
 

 

   

 

 
 

November 30, 2022 
 
Re. Evidence to support inclusion of natural rubber within the initial scope of the EUDR 
 
To: Members of the European Parliament, Permanent Representations to the European 
Union, and the Directorate-General for Environment of the European Commission 
 
We, the undersigned civil society members of the Global Platform for Sustainable Natural 
Rubber (GPSNR), are writing to provide evidence in support of a decision by the three 
European Union institutions to include natural rubber within the initial scope of 
commodities to be covered under the EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR). 
 
As organisations working in a multistakeholder partnership to secure sustainable natural 
rubber supply chains, we see the EUDR as providing a complimentary regulatory framework 
that aligns strongly with the objectives of GPSNR. Including rubber within the EUDR from 
the outset would create additional impetus and a legal reference point for the Platform with 
regards to its industry members’ voluntary commitments to protect forests. Equally 
importantly, it would provide a level playing field for GPSNR members competing for EU 
market access against companies that have not made the same commitments, as all 
importers would have to operate to the same rules regarding deforestation-free rubber. 
 
The evidence base on the need for including rubber in the EUDR is, we believe, compelling.  
 

• Natural rubber is used to manufacture everything from shoes to condoms, but 70% 
of the world’s natural rubber ends up in tires. The EU consumes over a million tons 
of natural rubber every year, but does not produce any of it, depending entirely on 
imports from Southeast Asia and Africa. 

• According to an academic study published in July 2020, Over five million hectares of 
tropical forest were cleared across mainland Southeast Asia and sub-Saharan Africa 
for rubber plantations between 2003-2017. 

• A 2018 feasibility study for the European Commission attributes some 3 million ha. 
of forest loss since 2000 directly to an increase in rubber cultivation in Southeast 
Asia alone – including in Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Myanmar, Thailand and 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S096098222031006X
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/forests/pdf/feasibility_study_deforestation_kh0418199enn_main_report.pdf


 

 

Vietnam. In one of the worst-hit countries, Cambodia, over half a million ha of 
tropical forest was cleared and replaced with rubber trees between 2001-2015, 
accounting for 23% of Cambodia’s gross forest loss. One academic study estimates 
that 25% of the rubber harvested in Cambodia goes to produce tyres in the EU.  

• A new published academic paper by Dr Eleanor Warren-Thomas and colleagues, 
entitled “Rubber Needs to be Included in Deforestation-Free Commodity 
Legislation”, forecasts that increased demand will require a further area of rubber 
cultivation of between 2.7m – 5.1m hectares by 2030. As rubber can only grow in 
tropical regions, and other tropical agricultural systems are also expanding their 
footprint, rubber plantation expansion is expected to increase pressure on tropical 
forests and contribute to further deforestation. 

 
In its July 2019 Communication on “Stepping up EU Action to Protect and Restore the 
World’s Forests”, The European Commission recognised that EU demand for products such 
as palm oil, meat, soy, cocoa, maize, timber and rubber - including in the form of processed 
products - is a large driver of deforestation, forest degradation, and ecosystem destruction 
and across the globe.  
 
Rubber was also included in the list of deforestation risk commodities mentioned within the 
European Parliament’s October 2020 Resolution, in which it instructed the Commission to 
draft a regulation to prevent agricultural and forestry products linked to deforestation from 
being placed on EU markets. 
 
Whilst drafting the regulation, the Commission produced an Impact Assessment that 
provided a cost-benefit analysis of including various deforestation risk commodities within 
the EUDR. Drawing on an academic study published in 2020 by Pendrill et. al., it recognised 
natural rubber as a threat to global forests, yet concluded that including it within the scope 
“…would require a very large effort and significant financial and administrative burden, with 
limited return in terms of curbing deforestation driven by EU consumption.” 
 
However, another academic, Dr Eleanor Warren-Thomas, spotted a major flaw in the way 
the Pendrill scientists’ data had been used to reach this conclusion. While the Impact 
Assessment considered the total volume of rubber product imports into the EU (including 
those containing reclaimed and synthetic rubber), it only considered embedded 
deforestation within unprocessed rubber imports, hence skewing the cost-benefit analysis. 
 
Having been made aware of the misuse of their data, the scientists Florence Pendrill, Martin 
Persson and Thomas Kastner authored a new article, published in October 2021 in the 
journal Focali, entitled “Flawed numbers underpin recommendations to exclude 
commodities from EU deforestation legislation”.   
 
In this article, the scientists addressed the skewed analysis in the EC study, reproducing a 
corrected version of the table in the Impact Analysis that showed that the cost-benefit 
ration of including rubber under the regulation compares favourably to that of cocoa, and in 
fact exceeds that of coffee (see below). 
 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8197600/
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2022.10.14.510134v1
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_19_4470
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/A-9-2020-0179_EN.html
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/forests/pdf/SWD_2021_326_1_EN_Deforestation%20impact_assessment_part1.pdf
https://zenodo.org/record/4250532#.Y33bFuzP1dg
http://www.focali.se/filer/Focali%20brief_2021_02_Flawed%20numbers%20underpin%20recommendations%20to%20exclude%20commodities%20from%20EU%20deforestation%20legislation.pdf


 

 

Reproduction of Table 1 from the EU Commission’s draft impact assessment presenting 
the cost/benefit analysis underpinning the recommended product scope, but here using 
consistent numbers 

Source: M. Persson, T. Kastner, and F. Pendrill. Focali Brief  2021:02, Oct 29, 2021 
 

 
This conclusion has been reinforced by new analysis from another team of scientists, led by 
Dr Antje Ahrends from the Royal Botanic Gardens, Edinburgh (final paper pending peer 
review). In a communication to Mighty Earth, Dr Ahrends wrote:  
 
"Our provisional finding is that the data used by the Commission’s efficiency analysis are 
likely to significantly underestimate rubber-related deforestation. As you know, these low 
figures [from the Commission] are not corroborated by other studies, and this will be true for 
our study too. We have high confidence that the data used in the efficiency analysis 
underestimate rubber-related deforestation, and we have medium confidence that rubber-
related deforestation is two-threefold higher than indicated." 
 
In short, there is no scientific or economic rationale to exclude natural rubber from the list 
of deforestation-risk commodities covered under the initial scope of the EUDR. This is 
especially the case considering that rubber is grown alongside other commodities that are 
currently within the scope of draft regulation (notably cocoa and palm oil), and thus to 
exclude it would be to open up huge landscape level risks, as well implementation 
challenges (e.g. in distinguishing between “acceptable” forest clearance attributed to 
rubber, as opposed to that for other commodities grown in in the same landscapes).   
 

https://www.rbge.org.uk/about-us/who-we-are/staff/genetics-and-conservation/dr-antje-ahrends/


 

 

Finally, it is worth noting that, as with other commodities such as cocoa and coffee that are 
predominantly characterized by smallholder cultivation, the EU Forest Partnerships 
emerging post-UNFCCC COP 26 (and as an evolution of the FLEGT agreements) will likely 
need to provide specific instruments to support rubber smallholders to meet the traceability 
and data requirements of the EUDR. In addition, the EU should ensure the regulation is 
accompanied by measures that ensure smallholders earn a decent living income from 
deforestation-free rubber. 
 
Signed, 
 
Birdlife International 
Cambodia NGO Forum 
Forest Stewardship Council 
HCV Network 
Mighty Earth 
Preferred by Nature 
Resource Trust Ghana 
ROSCIDET Côte d’Ivoire 
Zoological Society of London (ZSL) 
WWF 


