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Abstract       Illegal logging became an international concern of growing 
importance, as it generates negative economic, ecological and social 
consequences. In 2003 the European Commission adopted an Action Plan for 
“Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade” to address the problem of 
illegal logging and the trade in illegally logged timber. The European 
Parliament and the European Council published in October 2010 a new 
legislation - the European Union Timber Regulation 995/2010 (EU-TR) - that 
prohibits the sale of illegal harvested timber under the rules of country of 
origins. The aim of the present research is to briefly present the EU - Timber 
Regulation and to analyze the perception of the main stakeholders on the 
potential of the implementation of the Due Diligence system in Romania. The 
empirical results have been obtained through the analysis of the perceptions 
of two groups of stakeholders: respondents from the business sector and 
respondents from state and private forest administration sector. The main 
technique used to collect data has been the questionnaires. 122 
representatives of private companies operating in the wood processing sector 
and 148 forest professionals filled in questionnaires with multiple-choices 
answers. The results show that more than half of the respondents in both 
sectors consider illegal logging as being a significant problem both in state 
forests, as well as in private forests. More than half of the respondents 
representing both analysed sectors are not informed about the EU - TR. This 
shows an inadequate visibility of the EU-TR or weak capacity of information of 
the relevant authorities in charge with this matter. Still, the EU-TR is a 
potentially powerful tool in order to exclude illegal timber from the European 
Union’s market. Yet, the implementation of this regulation is likely to fail if the 
relevant stakeholders are not involved in the process of setting the 
institutional framework for its practical implementation.   
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Illegal logging became an international concern of 

growing importance, as it generates negative economic, 

ecological and social consequences. It contributes to 

deforestation, forest degradation, desertification and 

soil erosion and it threatens forest biodiversity and also 

the livelihood of forest-dependent people. It costs 

governments billions of dollars in lost revenues and it 

promotes corruption (18). Generally, illegal logging 

undermines sustainable forest management and 

progress towards good forest governance.  

Illegal logging represents a significant 

problem within the European Union (EU). According 

to Hirschberger (2008), 16% to 19% of the imported 

wood in the EU is illegally imported.  

In Romania, illegal logging is certainly the 

main problem that has the greatest impact on forestry 

practices especially in the mountain ecosystems (14). 

There exist estimations of illegal logging in Romania 

ranging from 100,000 m
3 

/year in public forests (the 

official estimation of the National Forest 

Administration), to 1% to 6% of the total volume 

harvested (13, 16), or even up to 10% of the total 

volume harvested (1). According to WWF, the most 

common aspects of illegal logging in Romania are: 

incorrect estimations (underestimations) of wood 

volume and quality, illegal harvesting operations, 

illegal wood transportation (misuse of transportation 

documents), illegal wood imports  and exports (misuse 

of import documents, lack of knowledge of timber on 

the part of personnel from the police) and illegal 

logging in areas covered with forest trees that are not 

included in the official statistics (or without a 

management plan).  
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How to exclude illegal timber from consumer 

markets has been a key question in the international 

debate in the last decade (2). In order to promote the 

use of legal wood, a number of actions have been 

initiated at the global level. Among these, Saunders 

and Reeve (2010) mention: Forest Law Enforcement 

and Governance Programme of the World Bank (3 

regionally based ministerial conferences 2001-2004), 

FAO/ITTO  Initiative on Forest Law Compliance  and 

Governance (which developed best-practice guidelines  

to address law compliance in the forest sector), Global 

Witness, REM & other institutions, Chatman House 

Illegal Logging Indicators, Global Witness  Forest 

Transparency Report Card, Transparency International 

Corruption Perception Index (CPI). Moreover, specific 

national initiatives such as timber procurement policies 

have been taken on. At the same time, the private 

sector can undertake particular initiatives to fight 

against illegal logging, such as Corporate Social 

Responsibility, or can use wood of known origin, 

certified wood or can certify its own chain of custody 

(9).  

Generally, the important role of the voluntary 

tools has been internationally highlighted, but it can be 

observed also the increasing role of regulative 

instruments such as: Natura 2000 sites management, 

the decisions taken at Oslo Ministerial Conference on 

the Legally Binding Agreement on Forests, the VPA-

FLEGT licence and the compulsory “Due Diligence” 

system (10). 

The EU has seriously tackled the issue of 

illegal logging, through the implementation of 

innovative and effective tools to overcome this 

problem (3). 

In 2003 the European Commission (EC) 

adopted an Action Plan for “Forest Law Enforcement, 

Governance and Trade” (FLEGT) to address the 

problem of illegal logging and the trade in illegally 

logged timber. The key elements of this plan are the 

voluntary, but binding Partnership Agreements (VPAs) 

with timber producing countries and regions. 

The aim of the FLEGT regulation (EC 

Regulation 2173/2005) is to ensure that only timber 

products which have been produced in accordance with 

the national legislation of the timber-producing country 

enter the European Union. The VPAs create a legally 

binding obligation for the parties to implement a 

licensing scheme and to regulate trade in timber and 

timber products. These agreements are also supposed 

to promote better enforcement of forest law and also 

they promote an inclusive approach, involving civil 

society and the private sector (7). 

Still, the EU’s Action Plan on Forest Law 

Enforcement, Governance and Trade highlights the 

need to review the feasibility of such legislation (4).  

After a process of analysis and negotiation, the 

European Parliament and the European Council 

published in October 2010 a new piece of legislation - 

the European Union Timber Regulation 995/2010 - that 

prohibits the sale of illegal harvested timber under the 

rules of country of origins.  

The aim of the present research is to briefly 

present the key elements of the EU-Timber Regulation 

995/2010 and to analyze the perception of the main 

stakeholders on the potential of the implementation of 

the Due Diligence system (DDS) in Romania. 

 

Key Elements of the EU-Timber Regulation 
The EU Timber Regulation has been approved 

in October 2010 and secondary legislation is expected 

to be issued in March / June 2012. In March 2013 the 

requirements of the European Union Timber 

Regulation 995/2010 will enter into force. This 

regulation is intended to work alongside with the EU 

FLEGT licensing system. 

The main objective of this regulation is to 

fight against illegal logging and illegal wood trade 

through specific measures that target the behaviour of 

the so called “operators”, meaning persons / 

companies that place timber or timber products on the 

market (Regulation EU no. 995/2010 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council). According to this new 

regulation, companies operating in the forestry and 

wood industry sector must use a special system that is 

supposed to assure that the timber they sell inside the 

European Union has been harvested legally. 

The regulation covers a broad range of timber 

products including solid wood products, flooring, 

plywood, pulp and paper. Recycled products, as well as 

printed papers such as books, magazines and 

newspapers are not included (16). 

Even if the discussion about illegal logging 

has been going on for several years, there is still no 

consensus on a commonly accepted definition of the 

term illegal logging. The EU-TR art. 14 states: ”the 

legislation of the country where the timber was 

harvested, including regulations as well as the 

implementation in that country of relevant 

international conventions to which that country is 

party, should be the basis for defining what constitutes 

illegal logging”. 

A “Due Diligence” system consists of three 

main components: access to information, risk 

assessment procedure and risk mitigation procedure. 

The first element should offer to operators relevant 

information concerning: country of harvest, supplier, 

species, quantity and compliance with legislation. After 

having this information, operators are supposed to 

carry out a risk assessment (e.g. legality verification, 

complexity of supply chain, illegal logging rates etc.), 

in order to analyze and evaluate the risk of illegally 

harvested timber or timber products derived from such 

timber being placed on the market. In case negligible 

risk is detected, it is allowed to place timber on the 

internal market. In case a risk is detected, operators 

should mitigate the risk in order to prevent illegally 

harvested timber and derived wood products to be 

placed on the market. Thus, the operators should adopt 
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a set of measures and procedures that are adequate for 

minimizing effectively that risk (5). 

With regard to the implementation and control 

of the EU-TR and DDS, operators have two options: a) 

to autonomously implement their own DDS and b) to 

adopt a DDS already developed by a Monitoring 

Organization (MO).  

According to EU-TR, a Monitoring 

Organization should be legally established and 

recognized by the EC, should have the appropriate 

expertise and capacity and no conflict of interest. Its 

main function consists in maintaining and regularly 

evaluating DDS, and taking action in case of failure. 

In each Member State of the EU, there have 

been established one or more Competent Authority, 

with the main task of carrying out checks at regular 

intervals on MOs and operators. 

Hence, the involved actors in the 

implementation of this EU regulation are: the European 

Community, the operators, the traders, competent 

authorities and the Monitoring Organizations. 

As Hoare (2008) comments, the experience in 

other sectors with the use of DDS has highlighted the 

need for clarity, especially with respect to the criteria to 

assess risk and the types and sources of information for 

assessing this risk.  

Also, Buckrell and Hoare (2011) emphasize 

that ”experience in other sectors has shown that 

penalties should be consistent and uniform across the 

EU, so as to avoid creating weak links in the 

enforcement regime” (2). 

Pettenella and Secco (2011) highlight that 

significant efforts will be needed in order to achieve 

the main goal of the EU-TR, due to the weak internal 

implementation structure of the European Community, 

which now is inadequate to such ambitious tasks. 

Yet, with regard to the potential effects of the 

EU-TR, there have been posed some ”hot questions”, 

such as: (i) Who will bear increased production costs?; 

(ii) Will the EU-TR offer new jobs opportunities? (iii) 

Which effects may the Regulation have on the 

development of forest certification, since DDS will be 

compulsory? (6). 

 

Objectives and Methodology 

 
The aim of the present research is to analyze 

the perception of the main stakeholders on the potential 

of the implementation of the “Due Diligence” system 

in Romania. In order to achieve the research goal, the 

analysis focuses on the perceptions of the two main 

groups of stakeholders: respondents from the business 

sector and respondents from forest administration 

sector (state and private).  

The study has an explorative nature, seeking 

to reveal the perception on the implementation and 

monitoring the DDS in Romania. Exploratory research 

“seeks to find out how people get along in the setting 

under question, what meanings they give to their 

actions, and what issues concern them” (12). 

The specific objectives follow three main 

research questions: i) Is the problem of illegal logging 

in Romania relevant enough to be solved in the context 

of the EU-TR regulation? ii) Is the EU-TR regulation 

perceived as being efficient by those who will be 

directly involved in its implementation? and iii) Is the 

idea of establishing a Monitoring Organisation viable 

in the present institutional context? 

These research objectives call for the adoption 

of research methods specific to the socio-political field. 

Therefore, even though the overall chosen approach 

has been quantitative, aiming to assess the proportion 

of opinions expressed in each group of stakeholders, 

the study relies also on qualitative text analysis, aiming 

to collect personal opinions regarding the addressed 

research questions. 

The choice of this approach shaped the design 

of the research, the procedures and methods used in 

collecting and analyzing the data, as explained further.  

The main technique used to collect data has 

been the questionnaires. The main steps in completing 

this have been: i) the selection of the sample, ii) the 

selection of the type of questionnaire and iii) the design 

of the questionnaire.  

The selection of a representative sample has 

been restricted by the impossibility of finding out the 

size of the initial population, respectively the number 

of small and medium companies operating in the wood 

processing industry. Therefore, the study gets a 

regional focus at the level of Suceava, Neamț and 

Maramureș Counties. As not all of these companies 

could be contacted through e-mail, it has been decided 

to contact as many companies as possible that 

participated at a standing wood auction within Suceava 

Branch of the National Forest Administration (NFA). 

The questionnaires have been distributed before the 

auction and gathered at the end of the auction. Out of 

198 companies participating at the selected standing 

wood auction of the Suceava Branch of the NFA, 122 

companies have fulfilled the questionnaires, therefore 

the response rate being 61%. With respect to the 

number of the population represented by forestry 

professionals working in state and private forest 

administration, this has been also impossible to find 

out, therefore, questionnaires have been sent to 101 

private forest administration units and 182 forestry 

engineers working within Suceava, Neamț and 

Maramureș Branches of the NFA. There have been 

received 19 questionnaires from respondents activating 

in private forest administration units (19% rate of 

response) and 129 questionnaires from respondents 

activating in state forest administration units (70,8% 

rate of response). 

Corresponding with the interest of this 

research, the type of the questionnaire with closed 

questions and multiple-choices answers has been 

considered the most appropriate one. One open 
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questions allowed the interviewees to express their 

opinion. Questionnaires contained a number of 12 

questions, with around 10 minutes needed for their 

completion.  

Although the data collection seeks to quantify 

opinions and facts, yet, the generalization of the 

quantified percentages cannot be made. Instead, the 

quantification offers a general image of the importance 

of the matter for the respondents under study. 

 

Empirical Results 

 
The stakeholders’ perception about the importance of 

illegal logging in Romania has been assessed by asking 

the respondents to choose if they consider illegal 

logging as being a significant problem in Romania or 

not. Given the fact that mass media has presented the 

problem of deforestation in Romania as being related 

to the private forest sector, the selected categories look 

both at illegal logging activities in private and in state 

forests. 

More than half of the respondents from the 

business sector consider that illegal logging represents 

a real problem in state, as well as in private Romanian 

forests, while only 13% believe that illegal logging it is 

not an important problem (Figure 1). It is therefore 

visible that in the perception of respondents the 

problem of illegal logging is not specific only to the 

private forest sector, 12% of the interviewees linking 

illegal logging only to the private sector. The results 

show also a significant proportion of prudent answers 

with 17% of respondents choosing to say that they do 

not know if the problem of illegal logging is important 

or not. 
 

 
Fig. 1. Business sector’ opinion on the question Do you consider illegal logging in Romania an important problem? 

(N=122)  

The percentage of the respondents from the 

forest administration sector who believe that illegal 

logging is a problem is also significant. In average, 

48% of the respondents working in forest 

administration think that illegal logging is generally a 

significant problem in both the private and the state 

sector (figure 2). At the same time, only 15% of the 

respondents form the state and private forest 

administration considers illegal logging as representing 

no particular problem.  
 

 
Fig. 2. Forest administration’ sector opinion on the question Do you consider illegal logging in Romania an important 

problem? (N=148) 
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It is to be noted therefore that if 68% of the 

respondents from the private sector acknowledge 

illegal logging as a problem that generally affects the 

Romanian forests, 37% of the respondents from the 

state administration consider the problem specific only 

to the private sector. 

The results of this assessment show that the 

problem of illegal logging is perceived as generalised 

and important in the opinion of the main representative 

actors, the guardians of the forest, namely the forest 

administrators and the beneficiaries of the forest goods, 

namely the forest harvesting companies. 

The stakeholders’ perception regarding the efficiency 

of EU-TR regulation has been assessed by using a 

closed question allowing the respondents to select if 

they know the requirements of the regulation and if so, 

to choose the perceived outcome of its implementation. 

It is to be noted that more than half of the 

respondents representing companies under study (57%) 

did not hear yet about EU-TR, that is going to enter 

into force in March 2013 (figure 3). This shows an 

inadequate visibility of the EU-TR, or weak capacity of 

information of the relevant authorities in charge with 

this matter. Still, only 18% of the respondents from the 

companies under study believe that the DDS will be 

efficient and will reach its main goal. Contrary, 14% of 

the respondents consider that the DDS will not be able 

to offer a strong warranty about the origin of wood, 

while 13% of the respondents are sceptical about the 

DDS, judging that the bureaucracy and the production 

cost of timber will increase. 
 

 
Fig. 3. Business sector’ opinion on the question How do you perceive the efficiency of the implementation of the EU-TR 

due diligence system? (N=122)  

 

 
Fig. 4. Forest administration’ sector opinion on the question How do you perceive the efficiency of the implementation 

of the EU-TR due diligence system? (N=148) 
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The percentage of the respondents from the 

forest administration sector who did not hear about 

EU-TR (37%) is relatively lower compared with that of 

the respondents from the business sector (Figure 4). 

This is mainly because the National Forest 

Administration is supposed to already inform the 

professionals about the future legislation of the EU.  

Yet, while 26% of respondents from the 

private forest administration are optimist that the EU-

TR will be efficient and it will achieve its objective, 

only 9% of the representatives of the NFA share the 

same opinion. Thus, 35% of the respondents from state 

administration do not consider DDS adequate in 

certifying the origin of wood, compared to only 11% 

representing the private sector. Opinions are more 

convergent in respect to the fact that the costs of 

producing timber will raise and the bureaucracy will 

increase, a view shared by 29% of the respondents. 

The results show that the provision of the EU-

TR regulation are not known by the main stakeholders, 

especially by the private sector, which is supposed to 

be held responsible for the implementation of the DDS. 

Moreover, problems regarding increased costs of 

production and bureaucratic hurdles are shared by 

those informed by the provision of the regulation.  

The stakeholders’ perception regarding the need for a 

supplementary Monitoring Organization in combating 

illegal logging has been assessed by a closed question 

intended to find out the opinion of respondents in 

respect to the opportunity of establishing an 

independent Monitoring Organisation (regardless the 

provision of the DDS). Currently illegal logging 

activities are dealt with mainly by the Territorial 

Inspectorates for Sylviculture and Hunting Regime 

(ITRSV) that function under the Ministry of 

Environment and Forests, and have control capacities 

in both state and private forests.  

 

 
Fig. 5. Business sector’ opinion on the question Do you consider as needed a supplementary Monitoring organisation 

for combating illegal logging? (N=122) 

 

 
Fig. 6. Forest administration sector’ opinion on the on the question Do you consider as needed a supplementary 

Monitoring organisation for combating illegal logging? (N=148) 
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In this respect, 62% of the respondents from the 

business sector consider viable the solution of 

establishing a Monitoring Organization in combating 

illegal logging (Figure 5), while only 20% of the 

respondents of the forest administration believe it is 

adequate to establish a supplementary monitoring body 

(Figure 6). It is interesting to observe that the 

percentage of the respondents from the business sector 

who find it necessary to have another controlling 

organization is significantly higher compared to the 

percentage of the respondents from the forest 

administration sector, who does not find it adequate. 

This can show that the forest administrators either 

presume higher bureaucracy once these MOs 

established, or they do not want to transfer 

responsibility or duties to other bodies. 

 

Conclusions 

 
The results of the analysis show that the business sector 

is more likely to be pro-active in fighting the problem 

of illegal logging compared to the forest administration 

sector which relies on traditional tools. Accordingly, 

the problem of illegal logging is more transparently 

approached by the business sector which acknowledges 

its importance and which, in a greater proportion, feels 

the need for the establishment of a supplementary 

monitoring organisation to fight illegal logging. These 

findings are in agreement with the principles of the 

EU-TR, which tries to hold responsible the business 

sector, thus largely admitting the failure of the state 

implemented command and control tools in solving the 

problem of illegal activities. 

In this respect, those companies that voluntarily 

certified their production (e.g. as to prove their will to 

fight against the enclosure of illegal timber in their 

production) can find a better support with the 

implementation of the DDS. As forest certification did 

not prove to bring premium prices along its 

implementation (13), the mandatory implementation of 

the DDS appears to bring an important competitive 

advantage to the certified companies. 

Nevertheless, the lack of interest of the companies 

regarding the provision of the EU Timber Regulation 

can act as a barrier for its successful implementation as 

far as the negotiation processes at the national level are 

to be started in order to clarify which body will act as a 

Monitoring Organisation for its implementation. 

Since the results show that the general opinion of the 

respondents from the forest administration sector it is 

largely against the creation of a separate Monitoring 

Organisation, along those negotiations it is more likely 

that the state administration will try to lobby for the 

preservation of the current institutional framework. In 

this case, the DDS will increase the power for 

monitoring and control in a system that proved to be 

inefficient in combating illegal logging (according to 

the opinion of more than half of the respondents). 

Therefore, according to the explored perception of the 

relevant stakeholders, the implementation of the EU 

Timber Regulation in Romania can lead to a paradox 

situation: those components of the business sector that 

voluntarily implemented strategies against illegal 

activities may be the main drivers of the successful 

implementation of the DDS, even though the 

implementation of the system will enhance their 

responsibilities. At the same time, the state forest 

agencies may struggle to keep a more “command and 

control” approach to maintain their authority, despite 

the fact that an independent monitoring organisation 

may increase the efficiency of fighting illegal activities.  

The role of such assessments is therefore beneficial for 

all parties involved in the negotiation process, as 

designing an efficient policy instrument it is more 

likely to happen if the opinion of relevant stakeholders 

is taken into account. 
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