system before placing products on the market
or exporting them.

Where relevant information is already available in

national or EU databases, duplication is avoided. In
addition, for these operators, geolocation requirements
may be simplified, for example through the use of postal
address data.

Clarification of obligations for downstream actors
The revised rules also define more clearly the
responsibilities of downstream operators and traders.
These actors may only place or export products if they
hold the necessary information, including supplier and
customer details and, where applicable, the due diligence
reference numbers.

Non-SME downstream actors must register in the EU
information system, maintain records for a minimum period
(e.g. five years), and make them available to competent
authorities upon request. However, unlike first operators,
they are not required to carry out full due diligence or to
transmit reference numbers further along the supply chain.

Adjustment of product scope

The amendment also updates Annex | by removing certain
printed paper products from the scope of the Regulation,
thereby narrowing its application in this specific area.

Extension of the Transition Period

The legal status of EUTR-regulated materials and products
placed on the market during the transition period remained
unchanged, with the only modification relating to the
extension of the timeline by one additional year.

Review clause and future evaluation

The revised Regulation introduces a strengthened review
mechanism. The European Commission is required to carry
out a simplification review by 30 April 2026, potentially
accompanied by legislative proposals. A broader evaluation
of the Regulation must follow by 30 June 2030, with
subsequent reviews every five years.

As required under the revised Regulation, the European
Commission must carry out a simplification review by
30 April 2026, potentially accompanied by legislative
proposals. In this context, the Commission has indicated
that updated FAQs and guidelines are expected to be
published by the end of April. Key issues to be clarified
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include the treatment of re-imported products and
the definition of small operators with mixed activities
(where part of their activities falls outside the scope of
the Regulation). In parallel, the Commission is finalising
an update to the delegated act amending Annex | of the
Regulation, which lists the products that cannot be placed
on the EU market if they contribute to deforestation. A
public consultation is expected to be launched shortly
thereafter. According to available information, the scope
of product categories will remain unchanged. Only limited

technical adjustments are envisaged, such as the possible
exclusion of printed paper. Finally, no short-term revision
is foreseen for the implementing act classifying countries
according to their deforestation risk.

In March 2026, the European Commission published an
updated version of the EUDR supply chain infographic.
Reference should be made to the full document. The
excerpt below, covering the domestic timber supply chain,
is reproduced from the European Commission’s infographic.

SCENARIO 1: SUPPLY CHAIN FOR DOMESTIC TIMBER (1)
*Although this supply chain depicts wood, all scenarios are illustrative and the rules depicted generally apply to other

relevant products.
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A large timber company A, established in the EU, sells logs (HS 4403) that it sources from its own forests to a
small sawmill B and to a large paper manufacturer C. Timber company A is placing a relevant product listed in
Annex | of the EUDR (wood in the rough, whether or not stripped of bark or sapwood, or roughly squared, HS
4403), on the Union market for the first time, so timber company A is an upstream operator (Text Box 1). Timber
company A must exercise due diligence. It is responsible for compliance of the relevant products with Article 3,
including ensuring that the products are deforestation-free and legal, and must also submit a DDS for the logs
in the Information System (Text Box 2). As an upstream operator, timber company A must also communicate the
reference numbers of their DDS to the first downstream operator or trader in the supply chain for their relevant

products (Art. 4(7) and Art. 5(3)(a)).


https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/714f36d8-27fa-11f1-a7dd-01aa75ed71a1/language-en

As timber company A is placing batches of logs on the market over a period of time, which originate from its own
forests, these could be covered by a single DDS valid for up to one year, so long as due diligence has been carried out
for all relevant products intended to be placed on the market prior to submission of the DDS and all geolocations
have been declared (Text Box 3).

N.B.: If timber company A harvested some of the trees from its forests and processed the logs (HS 4403) into sawn wood
(HS 4407) at its own sawmill, before placing the sawn wood on the Union market for the first time, then timber company
A would need to exercise due diligence and submit a DDS for the sawn wood. The DDS should relate to the relevant
product being placed on the market for the first time, which in this case would be sawn wood, a derived product listed
in Annex | of the EUDR, rather than the logs.

Alternatively, if timber company A harvested some of the trees for use in its own business (such as using logs to heat its
own premises, or using sawn wood to make furniture for use in its office), timber company A would not be an operator
for these products: this is because it would not be placing them on the market as in such cases there is no supply of
the relevant products.

Supply chain actors beyond this point do not need to exercise due diligence or submit due diligence statements. They
are not responsible for compliance of relevant products with Article 3 (Text Box 4).

Small sawmill B transforms the logs (HS 4403) into sawn wood (HS 4407), and large paper manufacturer C
transforms them into paper (HS 4801). Large paper manufacturer C and small sawmill B are each placing
a new relevant product listed in Annex | of the EUDR on the Union market. However, because the sawn
wood and paper are made entirely from the logs placed on the market by timber company A (HS 4403), all
of which are covered by a DDS, paper manufacturer C and sawmill B are both downstream operators (Text
Box 4). Given that their direct supplier is an upstream operator, they are both first downstream operators
and are required to collect and keep DDS reference numbers from that supplier. They are also subject to the
general obligations of downstream operators and traders, including record keeping. In addition, large paper
manufacturer C, as an enterprise that is not micro-, small or medium sized (a non-SME), is required to register
in the Information System.

Small sawmill B sells its sawn wood (HS 4407) to a company producing furniture in the EU. Large furniture company
D transforms the sawn wood into furniture (HS 9403 30). It is placing a new relevant product listed in Annex | of the
EUDR on the Union market. However, because the furniture is made entirely from relevant products all of which are
covered by a DDS from when relevant products were first placed on the Union market (i.e. the DDS for the logs, HS
4403 submitted by timber company A), large furniture company D is a downstream operator (Text Box 4). It is not
directly supplied by an upstream operator; hence it is a subsequent downstream operator. It is subject to the general
obligations of downstream operators and traders, including record keeping (Text Box 4). In addition, as a non-SME,
large furniture company D is required to register in the Information System.

N.B.: If, in the making of the furniture, furniture company D uses relevant products that have not been subject to due
diligence already (e.q. if D imports), it would need to exercise due diligence on these relevant products since as the first
placer on the Union market for these products D would be an upstream operator (Text Box 1). Company D would be
required to submit a DDS to the Information System covering the relevant products that had not already been subject
to due diligence upstream.
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Large furniture company D sells some of its furniture (HS 9403 30) to small furniture store E, who sells the furniture to
consumers. As it is making available on the market relevant products that were already placed on the Union market
by large furniture company D, and the HS code does not change, small furniture store E is a trader. It is subject to the

general obligations of downstream operators and traders, including record keeping (Text Box 4).

Large paper manufacturer C sells some of the paper (HS 4801) that it produces to large publisher F who uses the paper
to print newspapers (ex HS 4902). Newspapers (as well as other products under the HS code ex 49) are no longer a
relevant product in scope of the EUDR. Publisher F is therefore not placing or making available a relevant product

on the Union market; hence it does not have obligations under the EUDR for the newspapers.

6.6.3 Questions and suggested answers

to be considered in the updated EUDR FAQs

and Guidance

In the context of the revision of the guidelines expected by
the end of April 2026, EOS worked closely with a number of
partner organisations to provide the European Commission
with targeted and practical input on how to interpret and
apply key aspects of the Regulation in light of its amended
version. In particular, EOS contributed to the development
of concrete proposals aimed at ensuring a consistent,
workable and legally sound implementation across the value
chain, taking into account the operational realities faced
by operators. For reasons of confidentiality, the names of
the organisations involved in this collaboration cannot be
disclosed. However, the key elements and priority issues
identified through this joint work are outlined below.

Legal value of FAQs and guidance documents

Due to the non-binding status of both the guidance and
the FAQs, national Competent Authorities may apply their
own interpretations or selectively apply certain elements
of the guidance when enforcing the Regulation. To address
these challenges, we recommend the following updates
to the Introduction section of the current guidance on
page 3/42, see highlighted text: “This guidance document
is, however, useful reference material for anyone who must
comply with the EUDR as it further clarifies dedicated parts
of the legislative text, meaning it can quide operators and
traders. It can also guide National Competent Authorities
and enforcement bodies as well as national courts in
the process of implementing and enforcing the EUDR.
Accordingly, entities that rely in good faith on this quidance
in fulfilling their obligations under the EUDR should not be
regarded as non-compliant, nor exposed to sanctions or
other adverse consequences, on account of such reliance.”

Definition of micro and small operators

in low-risk countries (MSPO)

According to the new Art. 2.15a EUDR, a MSPO is defined
by reference to the size criteria of Directive 2013/34/EU. It
should be clarified that exceeding these thresholds in one
financial year does not automatically mean an operator
cannot be considered as MSPO nor does it lead to EUDR
non-compliance. Thresholds can be assessed as average
on a multi-year basis. While certain sectors might have
relatively constant numbers for annual turnover, balance
sheet and number for employees, this does not apply
to all. In some sectors (e.g. forestry) production often
peaks in specific years, followed by several years with low
production.

Definition of first downstream operator

It is necessary to clarify the status of undertakings that
are both placing on the market a commodity or product
for the first time (e.g. EU-based primary producers or
first importers) and processing it into a product under a
different CN code.

If the two operations are performed by two different legal
entities under the same company group, it should be
made explicit that the entity first placing on the market
the commodity or product is an operator and the entity
further processing it is a first downstream operator, even
when there is not a change of ownership between the two
entities.

In manufacturing supply chains, the same legal entity may
perform different roles simultaneously depending on the
product handled and the stage of the value chain. The role
of an undertaking is therefore to be determined at product
level rather than once at company level.



When the two activities are carried out by the same legal

entity, it should be made clear that:

(1) the company may act simultaneously as operator
and first downstream operator depending on the
commodity/product handled;

(2) the entity shall submit a DDS only for those operations
forwhich it acts as an operator (first placing on the EU
market orimport) and

(3) the company, when acting both operator and first
downstream operator, does not have the duty to
pass on reference numbers to clients. This would
avoid uneven, structure-dependent implementation
and excessive pass-through of reference numbers.
Furthermore, thisis in line with the text of the law which
states that a first downstream operator would have to
receive DDS numbers from an operator.

Finally, a single legal entity that imports relevant
commodities and products and exports them without a
change of ownership, with or without further processing
and HS code change, should be considered as a
downstream operator at the moment of exporting. This
would mean that no obligation would exist to submit a new
DDS at the export phase. However, in the spirit of the law
a conventional DDS reference number and/or dedicated
TARIC code should be provided in customs documentation.

Verification of supplier status

How can a company determine whether it qualifies as a
downstream operator or a first downstream operator? The
definition of first downstream operator is dependent on the
supply chain upstream: the same company may therefore
have different roles depending on the supplier and may
even have different roles across deliveries or within the
same delivery from the same supplier.

It should also be noted that, in practice, itisimpossible to
segregate products within shipments according to whether
the receiving company acts as a first downstream operator
or as a downstream operator or trader.

Only first downstream operators have the obligation
to collect the DDS reference numbers received from
operators. From the text of the Regulation, it is evident
that the co-legislators did not opt for a more pro-active
requirement such as “request” or “obtain”, but rather

the more passive term “collect” while a more active

obligation to “share” has been placed upon operators in
Article 4.7. Companies should therefore not be required
to proactively ask their suppliers whether they are
considered a first downstream operator or a downstream
operator and should not be considered responsible for
misidentification of their own role.

It should also be clarified if and under which circumstances
first downstream operators will be able to access the DDS
of the operator via reference and verification numbers.

In this context and given that downstream entities may
receive mixed shipments containing products for which
they act as first downstream operators and others for
which they do not, it should remain possible to group DDS
identifiers and use reference DDS numbers to manage
these situations in a workable manner.

Substantiated concerns

According to Article 5.6 non-SME downstream operators and
traders who receive a substantiated concern (prior to placing
or making available on the market or exporting relevant
products), have the obligation to “verify that due diligence
was exercised and that no or only a negligible risk was found”.
Additionally, “they shall not place or make available on the
market or export relevant products unless the verification
demonstrates no or only a negligible risk of non-compliance”.

Since downstream operators and traders do not have
access to due diligence reference numbers beyond the
first step of the supply chain, and the systemic obligation of
ascertaining included in the old Art. 4.9 has been removed,
this obligation cannot be fulfilled in practice. To avoid
disruption of supply chains, a pragmatic understanding
of the new concept of “verifying” will need to be found
since no definition is provided.

It should be explicitly stated that Article 5.6 does not imply a
requirement for all downstream actors to obtain operators’
DDS reference numbers (other than for first downstream
operators), nor to provide them to customers, as this would
undermine the intended simplification of the EUDR and
create unnecessary administrative burden.

Recognition should be given of proactive sharing of the
conclusion of the due diligence exercise under contracts,
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as this would enable non-SME downstream operators &
traders to continue trading, fitting with the limited liability
following the December 2025 revision of the EUDR. This
could be, for example, through self-declaration signed by
the first operator guaranteeing to the first downstream
operator that due diligence was carried out.

In addition, to fulfil obligations of Art. 5.6, the downstream
operator provides the Competent Authority with relevant
information about its supply chain. Such suppliers will
then be notified by the Competent Authority about the
substantiated concerns and have the same obligations.
Itis also essential to recommend Competent Authorities to
treat substantiated concerns with the utmost caution, in all
cases under both Art. 5 and Art. 4 with a view to minimising
supply chain disruption.

Finally, where non-compliance originates upstream,
Competent Authorities should not be able to collect
enforcement and audit costs from non-SME downstream
operators.

Simplified declaration, estimated annual quantity
Landowners and Member States may face challenges in
estimating the annual quantity of commaodities produced.
Thisinformation is mandatory for the simplified declaration
and may increase the administrative burden, as Member
States would not be able to link it with the Information
System and submit the declaration on behalf of micro and
small primary producers. Therefore, where Member States
have the capacity to link existing systems or databases
established under Union or Member State legislation, this
information should not be required where it is already
available.

Geolocation of polygons

Operators should have the flexibility to declare geolocated
polygons based on either the productive field or plantation
within the single real estate property, or the upper
boundaries of the single real estate property.

The need for this flexibility comes from the fact that under
current company practice, there are two main ways of
collecting plot data, one by delineating the plot itself (i.e.
the productive area/field) and the other by providing the
farm polygon which can be larger than the productive

area but not larger than the single real estate property
area and includes the plot(s). Not allowing operators to
upload the farm polygon (which includes the plots) creates
unnecessary burden and a risk of error. Polygons of single
real estate properties are data elements often provided by
national/government bodies (regularly/annually updated
and independently audited and verified by accredited third
party auditors) at origin countries based on land deeds or
other official documents to show ownership/use.

As these government bodies own, manage and issue this
data for land registry purposes, they should be ultimate
source of this data and any deviation from this should be
avoided. Manipulating these files may potentially lead
to inconsistencies when applied to a DDS entry made in
Traces compared to the sources at origin and may lead
to failure of validation by Traces. It would also entail an
excessive number of hours of manual work to manipulate
thousands of maps, with an inherent risk of error and
liability. Both options (productive area or single real estate
property) permit a risk assessment at plot level and should
therefore be permitted. It is a widely used practice to base
deforestation risk assessments on maps of the properties
(not just the productive area), which are obtained through
land registries/concession maps. Overlaying the maps over
the property also allows operators to see if the productive
areais on land that was forest before or after the December
2020 cut-off date.

Moreover, in circumstances where the collection of polygon
data is not feasible—such as when limited by regulatory
constraints—geolocation data for plots of land exceeding
4 hectares may be recorded using point coordinates. This
is acceptable provided that the points can be reliably
connected to produce an accurate and representative
outline of the plot.

Batch declaration for not-yet produced products

FAQ 5.19 refers to the frequency of due diligence statements
and confirms that a DDS can cover multiple physical
batches/shipments. In this case the operator must
confirm that due diligence was carried out for all relevant
products intended to be placed on the Union market.
Under point 4 of this question, it is mentioned that an
operator should be able to link a due diligence statement
to existing commodities. Since the time between harvest



and the creation of a due diligence statement can vary,
we recommend extending the approach of FAQ 5.19 to
commodities to be harvested (in the future) on land that
has already undergone due diligence in line with the EUDR.

We would recommend the following amendment to FAQ
5.19 to reflect this: “4. With a due diligence statement,
the operator confirms that due diligence was carried out
for all relevant products intended to be placed on, made
available on the Union market, or exported and that there
is no or negligible risks of non-compliance of the relevant
products. Therefore, in principle a due diligence statement
should cover commodities that will be or have already been
produced, i.e., grown, harvested, obtained from or raised on
relevant plots of land or, as regards cattle, on establishments,
on plots that have been covered by due diligence. In other
words, in principle operators should be able to link a due
diligence statement to existing commodities plots where
the commodities are produced.”

Re-Imports into the EU

When a product was originally exported from the EU with a
valid DDS reference number, including a conventional one,
and later re-imported in identical or transformed form, will
anew DDS be required at importation?

It should be clarified that re-importers are considered
downstream operators and therefore have no obligation to
submit a new DDS. To facilitate operations, the re-import
of any in-scope product (or part of that product) should be
accompanied by a conventional DDS number and/or TARIC
code to beincluded in a customs declaration.

In case of re-import of a mixed product (in which part of
the material was originally exported from the EU, and part
originates outside the EU), the operator should be required
to create a new DDS only for the non-EU components,
declaring however the full weight of the product.

Original DDS numbers submitted at the very beginning of
the value chain should not be required to prove re-import
status as the last EU exporter will not have access to them,
if they are downstream operators.

The systematic use of the above-mentioned conventional
Reference Number and/or TARIC code at the point of export

allow for all EU companies to export their EUDR products

and cover them for a potential future re-import.

Commercial documents proving that the components or
materials contained in the re-imported product originally
came from the EU market may also be used in case of
check from CAs.

Corrective actions

The new Art 24.3 provides that “irrespective of the corrective
action taken under paragraph 2, the operator, downstream
operator or trader shall address any shortcomings in the
due diligence system with a view to preventing the risk of
further non-compliance with this Regulation.”

This seems to imply that even downstream operators with
only basic traceability obligations (i.e. keep contact details
of customers and suppliers) would be responsible for “the
due diligence” despite not having due diligence obligations,
and would mean that downstream operators and traders
could be sanctioned regarding compliance of the goods for
which they are not required to carry out any due diligence
as per other Articles.

The liability of all types of downstream operators and
traders should be clarified, also ensuring the proportionality
of the penalty to the administrative obligations. The
Commission should clarify that downstream operators with
no due diligence obligations cannot be held liable for due
diligence, only for non-compliance of their administrative
obligations.

Compliance with the relevant national legislation of
producing countries, including on the need for an
enhanced role for certification and national schemes
The lack of a harmonised approach among Member
State Competent Authorities remains, with some having
unrealistic expectations about the types of evidence that
can be systematically collected by operators. In particular,
some Competent Authorities expect to receive the source
documentation (e.g. land titles, invoices), regardless of the
risk-level, even when this documentation has been audited
under a reliable certification/national scheme. In many
cases, the requirement for such first-hand documentation
will drastically reduce the availability of material considered
EUDR-compliant by Competent Authorities as such
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documents are not always readily shared by farmers. We

therefore urgently need:

a) an EU-level repertoire of relevant national legislation
and alternative types of evidence that can be reasonably
obtained per country of production;

b) binding guidance regulating and/or standardising the
checks of the national Competent Authorities;

c) aharmonised, risk-based approach by the Competent
Authorities in assessing the risk of non-compliance,
which does not require the application of adverse

inferences in situations where there are ongoing judicial
or administrative proceedings, and
d) anenhanced role for credible certification and national
schemesin the sense that they may be used as evidence of
compliance (rather than the source documentation itself)
when the relevant documentation has been audited by
an independent, accredited third party auditor.
Furthermore, the Commission should clarify that only
legislation that is directly linked to halting deforestation
and forest degradation is ‘relevant’.

6.7 EU climate ambition for 2040

The European Union is working on its long-term climate
trajectory with the endorsement of a binding target to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 90% by 2040 compared to 1990
levels. This milestone signals a clear political commitment
to climate neutrality by 2050 and sets the direction for the
EU’s post-2030 climate policy framework.

The forthcoming legislative package will translate this
ambition into concrete policy instruments, including the
revision of key climate and energy legislation, the design
of national target structures, and the potential integration
of international carbon credits from 2036 onwards. These
developments will significantly influence investment
conditions, industrial competitiveness, and the role of
carbon removals and land-based sectors.

For the forest-based industries, and the sawmill sector in
particular, the 2040 target represents both a challenge and
a strategic opportunity. While increased climate ambition
may intensify pressure on land use and raw material
availability, it also reinforces the essential role of long-lived
wood products in delivering climate mitigation through
carbon storage and material substitution. Ensuring that
the future framework recognises and properly accounts
for these contributions will be critical.

Against this background, EOS continues to actively engage
with EU institutions to promote a balanced, science-based
approach that safeguards the availability of sustainably
sourced roundwood while maximising the climate benefits
of wood use across the economy.

Atthe end of June 2025, together with other forest-based
industry stakeholders, EOS co-signed a statement on the
EU 2040 Climate Target, seeking to reduce GHG emissions
across the EU by 90% compared to 1990.

The document calls for an enabling EU climate policy
framework which duly considers the uncertainty of
climate change impacts on forests, does not set short-
term uncertain policy targets disconnected from long-
term thinking of forest management decisions, and aims
to deploy the potential of the forest-based bioeconomy. It
underlines that the European forest-based value chain can
and should contribute to the goals of the wider EU climate
policy framework. Our sector must be a key part of the
new EU Bioeconomy Strategy, promoting competitiveness
through sustainably managed forests, covering from short
to long-lived forest-based products across the forest-based
value chain.

JOINT STATEMENT OF THE EU FOREST-BASED VALUE CHAIN ON THE UPCOMING EU 2040 CLIMATE TARGET
The European Union’s climate policy architecture is about to reach a defining milestone with the adoption of an

interim climate change mitigation target under the European Climate Law. The EU 2040 Climate Target will define
the trajectory of net greenhouse gas emission reductions, including carbon removals, where the land-based sectors

- with special regard to forest - play a key role.
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Forest and the forest-based sectors in Europe are at the crossroads of historic decisions. In 2025, the European
Union needs to deploy its policies under the Green Deal not only to meet the overarching and ambitious targets
on environmental sustainability, but also to address some of the most urgent, current strategic needs of our Union,
including all the three dimensions of sustainability. As the trajectory of climate change mitigation to 2040 will define
the main direction EU climate policy architecture, including the LULUCF Regulation (Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry), this time is crucial to set the directions for the EU’s strategic autonomy, selfsufficiency, and competitiveness,
while also addressing the current geopolitical reality.

Over the past few decades, forest resources in Europe have expanded in terms of total area and growing stock volume
but also in average stand agel. Furthermore, the European forest carbon sink is estimated to have increased by almost
five-fold from 1950 to 1999, and was rather stable until 20132, thanks to the work and investment into sustainable
forest management. However, today, several Member States’ inventories show that the sink has turned towards a
clear decline in many countries.

Climate change-induced tree mortality and reduced forest growth combined with increased salvage harvesting are
among the key reasons for the decreasing sink capacity3. Rising temperatures, prolonged droughts, and increased
frequency of natural disturbances (e.g., pests, fires, storms) reduce forest growth and carbon sequestration rates.
At the same time, aging forests reach a physiological saturation point, where net carbon uptake slows as growth
declines and mortality increases.

This reflects that constantly stable and an indefinitely increasing sink cannot not be taken for granted. In this context,
the 2030 LULUCEF target currently established is very unlikely to be met. This highlights the need for a policy shift from
a focus on increasing static forest carbon stocks to dynamic forest growth.

The forest-based bioeconomy represents a unique value chain, where the EU has high potential for strategic autonomy.
Sustainably managed European forests provide renewable and circular bio-based material for a growing industry,
propelled by European excellence in research, innovation and development. The carbon sequestration capacity of
forests, along with their material and energetic substitution potential, depends on actively managed stands favouring
high quality biomass increment. European forest owners and managers and the forest-based sectors underline that
biodiversity and healthy forest ecosystems are prerequisite for a renewable and circular forest-based bioeconomy.

The challenges of our days also present opportunities: this is the time to deploy the European forest-based know-
how on Sustainable Forest Management4 to decrease our dependence on third country fossil imports and boost
an economy based on the circularity of biogenic carbon. The European forest-based value chain can and should
contribute to the goals of the wider EU climate policy framework, to its true potential. It must be a key part of the new
EU Bioeconomy Strategy, promoting competitiveness through sustainably managed forests, covering from short to
long-lived forest-based products across the forest-based value chain.
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European forest-based sectors are calling for an enabling EU climate policy framework which duly considers the

uncertainty of climate change impacts on forests, does not set a short-term uncertain policy targets disconnected from
long-term thinking of forest management decisions, and aims deploying the potential of the forest-based bioeconomy.

Besides the consideration of the forest carbon sink, the EU climate policy framework must adopt a holistic approach
and embrace the whole forest-based economy, building on the storage and substitution effect of forest-based products

and bioenergy. Rather than relying on increasing carbon stocks, climate policy must recognize forest growth - and
more importantly, the transformation of forests into more resilient, climate-adapted ecosystems - as the fundamental

lever for long-term mitigation. Achieving this requires more time and flexibility for the forestry sector than current

climate targets typically allow.

The EU 2040 Climate target is a precursor for a post-2030 LULUCF framework which should work together for a
thriving and decentralised forest-based bioeconomy in Europe, building on sustainably and actively managed,

climate adapted forests.

On 5 March 2026, the Council formally adopted the
amended European climate law, introducing a binding
intermediate climate target, for 2040, marking the final
step before its publication in the Official Journal. It will
enter into force 20 days after its publication and will
apply directly in all EU countries. The Commission will
then make relevant proposals to implement the binding
EU 2040 climate target. Please notice that four countries
voted against it: Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, and the Czech
Republic. Belgium abstained.

« The adopted regulation sets a target of a 90% reduction
in net greenhouse gas emissions by 2040 (compared with
1990 levels), while allowing Member States to use, from
2036 onward, a certain amount of international carbon
credits to help reach the target.

- The contribution of these credits, received in exchange
for supporting decarbonisation projects in countries
outside the EU, is capped at 5% of 1990 net emissions.
Therefore, at least 85% of emission reductions will need
to be achieved within the Union.

« The Climate law (Article 1) mentions the need to maintain,
manage and enhance, as appropriate, natural sinks in
the long term and protect and restore biodiversity, to
promote sustainable and circular bioeconomy, and to
take into account the effects of differences in forest age
structure, natural variability and uncertainties, especially
those linked to the impacts of climate change and
natural disturbances in the land use, land-use change
and forestry sector;

The amended regulation also provides for a review of
the European Climate Law every two years. Based on
science and technological developments, the Commission
will assess the climate law taking into account EU
competitiveness, energy prices, net removals at EU level,
and the flexibility for EU countries to use high-quality
international credits to meet their post-2030 targets.

In the meantime, ahead of the next meeting of EU
environment ministers scheduled on 17 March, members
States received a set of questions to be answered aiming
at shaping the Council position

Questions:

« How can the post-2030 climate framework best support
investments in the transition to a socially fair, competitive
and decarbonised economy and effectively assist in
delivering agreed emissions reductions in the run-up
to 20407

« How could flexibilities across and within sectors be best
integrated into the post-2030 framework, to secure cost-
effective emissions reductions in all sectors?

- How could international credits be integrated into the
post-2030 climate policy architecture?

Member States have already exchanged views with the
European Commission on the post-2030 framework
during two “workshops” held on 13 January and 3
March. According to a document from the executive
prepared ahead of the first workshop, another “key issue”



concerns the design of national targets. One option
under consideration is to assign each Member State a
single net emissions reduction target covering all sectors,
including those under the carbon market (ETS), potentially
distinguishing between emission reductions and removals
(both natural and technological).

6.7.1 Consultation on the development of the
post-2030 climate framework

On 9 February, the European Commission launched a
consultation on the development of the post-2030 climate
framework, focusing in particular on the revision of two key
legislative instruments underpinning national 2030 targets:
the Effort Sharing Regulation (ESR), covering sectors such
as transport, buildings, waste and parts of agriculture, and
the LULUCF Regulation on land use and forestry.

The initiative aims to explore how to better incentivise

policy changes and investments, while ensuring
sufficient flexibility to meet climate targets in a simple
and cost-effective manner. It will also assess the “realistic
contribution” of carbon removals, in light of “growing
concerns about the declining capacity of EU forests to act
as carbon sinks™.

In addition, the consultation considers the potential role
of voluntary market-based approaches in sectors such as
agriculture and forestry, where incentives for emissions
reductions remain limited. It also signals that the post-2030
framework may include further development of renewable
energy and energy efficiency policies.

Here reported the answer provided by EOS

EOS feedback on national targets and flexibilities in the EU climate policy framework after 2030

EOS Position:

The LULUCF framework should be made more flexible, dynamic and realistic, with a clear focus on substitution effects
and strengthening the bioeconomy. It must account for natural variability, recognise the essential role of active forest
management, and fully reflect the climate benefits of harvested wood products (HWPs). Crucially, it should not result
in de facto harvesting caps, but form part of a coherent EU policy framework linking resilient forests, sustainable
management and wood-based value chains as key drivers of decarbonisation.

The land-use sectoris not only a carbon sink, but also a productive sector underpinning rural economies, decarbonised
construction, circular material use and European competitiveness. A well-designed framework should maximise
synergies between carbon removals, forest resilience, sustainable harvesting and long-lived wood use. EOS therefore
calls for a post-2030 climate architecture that is realistic, flexible and science-based, recognising the dual
climate benefit of forests: carbon sequestration in the land sector, and carbon storage and substitution effects
through HWPs and the wider bioeconomy.

The EU’s 310 Mt CO, net removals target for 2030 cannot be effectively achieved without fully accounting for material
substitution. While LULUCF captures changes in forest carbon stocks and, to some extent, HWPs, it does not
adequately reflect the avoided emissions from replacing more carbon-intensive materials. \Wood products
consistently show lower life-cycle emissions and deliver net mitigation benefits across the value chain. Focusing
solely on forest carbon stocks risks underestimating the sector’s overall climate contribution.

1 “Aspartof the ‘Fit for 55’ package, the EU has set out an ambitious target of net greenhouse gas removals in the LULUCF sector of 310 million tonnes of CO, equivalent in
2030. The discussion around the European Climate Law to include the 2040 climate target and the preparation of the post-2030 climate policy framework must carefully
assess the contribution of natural carbon sinks beyond 2030 and the policies and measures to deliver it. The situation of the LULUCF sector in EU demonstrates the
profound difficulties in constructing a climate framework for this sector within the required timeframe. Over the last ten years, the LULUCF sector has lost a third of its net
removals, from -322 Mt CO,e in 2015 to around -200 Mt CO,e in 2023. While some differences exist from one country to another, one of the main reasons explaining this
declining trend is the degradation of European forests’ carbon removal capacities under the pressure of increasing climate change impacts.” Source: Extract of a leaked
note sent by France to the EU Commission last July 2025.
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The role of HWPs should therefore be strengthened in LULUCF accounting, including higher weighting and
the creation of a dedicated reporting category for structural wood applications. This would better reflect the
climate impact of the wood value chain, support investment in climate-positive materials, and maximise substitution
effects in construction and manufacturing.

Comprehensive explanation.
Fundamental uncertainties around natural removals persist hence relying on rigid national targets is fundamentally
misguided.

The sink decline observed over the last few years in European forests, which is making attaining the 2030 sink target

extremely challenging, is multifactorial. Among the factors that are negatively affecting the sink, it should be mentioned:

1. forests aging

2. natural disturbances increase (biotic and abiotic: droughts, windthrows, storms, forest fires, pests)

3. necessary salvage logging, which is on the rise as a result of natural disturbances increase

4. geopolitical factors (in parts of Europe import of logs from Belarus and Russia before the Russian attack in Ukraine
were significant)

These structural developments make strict adherence to fixed national targets misaligned with current ecological
realities. LULUCF targets should therefore be made more flexible and realistic, reflecting natural forest dynamics and
the essential role of climate-adapted, active forest management. Linear reduction pathways risk interfering with the
dynamic processes of forest ecosystems and with the climate-positive cycle linking sustainable harvesting, wood use
and forest regeneration. If insufficiently designed, the system may create counterproductive incentives that weaken
forest resilience, reduce sink performance, and constrain wood supply, ultimately undermining the bioeconomy.

At the same time, the climate contribution of the forest-based sector is not limited to carbon sequestration in forests. The
European Commission and the European Environment Agency recognise that harvested wood products act as carbon
reservoirs and that wood can substitute materials with higher life-cycle emissions?. Assessing mitigation performance
solely on forest carbon stocks therefore provides an incomplete picture. Forests and wood use should be considered as
an integrated system, not as competing objectives. Policies that prioritise standing carbon stocks without accounting
for substitution effects risk underestimating the overall mitigation potential of the forest-based sector.

Life-cycle assessments consistently show that wood-based construction materials and products generally have
lower embodied emissions compared to fossil-based or mineral alternatives, and their use can lead to net emission
reductions when assessed across the full value chain. In addition, a large body of scientific evidence confirms the
importance of substitution effects. On average, the use of wood products avoids around 1.2 kg of carbon emissions
per kilogram of carbon contained in the product, compared to non-wood alternatives. This contribution remains
insufficiently reflected in current LULUCF accounting.

Finally, wood markets are global. If EU policies constrain the sustainable use of European forest resources, production
is likely to shift to regions with lower environmental standards, undermining global climate outcomes. Evidence
shows * that stringent sink targets could significantly reduce EU harvesting: meeting sink targets would require a
sharp and immediate reduction in EU+Norway roundwood harvesting by up to 113-117 million m® by 2030-2035
compared to market trends. This would result in carbon leakage, economic losses, and limited net climate benefits.

2 European Environment Agency (EEA), Carbon in harvested wood products, and European Commission, Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) sector overview.
3 A Maarit I. Kallio, Elias Garvik (2026). EU policy on forest carbon sinks revisited, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.104332

142



6.7.2 EU Policy Position: Understanding
Europe’s Sawmill Industry

At the end of 2025, DG CLIMA invited EOS to prepare
a document outlining the “current challenges and
opportunities for the sawmill industry, including estimated
costs, priorities, and needs in view of adapting current
facilities to anticipated changes in wood supply.”

EOS welcomed this request as a clear sign of the
Commission’s growing interest in and recognition of the

sector. In close consultation with its Members, EOS compiled

and submitted a comprehensive input (see following
section), highlighting both the structural challenges faced
by the industry and the investments required to ensure its
long-term resilience and competitiveness.

This exercise also provided an important opportunity
to reiterate to a key Commission department which EU
policy initiatives would be most beneficial for the sector
— particularly from a climate perspective.

EU Policy Position: Understanding Europe’s Sawmill Industry

Europe needs a competitive European sawmilling sector to achieve climate neutrality, decarbonise its buildings, and
build a resilient bioeconomy. A strong EU sawmill industry is essential not only to supply low-carbon construction
materials and maximise long-term carbon storage in buildings, but also to ensure the cascading use of wood in many
other sectors such as paper, panel or pulp manufacturing.

The sawmill industry plays a central role in supporting climate-friendly value chains and strengthening Europe’s
industrial resilience. Beyond its industrial significance, the sawmilling sector directly contributes to the health and
resilience of Europe’s forests. By providing a stable market for harvested wood, sawmills enable sustainable forest
management, timely thinning and regeneration, and the removal of damaged or over-mature trees. All of these are
essential measures to strengthen forest resilience to climate change, pests and extreme weather events. Furthermore,
the sawmill industry creates a reliable source of income for forest owners.

A coherent, forward-looking EU policy framework is needed now to ensure that Europe’s sustainably managed
forests continue to feed a strong, innovative and competitive sawmilling industry, delivering climate, resilience and
bioeconomy benefits for decades to come.

Itis therefore essential to carry out a comprehensive cumulative impact assessment of EU policies on the availability of raw
materials, in order to fully understand how the combined effects of different legislative instruments interact on the ground.
In particular, such an assessment should analyse how LULUCF targets, biodiversity objectives, and nature restoration
requirements—when implemented simultaneously—may reduce the availability of sustainably produced raw materials,
including roundwood, by limiting active forest management, constraining land use options, or prioritising carbon
storage and conservation over multifunctional forest use.

Policy asks: what the EU must do:

« Guarantee regulatory coherence across climate, biodiversity, restoration legislation so that roundwood availability
is not reduced in practice.

« The EU should assess EU legislation and factors affecting wood availability and the area of forests available for
wood supply in Europe, with a focus on securing a stable raw material base for the sawmill sector. It should support
Member States and forest owners through measures that, while further enforcing sustainable forest management,
increase wood supply.

« Update LULUCF accounting, introducing more flexible and feasible targets, and climate reporting rules including
the material substitution factor.
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« In parallel, the EU should examine the potential to expand forest area through afforestation and reforestation, in

line with sustainability and climate objectives, to strengthen Europe’s long-term wood supply.
« Support sawmill modernisation and digitalisation (Al, grading, efficiency) through EU funding instruments and

flexible state-aid rules.

« Classify sawmill digitalisation, yield optimisation, and hardwood processing investments as eligible climate

mitigation investments.

WHY THE EUROPEAN SAWMILLING SECTORS
STRATEGIC IN THE BIOECONOMY DEVELOPMENT.

The forestry and wood-based sector make a substantial
contribution to Europe’s economic stability. Its importance
for value creation, purchasing power, and employment
has so far been significantly underestimated. In total, this
amounts to approximately EUR 1.1 trillion (EU27, Norway,
Switzerland, and the United Kingdom). Overall, the sector
supports around 17.5 million jobs across Europe.

The European sawmill industry is an important sub-sector
of the European woodworking industry. It provides around
220,000 jobs across the EU in a sector that has around
32,000 enterprises and a net turnover of over € 51 billion.
It provides jobs in rural areas and most of European
sawmills are micro and small enterprises. While forest-
based industries form a highly integrated value chain, the
sawmill industry remains the undeniable backbone of the
European bioeconomy.

The sawmill industry is a key sector within the forest-based
value chain, as it processes the raw material wood for many
other sectors, trades, and industries. In doing so, it enables
wood to serve as the starting point for a wide range of
further applications. By transforming roundwood into
primary construction material, sawmills unlock the full
cascading use of wood, supplying both long-lived products
for climate-neutral buildings and the by-products that feed
downstream sectors such as panels, pulp, bioenergy and
bio-based industries. Without a competitive and secure
sawmilling sector, the entire forest-based bioeconomy
value chain loses its structural foundation.

The sawmill industry is a resilient economic sector that is
largely independent of raw materials from outside the EU.
In light of climate change and economic uncertainties, the
sector requires a reliable and economically viable supply
of raw materials.

European sawmills process almost exclusively logs
originating from EU forests. The sector cannot shift its raw
material sourcing to third countries and is therefore fully
dependent on the availability, accessibility and productivity
of Europe’s sustainably managed forests. With the sanctions
on Russia and Belarus and the logs export ban in Ukraine,
de facto we do not import any roundwood outside the
European Economic Area as the table below shows.

Origin of roundwood used in EU 27 (m?, 2024):

FU 27 190,000,000
Norway : 5,000,000
Switzerland : 500,000

UK 400,000

Rest of the World : Residual Quantities

Source: FAOStat, Trade Map, EOS re-elaboration

CARBON STORAGE EFFECT AND SUBSTITUTION
EFFECT

Producing sawnwood and engineered wood products
requires substantially less fossil energy than producing
other materials such as bricks, steel, cement or aluminum.
When wood replaces these materials in structural
applications, the avoided emissions from high-temperature
industrial processes and finite resources translate into
immediate climate benefits.

lgnoring the substitution effect creates a structural bias in
climate policy against renewable materials and -indirectly-
in favour of carbon-intensive materials.

Embedding a low-carbon material substitution factor into
EU climate benchmarks, building climate performance
standards and climate-related public investment criteria
would correct this bias and internalise well-established
LCA evidence into climate regulation.



In parallel, the biogenic carbon stored in long-lived wood
products is retained for decades, further lowering net
atmospheric CO, concentrations over relevant policy
time horizons. While the carbon stored in a harvested tree
remains locked in wood-based products such as buildings
for decades, a new tree grows in the forest and absorbs
CO, once again.

SAWMILLING AT THE HEART OF EUROPE’S CLIMATE
AND HOUSING AGENDA

The sawmill sector is well positioned to contribute to the
decarbonisation of the EU built environment. Increasing the
use of wood products enhances long-term carbon storage in
buildings and is instrumental for reaching the EU’s climate
targets, as recognised by the EU Bioeconomy Strategy.

This European industry produces world-class sawnwood
and engineered wood products that stand out in terms
of quality and innovation at global scale. While European
sawmills can rely on a network of established global
customers, home European markets remain the main
sales markets for most European stages with over 70% of
sawnwood produced in the EU also used in the EU (the UK
is by far our largest export market).

The contribution of wood to climate mitigation and
circularity should be fully recognized through the creation
of targeted incentives in regulation: green criteria in public
procurement, building regulations that favour low-carbon
materials, and certification schemes that reward sustainable
wood-based products. This would allow companies investing
in sustainability not only to bear additional costs, but also
to gain a competitive advantage in the market.

RAW MATERIAL SECURITY: A STRATEGIC CHALLENGE
Secure access to roundwood is the central strategic issue
for the European sawmill industry in the coming years.

Without predictable raw material supply, production,

investment and employment are immediately at risk.

Ensuring a level playing field and safeguarding domestic
wood supply is also a competitiveness issue. Excessive
or incoherent regulation risks undermining EU industrial
competitiveness and contradicts the objective of open
strategic autonomy and the EU’s industrial policy ambitions.

European forests are changing as available quantities of
spruce are expected to decline over the next few years
and decades. More pine sawnwood will be used in the
softwood sector while there will be an overall increase in
the availability of hardwood in many areas of Europe. All
stakeholders — policymakers, industry, regulatory bodies,
consumers - should make concerted efforts to respond
to such changes in the composition of forests, which have
already started to take place’.

As hinted above the species composition in sawmilling
raw material will change as well, resulting in necessary
adaptations of the entire value chain® The supply of
spruce is expected to decline in the longer term and more
hardwoods can be expected. The proportion of spruce
regeneration is significantly decreasing in the areas affected
by massive bark-beetle attacks (particularly in the period
2018-2022) in favour of broadleaved species.

MARKET AND ECONOMIC TRANSITION

OF THE SAWMILL SECTOR

Range shifts and changes in forest tree species composition,
particularly a growing predominance of hardwoods, driven
by climate change and forest-adaptation are expected
to have direct implications for the European sawmill
sector. Processing hardwoods and softwoods requires
different machinery, tooling, and techniques because
of fundamental differences in density, grain, and tree

4 Some solutions already deployed across Europe are the following:

+ Some sawmills are processing smaller diameter roundwood which can be used for engineered wood products like glulam beams and finger-jointed boards.
« Blue stained wood should not be discarded but nimbly used: it can be used in structures which are not exposed to moisture, but for internal, dry structures, such as
stud walls, beams and roof trusses, blue stained timber works just like any other timber and its strength is not reduced

« Sawmills are increasingly deploying advanced machinery, such as automated and Al-driven grading to increase the yield of logs, i.e. the chunk of a log that can be
processed into long-lasting sawnwood. Digital systems are being deployed to boost efficiency, quality, and productivity.

5 From a strength classification perspective, both pine and spruce meet the same structural grades. However, there are differences in appearance, handling, and treatment
performance. Pine is denser than spruce, thus heavier. However, this extra weight does not materially impact delivery capacity or structural calculations. Spruce typically

has fewer and smaller knots, but live knots do not compromise structural integrity. Pine is more susceptible to blue stain but a major advantage for pine is its suitability

for preservative treatment - a crucial consideration, especially for outdoor and ground-contact applications. In this regard, pine has a significant edge. In short, the two
species have some different characteristics, but their performance is similar. Many sawmills can already process both pine and spruce.
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structure. For reasons connected to efficiency, many mills
are therefore specialized in one or the other.

Sawmills that potentially would process mixed species will
need adaptable equipment and flexible production lines
to address the distinct technical challenges associated
with hardwoods (e.g. oak, beech) versus softwoods (e.g.
pine, spruce). Since the structure of hardwood sawmills is
still fundamentally different to quantity-oriented softwood
plants, specialization will remain.

Key differences in processing include:

- Softwoods are typically processed using simpler setups
for structural lumber and can be cut at higher speeds
due to their lower density.

- Beside the question of available amount, hardwoods
require more robust cutting tools and slower processing
speeds to manage higher density and to achieve the
precision and surface quality needed for applications
such as furniture and flooring.

In order to adapt to changing forest conditions and market
needs, the European sawmills would need capital-intensive
investments, which is particularly challenging for a sector
dominated by micro and small enterprises. Structural
differences in hardwood processing imply additional
investment needs and operational adjustments for

sawmills as forest composition evolves.

The European hardwood industry produces products
renowned for their quality and aesthetics which are applied
in many sectors, such as the flooring industry, the furniture
sector, barrels and many more. However, the consumption
of hardwood in Europe has been stable or slightly declining
since the global financial crisis of 2008/2009 due to stagnant
hardwood sales markets. While the industry has been
hampered for many years by high log exports to China and
increasingly Vietnam which deprive European sawmills of
raw materials, it is well-known that at the moment significant
quantities of hardwoods are not turned into long-lasting
wood products but used for energy purposes. There are
many reasons for this, including the fact that hardwoods are
generally more difficult to process than softwoods due to
their physical structure and density, and their grain patterns
are often more varied or “curved”. While some research is
ongoing on how to overcome these structural factors and
process more hardwoods there is more to be done and with
many European sawmills having less than 10 employees, the
sector needs help to dedicate resources to R&D.

Thus, increasing EU financial support to make sure that
more hardwoods can find material applications and
develop the next generation of wood products, including
engineered timbers made from hardwoods will be key.
At the same time, traditional value chains will keep their
importance and should not be overseen in policymaking.

6.8 Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry

(LULUCF) Regulation

6.8.1. Response to Consultation - Evaluation

of the LULUCF Regulation

In June 2025, the European Commission, via Ramboll
Management Consulting, circulated a targeted
questionnaire as part of its evaluation of the LULUCF
Regulation. The objective was to validate the preliminary
findings of a Ramboll study and to gather stakeholders’
opinion on the performance of the LULUCF Regulation
and options for its future improvement.

The EOS response was prepared in close coordination with
CEIBois (with two separate responses submitted) and the
valuable input and expertise of EOS members.

In its response, EOS underlined the significant and direct
consequences that the current framework may have for the
European wood and forestry sector, particularly regarding
the secure and sustainable supply of raw materials.

EOS emphasised that the current regulation is driven by
an unrealistic pursuit of shortterm carbon sink objectives,
which does not reflect the dynamic nature of forest
ecosystems. By focusing almost exclusively on standing
forest carbon stocks, the LULUCF framework neglects
several fundamental realities: forest biomass cannot
increase indefinitely; carbon stocks must be actively
renewed through sustainable forest management; and



unstable forest carbon should be transferred into longlife
biobased products, notably in construction. These
products store carbon over decades while substituting
more carbonintensive materials and providing essential,
renewable resources for the bioeconomy.

EOS warned that shortterm sinkoriented logic risks
diverting attention away from climate adaptation, forest
resilience and the mitigation potential of harvested wood
products. Calls to restrict harvesting as an easy way to
meet accounting targets undermine longterm climate
performance, weaken forest health, and reduce the
availability of sustainable materials needed to achieve the
EU’s climate, circular economy and bioeconomy objectives.

EOS further highlighted that unequal application of
LULUCF rules between Member States could create
competitiveness gaps within the internal market. In
several contexts, restrictions on harvesting may lead to
reduced timber supply and market distortions, directly
contradicting EU objectives to mobilise sustainable,
biosourced materials. Such outcomes risk weakening
Europe’s wood value chain and increasing reliance on
alternative, more carbonintensive materials. In addition,
EOS strongly cautioned against unnecessary administrative
and monitoring burdens, especially where their added
value remains unclear.

EOS CONTRIBUTION TO THE CONSULTATION

In light of these shortcomings, EOS called for a fundamental

revision of LULUCF objectives, grounded in sound scientific
assessment and a realistic understanding of ecosystem
dynamics. A revised framework must place a clear political
priority on the sustainable use of wood, reward active
and resilient forest management, and properly recognise
the climate contribution of longterm wood applications.
Only such an approach can align climate ambition with
forest resilience, industrial competitiveness and a strong
European bioeconomy.

6.8.2. Land use, land use change and forestry -
establishing trajectories towards 2030

The revised LULUCF Regulation introduced new binding
targets for Member States to generate additional land-
based removals by 2030. These targets are accompanied by
national linear trajectories establishing national budgets, in
terms of emissions and removals, for the period 2026-2029.

The European Commission therefore launched, in
December2025, a call for feedback on the Implementing
Regulation defining the annual limit values derived from
the linear trajectories for each Member State and for each
year of the 2026-2029 period, expressed in tonnes of CO,
equivalent.

The European sawmill industry actively supports the European Union’s climate neutrality objectives and plays a key
role in EU decarbonisation through the carbon storage and material substitution benefits provided by sustainable
Harvested Wood Products (HWPS).

EOS calls on policymakers to:

« Make LULUCF targets flexible and realistic, reflecting natural forest dynamics and the essential role of climate
adaptive forest management.

+ Recognize the climate value of HWPs, with higher accounting weights and a dedicated reporting category for
structural wood applications.

« Promote substitution and the circular bioeconomy, linking sustainable timber production to carbon storage and
substitution effect.

To achieve these goals, a flexible regulatory framework is needed that considers both the ecological realities of forests
and the potential of wood use to decarbonise the European economy. The annual reference values for net greenhouse
gas removals set out in the present draft clearly show the growing pressure on the forest sink. Forests are complex
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biological systems that respond to climatic stresses such as heat and drought as well as to biotic disturbances caused
by pests and diseases. These factors lead to fluctuations in growth and mortality and cause natural changes in the
carbon balance. Their climate-related increase over the last few years is one of the factors driving the sinks’ decline.
Arigid linear target system cannot do justice to these real development processes. Rather, there is a risk that such
targets will lead to misguided policies and prevent urgently needed active management and adaptation measures.
Active forest management is essential for the stability and sustainability of European forests. Forests can be adapted
to climate change by ensuring that current stands — when they reach maturity — are removed and processed by the
European sawmill industry, which provides the raw material for long-time carbon sequestrating HWPs.

This is positive also for the carbon balance of the forests: it is proven that aging forests is one of the factors contributing

to the declining carbon sink in European forests. Hence a climate positive virtuous loop consists in:

1. removing trees at maturity when their carbon absorption levels off

2. processing them in the sawmill industry by turning them into long-lived harvested wood products that substitute
for more fossil energy-intensive materials and can store carbon for several decades and can be reused or recycled

3. replanting with stands adapted to climate change in line with sustainable forest management principles, which
not only would improve forests resilience but also enhance the carbon sink and sequestration in European forests
- the young and middle-aged stands with high productivity sequestrate comparatively more carbon than the
aging forest, where increment is declining and carbon stock has been saturated.

EOS would also like to point out that failure to achieve reduction targets in other sectors must not lead to unrealistic
expectations being placed on the sink performance of the LULUCF sector. ESR compensation for deficits in the
energy or transport sectors by maximizing carbon sequestration in forests would be neither technically responsible
nor systemically sensible. Such an approach would ignore the natural dynamics of forest ecosystems, increase the
risks of climate-related failures, and jeopardize the supply of timber for the wood industry. This would weaken the
goals of the European bioeconomy and circular economy, which depend on a sustainable supply of wood as a CO,-
positive raw material.

EOS therefore calls for a fundamental adjustment of the accounting rules in the LULUCF system and the ESR. In
particular, the accounting weighting of harvested wood products needs to be significantly increased. The sawmill and
wood industry produces durable wood products that serve as reliable carbon sinks and thus make a stable contribution
to climate policy. These sinks are directly scalable and complement the natural forest sink, whose development is
increasingly affected by disturbances. Strengthening HWPs would reflect the actual climate impact of the entire wood
value chain and send clear signals for investment in climate-positive materials while also maximizing the substitution
benefits of HWPs by replacing more carbon-intensive materials in construction and in other manufacturing products.

We call for the creation of a dedicated reporting category for structural wood applications. Current accounting systems
often treat HWPs as a single, aggregated category, which obscures the significant and differentiated role that long-
lived, structural wood products play in carbon sequestration and emissions reduction.

The LULUCF system should be made more flexible, dynamic, and realistic, where the guiding line for policy should
be substitution effect and circular bioeconomy enhancement. It must allow for natural fluctuations, recognize the
indispensable role of active forest management, and include the timber industry as a key player in controllable
carbon storage. The system should not cause de facto harvesting caps but should be an integral part of a coherent
European policy framework that links resilient forests and active sustainable forest management with the sustainable
production of wood products, which is one of the key drivers of the decarbonisation of the European economy.



6.9 Delegated Act establishing certification method-
ologies for permanent carbon removals

On 11 July, CEI-Bois, EPF and EOS jointly addressed a
letter to DG CLIMA, expressing serious concerns about
paragraph 4.3.3 of the Annex in the draft Delegated Act
establishing certification methodologies for permanent
carbon removals.

While the draft text usefully acknowledges that additional
biomass consumption for DACCS, BioCCS or biochar
production should be limited to waste and residues or
otherwise respect the cascading use principle (in line
with the Renewable Energy Directive), the associations
highlighted a major risk in the proposed rules.

The contested provision introduces a voluntary
compensation mechanism for the use of saw logs as
biomass feedstock in carbon removal activities. According
to CEI-Bois, EPF and EQS, this measure could:

- Undermine the material value of wood, already
recognised in EU law as a long-lived carbon storage
solution in construction.

- Set a dangerous precedent by legitimising offsetting
practices that disregard the climate benefits of wood-
based products.

- Contradict existing EU safeguards, notably the cascading
use obligations under RED Article 3(3), as well as the
Union’s bioeconomy and circularity goals.

The federations warned that, even if framed as “voluntary,”
the provision could legitimise the burning of high-quality
saw logs under the guise of carbon removal offsets—directly
at odds with EU ambitions to promote sustainable biomass
use in material applications and the decarbonisation of
the built environment.

6.10 Halfway mark of the EU Forest Strategy

In 2021, the European Union adopted the Forest Strategy
for 2030 (FS), its third renewed commitment to forest
policymaking across Europe. It aims to strengthen the
protection, restoration, and resilience of forests across
the EU. The strategy includes a mix of regulatory, financial,
and voluntary measures for 2021-2030, focusing on
the multifunctional role of forests. Key actions include
promoting sustainable forest management, increasing
forest area and biodiversity through the planting of 3 billion
trees by 2030, and providing financial incentives for forest
owners and managers to adopt environmentally friendly
practices.

Although formally a Communication, the Strategy has
paved the way for several binding legislative initiatives with
direct implications for our sector, including the Taxonomy
Climate Delegated Act for forestry, the Nature Restoration
Law, and the Forest Monitoring Law.

On the 10" of December, a joint meeting of the Standing
Forestry Committee, the Expert Group on Forest and

Forestry, the Stakeholder Platform, and the Working
Group on Forest Biodiversity was held by the European
Commission to discuss the review of the EU Forest
Strategy for 2030. The purpose of the meeting was to
gather Member States’ and stakeholders’ input for the
ongoing review.

As raw material supply remains a key concern for the

sawmill industry, EOS has advocated for a stronger political

commitment to wood mobilisation. This is essential to:

- Secure sustainable forest management and forest
resilience,

- Strengthen the bioeconomy, and

- Enable the substitution role of wood in the built
environment.

Wood mobilisation, when carried out in full respect of
sustainable forest management principles, also delivers
important environmental benefits, including improved
forest adaptation to climate change and an enhanced
carbon balance in European forests.
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In this context, an official policy request has been submitted to policymakers.

Strengthening Europe’s Forest Resilience and Bioeconomy: The Strategic Need for Wood Mobilization in

the EU Forest Strategy review

« In the context of the EU Forest Strategy review, the new Bioeconomy Strategy, the ongoing LULUCF evaluation and
the expected implementation of the Nature Restoration Law, the European Organisation of the Sawmill Industry (EOS)
stresses the need for a stable, predictable supply of raw materials and strong support for wood mobilization®.

+ Areinforced political commitment to wood mobilization is therefore crucial to secure sustainable forest
management and therefore forest resilience, strengthen the bioeconomy, while enabling carbon storage and
the substitution role of wood in the built environment. Wood mobilization done in full respect of sustainable
forest management principles has an essential environmental dimension, as in the current context leads to forests
more adapted to climate change and improves the carbon balance in European forests on a lower risk.

 Policymakers should support national wood mobilization plans, avoid artificial harvesting caps, fund
climate-adaptation harvesting and reforestation, strengthen rural infrastructure, and adopt carbon-based
procurement rules that scale up the use of wood in construction. These actions ensure forest resilience, increase
the EU carbon sink, and unlock the full potential of the bioeconomy, while ensuring the longest possible carbon
storage and delivering the greatest climate benefits through material substitution.

POLITICAL ASKS TO SUPPORT WOOD MOBILIZATION:

1. When developing EU legislation that directly or indirectly affects raw material supply, assess its impact
on wood availability and promote non-binding measures for wood-mobilisation plans.

a. Such measures, while strengthening resilience to forest fires, limiting bark-beetle outbreaks, supporting age-
class diversification, and helping forests adapt to warming and drought, shall not undermine the raw-material
supply needed by the sawmill industry.

2. Establish a dedicated funding window under the CAP Rural Development, LIFE, or the new Strategic Platform
to support:

« thinning and regeneration of climate-vulnerable stands;

« harvesting of mature/overmature forests;

« climate adaptive forest restructuring;

« infrastructure that enables mobilization (forest roads, digital mapping, logistics)

3. Recognize wood mobilization as climate action in LULUCF reporting. The LULUCF revision shall acknowledge
that harvesting mature stands (when their carbon absorption levels off) and replacing them with climate-resilient
forests improves the long-term carbon sink.

4. Avoid EU-level harvesting caps and set aside areas. Ensure that the Nature Restoration Law implementation
and future legislation avoid artificial harvesting caps and allow sustainable harvesting when needed for climate
adaptation and forest renewal.

The European sawmill Industry plays a fundamental role In the sustainable management of Europe’s forests. Because
European sawmills source all of their roundwood from within Europe, their production relies exclusively on sustainably

The concept of wood mobilisation is framed and consistently used across several Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations publications, especially in
relation to sustainable forest management, supply chains, and bioeconomy development. Based on FAO reports on forest product supply, biomass mobilisation, and
sustainable value chains, the concept is understood as: Wood mobilisation refers to the process of making sustainably available forest resources accessible for use through
appropriate forest management, harvesting, infrastructure, logistics, and market mechanisms, while ensuring environmental sustainability, economic viability, and social
responsibility.



managed European forests. This creates a mutually reinforcing relationship with forest owners: the sawmill sector
provides a stable and high-value market for roundwood, while forest owners, both private and public, derive the
majority of their income from timber sales. This economic linkage is essential to maintaining active forest management,
encouraging reforestation, and ensuring long-term forest health and resilience.

In addition, sawn timber production represents one of the most resource-efficient uses of wood. The highest-quality part
of each log is transformed into construction products, which ensure the longest possible carbon storage and deliver the
greatest climate benefits through material substitution. At the same time, all residues from sawmilling (chips, sawdust,
bark) are fully valorised by downstream bio-based industries. This cascading use of wood maximises the value of every
harvested tree, strengthens the circular bioeconomy, and ensures that no part of the raw material is wasted.

The European sawmill industry is an important sector of the European woodworking industry. It provides around
225,000 jobs across the EU (the woodworking industry as a whole around 910,000 jobs) in a sector that has around
33,000 enterprises (162,000 enterprises the woodworking industry as a whole) and a net turnover of € 50 billion (€
170 billion the woodworking industry as a whole).

6.11 EOS speaking at Congresso Orizzonte Legno -
26 November 2025

On 26 November, EOS gave a presentation at the Congresso
Orizzonte Legno. In a rapidly evolving global context,
the wood sector is being called upon to rethink itself,
focusing on innovation, sustainability, and new growth
strategies. The conference offered an in-depth analysis of
emerging trends, economic and geopolitical challenges,
and the opportunities ahead for the sector. Among the
key topics, artificial intelligence emerged as a strategic

lever to optimise processes, enhance quality, and bridge
tradition with technology. The event provided a valuable
opportunity for discussion and exchange, with the aim
of shaping a future in which wood remains a strong,
competitive, and forward-looking material.

Copy of the intervention provided on this occasion is here
reported.

@ﬁ@ LEGNO E

UNIONE INDUSTRIALI | SUGHERO

Torino

rizzonte Il legno protagonista
dell’economia del futuro

26 novembre 2025 h. 9.30

At a time when the European wood value chain is looking with growing concern at market developments, the European
Union is engaged in the complex task of redefining its climate and environmental policy architecture, while striving
to preserve the competitiveness of its industries — an objective that is not always easy to achieve.
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The implementation of the EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR) is only one of the many challenges facing the wood
sector. From its application, to the revision of LULUCF targets, the upcoming EU Bioeconomy Strategy, and the
Affordable Housing Initiative, Brussels is shaping the framework that will determine how European forests and wood
resources are managed and valued in the decades to come.

Regulation (EU) 2023/1115 introduces new requirements for placing certain commodities, including wood, on the EU
market and exporting them. It establishes a detailed traceability system, alongside strict obligations related to legality
and due diligence. Initially scheduled to apply from 30 December 2024, its implementation has been postponed to
30 December 2025 for large companies and 30 June 2026 for micro and small enterprises, following strong concerns
raised by Member States and operators across the supply chain.

However, recent proposals put forward by the European Commission have further increased uncertainty and
complexity. In response, 20 European organisations issued a joint statement calling for a regulatory framework that
is clear, workable, and proportionate. Many companies have already invested significantly in compliance systems
linked to the EU TRACES platform and cannot realistically adapt to new requirements within such short timelines.
Moreover, the differentiated deadlines between large and small companies are widely considered impractical, given
the interdependence of supply chains, which will inevitably require simultaneous compliance across all actors.

The coalition has therefore urged the Commission to “stop the clock” and suspend the entry into application of the
Regulation, allowing for a more thorough assessment of its impacts. The objective is not to weaken the fight against
deforestation, but to ensure that measures are effective and proportionate, and that administrative burdens are
focused where deforestation actually occurs — not in regions where sustainable forest management is the norm.

Beyond EUDR, the forest sector is facing a profound shift. For decades, European forests have acted as a growing
carbon sink. Today, this trend is reversing. According to the European Environment Agency (EEA), between 2020 and
2022 the average carbon sequestration capacity of forests declined by approximately 27% compared to the period
2010-2014, with early estimates suggesting an even sharper decrease. In some regions, forests have even become net
emitters of carbon, due to factors such as pest outbreaks, heatwaves, and the increasing frequency of fires and storms.

In this context, calls to reduce harvesting levels are gaining momentum. While understandable, this response is scientifically
incomplete and potentially counterproductive. It overlooks two fundamental pillars of the EU’s climate strategy: the carbon
substitution effect — whereby wood replaces more carbon-intensive materials such as concrete, steel, and plastics — and
the role of sustainable forest management, which combines responsible harvesting, regeneration, and climate adaptation.

Only by integrating these elements and promoting the use of wood in long-lived applications, such as construction,
can Europe maintain healthy and resilient forests, store biogenic carbon over decades, and reduce overall emissions.
This requires a more flexible approach to LULUCF targets, one that fully recognises the climate value of both forests
and harvested wood products.

Failing to acknowledge this reality risks turning policies designed to protect forests into measures that weaken the
circular bioeconomy and reduce the availability of one of Europe’s most effective climate solutions: sustainable wood.

In parallel, expectations are growing for the new EU Bioeconomy Strategy, expected by the end of the year. This
strategy will be pivotal in reaffirming the role of renewable biological resources, such as sustainably managed forests,
in achieving climate neutrality while strengthening Europe’s industrial competitiveness.



For the wood value chain, this represents a major opportunity — provided that the regulatory framework genuinely
supports investment and innovation. A coherent strategy must connect forest management, industry, and end-use
markets, ensuring stability and confidence for investors, while consolidating wood’s role as a driver of the green
transition.

At the same time, the European Affordable Housing Initiative highlights an increasingly urgent social and economic
challenge: the housing crisis across the Union. Here too, wood can play a central role. The challenge is not only to
build more housing, but to build it sustainably, using renewable and low-carbon materials.

The construction sector is a key engine of growth, generating employment, stimulating demand, and delivering
essential infrastructure. Yet, it is also a major source of emissions. Wood provides a concrete solution, bridging climate
and social policies: timber buildings can be constructed faster, with lower emissions and higher energy efficiency,
contributing both to climate neutrality and to more affordable housing.

If aligned with the Bioeconomy Strategy and supported by coherent frameworks such as EUDR and LULUCF, the
Affordable Housing Initiative could become a cornerstone of the circular transition — delivering affordable homes built
with European renewable materials that store carbon for decades. Achieving this requires strong policy coherence.

Forest management, industrial value chains, climate regulation, and social policies must converge towards a single
objective: a sustainable, competitive, and resilient bioeconomy.

The European debate on forests, wood, and climate is entering a decisive phase. The decline in forest carbon sinks
is a warning signal — but not evidence that forest use is the problem. On the contrary, it highlights the urgent need

to reconcile climate ambition with economic realities and scientific evidence.

If the EU succeeds in developing coherent, workable, and forward-looking policies, its forests — and the industries
that depend on them — will continue to deliver climate mitigation, economic value, and social progress.

The challenge for Brussels is clear: to regulate better, not more, ensuring that European wood remains not only a
renewable material, but a cornerstone of Europe’s sustainable future.

6.12 EOS in EU-funded project

6.12.1 EOS in SINTETIC: Driving Digital
Traceability in the Forest-Based Sector

In 2025 and 2026, EOS continued its active participation
in the Horizon Europe-funded SINTETIC Project (Single
Iltem Identification for Forest Production, Protection
and Management), a pioneering initiative supporting
the digital transformation of the European forest-based
sector. Launched in 2023, the project aims to develop a full
traceability system for trees, logs, and sawnwood products,
enhancing transparency, efficiency, and sustainability
across the value chain.

From 3 to 4 March 2026, partners of the project gathered
in Florence, Italy, for the Annual Meeting. The two-day
meeting provided an important opportunity for partners to
assess the work carried out so far, strengthen collaboration
across the different project activities, and coordinate
the next steps. These exchanges highlighted the strong
collaboration within the consortium and the shared
objective of improving transparency and data reliability
throughout the timber supply chain.
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On 5 March, EOS travelled, with other SINTETIC partners,
to San Godenzo (Italy) for a field demonstration
organised by Foresta Modello Montagne Fiorentine,
CNR-IBE Institute of Bioeconomy and Bluebiloba Startup
Innovativa. The demonstration allowed partners to test
several technologies developed within the project directly
in a forest environment. Among the solutions presented
were:

- TreeScanner, an application developed by Arboreal that
uses smartphone LiDAR sensors to quickly measure and
assess trees and logs directly in the forest.

- RFID tags, developed by Simtrona, that enable each
log to receive a unique identifier and be tracked from
the standing tree through the supply chain to the final
product.

;B

On 1 June 2026, SINTETIC proudly marks its three-year
anniversary since the official start. This anniversary also
marks a significant achievement for the project, with

substantial progress across multiple work packages and no
fewer than ten new deliverables submitted.

As a key project partner, EOS represents the European
sawmill industry, contributing practical expertise
and industry insights throughout the project. EOS’s
participation reaffirms its commitment to promoting
innovation, traceability, and climate-smart forest
industries, and to supporting members in navigating
the digital and regulatory transformations ahead. EOS
plays a vital role in supporting the communication of the
traceability system from a wood industry perspective and
co-leading dissemination activities, particularly during
demonstration campaigns.

Looking ahead, the project partners will continue their
work according to the established schedule. Multiple
major deliverables are scheduled in the coming months,
including the techno-economic assessment of SINTETIC
technologies, and the final demonstration report. SINTETIC
includes eight demonstration sites across Europe, showcasing
the adaptability of the system to both highly mechanised
and low-tech forest operations. These ongoing efforts will
further reinforce the project’simpact as it progresses toward
its scheduled completion in November 2027.

The SINTETIC consortium is working together

to build transparent and data-driven forest
value chains. Scan the QR code to learn more

about the project and follow its journey.

https://sinteticproject.eu/



6.13 Trade issues:

6.13.1 United States

At this writing (April 2026), tariffs rates on EU exports of sawn
softwood to the US stand at 10% as a result of tariffs imposed
by the US administration under Section 232 (which is about
national security concerns), effective October 2025. Tariffs
on some other wood products such as sawn hardwood
also stand at 10%: the US Supreme Court ruled in February
2026 that tariffs imposed by the US President under the
International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA)
were illegal. The US President immediately after the ruling
introduced new across-the-board 10% tariffs under Section
122 for a period of 150 days (rates could go up to 15%).

Tariffs on engineered wood products also fall under Section
122 and stand at present at 10% (+3.2% preexisting rates)
EOS has strongly advocated with the relevant services of
the European Commission for a swift removal of tariffs on
sawnwood and engineered wood products.

6.13.2 Algeria
In January 2026, EOS and CEI-Bois have written a letter
to DG Trade regarding the cumbersome import licenses

system. We stressed that the situation is creating strong
uncertainty for exporters and Algerian importers.

We argued that lumber in Algeria should be seen as an
input to local production and as a means to add value
locally, so it makes no sense to have restriction on the
import of lumber for Algeria.

We have also officially submitted the complaint in DG Trade
System, which has been acknowledged by the Commission.
The latter has asked us some more questions which our

members helped answer.

Letter to DG Trade regarding Algeria

@OS

Brussels, 09 January 2026

To: DG TRADE Officers responsible for Market Access and DG Trade Southern Neighbourhood

team

Cc: Sweden'’s and Finland’s representatives in the Market Access Advisory Team

Algerian import licenses system hindering exports of European lumber

Dear DG Trade Officers,

We, the European Organisation of the Sawmill Industry (EOS) and the European Confederation of
Woodworking Industries (CEI-Bois), are reaching out to express our deep concerns regarding the
cumbersome and erraticimport licenses system, which is hindering the export of sawnwood from

Europe.

In 2024, the European sawmill industry exported over €285 million of sawnwood to Algeria,
making it the seventh-largest non-EU market for EU sawmills. This market is crucial for many of

our member companies.
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However our members are facing significant challenges for a number of reasons, namely:

e Import licenses are granted inconsistently, with some issued months apart, creating
significant uncertainty for our customers. Lately, in our sector, some licenses were
granted in November while some licenses were granted in August but the system overall
lacks predictability.

e Issues with payments also persist with payment delays that can be significant as
importers cannot make direct international payments but must work through local
commercial banks and follow a heavily regulated process.

We are aware that a few months ago the EU launched arbitration proceedings against Algeria’s
trade and investment restrictions. While we commend this necessary step, it is possible that this
process will be lengthy. Therefore, we strongly recommend that parallel political pressure is
applied on the relevant Algerian authorities to ensure that exporting to the country becomes
easier. We understand that the relevant Algerian ministry is reviewing the import licenses system
—we believe that a massive simplification is overdue.

We respect that Algeria is trying to diversify away from oil and gas and, among other initiatives,
manufacture more products at home. However, there is no immediate substitute for European
lumber in the Algerian economy. Actually, lumberin Algeria should be seen as an input to local
production and as a means to add value locally. Administrative hurdles that restrict lumber
imports ultimately harm the Algerian economy.

We kindly request that you convey this message to your Algerian counterparts, emphasizing the

importance of facilitating trade in lumber for mutual benefit.

6.13.3 Free Trade Agreements with India

and Australia

In January 2026, the EU and India have successfully
concluded negotiations for a Free Trade Agreement. As
a result of this agreement, tariffs on all European wood
products, which at the moment stand at around 10%,
will be eliminated. At this writing, we don’t have official
information on the exact products but based on information
shared by DG Trade tariffs on most wood products should
be eliminated with a staging period of 5 or 7 years, which
means that tariffs should progressively be lowered year
after year to reach 0% after 5 or 7 years.

While the Indian market is still a relatively small one for
many sawmills, it has high potential due to the demographic
profile of the country and the impressive growth rates of
its economy. EOS has strongly advocated for many years
during the negotiations between India and the European
Commission for the elimination of tariffs on wood products.

The next steps of the agreement involve legal revision,
translation into all EU languages, and formal signing by
both parties. The deal requires consent from the European

Parliament and ratification by both the Council of the EU
and India before entering into force.

Equally positive is the fact that the European Union and
Australia concluded their negotiations on an ambitious
trade agreement in March 2026. The agreement will remove
duties on nearly all EU goods exports to Australia (worth €37
billion in 2025 alone). 97.6% of EU exports will be duty-free
at its entry into force, while close to 2% will have duties
removed over a transition period of up to five years.

Australia will remove duties on EU exports of wood &
furniture (tariffs rates are presently at 5%).

Following the signature, the text is transmitted to the
European Parliament for consent. After the consent by
the European Parliament, and once the Council decides
to conclude the agreement and Australia has also ratified
it, the agreement can enter into force.

6.13.4 Hardwood logs
EOS, together with the European Confederation of
Woodworking Industries (CEI-Bois), the European Panel



Federation (EPF), the European Timber Trade Federation
(ETTF), the European Parquet Federation (FEP) has
addressed a letter to Eurostat asking the reintroduction of
separate codes for oak and beech sawlogs. At the moment
with the exception of birch, hardwood roundwood is now
aggregated by species and diameter only, without a specific
differentiation for sawlogs. Hence hardwood sawlogs and
hardwood industrial roundwood which are technically
distinct products are aggregated under the same code.
This situation undermines the usefulness of trade data.

Following a meeting between Eurostat and the EU Member
Statesin March 2026 it has been agreed that our proposal to

introduce a separate code for oak and beech sawlogs in the
Combined Nomenclature has been informally approved.
There will be a formal vote on the proposal in July, and
unless something unexpected happens the proposal will be
adopted in September and published at the end of October.

Letter to DG Trade regarding separate CN codes for
oak and beech sawlogs

I OS European Organisation of the Sawmill Industry aisbl

Dear Sir/Madam,

Request to introduce separate CN code for oak and beech sawlogs

My name is Diego Benedetti, Economic Affairs Director of the European
Organisation of the Sawmill Industry (EOS). On behalf of the signatories to this letter:

e EOS,

* the European Confederation of Woodworking Industries (CEI-Bois),

e the European Panel Federation (EPF),

* the European Timber Trade Federation (ETTF),

e the European Parquet Federation (FEP),

| am writing regarding a change in the CN that we believe is necessary.

Until 2016, separate codes existed for hardwood sawlogs, for example for oak,

beech and birch (44039110, 44039210, 44039951). Since the 2017 revision, these
distinctions were largely removed. With the exception of birch, hardwood roundwood is
now aggregated by species and diameter only, without a specific differentiation for

sawlogs.

As a result:

» Oakroundwood is currently covered by a single code (44039100), regardless of

dimension or end use.

Beech roundwood is differentiated by diameter, but not by use as sawlogs
(44039300 >=15 cm and 44039400 < 15 cm).

Only birch still has an 8-digit subdivision that distinguishes sawlogs from other
roundwood assortments (440396, birch <15 cm, as opposed to 440395, birch >=
15 cm, which in turn is subdivided into 44039510 (birch sawlogs) and 44039590
(all birch logs except birch sawlogs).

157



EOS ANNUAL REPORT 2025 - 2026

This situation does not sufficiently reflect market reality. Hardwood sawlogs and
hardwood industrial roundwood are economically and technically distinct
products, with different value chains, price structures and trade patterns. Aggregating
them under the same CN codes significantly reduces the quality and usefulness of
trade statistics. For European industry associations to differentiate between imports of
roundwood hardwood for the paper industry and imports of actual sawlogs for
sawmills.

Reintroducing separate 8-digit CN codes for hardwood sawlogs would:
= restore adistinction that previously existed in the nomenclature,
« improve transparency and accuracy of EU trade data,
* Dbetter reflect actual market structures in the hardwood sector,

+ and provide a necessary statistical basis for future discussions on HS-level
revisions.

Economically, these are important products. For instance, according to

Comext Eurostat, oak roundwood exports from the EU to the rest of the world (ROW) in
2024 was nearly €285 million. Intra-European trade of oak roundwood reached nearly
€195 million. Beech roundwood trade is also very relevant with EU exports to ROW in
2024 around €120 million and intra-European trade around €112 million for 44039300
(beech roundwood with a diameter >= 15 cm). For 44039400 (beech roundwood with a
diameter < 15 cm), in 2024 EU exports to ROW reached over €18 million while intra-
European trade was around €55 million.

Our proposal:

440391 --Of oak (Quercus spp.)

4403 91 10 - - - Sawlogs m?
4403 91 90 - - - Other m*

4403 93 - - Of beech (Fagus spp.), of which the smallest cross-sectional dimension is
15 cm or more

4403 93 10 - - - Sawlogs m?3

4403 93 90 - - - Other m?

We estimate that around two thirds of oak and beech roundwood trade would consist of
sawlogs hence be categorized under 44039110 and 44039390 respectively.

Many thanks for considering this. | remain available for any clarification you may need.

Kind regards

Diego Benedetti

« EUROPEAN PANEL FEDERATION »
Woop-®AELE PFAWNELST

JHEAI
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6.13.5 Japanese Agricultural Standards

(JAS 0600)

In 2025 EOS has successfully coordinated a project aiming
to ensure that spruce dimension lumber would still be
included in the SPF group and continue to be JAS certified.
We coordinated a Working Group, hired the services of a
capable Project Manager and interacted directly with the
Japanese authorities thanks to the dedication of one of
the sawmills involved in the project.

However, the Japanese authorities require ongoing
monitoring of the spruce dimension lumber which we
deliver and at the time of this writing the JAS Working has
come up with a document, which has been presented in
mid April to the Japanese authorities, for a new monitoring
system proposed by EOS for verification of the continued
representativeness of the approved values for European
Norway spruce graded to Class 2 under JAS600. The
proposed monitoring system is intended to provide the
Japanese authorities, with a structured, transparent and
statistically based framework for surveillance of relevant
material properties in routine industrial production.

Work on this important issue is ongoing and members of
the EOS JAS Working Group will continue to be involved
and provide guidance.

6.13.6 Monitoring imports of goods of alleged
Russian and Belarusian origin

The European sawmill industry continues to firmly oppose
the imports of wood products of Russian and Belarusian
origin: EU and UK sanctions prohibit the purchase, import,
or transfer—directly or indirectly—of Russian or Belarusian
wood, and all companies must strictly adhere to these rules.

In late 2025 we have co-signed a statement reaffirming our
unwavering commitment, reported below.

November 18, 2025

EU and UK Wood Industry Statement

We Reiterate our Unwavering Commitment against Imports of Russian and Belarusian

Wood Products

More than three-year-and-a-half after sanctions on the imports of wood products from Russia or
Belarus were introduced by the EU and the UK, the signatories of this letter — CEI-Bois (European
Confederation of Woodworking Industries), ETTF (European Timber Trade Federation), EOS
(European Organisation of the Sawmill Industry), TDUK (Timber Development UK) - reaffirm the
EU and UK woodworking industry’s and wood traders’ strong and unwavering commitment to
complying with applicable legislation governing the import of wood products from Russia or

Belarus.

EU and UK sanctions prohibit the purchase, import, or transfer—directly or indirectly—of Russian
or Belarusian wood, and all companies must strictly adhere to these rules. Sanctions on wood
from Russia and Belarus were introduced years ago, yet residual quantities of prohibited wood

regrettably remain in circulation in Europe.
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The EU and UK wood industry firmly condemn this and would like to emphasize that operators are
legally liable for sanctions violations, whether intentional or by negligence. They cannot escape
liability by failing to exercise due diligence. In addition to reputational damage, EU and UK
operators who violate sanctions risk administrative and criminal penalties. We also call on
national and European authorities to consistently monitor compliance with sanctions and punish
violations accordingly.

Our message is clear: the EU and UK wood industry value chain is united in its determination not
to import Russian and Belarusian wood. Integrity is a core value of our industry, and we reject
illegal and unethical practices by any company.
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7. High Level Conferences
co-organized by EOS

The International Softwood Conference (ISC) and the
International Hardwood conference (IHC) are co-organized
by EOS and ETTF, which are also the holders of the event.
The International Softwood Conference (ISC) is organised
annually, instead the International Hardwood Conference
(IHC) is a biannual event. The conferences are organized in
turn by a member federation of EOS or ETTF: this means
that the conferences take place every year in different
countries, which are usually decided one year in advance.

In 2025 the ISC took place in Oslo. As usual the quality of

presentations was top class. In 2026 the ISC will take place
in Dublin while the IHC will take place in Antwerp.

Below a summary of the ISC 2025 as well as the
announcements for the ISC 2026.

The ISC and IHC 2026 on top of the conference day will also
feature some side events which will surely attract many
participants.

7.1 International Softwood Conference 2025 -

Press Release

Press Release, Oslo, October 23, 2025

73 International
SOFTWOOD CONFERENCE
OSLO 2025 | 22-23 October

ANOTHER CHALLENGING YEAR FOR THE EUROPEAN SOFTWOOD
INDUSTRY BUT THERE IS RENEWED HOPE FOR 2026

On October 22/23 the 73 edition of the International
Softwood Conference was held in the Norwegian
capital. The Conference was hosted by the
Treindustrien, which co-organized the event with
the two usual partners: the European Organization of
the Sawmill Industry (EOS) and the European Timber
Trade Federation (ETTF).

Oslo (Norway), 23 October - The event drew over 260
participants from around the world. On Wednesday, 22
October, participants took partin field trips that included a
visit to Mjgstarnet, located about 150 km north of Oslo. The
event was opened with an economic overview of the sector
delivered by Johan Freij, who stressed the exceptional
uncertainty facing the world today. There are many trends
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pointing to structural inflation affecting economies for
the years to come. On the brighter side, injections of cash
into the European economy could revive the European
outlook. In our sector, while there could be challenges in
terms of log supply, there are promising signs, including the
potential to improve log yields. Overall, the sector should
be bolderin communicating the benefits of using wood to
tackle climate change, not only in terms of storage but also
as a substitute for more carbon-intensive materials. Many
speakers argued that, given the likely long-term decline in
spruce availability, the sector as a whole should promote
the use of pine for a broader range of applications.

Tommi Sneck, President of EOS, and Morten Bergsten,
Vice-President and Softwood Chairman of ETTF, delivered
similar messages from their respective vantage points as
producer and user. After peaking in 2021, EOS member
countries’ softwood production has fallen over the last
few years (by about 10%) to adjust to weaker demand.
If forecasts for 2025 are confirmed, production across
Europe will have stabilized over the past couple of years.
Early projections for 2026 also point to stable production
across Europe. Mr. Sneck noted that raw material prices
have increased across Europe, denting profitability in
the industry. He also stressed that there are significant
differences across Europe in terms of profitability. High log
prices amid subdued demand for sawnwood worldwide
pose a question mark for the industry: when demand
resumes, there is a risk of log prices being too elevated.

On the brighter side, both Mr. Sneck and Mr. Bergsten
stressed that there are timid signs of recovery in the
construction sector. Considering that Europe (and also
the United States and China) have underbuilt for about
20 years and that inflation has come down, 2026 could
be the year of recovery in the construction markets. Mr.
Bergsten also stressed that regulation and bureaucratic
burdens in the sector have risen sharply over the last few
years. This should stop or, ideally, reverse, for the sector
to thrive in the future.

As usual, the conference featured many presentations
focused on the main overseas markets and areas of
interest for the European softwood sector. Stephen Sabine
of JAM Timber Consulting stressed that the UK market is
expected to remain stable, with imports slightly lower in

2025 than in 2024. A recovery could be on the cards for
2026. Paul Jannke of Forest Economic Advisors delivered an
insightful presentation on North American markets. While
there is pent-up demand in the US housing market due
to favourable demographics and underbuilding for more
than a decade, other factors contribute to keeping housing
starts at relatively subdued levels—such as an uncertain
economic outlook and high mortgage rates.

Mr. Jannke and other speakers stressed the impact that
US tariffs and general geopolitical instability are having
and will increasingly have on global softwood trade flows.
While European producers are subject to a 10% tariff,
overall rates on Canadian sawn softwood are much higher,
putting European exporters in a position of comparative
advantage. Canadian exporters are looking with interest
at diversifying their export markets. Russia’s presence in
China is becoming stronger, where it increasingly dictates
market prices — one of the key insights provided by Olle
Berg of Setra Group, who delivered the presentation on the
Chinese market. Mr. Berg also stressed that consumption
of softwood lumber in China is a shadow of its former
self due to the ongoing crisis in its construction market.
The outlook for the Chinese market remains fragile, with
cautious optimism after 2026. Fredrik Westling of Forssell
Timber gave a comprehensive overview of the Japanese
market, stating that the situation is quite challenging due to
the weak yen and a declining number of housing starts. At
the same time, policymakers want to increase wood usage
in non-residential buildings, which could compensate for
the negative factors hampering sawnwood consumption.
The MENA market remains an important outlet for many
Nordic sawmills, argued Erik Eliasson of Norra Timber,
in particular for lower-grade pine. The outlook for sawn
softwood consumption in that region is relatively positive
over the next couple of years.

A common theme in the conference was that, in the long
term, log supply across Europe and the world is expected to
flatten and, in some regions, decline, as persuasively shown
by Sami Pastila of AFRY Management. According to speakers
such as Christian Nielsen of the Swedish Food and Forest
Industries, who delivered an insightful presentation on
Nordic markets, the industry will have to process smaller-
diameter roundwood, switch to more pine for construction
purposes, and pursue a whole-value-chain effort to ensure



that construction becomes more efficient. These were
among the solutions identified to counter potential supply
challenges. Mr. Vélja of the Estonian Forest, Wood and
Industries Association gave an interesting presentation
on the Baltic markets, highlighting the challenges and
opportunities in a region that punches above its weight
in the softwood industry.

The final session provided attendees with ideas regarding
market opportunities. Paul Brannen of EOS and CEI Bois
gave a comprehensive presentation on housing policy in
the UK and the EU, while Mona @rbekk of RVT showed
the potential of renovation and rooftop construction
as promising outlets for sawn softwood consumption.
Frode Henning Killi of Moelven showcased the company’s
inspiring commitment to rebuilding Ukraine.

The conference concluded with industry representatives

reiterating that the sector continues to face a serious lack
of clarity and legal certainty regarding the EU Deforestation
Regulation (EUDR). Participants underscored the need for
genuine simplification measures to ensure that the EUDR
Regulation becomes practical, workable, and proportionate
for all operators across the value chain.

The next edition of the International Softwood Conference
will take place in Dublin, Ireland, on 28-29 October 2026.
More information will follow in due course. For more
information on the 2025 edition, please visit the website
https://www.iscevent2025.com.

KEY MESSAGES of the International Softwood

Conference 2025

Johan Freij, General Economic Information
(Independent Senior Advisor)

Mr Freij introduces the Conference from a general economic
point of view with a focus on issues of interest for the
European sawmill industry.

Mr Freij shows that the world uncertainty index is at its
highest level - by far - for at least seventeen years. Long-
term interest rates are on the rise in all developed countries
and a lot of global trends point to a structural increase in
inflation (including, but not limited to, population aging,
fighting climate change, increased defence spending, trade
tensions, high government debt). Artificial intelligence
seems to be the only tool to counter inflationary trends
but its potential is uncertain.

As far as the construction sector is concerned, in the
United States the situation seems to be going south after
a couple of years post-pandemic of relative stability, while,
after a long stagnation, there are glimmers of hope in the
European economy.

Talking about the sawmill industry, Mr Freij deals with
the ongoing efforts of the sector to increase logs’ yield
while he ponders how exactly the discussion on the

use of forests has become so imbalanced against the
forest-based industries when it comes to policies being
discussed and passed in Brussels. In particular, the sector
has a whole should further emphasize the benefits of the
replacement (or substitution) effect. The sector needs to
be more outgoing and prouder to regain the initiative and
show the benefits of sustainable forest management and
a higher consumption of wood for the decarbonisation of
the European economy.

Tommi Sneck, Europe Production

(EOS president)

Mr Sneck’s presentation is about the European softwood
markets from the producers’ point of view. He shows that
after peaking in 2021, production in the EOS countries
declined significantly over the last few years to adjust to the
demand decline. Since 2023 overall in the EOS countries
production is stable around 78 million m? (total EU+NO+CH:
97 million m?) on levels lower than the period before the
pandemic and 10% below the 2021 peak.

While aggregate EOS production is stable, at country level
we see some differences with a decline from the 2021
peak more apparent in Germany and to a lesser extent
France. Austria, Sweden and Finland and, among smaller
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producing countries, Latvia and Norway, have somewhat
stabilized orincreased (Finland) in 2025.

When it comes to sawn softwood consumption there was
a 13% decline from 2021 to 2025, but a slight increase of
2.5% from 2024 to 2025.

When it comes to raw materials, Nordic sawlogs prices
keep being very high (locally there are some signs of
small decline) and have massively increased over the
last couple of years. Average sawlog prices in Central
Europe are also high but have not increased as much
as prices in the Nordics due mainly to calamity wood’s
much lower prices. Many EOS members have signalled
lower than needed logs supply. A stable and predictable
logs supply is THE challenge for the sawmill industry over
the next few years.

There are significant differences in profitability not just
across countries but within countries.

Over the longer term the availability of spruce will decline
in Europe, particularly in Central Europe. The sector should
promote more the use of pine as a very good alternative
also as structural timber.

When it comes to exports, having peaked in 2022 Mr Sneck
showed that they went on decline by around a third in
subsequent years. This year (in value) in H1 the European
sawmill industry delivered overseas 13% more than in
H12024.

26% of sawn softwood EU exports delivered outside of
the EU ends up in the UK, which we can consider as a
European market. Other large markets include the US (over
16.5%), Japan (9.4%), Egypt (6.4%). The market share of
China declined to just 2.2%. In H1 2025 shipments to the
US increased by 19% to 620 million €, to Japan declined
by 7% to 350 million €. Deliveries to Egypt grew by 8% to
240 million €, while deliveries to China went down by 37%
to just 85 million €

In the construction sector, Mr Sneck argues that the long
decline in new construction especially in the residential
sector is one of the main reasons why sawn softwood
consumption has declined and is now stagnating. In

particular, the construction sectoris sluggish in countries
with a high per capita consumption of wood. At the
same time it is refreshing to see that wood as a building
material is slightly gaining market share in some European
countries.

Mr Sneck also devotes some words about Russia
which remains a key player globally in our industry. It
is playing an increasingly important role in China having
redirected their exports from Europe entirely to other
countries. It also has a strong presence in the Middle
East and it still exports sawnwood to Japan. Its market
share in Japan is not big but it remains relevant and it
is not declining.

Finally, Mr Sneck summarizes his presentation and provides
an outlook. He argues that there is renewed hope for 2026
especially if the construction sector finally kicks off again -
after all Europe has underbuilt for nearly 20 years. We need
to be ambitious and try to fight for an increasing market
share of wood in the construction sector. But for us to
achieve that we need to battle at national and European
level to ensure that forests are not see as green museums
but as essential providers of the raw material wood,
whose use is key to decarbonise the European economy.
If necessary, the sector should be ready to diversify away
from spruce. Finally, exports will keep playing a big role
for the European softwood industry — and US tariffs may
re-direct some flows at global level.

Morten Bergsten, Europe Consumption

(ETTF Vice President for Softwood)

Mr Bergsten delivers his usual presentation about softwood
consumption in Europe. The year 2024 saw higher exports
than expected at the International Softwood Conference
2024 - by over 5%. Consumption was also a bit higher than
initially forecasted — by about 2%. For 2025 and 2026 a
further increase in both consumption and imports of sawn
softwood is expected.

Production is expected to be stable - probably even too
stable. Something unforeseeable as of today might happen.

He then proceeds to provide a country-by-country overview
of the trends for the next few months, which is reported
below.



Region 2026 GDP  Construction
Trend Outlook

Belgium Stable Weak recovery
Denmark Positive Moderate recovery
France Stable Moderate recovery
Germany Stable Gradual rebound
Netherlands Moderate Growing
Italy Weak Stabilizing
Spain Strong Expanding

Mr Bergsten also argues that the sector needs to be united
in voicing its opposition to the increasing bureaucratic
workload which has reached unstainable levels for many
companies.

Finally, Mr Bergsten argues that:

« 2025 has been a turbulent year on the political front, but
Europe is recovering and will stand strong again.

- This recovery brings great opportunities for trade
organizations such as EOS/CEI BOIS/ETTF etc.—by
standing together and securing the best possible position
on the European stage in Brussels

« Wood remains one of the main drivers of the green
transition. We must ensure it stays that way—we are all
working toward the same goal

« Consumption in the EU is forecast to increase by around
2.5% compared to 2024. However, this growth still
doesn’t fully align with the pace needed for the green
transition, as we remain more or less at last year’s level

Stephen Sabine, UK Market

(JAM Timber Consulting)

Mr Sabine shows that the outlook for the UK economy is
improving. The total construction output is expected to
increase by around 2% in 2026, while next year the output
should further grow by nearly 4%. At the moment trading
is flat and uncertainty persists. In 2025 imports of sawn
softwood are expected to fall by 3% but next year they
could rise by 3% to go back to the 2024 level - around 5.8
million m?.

1 Rising

Softwood o Ditenry
Market Trend
© Neutral Competition, low demand
+ Rising Green transition, lower rates
» Mld ilss Green transition, increasing building
permits
2 Mild rise Public works, energy renovation
2 Rising Biobased building policies

< to ¥ small drop PNRR, trade recovery

Housing deficit, renovation

Local sawn softwood production is expected to grow by 1%
this year but next year it could rise by a further 4% to about
3.3 million m3. This year consumption should be around 8.6
million m?and next year it should go up to 8.9 million m*
- the highest level since 2021, when consumption was at
record-high with 10.9 million m®.

Government policy is favourable to the consumption of
sawn softwood overall. Generally, the net zero target of 2050
is positive. Also, the Timber in Construction roadmap is
positive. Such roadmap purports to use more domestically
grown timber in construction. Overall, the government
wants to build 1.5 million new homes in its term — the target
is probably too ambitious but the renewed drive to build
more is positive for wood consumption.

Finally, Mr Sabine argues that diversifying away from spruce
and towards pine is a feature that could become more
relevant in the coming years. The EUDR poses headaches
in the sector even in the UK. We could see an increased
presence of Canadian wood in the UK as Canadian
producers will want to diversify away from the US given
the high tariffs there.

Paul Jannke, US and Canada

(Forest and Economic Advisors - FEA)

Mr Jannke provides an exhaustive overview of the US and
the Canadian market.

He starts his presentation by arguing that homeownership
is increasingly unaffordable for Americans with real
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home prices near record-levels and salaries that have not
kept pace with the increase in home prices. The largest
component of declining affordability was rising interest
rates (mortgage rates now stand at over 6% which has
been the case for three years).

While inflation
remains slightly
too high in the
US, at least
excess demand
for labour has
been wrung
out of the economy. Mr Jannke expects mortgage rates to
trend down but remain relatively high. Housing starts are
projected to drop 1% in 2025 before bouncing back 2% in
2026 and 5% in 2027 and the good news is that there is
tremendous pent-up demand and strong demographic
tail winds.

Another positive factor is that improvement expenditures
will decline but remain elevated as compared to the long-
term average and swelling home equity and lower interest
rates will support residential improvements spending in
2025-26.

Canada instead has a competitiveness problem with
productivity declining for more than five years and now
back at the 2015 level. Canadian household debt remains
very high.

When it comes to sawnwood, consumption having
stagnated for basically five years is expected to increase
slightly both in 2026 and in 2027 while North American
sawn timber exports will increase but remain weak (exports
are just a third of what they were in the period 2011/2014!).
One of the reasons is the ongoing weakness in the Chinese
market.

North American softwood sawn timber imports will fall but
remain elevated relative to the past decade with their share
in total consumption going down to 5% having peaked at
7% in 2022.

When it comes to capacity changes, there is an increase in
capacity in the US South and at lower levels in the West,

while mills are closing in British Columbia and in the
East of Canada. Overall, in North America there is a net
increase in capacity of slightly more than one million me.
The softwood sawtimber supply conditions in the US South
are driving capacity expansion. Fiber availability will instead
trend structurally down both in the US West and in British
Columbia and opportunities to increase harvest levels in
Eastern Canada will also be increasingly limited.

Regarding duties on softwood entering the US, for Canadian
mills the average rate is 45%. Duties and mill closures have
caused prices to surge. While the situation is dire for many
Canadian mills, Mr Jannke argues that based on research
done by FEA a 25% increase in all lumber and panels prices
would add just about $23 to a typical mortgage payment
on anew home. Hence, duties do not have a big effect on
home affordability but they are rather bad for exporters.

Summarizing his presentation, Mr Jannke adds that:

- We have likely seen the bottom to the current cycle, but
consumption will not see strong growth over the next
year.

- Exports will remain weak, driven mainly by an increase
in SPF from Canada and southern yellow pine.

« Imports will fall, but remain elevated as European and
Chinese consumption continues to struggle.

« Tariffs and rising duties will bolster sawn timber markets.

- Costs remain elevated, especially for western species.

Fredrik Westling, Japan

(Forssell Timber)

Mr Westling starts his presentation on the Japanese
market describing the economic fundamentals of Japan.
The population is decreasing, which poses a challenge in
terms of workforce. The yen is very weak and GDP growth
is sluggish. Inflation has peaked at 4% but is now coming
down.

As far as the softwood market is concerned, Mr Westling
argues that the main usage for softwood is as building
material in residential buildings (non-visual usage). There
are two main construction methods: traditional post &
beam and 2x4 constructions. The non-residential sectoris
an area of interest as the wood market share in terms of m2
is below 10% at the moment but the government’s target
is to increase the market share of wood to over 15%, which



could compensate for the structural, demography-driven
decline, in the residential construction market.

Mr Westling also focuses on the local woodworking
industry: it is heavily subsidized and sawmills, and the
majority of sawmills focus on the domestic market with
very low export volumes. There are about 3,700 sawmills
processing mainly local cedar and cypress. The government
wants to increase sawmills capacity.

When it comes to the composition of imports, a long-term
decline from all main supply areas (Europe, North America,
Russia) can be observed but with different pace. Europe,
which remains the main supplier, has seen its deliveries
to Japan shrink by about 15% over the last 10 years, while
sawn softwood deliveries from North America more than
halved. Russian exports also declined but Russia retains
a not negligible market share in Japan.

Summarizing his presentation Mr Westling argues that he

sees the following trends for the Japanese market:

« Weak Yen makes imported products expensive

+ Change in building permits slowed down activities from
April

« Number of residential building starts will continue to
decrease

« Increased share of one-story houses

« Increased wood usage in non-residential buildings

« Government will continue to support domestic
production to increase

« How will lack of workforce and increased competition
for local logs influence the market

Olle Berg, China outlook

(Setra Group)

Mr Berg starts his China outlook stating that the most
relevant feature in the Chinese economy from the point
of view of the European wood industry remains the
ongoing crisis of the local construction market, which
for three years and a half has seen falling housing
prices. Chinais still struggling to increase consumption
as a percentage of GDP (the ratio is much lower than
elsewhere, forinstance than Europe and the US). It also
has a bleak demographic outlook, with population set to
shrink by hundreds of millions of people in the coming
decades. The population will also age and that will have

repercussions both on consumer demand and available

workforce. The trade war with the US is also adding to
the instability.

Mr Berg shows the very strong correlation between
construction activity and wood demand: absent a recovery
of construction activity it is difficult to see a recovery in
wood demand.

When it comes to the composition of sawn softwood
imports, which have significantly shrunk over the last few
years, Mr Berg notes that Russia has established itself as the
dominant player in China with a market share of around
2/3. Exports from Europe have collapsed, while deliveries
from Canada and Belarus have also shrunk but to a less
significant extent.

Softwood log inventories at main ports have trended lower
in 2025, reflecting weak replenishment rather than strong
downstream demand. Overall market conditions suggest
fragile demand, with limited price recovery despite reduced
stock levels. Also, the trade war takes its toll with shrinking
furniture exports reducing softwood lumber demand in
China’s manufacturing chain.

Mr Berg provides the following conclusions:

« Chinaisfacing multiple problems - real estate calamity/
aging population/decreasing domestic consumption/
tariff war

« Inthe short term, demand remains weak, and softwood
log and lumber imports continue to decline.

+ Russia gaining relative market shares in declining market.
From 45 % to 65 % since 2020

- Prices set by Russian in general, currently price levels far
below global comparison

« In the mid-term, recovery will depend on government
property and infrastructure stimulus

« The overall outlook remains fragile, with cautious
optimism possible only beyond 2026.

Erik Eliasson, MENA

(Norra Timber, Sweden)

Mr Eliasson starts his presentation by showing that when
it comes to the exports of sawn pine up until the financial
crisis of 2007/2008, Nordic mills deliver more sawn pine
to other European countries than to North Africa, but ever
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since (with the exception of the pandemic years 2020/2021)
North African markets absorb around 50% more sawn pine
than European markets.

The MENA region is characterized by a youthful population
but some countries are marred by political instability. MENA
Construction sector is estimated to continue to grow fast
and acts as a stabilizer in the region.

Egypt, after the UK, is the second largest market for Swedish
mills and Algeria the tenth.

MENA imports have trended downwards in the 10 years to
2022 but there has been a recovery over the last few years
with consumption expected to increase at least until 2027.

Mr Eliasson argues that in MENA markets softwood have a
number of uses, including doors and windows, furniture,
shuttering and concrete forming, scaffolding, block boards,
pallets and packaging, and roofing.

MENA is a good market for pine because is the only market
that buys big volumes in lower grades in all block heights
and all sizes of sideboards.

Finally, Mr Eliasson argues that:

- Mena markets will remain important but needs to adopt
to this new market opportunities for the producers

-+ Mena markets will have a growing demand thanks to
young population and rapid economic growth.

« Mena markets are still extremely important for lower-
grades and sideboards

« 75,63 and 50 mm will be gradually replaced by 47 mm
for C24 planning

Henrik Vélja, Baltic Countries

(Estonian Forest and Wood Industries
Association)

Mr Valja gives a presentation about the Baltic countries,
an area of Europe with a very small population (thus with
small demand for sawnwood) but which punches above
its weight in softwood production and export.

The three Baltic countries all have a share of managed
forests between 70% and 75%. Latvia and Estona have
a forest coverage of slightly over 50%, whereas this
percentage is 34% in Lithuania. In terms of ownership, in
the three countries the state has a share of around 50%
with other public actors having also a small percentage
of ownership. As a result of this around half of the forests
are privately owned in Latvia and Estonia and slightly less
in Lithuania. In terms of species, the combined share of
spruce and pine is around 50% in the three countries
(slightly less in Estonia, slightly more in Lithuania). Birch
is the other relevant species.

In terms of dynamics in the forest, the three countries have

similarities but also slightly differing trends:

- Estonia: the forest land is under pressure from
infrastructure investments and nature restauration
initiatives with the growing stock having peaked and
now in decline. Average harvesting volume is stable at
around 11 million m® There is a proposal to set a target
in Forest Law that at least 70% of forest must remain
without limitations to managing in order to secure and
stabilize wood availability

- Latvia: Also in Latvia the forest land under pressure
from infrastructure investments and nature restauration
initiatives with a rapid increase in protected areas but
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the average harvesting volume is increasing at around
13 million m? per year. There is a discussion on lowering
felling ages to increase wood availability

- Lithuania: the average harvesting is 8 milion m? and both
coverage and growing stock are increasing

In terms of sawn softwood production and consumption, in
Estonia they have declined over the last few years, which is
partly due to the absence of imports from Russia and Belarus.
One of the characteristics of the Estonian industry is the
imports of sawn softwood, the further processing of it and the
export of more value-added products to third countries. Over
the last few years, imports have declined more than exports
which means that there are underutilized further processing
capacity waiting to be deployed when the market recovers.
Estonian players are very focused on other Nordic countries.

MrVélja also provides an update of the Lithuanian market
(the smaller country in the area with the least developed
industry geared rather to Central and Southern Europe)
and Latvia, which is the largest producer and exporter of
the area, particularly focused on the UK market. Latvia also
has a non-negligible further processing sector.

Finally, Mr Valja talks about the recent sawmill investments
and M&As taking place in Estonia and Latvia.

Christian Nielsen, Nordic countries

(Swedish Forest Industries Federation)

Mr Nielsen described a difficult situation in the North
European sawmill industry and markets. Costs, particularly
but not only log prices, have increased significantly over
the last couple of years in the region, despite a slowing
market. Sawnwood prices have not kept up with this trend
which has resulted in disappointing margins for many mills.
Domestic markets are stagnating. The short-term picture
is bleak as a result.

At the same time, the fundamentals in the industry remain
strong with demand for sawnwood expected to globally
grow in the next few decades. The Nordic sawnwood
exports are steadily improving since the global financial
crisis and the relative strength of Northern Europe as
compared to other producing areas (such Canada, Russia,
Central Europe) is set to increase in the coming years due
to supply issues in those regions. Conversely, harvesting in

the Nordic countries, unlike in other parts of the world, can

continue to sustainably increase in the coming decades,
provided that policymaking in the EU and nationally
is sound. But, if there will be less resources in terms of
available supply, the industry is called to do the following:
process more smaller diameter roundwood, push blue
stained wood to be more accepted in the market, increase
use of pine for construction uses, focus on engineered
wood products and improve efficiency across the whole
construction value chain, not just in terms of logs yield.

Itis likely that the rest of Europe will become an even more
important market for Nordic exports.

Paul Brannen, Housing in the EU and in the UK
(EOS, CEI-Bois and TDUK)

Mr Brannen shows the challenges and opportunities for our
sector related to housing policies both in the EU and in the
UK. Both regions have significantly underbuilt over the last
few years and policymakers want to increase the pace of
building over the next few years. But the danger is that if we
build the next homes with the same approach we have used
in the past (i.e. using a lot of concrete) the remaining climate
budget will be consumed by the built environment, which
can become an even bigger contributor to global warming.

But every danger is also an opportunity: if we use nature-
based materials in the built environment we can give a
significant contribution to address climate change.

In the EU Parliament there is a new housing task force
to ensure all Europeans have access to sustainable and
affordable houses. Our industry, also through its trade
associations representing it in Brussels needs to talk to
MEPs on the special committee about the importance of
building sustainably and the key role that wood can play
in achieving this. We also need to lobby the Commissioner
responsible for housing, Mr Jorgensen, and his staff arguing
that more timber in the construction sector helps deliver:
-+ new European bauhaus sustainability criteria

- revised bioeconomy strategy

« EU green deal

- circular economy action plan

- fit for 55 package

- European climate law

- EU forest strategy for 2030
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In the UK the labour government has promised to build
1.5 million homes in his term - this is too ambitious but
there is room to significantly increase the yearly number of
homes which is currently being built. A policy paper titled
Timber in Construction roadmap 2025 was a welcome
development. But there are conflicting developmentsin the
UK: Mary Creagh, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State
for Nature, stated that We must increase the production
and use of sustainable, homegrown timber. All the UK’s
biggest housebuilders have or are acquiring or are building
their own timber frame operation. Conversely, there is also
arisk that, in the haste to build as many homes as quickly
as possible, we revert to traditional construction methods
which favour materials such as concrete & steel and brick &
block, that all have high levels of embodied carbon, which
would be detrimental to meeting climate targets.

Mona @rbekk, Prefabrication, Renovation and
Building on Rooftop (RVT)

Mrs @rbekk starts her presentation by introducing the
company which she leads, RVT. RVT delivers project-adapted
solutions and has specialized in prefabricated wooden
facade and roof elements since its inception in 2001.

She reports that at the moment the situation in the market
is quite difficult due to the general inflationary situation
with costs increasing across the board. Also, there is
strong competition from on-site construction. However,

the market has started to show signs of recovery even if
the full rebound will take time. Increased demand meets
reduced industry capacity and there is great potential for
element production to enable smarter, faster, and more
efficient building processes.

Among the advantages of using prefabricated elements,
itis worth noting shorter construction time and earlier
delivery, reduced environmental footprint and a more
efficient process throughout enabled by standardization.

Mrs @rbekk than talks about the environmental benefits
of prefabrication including, also by showing examples of
inspiring projects:

« Less waste and reduced CO, emissions

- Efficient use of materials and energy

- Smaller site impact - cleaner construction

- Flexible and reusable building solutions

*kk

Disclaimer: This summary of the International Softwood
Conference 2025 has been prepared by the EOS Secretariat
based on the presentations given during the Conference.
It has been done to the best of the knowledge of the
Secretariat, but it does not necessarily reflect the views of
the presenters of the Conference nor it claims completeness.
Two presentations have not been summarised here due to
confidentiality reasons.

7.2 SAVE THE DATE: The 2026 International Softwood

Conference

On behalf of the Timber Trade in Ireland, Gerry McGovern
together with the European Organisation of the Sawmill
Industry (EOS) and the European Timber Federation (ETTF),
are inviting you to the marvellous city of Dublin for the
International Softwood Conference 2026 - one of the most
awaited events of the year in the wood world.

On 28" October, we invite early arrivers to join us on a
‘Highlights of Dublin Tour’, which provides an overview
of Dublin’s sights, such as the Irish Emigration Museum
and the Jameson Whisky Distillery. In the evening, you are
invited to join usin the spectacular Guinness Storehouse for
awelcome reception. Take part in the interactive Guinness

74™ International

SOFTWOOD CONFERENCE
DUBLIN 2026 | 28-29th October

Experience — learn to pour the perfect pint and enjoy some
Irish craic with fellow attendees.

The 29" October will be the main conference day, taking
place in the Grand Hotel in Malahide Dublin. We will then
spend the evening in a spectacular venue in Dublin. This
networking dinner will give you the opportunity to broaden
your network and get to main actors of the international
softwood markets.



The conference will offer the opportunity to deeply
scrutinize trends in the timber market focusing on facts
and figures showing softwood production as well as
consumption in the most relevant countries for the
business - not just in Europe! The current geopolitical
landscape is triggering multiple changes in the way we live
and in the way softwood timber is dealt. Speakers will try
to gauge what the future will hold as the sawmillers and

timber traders are reckoning with a rapidly changing world,

with policy measures taken at national and European level
also having a strong effect on the business. More of that
on October 28" and 29!

Further information on the conference:
https://www.iscevent2026.com/
A Special Thanks To Our Kind Sponsors!
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7.3 SAVE THE DATE: The 2026 International Hardwood

Conference

11th International Hardwood Conference Antwerp, 5-6 November 2026

!l
L1

INTERNATIONAL

HARDWOOD
CONFERENCE
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Fedustria, the Belgian federation of the textile, wood and
furniture industry, together with the European Organisation
of the SawmillIndustry (EQS) and the European Timber Trade
Federation (ETTF), invite you to the beautiful city of Antwerp
for the International Hardwood Conference 2026 - one of
the most anticipated events of the year in the wood industry.

On November 5, we will organise a fascinating tour of
the Port of Antwerp - the second-largest in Europe. In
the evening, you are invited to join us on the top floor of
the Lindner Hotel for a welcome reception.

November 6 will be the main conference day, held at
the Lindner Hotel. In the evening, we will gather in a unique

Industries
in motion

E uropean

? Fedustria i !

imber

setting for a networking dinner. This will offer participants
the opportunity to expand their network and connect with
key players in the international hardwood market.

The conference will provide in-depth insights into
timber market trends, with a focus on data and analysis
of hardwood production and consumption across key
global markets — not only in Europe. Against a backdrop
of a shifting geopolitical landscape, speakers will assess
what the future may hold, as sawmillers and timber traders
alike adapt to rapid change.

Further information on the conference and programme
will follow in due course.

rade
ederation

© Llama Cyan / Adobe Stock



8. European Standardisation -
Update

CEN/TC 124 “Timber structures”

Scope:

Preparation of standards for the structural use of timber, covering : - test methods for the determination of strength and
stiffness for solid timber, glued laminated timber, mechanical joints, wood based panel products, timber structures and
their components; - solid timber: preferred sizes, strength grading and strength classes system (included glued laminated
timber), evaluation of mechanical properties; - glued laminated timber: essential requirements, production requirements
and control, structural full size finger joints; - mechanical fasteners.

Technical Secretariat(s):
AFNOR (France)

CCMC Programme Manager:
CasperVan Herzele

Structure of the technical committee

Reference Title

CEN/TC124/WG 1 Test methods

CEN/TC124/WG 2 Solid timber

CEN/TC124/WG 3 Glued laminated timber

CEN/TC124/WG 4 Connectors

CEN/TC124/WG 5 Prefabricated wall, floor and roof elements
CEN/TC124/WG 6 Wood poles

CEN/TC124/WG 7 Preparation of the revision of harmonised standards

Published standards

Reference Date Title

EN 12512:2001/A1:2005 2005-09-28 Timber Structures - Test methods - Cyclic testing of joints made with mechanical fasteners

EN 409:2009 2009-04-01 Timber structures - Test methods - Determination of the yield moment of dowel type fasteners

EN 15736:2009 2009-08-19 Timber Structures - Test methods - Withdrawal capacity of punched metal plate fasteners in handling and
erection of prefabricated trusses

EN ISO 8970:2020 2020-04-01 Timber structures - Testing of joints made with mechanical fasteners - Requirements for timber density (ISO
8970:2020)

EN 789:2004 2004-10-20 Timber structures - Test methods - Determination of mechanical properties of wood based panels

EN 14251:2003 2003-12-03 Structural round timber - Test methods

EN 1912:2024 2024-05-22 Structural Timber - Strength classes - Assignment of visual grades and species

EN 14358:2016 2016-06-22 Timber structures - Calculation and verification of characteristic values

EN 595:1995 1995-03-22 Timber structures - Test methods - Test of trusses for the determination of strength and deformation
behaviour
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Reference DEIC] Title

EN 26891:1991 1991-02-21 Timber structures - Joints made with mechanical fasteners - General principles for the determination of
strength and deformation characteristics (ISO 6891:1983)

EN 1382:2016 2016-02-17 Timber Structures - Test methods - Withdrawal capacity of timber fasteners

EN 16784:2016 2016-06-29 Timber structures - Test methods - Determination of the long term behaviour of coated and uncoated dowel-
type fasteners

EN 338:2016 2016-04-06 Structural timber - Strength classes

EN 14250:2010 2010-01-27 Timber structures - Product requirements for prefabricated structural members assembled with punched
metal plate fasteners

EN 14592:2022 2022-04-27 Timber structures - Dowel-type fasteners - Requirements

EN 14374:2004 2004-11-24 Timber structures - Structural laminated veneer lumber - Requirements

EN 14081-3:2022 2022-04-27 Timber structures - Strength graded structural timber with rectangular cross section - Part 3: Machine grading;
additional requirements for factory production control

EN 380:1993 1993-07-18 Timber structures - Test methods - General principles for static load testing

EN 1381:2016 2016-02-17 Timber structures - Test methods - Load bearing stapled joints

EN 14545:2008 2008-10-01 Timber structures - Connectors - Requirements

EN 14081-1:2016+A1:2019 2019-08-14 Timber structures - Strength graded structural timber with rectangular cross section - Part 1: General
requirements

EN 408:2010+A1:2012 2012-07-25 Timber structures - Structural timber and glued laminated timber - Determination of some physical and
mechanical properties

EN 16351:2021 2021-03-03 Timber structures - Cross laminated timber - Requirements

EN 14081-2:2018+A1:2022 2022-06-08 Timber structures - Strength graded structural timber with rectangular cross section - Part 2: Machine grading;
additional requirements for type testing

EN 16737:2016 2016-05-25 Structural timber - Visual strength grading of tropical hardwood

EN 1383:2016 2016-02-17 Timber structures - Test methods - Pull through resistance of timber fasteners

EN 384:2016+A2:2022 2022-06-08 Structural timber - Determination of characteristic values of mechanical properties and density

EN 383:2007 2007-01-10 Timber Structures - Test methods - Determination of embedment strength and foundation values for dowel
type fasteners

EN 1075:2014 2014-12-17 Timber structures - Test methods - Joints made with punched metal plate fasteners

EN 12512:2001 2001-11-21 Timber structures - Test methods - Cyclic testing of joints made with mechanical fasteners

EN 14229:2010 2010-10-06 Structural timber - Wood poles for overhead lines

EN 594:2011 2011-06-29 Timber structures - Test methods - Racking strength and stiffness of timber frame wall panels

EN 16929:2018 2018-12-12 Test methods - Timber floors - Determination of vibration properties

EN 596:1995 1995-03-22 Timber structures - Test methods - Soft body impact test of timber framed walls

EN 15497:2014 2014-04-30 Structural finger jointed solid timber - Performance requirements and minimum production requirements

EN 336:2013 2013-10-02 Structural timber - Sizes, permitted deviations

EN 14080:2013 2013-06-26 Timber structures - Glued laminated timber and glued solid timber - Requirements

EN 15737:2009 2009-08-19 Timber Structures - Test methods - Torsional resistance of driving in screws

EN 1380:2009 2009-04-01 Timber structures - Test methods - Load bearing nails, screws, dowels and bolts

EN 15228:2009 2009-03-25 Structural timber - Structural timber preservative treated against biological attack

EN912:2011 2011-07-13 Timber fasteners - Specifications for connectors for timbers
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Project Title Forecasted
voting date
prCEN/TR XXX(WI=00124205) Timber structures — Preparation of the revision of the harmonised standards
prEN 1075 rev(WI=00124206) Timber structures - Test methods - Joints made with punched metal plate fasteners 2029-03-09
prEN 12512 rev(WI=00124197) Timber structures - Test methods - Cyclic testing of joints made with mechanical fasteners 2026-08-28
prEN 1382 rev(WI1=00124207) Timber Structures - Test methods - Withdrawal capacity of timber fasteners 2029-03-09
prEN 14229 rev(WI=00124209) Structural timber - Wood poles for overhead lines 2029-03-09
prEN 14545-1 rev(WI=00124204) Timber structures - Part 1: Connectors - Requirements 2025-02-17
prEN 14545-2 rev(WI=00124203)  Timber structures - Part 2: Ring connectors, shear plates and toothed-plate connectors 2025-02-17
prEN 15736 rev(WI=00124194) Timber Structures - Test methods - Withdrawal capacity of punched metal plate fasteners in handling 2026-08-28
and erection of prefabricated trusses
prEN 16351 rev(WI=00124208) Timber structures - Cross laminated timber - Requirements 2029-03-09
prEN 408 rev(WI1=00124200) Timber structures - Structural timber and glued laminated timber - Determination of some physical and 2024-10-17
mechanical properties
prEN 409 rev(WI=00124195) Timber structures - Test methods - Determination of the yield moment of dowel type fasteners 2026-08-28
prEN 594 rev(WI=00124196) Timber structures - Test methods - Racking strength and stiffness of timber frame wall panels 2026-08-28
(WI=00124202) Timber structures - Prefabricated wall, floor and roof elements - Structural elements with mechanically 2025-02-17

fixed sheeting made of wood-based boards/panels or gypsum boards/panels on both faces (EN 14732-1)
(WI=00124210) Timber structures - Fasteners and connectors - Complementary product category rules 2029-03-09

(WI=00124201) Timber structures - Prefabricated wall, floor and roof elements - Structural (load-bearing) elements with 2025-02-17
adhesively bonded sheeting made of wood-based panels on one or both faces (EN 14732-2)

CEN/TC 175 “Round and Sawn Timber”

Scope: ‘

Standardization of round and sawn timber in all uses, including timber prefabricated products
and excluding structural aspects.

Technical Secretariat(s):
AFNOR (France)

CCMC Programme Manager:
Casper Van Herzele

Structure of the technical committee

Reference Title

CEN/TC 175/WG 1 General matters, definitions, measurement methods
CEN/TC 175/WG 2 Sawn timber

CEN/TC 175/WG 32 Specific user requirements - Timber in joinery

CEN/TC 175/WG 33 Specific user requirements - Timber in flooring

CEN/TC 175/WG 34 Specific user requirements - Timber in packaging and pallets
CEN/TC 175/WG 37 Specific user requirements - Timber in stairs

CEN/TC 175/WG 38 Specific user requirements - Timber in cladding and panelling
CEN/TC 175/WG 39 Specific user requirements - Fire retardant treated wood
CEN/TC 175/WG 4 Round timber

CEN/TC 175/WG 5 Environmental topics
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Published standards

Reference DEY

EN 1313-2:1998/AC:1999 1999-06-30
EN 14220:2006 2006-11-08
EN 13183-2:2002/AC:2003 2003-09-17
EN 1927-2:2008/AC:2009 2009-04-01
CEN/TS 13307-2:2009 2009-12-02
EN 14761:2006+A1:2008 2008-07-09
EN 13183-3:2005 2005-03-16
EN 14915:2013+A2:2020 2020-01-15
EN 1533:2010 2010-08-04
EN 14762:2006 2006-02-15
EN 132282011 2011-05-18
EN 1313-2:1998 1998-11-18
EN 1927-2:2008 2008-03-26
EN 1927-3:2008 2008-03-26
EN 975-1:2009 2009-03-18
EN 844:2019 2019-08-28
CEN/TS 15717:2008 2008-04-16
EN 1309-1:1997 1997-04-23
EN 975-1:2009/AC:2010 2010-09-29
EN 1316-2:2012 2012-10-17
EN 13183-1:2002 2002-04-17
EN 17456:2021 2021-04-14
EN 13183-2:2002 2002-04-17
EN 15644:2008 2008-12-10
EN 13647:2021 2021-04-14
EN 13442:2023 2023-04-05
EN 1309-2:2006 2006-03-15
EN 13227:2017 2017-11-01
EN 14342:2013 2013-07-10
EN 1927-1:2008 2008-03-26
EN 13556:2003 2003-06-25
CEN/TS 15676:2007 2007-11-21
EN 13183-1:2002/AC:2003 2003-09-17
EN 13226:2024 2024-12-04
CEN/TS 12169:2008 2008-01-30
CEN/TS 15679:2007 2007-11-28
EN 1611-1:1999/A1:2002 2002-08-21
EN 16755:2017 2017-10-11
CEN/TS 14464:2010 2010-07-21

EOS ANNUAL REPORT 2025 - 2026

Title
Round and sawn timber - Permitted deviations and preferred sizes - Part 2: Hardwood sawn timber

Timber and wood-based materials in external windows, external door leaves and external doorframes -
Requirements and specifications

Moisture content of a piece of sawn timber - Part 2: Estimation by electrical resistance method
Qualitative classification of softwood round timber - Part 2: Pines

Laminated and finger jointed timber blanks and semi-finished profiles for non-structural uses - Part 2:
Production control

Wood flooring - Solid wood parquet - Vertical finger, wide finger and module brick

Moisture content of a piece of sawn timber - Part 3: Estimation by capacitance method

Solid wood panelling and cladding - Characteristics, requirements and marking

Wood flooring - Determination of bending strength under static load - Test methods

Wood flooring - Sampling procedures for evaluation of conformity

Wood flooring - Solid wood overlay flooring elements including blocks with an interlocking system
Round and sawn timber - Permitted deviations and preferred sizes - Part 2: Hardwood sawn timber
Qualitative classification of softwood round timber - Part 2: Pines

Qualitative classification of softwood round timber - Part 3: Larches and Douglas fir

Sawn timber - Appearance grading of hardwoods - Part 1: Oak and beech

Round and sawn timber - Terminology

Parquet flooring - General guideline for installation

Round and sawn timber - Method of measurement of dimensions - Part 1: Sawn timber

Sawn timber - Appearance grading of hardwoods - Part 1: Oak and beech

Hardwood round timber - Qualitative classification - Part 2: Poplar

Moisture content of a piece of sawn timber - Part 1: Determination by oven dry method

Wood flooring and parquet - Determination of top layer delamination of multilayer elements - Test method
Moisture content of a piece of sawn timber - Part 2: Estimation by electrical resistance method
Traditionally designed prefabricated stairs made of solid wood - Specifications and requirements
Wood flooring and wood panelling and cladding - Determination of geometrical characteristics

Wood and parquet flooring and wood panelling and cladding - Determination of the resistance to chemical
agents

Round and sawn timber - Method of measurement of dimensions - Part 2: Round timber - Requirements for
measurement and volume calculation rules

Wood flooring - Solid lamparquet products

Wood flooring and parquet - Characteristics, evaluation of conformity and marking

Qualitative classification of softwood round timber - Part 1: Spruces and firs

Round and sawn timber - Nomenclature of timbers used in Europe

Wood flooring - Slip resistance - Pendulum test

Moisture content of a piece of sawn timber - Part 1: Determination by oven dry method

Wood flooring - Solid parquet elements with grooves and/or tongues

Criteria for the assessment of conformity of a lot of sawn timber

Thermal Modified Timber - Definitions and characteristics

Sawn timber - Appearance grading of softwoods - Part 1: European spruces, firs, pines, Douglas fir and larches

Durability of reaction to fire performance - Classes of fire-retardant treated wood products in interior and
exterior end use applications

Sawn timber - Method for assessment of case-hardening



Reference Date Title

EN 14221:2006 2006-11-08 Timber and wood-based materials in internal windows, internal door leaves and internal doorframes -
Requirements and specifications

EN1611-1:1999 1999-08-18 Sawn timber - Appearance grading of softwoods - Part 1: European spruces, firs, pines and Douglas firs

EN 16755:2017/AC:2018 2018-07-18 Durability of reaction to fire performance - Classes of fire-retardant treated wood products in interior and
exterior end use applications

EN 13489:2023 2023-07-05 Wood-flooring and parquet - Multi-layer parquet elements

EN 14298:2017 2017-10-25 Sawn timber - Assessment of drying quality

EN 1316-1:2012 2012-10-17 Hardwood round timber - Qualitative classification - Part 1: Oak and beech

EN 15146:2006 2006-12-13 Solid softwood panelling and cladding - Machined profiles without tongue and groove

EN 13696:2008 2008-12-10 Wood flooring - Test methods to determine elasticity and resistance to wear and impact resistance

EN 1309-3:2018 2018-01-24 Round and sawn timber - Methods of measurements - Part 3: Features and biological degradations

EN 13756:2018 2018-09-12 Wood flooring and parquet - Terminology

EN 16481:2014 2014-06-18 Timber stairs - Structural design - Calculation methods

EN 12246:1999 1999-06-23 Quality classification of timber used in pallets and packaging

EN 12249:1999 1999-06-23 Sawn timber used in pallets - Permitted deviations and guidelines for dimensions

EN 13629:2020 2020-03-18 Wood flooring - Solid individual and pre-assembled hardwood boards

EN 1312:1997 1997-02-19 Round and sawn timber - Determination of the batch volume of sawn timber

CEN/TS 15680:2007 2007-11-28 Prefabricated timber stairs - Mechanical test methods

EN 13307-1:2006 2006-11-08 Timber blanks and semi-finished profiles for non-structural uses - Part 1: Requirements

EN 14951:2006 2006-03-15 Solid hardwood panelling and cladding - Machined profiles elements

EN 16449:2014 2014-03-12 Wood and wood-based products - Calculation of the biogenic carbon content of wood and conversion to
carbon dioxide

EN 14519:2005 2005-12-21 Solid softwood panelling and cladding - Machined profiles with tongue and groove

EN 12248:1999 1999-06-23 Sawn timber used in industrial packaging - Permitted deviations and preferential sizes

EN 975-2:2004 2004-07-07 Sawn timber - Appearance grading of hardwoods - Part 2: Poplars

EN 16485:2014 2014-03-26 Round and sawn timber - Environmental Product Declarations - Product category rules for wood and wood-

based products for use in construction

EN 14076:2013 2013-12-11 Timber stairs - Terminology

EN 1438:1998 1998-08-19 Symbols for timber and wood-based products

EN 1313-1:2010 2010-01-27 Round and sawn timber - Permitted deviations and preferred sizes - Part 1: Softwood sawn timber

EN 942:2007 2007-03-14 Timber in joinery - General requirements

EN 17009:2019 2019-03-13 Flooring of lignified materials other than wood - Characteristics, assessment and verification of constancy of

performance and marking

EN 13488:2002 2002-12-18 Wood flooring - Mosaic parquet elements

EN 1315:2010 2010-01-27 Dimensional classification of round timber

EN 1910:2016 2016-04-27 Wood flooring and wood panelling and cladding - Determination of dimensional stability
EN 1534:2020 2020-01-08 Wood flooring and parquet - Determination of resistance to indentation - Test method
EN 13990:2004 2004-02-11 Wood flooring - Solid softwood floor boards

EN 13990:2004 2004-02-11 Wood flooring - Solid softwood floor boards
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Work Programme

Project
EN 16485:2026(WI=00175181)

FprEN 14519(WI=00175198)
FprEN 14951(WI=00175199)
FprEN 15146(WI1=00175196)
prEN 13556 rev(WI=00175204)
prEN 13696 rev(WI=00175206)
prEN 13756 rev(WI=00175207)
prEN 14342 rev(WI=00175205)

prEN 16449 rev(WI=00175203)
prEN 16755(WI=00175197)

prEN 1910 rev(WI=00175201)

(WI=00175202)

EOS ANNUAL REPORT 2025 - 2026

Title

Round and sawn timber - Environmental product declarations - Product category rules for wood and
wood-based products for use in construction

Solid softwood panelling and cladding - Machined profiles with tongue and groove

Solid hardwood panelling and cladding - Machined profiles

Solid softwood panelling and cladding - Machined profiles without tongue and groove

Round and sawn timber - Nomenclature of timbers used in Europe

Wood flooring - Test methods to determine elasticity and resistance to wear and impact resistance
Wood flooring and parquet - Terminology

Wood flooring and parquet - Characteristics, evaluation of conformity and marking

Wood and wood-based products - Calculation of the biogenic carbon content of wood and conversion to
carbon dioxide

Classes of fire-retardant treated wood products in interior and exterior end use applications - Retained
performance of fire-retardant treated wood products

Wood flooring and wood panelling and cladding - Determination of dimensional stability

Product Category Rules (PCR) for wood flooring including parquet

Forecasted
voting date

2025-02-27

2025-12-09
2025-12-09
2025-12-09
2026-04-10

2027-02-02

2028-04-10

2026-04-06

2024-04-08

2028-04-10



EOS Organisation 2025/2026

Board of Directors:

EOS President
Tommi Sneck - Koskisen (FI)

EOS Vice-President Softwood
Ernest Schilliger - Schilliger Holz (CH)

EOS Vice-President Hardwood
Maria Kiefer-Polz - European Hardwood Production (AT)

EOS Board Members

Kristaps Klauss - Latvian Forest Industry Federation (LV)
Christoph Kulterer - Hasslacher (AT)

Nicolas Douzain-Didier — Fédération Nationale du Bois (FR)
Mathias Fridholm - Skogsindustrierna (SE)

Carsten Merforth - Mercer International (DE)

Tino Aalto - Sahateollisuus ry (FI)

Margus Kohava - Combiwood Grupp (EE)

Thomas Seve — Monnet-Séve SA (FR)

Honorary Board Member
Jean-Claude Seve - Monnet-Seve SA (FR)

Honorary Presidents
Hans Michael Offner - Johann Offner Holzindustrie GmbH (AT)
Sampsa J. Auvinen - Board Professional

EOS Secretariat

Secretary General: Silvia Melegari (silvia.melegari@eos-oes.eu)

Economic Affairs Director: Diego Benedetti (diego.benedetti@eos-oes.eu)
Technical Advisor: Andrew Norton (andrew.norton@cei-bois.org)

Intern: Gaspard Hermans (trainee@eos-oes.eu)
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EOS Member Federations - May 2026

‘@ AUSTRIA

‘® FINLAND

4 Fachverband der Holzindustrie Osterreichs

=

]
B
A

Schwarzenbergplatz 4, PF 123
AT-1037 Wien
+4317122601-0
www.holzindustrie.at
office@holzindustrie.at

® BELGIUM

i Sahateollisuus ry

[=) Sdastopankinranta4 C24
FI-00530 HELSINKI

B +35820 7790960

‘B www.sahateollisuus.com

A info@sahateollisuus.com

® FRANCE

& Confédération Belge du Bois - Belgische

Ao m

Houtconfederatie

Koningstraat/Rue Royale 163

B-1210 Brussel/Bruxelles

+3222192743

www.confederationbois.be — www.houtconfederatie.be
contact@houtconfederatie.be /
contact@confederationbois.be

® DENMARK

g DI - Dansk Traeindustrier

=

]
B
A

HC Andersens Boulevard 18
DK-1553 Kgbenhavn V

+453377 3411
https://dansketraeindustrier.dk/
info@dansketraeindustrier.dk

‘@ ESTONIA

=

- QSN ]

The Estonian Forest and Wood Industries
Association

Toompuiestee 24,

EE-Tallinn 10149

+372 656 7643

https://www.empl.ee/

info@empl.ee

&4 FNB - Fédération Nationale du Bois
[=] 6, Rue Francois 1¢
FR-75008 Paris
B +33156695200
‘B www.fnbois.com

® IRELAND

i Forest Industries Ireland

[=] 84/86 Lower Baggot Street
IE-Dublin 2

B +353(01) 6051500

‘B https://www.ibec.ie/connect-and-learn/industries/
energy-transport-and-resources/forest-industries-
ireland

B info@ibec.ie

@ ITALY

i Federazione Italiana delle Industrie della Filiera

delLegno
[=] Piazzale Biancamano 2
[T-20121 Milano
‘B https://filieralegno.it/
info@filieralegno.it



® GERMANY

‘®» SWEDEN

iz DeSH-Deutsche Sdge-und Holzindustrie
Bundesverband e.V.i.Gr.

[=] Chausseestralte 99

D-10115 Berlin

+49 30206139900

https://zukunft-holz.de/

info@zukunft-holz.de

aom

@ LATVIA

@z Latvian Timber Producers and Exporters
Association

[=) Skaistkalnes street 1
LV-1044 Riga

B +37129473857

‘B http://www.latviantimber.lv/

A kristaps.klauss@latvianwood.lv

® NORWAY

i Treindustrien

[=] Middelthuns gate 27,0368 Oslo

B +4723088000

‘B www.treindustrien.no/

B helene.amundsen@treindustrien.no

g SFIF - Swedish Forest Industries Federation
[=1 Storgatan 19

]
B

SE-102 04 Stockholm
+46 (0)8-762 72 60
http://www.forestindustries.se/

® SWITZERLAND

g HIS - Holzindustrie Schweiz

=

]
B
A

Helvetiastrasse 17

CH-3000, Bern 6

+41 3135089 89
http://www.holz-bois.ch/home/
admin@holz-bois.ch

EOS Associate Member - May 2026

i HS Timber Productions S.R.L.

[=] Strada Grigore Alexandrescu Nr. 59, et. 2
Sector 1, 010623 Bucharest
Romania

A office@hs.ro
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The European Organisation
of the Sawmill Industry (EOS)
aisbl, an international non-profit
association according to Belgian
law, represents the interests on
the European and international
level of the sawmill industries from
13 European countries (Austria,
Belgium, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Ireland,
Italy, Latvia, Norway, Sweden
and Switzerland), producing
about 80% of the total European
sawn wood output. The sector
represents a turnover of around
51 billion EUR and around 33% of

the overall woodworking industry
in EU27

The EOS secretariat extends its thanks to all persons and organisations that have contributed to the publication of this report.

Note: the information provided in Chapter 4 “Main results from the EOS Market Survey April 2026” as well as in the country reports
is based on information supplied by the EOS member federations and may differ from the information included in other databases
or reports. If the EOS member federations could not provide the required information, the EOS secretariat has used information
derived from other sources in order to present the full picture.
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