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PEFC Council, 10 Route de l’Aéroport, CP 636, 

CH 1215 Geneva-15, Switzerland 

 

On the Ground 2011 – The Controversy of Greenpeace et al.  

A report entitled “On the Ground 2011 – The controversies of PEFC and SFI”1 was published on 11th July 2011, 

in the name of Greenpeace, on the FSC website2.   

PEFC believes that collaboration beats confrontation – every time. We take all criticism regarding our 

organization very seriously and endeavour to cooperate fully with those who seek to understand or enquire 

of our work and achievements.   

Any form of dialogue between stakeholders, however, must be held in an open, transparent and truthful 

manner, and be based on the best intentions in order to be constructive and bear fruit.  

We sincerely hope that, notwithstanding the criticism of those who do not share the same perspective, we 

can engage in constructive, forward-looking dialogues for the benefit of forests and people.  

PEFC International, 9 August 2011/17 October 2011 

 

Update 11 August 2011: Shortly after the publications of this article, FSC Czech Republic removed the 

Greenpeace report from its website3 4 

Update 17 October 2011: Following the recent release of the final “On the Ground 2011”, PEFC is re-

releasing this response to the report. While Greenpeace et al. invited PEFC to comment on the so-called draft 

report, PEFC chose to not lend credibility to “On the Ground 2011” as the final version basically ignored the 

extensive comments already provided by this response. Instead, PEFC updated this response to reflect the 

slight changes made to “On the Ground 2011”. For transparency purposes, these changes are in red. 

  

Part 1: Disclosing the links to FSC and Greenpeace 

The report “On the Ground 2011 – The controversies of PEFC and SFI” is published by a set of organizations 

who all have close close links or vested interests in FSC and relies to a large extent on sources which are 

directly or indirectly linked to FSC, a competing certification system, and/or Greenpeace itself.  Greenpeace  

does, however, not disclose these links. It appears that Greenpeace finally decided to reveal the fact that the 

“*t+he NGOs responsible for this report are all involved in the FSC system in some way - both through 

membership and consultations, as well as holding FSC to account to deliver on its promises”5 given that PEFC 

uncovered these links in its original response to the draft report; however, Greenpeace fails to transparently 

inform the reader about the full extent of these links. 

Links between the authors and FSC 

 Anna Jenkins is former Director6 and Trustee7 of FSC UK. She is also WWF UK FTN Paper Group Co-

ordinator8; WWF is co-founder of FSC International9. 
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 Jim Ford is Director of Climate for Ideas, a member of FSC International10 and closely linked to 

another outspoken FSC supporter, ForestEthics. The Domain name “climateforideas.org” was 

registered in 2008 by ForestEthics by Jim Ford11, who was previously employed as Policy Director at 

ForestEthics12.  The organization is closely associated with other outspoken FSC supporters.13 

 

Links between the contributors and FSC 

 Luis Astorga (Agrupación de Ingenieros Forestales por el Bosque Nativo) is former President of FSC 

Chile14, designated representative in the social chamber of FSC Chile15, member of the Working 

Group on the Review and Revision of the FSC Principles and Criteria16, and former designated 

representative in the FSC Sothern Social Chamber17 

 Sean Cadman (Wilderness Society) is the Chairman of the Board of FSC Australia18 

 Sini Eräjää (Finnish Association for Nature Conservation) is designated representative in the FSC 

Northern Environmental Chamber19, member of the working group of the Finnish FSC standard20 

 Peter Goldman, a millionaire21 with the Washington Forest Law Center has been representing FSC 

US22.  

 Tracey Greenwood  is a former employee of FSC.23 

 

Links between the organizations that published the report and FSC 

 Climate for Ideas: member of FSC International24 and closely linked to another outspoken FSC 

supporter, ForestEthics. The Domain name “climateforideas.org” was registered in 2008 by 

ForestEthics by Jim Ford25. The organization is closely associated with other outspoken FSC 

supporters.26 

 Dogwood Alliance: member of FSC U.S.27 and outspoken supporter of FSC.28 

 Finnish Association for Nature Conservation: member of FSC International 

 ForestsoftheWorld.org:  member of FSC Denmark29 an outspoken supporter of FSC30. 

 Friends of the Earth Czech Republic: member of FSC Czech Republic31 and the Czech subsidiary of 

FSC International co-founder Friends of the Earth32, 

 Friends of the Earth France is the French subsidiary of FSC International co-founder Friends of the 

Earth33 and an outspoken supporter of FSC.34 

 Greenpeace: member of FSC International35, with multiple national subsidiaries being members of 

the respective national FSC initiatives (e.g. FSC U.S.36); represented on multiple national FSC Board of 

Directors (e.g. FSC U.S.37) 

 Netherlands Centre for Indigenous People is an outspoken supporter of FSC38 

 Sierra Club BC: regional subsidiary of the Sierra Club, which is member of FSC International and FSC 

U.S.  
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Links between sources used in the report and FSC 

 Cadman, Timothy: is an environmental consultant for Greenpeace39 and the brother of Sean 

Cadman40, a member Chairman of the board of FSC Australia41.  

 

 Cashore, Benjamin: has been involved with FSC for a number of years, participating in FSC General 

Assemblies as early as 200242. Most recently, he essentially hosted the 2011 General Assembly, 

providing the “Welcome” and “Wrap-up”43 

 

 Coalition for Credible Forest Certification: This website was set up by known FSC supporters, 

including Greenpeace44. Its fails to include material critical of FSC45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59, 

even if published by the members of the Coalition60 as well as positive material about PEFC  by 

independent parties such as public procurement policy assessments61  62. 

 

 Conroy, Michael: is on the Board of Directors of FSC International63 and Chairperson of the Board of 

Directors of FSC US64 

 

 ForestEthics is a US-based pressure group and outspoken quoted as being a “staunch” supporter of 

FSC65 66 

 

 Renström, M.: Margareta Renström is Member of the Board of FSC International67  and Forest 

Certification Manager at WWF International68, one of the co-founders of FSC  

 

 Walter, Martin: a member of FSC69, worked as a consultant for FSC Germany70, contributed to the 

work of FSC International71, and is an External Technical Expert  to ASI72, the wholly owned for-profit, 

commercial subsidiary accreditation body of FSC. The credibility of the WWF-commissioned 

assessment using the World Bank/WWF Forest Certification Assessment Guide (FCAG) has been 

questioned before73 74 

 

 WWF-NL et al: Includes the Dutch subsidiaries of the FSC International co-founders Greenpeace75, 

Friends of the Earth76, and WWF77; as well as ICCO, a Dutch co-founder and supporter of FSC in the 

Netherlands and a member of FSC International78 and NCIV, a supporter of FSC79.  

 

The document attributed to WWF-NL et al, quoted by Greenpeace at several places in On the Ground 

2011, was a complaint against the assessment results of PEFC International by the Dutch Timber 

Procurement Assessment Committee (TPAC)80. TPAC rejected the complaint, concluding that “[a]fter 

careful consideration of the objection filed by five Dutch NGOs, TPAC concludes that there are no 

grounds for revising its positive judgement of PEFC International for the Dutch market”81 

 

Other links between the report and FSC 

 Greenpeace82 and Climate for Change83 claim in an e-mail to PEFC International that “neither FSC nor any of 

its employees had anything to do with the production of the report”. It should be noted however that the 

issue study “I.5: PEFC Germany” in the “draft” versions referenced “Pers. comm. in letter from DAkkS 

Deutsche Akkreditierungsstelle (The German accreditation service) to FSC Germany“. 
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As it appears unlikely for this “personal information” would have been released by DAkkS, one can only 

conclude that it must have been provided by FSC Germany. The respective reference has been removed in 

the final version for unknown reasons, as has another reference to a personal communication, “Pers. comm. 

in conversation with WWF Germany staff member.” 

 

Part  2: Clarification of some of the factual errors contained in the report 

 

STANDARDS84 

Greenpeace implies that poor practices concerning the protection of “key forest conservation values” are 

common in many PEFC endorsed forest management units, caused by weak standards 

PEFC rejects this allegation. 

PEFC is the largest and most assessed forest certification system globally and is accepted in national public 

procurement policies worldwide85. Most notably in this context are the processes in the Netherlands86 and 

the UK87, which have developed a comprehensive catalogue of criteria against which certification systems are 

assessed. These criteria cover environmental, social and economic aspects of forest certification, and both 

the Dutch and the UK assessment include a number of criteria pertaining to “key forest conservation 

values”.88 

What Greenpeace doesn’t say is that PEFC has been positively assessed by both the Netherlands89 and the 

UK90.  Greenpeace also fails to mention that WWF found that PEFC “fulfilled” the respective requirement in 

its own FCAG assessment, which Greenpeace utilizes as reference material elsewhere in the “On the Ground 

2011” report. The FCAG states concerning “*m+aintenance of critical forest areas and related natural critical 

habitats. The scheme/system explicitly requires that forest operations maintain critical forest areas and other 

critical natural habitats”91 WWF commented positively on PEFC’s revised standards, stating that “*i+mportant 

FCAG requirements that are addressed in the revised PEFC standards include: “*…+ forest operations shall 

maintain critical forest areas and other critical natural habitats affected by the operation”.”92  

In fact, the FCAG report shows that PEFC is currently the only global forest certification system that 

completely “fulfils” all requirements relating to the standards content as listed under “Criterion 2 — 

Compatible with globally applicable principles that balance economic, ecological, and equity dimensions of 

forest management and meet Global Forest Alliance requirements” of the FCAG.93 

Greenpeace also makes the assumption that  “[t]he number of non-conformances found during audits and 

subsequent corrective action requests (CARs), conditions or recommendations issued, can be viewed as an 

indication of the strength of the standards: stronger standards are more difficult to meet and require more 

change from the status quo in forest management practices.”94 

What Greenpeace doesn’t say is that in certification systems such as FSC, non-conformances in audit reports 

does not preclude a certificate being awarded. A review of six audits in Canada covering more than 10 million 

hectares found that certificates were awarded – which means the FSC label can be used – despite over 130 

pre-conditions, conditions and corrective action requests, many of them related to issues such as First 

Nations consent, sensitive areas, chemical use and rate of harvest.95 
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What Greenpeace also doesn’t say is that with this statement blatantly disregards the explicit note by the 

authors of the Canadian study that Greenpeace cites to support its assumption. The authors of the  study 

state on the website  where it is published that : “[we] specifically warn against comparing the stringency of 

the standards based on the number of audit conditions: ‘it is not possible to make conclusions on the 

stringency of the standard based on how many or how few conditions were found in audit reports.’”96 

PEFC also wishes to clarify that it does not “endorse” forest management units as stated by Greenpeace. 

PEFC sets standards and firmly believes that the independence and strict separation of the processes of 

standard setting, certification and accreditation is of the utmost importance to the long-term credibility of 

any certification system. Consequently, PEFC does not issue certificates itself, but has implemented 

internationally recognized ISO certification and accreditation procedures to ensure the highest credibility of 

the certification process.  

 

GOVERNANCE97 

Greenpeace implies that balanced representation and real decision-making authority does not exist either 

at the level of the international governance of PEFC nor in many of the national-level governance 

structures. 

PEFC rejects this allegation. 

PEFC is committed to balanced representation of various stakeholder interests.  PEFC was founded in 1999 in 

response to the specific requirements of small- and family forest owners, as an international umbrella 

organization providing independent assessment, endorsement and recognition of national forest certification 

systems. It is the only global forest certification system that makes explicit reference to the nine major 

groups as defined by Agenda 21 of the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in 

Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, as an example of stakeholders involved in/concerned by sustainable forest 

management98. 

What Greenpeace doesn’t say is that it bases its assessment to a large extent on a single study99 that, as also 

indicated by Table 3, 4 and 5 in the On the Ground 2011 report100, favours a three chamber system of 

environmental, social and economic stakeholders, a system adopted by FSC101.  

Greenpeace itself has not adopted the three chamber system for its own organisation102, neither is a three 

chamber system distinguishing between environmental, social and economic stakeholders implemented by 

leading certification systems in other sectors such as agriculture (SAN103, GLOBALG.A.P 104, IFOAM105), 

biofuels (RSB106)   coffee (4C107, UTZ Certified108),  cotton (BCI109, CmiA110) fair trade (FLO111) , fishery (MSC112), 

soy (RTRS113), or sugar cane (Bonsucro114), to name but  a few. 

In fact, the effectiveness and independence of the three chamber system is disputed115.  The State of 

Sustainability Initiatives (SSI) Review 2010116 finds that the key challenges for participatory governance has 

been to find mechanisms for empowering stakeholders upstream on global supply chains to participate in 

downstream supply chain management decision, and, with this in mind, distinguishes representation of 

stakeholders by their supply chain role: “Producer”, “Industry/private sector”, “Workers’ 

association/unions”, “NGO & civil society”, and “Other (e.g. consultants, law firms, financial institutions)”.  

PEFC is the only forest certification system that, according to the SSI review, includes representatives of all 

five stakeholder groups among its board members, with more representatives from the “NGO & civil society” 

and “workers’ associations/unions” roles than any other certification system in the forest sector. 117 
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What Greenpeace also doesn’t say is that independent parties such as TPAC concluded that PEFC faces 

specific challenges when it comes to balanced stakeholder representation: “Interested groups often 

voluntarily choose not to participate in the PEFC decision making bodies in spite of being invited. This may 

also be caused by the fact that FSC International does not allow its Board members to also participate in the 

decision making bodies of another certification system”118. 

PEFC would like to clarify that the “Stakeholder Forum” listed in the Greenpeace report in fact does exist; it 

was renamed as “International Stakeholder members” when it was incorporated into PEFC Statutes.119  This 

is why there is no reference to a PEFC Stakeholder Forum on the PEFC website, albeit to “International 

Stakeholder Members”.120  A simple telephone call to PEFC would have allowed Greenpeace to get 

clarification on this issue. 

 

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION AND PARTICIPATION121 

Greenpeace implies that PEFC systems around the world have been very weak on consulting and listening 

to stakeholders 

PEFC rejects this allegation. 

There are multiple levels at which stakeholders are involved in the certification process, first and foremost in 

the development of standards for forest management; the certification process itself; and through appeals 

and complaints procedures. Essentially stakeholders can get involved at any stage throughout the whole 

process. PEFC is unique amongst global forest certification systems in that it requires stakeholder 

participation in the development of all sustainable forest management standards ,122 based on ISO/IEC Guide 

59123.   

What Greenpeace doesn’t say is that PEFC fully addresses the respective principles in the TPAC124 and 

CPET125 assessments.  Greenpeace also neglects to make readers aware that Greenpeace itself has been 

implicated in the exclusion of native groups from the Canadian Boreal Forest Agreement (CBFA), an 

agreement in which Greenpeace was a major driver126. Many indigenous groups objected to the fact that as 

First Nations they were not involved in its development. Others indigenous groups questioned the legitimacy 

of environmental groups advocating conservation on ancestral lands without consulting them. In December 

2010, a special assembly of First Nation Chiefs voted to “reject and demand the termination” of the 

agreement. Then in February 2011, Nishnawbe Aski Nation Grand Chief Stan Beardy sent an open letter to 

the signatories of the CBFA calling for its termination127. Commentators have noted that “*p+erhaps the most 

tangible outcome of the CBFA thus far is the division it has created, not only between ENGOs and Indigenous 

communities, but also among Indigenous groups and organizations across the country”.128 The CBFA covers, 

among others, the Kenogami area referred to in the Greenpeace report. 

 

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION129 

Greenpeace implies that forest owners do not voluntarily participate in PEFC certification 

PEFC rejects this allegation. 

PEFC defines group certification as “an alternative approach to forest certification which allows forest owners 

to become voluntarily certified *…+”130.  
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Greenpeace correctly points out that “*t+he rules of the International Standards Organisation (ISO) state that 

a contract must be signed between certification body and certificate holder so that the obligation of continual 

compliance with the relevant standards is clear.”  

What Greenpeace doesn’t say is that WWF in fact finds that PEFC fulfils this criteria “*i+n cases of group 

certification, a set of contractual arrangements exists between the owners or their designated intermediary 

and the entity that holds the group certificate for the requirements of certification” and “*a]ll participating 

forest owners have signed a commitment to adhere to the standards set by the scheme.”131  

What Greenpeace also doesn’t say is that the “Issues study” in its report is based entirely on a report by 

Greenpeace itself, published seven years ago. Without going into any details concerning the objectivity of 

that particular report, it needs to be noted that PEFC Finland has comprehensively revised its standards twice 

since 2004. Ensuring continuous improvement, through regular stakeholder consensus-based decision-

making is a unique feature of PEFC, the only global forest certification system that implements the 

requirement of regular revisions of national system at minimum every five years. 

Greenpeace further claims that “PEFC does not have requirements for verification that these commitments 

[to adhere to the standards] are being met nor expulsion rules for group members that are in violation its 

standards.”132 

What Greenpeace doesn’t say is that PEFC in fact has extensive rules governing group certification, including 

the requirement for the group entity to “operate an annual internal monitoring programme that provides for 

the evaluation of the participants’ conformity with the certification requirements”133 and the requirement to 

“have a written contract or other written agreement with all participants covering the right of the group 

entity to implement and enforce any corrective or preventive measures, and to initiate the exclusion of any 

participant from the scope of certification in the event of non-conformity with the sustainable forest 

management standard.”134 

 

AUDIT PRACTICES135 

Greenpeace implies that audit practices within the PEFC system differ greatly and are often weak 

PEFC rejects this implication 

PEFC requires forest management certification to be aligned with internationally recognized requirements. 

Certification procedures must fulfil or be compatible with the requirements defined in ISO 17021 or ISO 

Guide 65 (EN 45 011)136. The applied auditing procedures shall fulfil or be compatible with the requirements 

of ISO 19011137. If major (or “severe”) non-conformities are detected in audits, corrective action has to be 

taken within a given time frame (usually between 2-4 months), otherwise the certificate will be withdrawn.    

While Greenpeace quotes an anonymous source whose credibility cannot be verified, what Greenpeace 

doesn’t say is that PEFC is assessed as fully addressing the respective principles dealing with auditing 

requirements in both the TPAC138 and CPET139 assessments.  

Greenpeace also omits important facts concerning other cases mentioned. It references for example Chain of 

Custody audits in Indonesia, stating that “*a+ subsequent audit by the same audit firm has shown that the 

wood originated from plantations on peat forest areas with a depth of greater than three metres, a critical 

depth in terms of the law, however in this case the auditors have declared the wood legal and 
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‘noncontroversial’. According to Indonesian law areas of peat more than three metres deep should not be 

developed, yet the auditors declared the wood as legal and therefore, de facto, non-controversial.”  

 

What Greenpeace doesn’t say is that140 an investigation by the relevant certification body, SGS South Africa 

(Pty) Ltd. - Qualifor Programme, found that “all material is legal.”141  Although it was originally Greenpeace 

which made the accusations of “illegality”, PEFC is not aware if Greenpeace has, or intends to, challenge the 

results of the initial complaint through the formal processes as designed by ISO with a complaint to the 

respective accreditation body. Neither is PEFC aware of whether Greenpeace has or intends to press legal 

charges against the company it claims to be acting illegally.  

 

What Greenpeace also doesn’t say is that while it views peat forests it views peat forests with a depth of 

greater than three metres as “critical”, this view is not shared by other stakeholders.  The audit firm reported 

that in interviews with soil scientists, it was stated that “there is no scientific basis for a specification of three 

meters for deep peat” and concluded that “the investigation found that the material used as input into APP 

mills certified against the PEFC Chain of Custody standard comes from legal sources.” 142  It should also be 

noted that although PEFC International requested additional evidence from Greenpeace143 concerning the 

potential “controversial” nature of the wood, Greenpeace refrained from providing any such evidence. 

 

The Greenpeace reference to Accreditation Service International (ASI) in this section is misleading. ASI is a 

wholly-owned commercial for profit subsidiary of FSC, whose “*..+ purpose *…+ will be realized according to 

the statutes, by-laws, principles and criteria of the Forest Stewardship Council A.C. and as far as possible 

through the inclusion of the international network of FSC”.144 With 80% of FSC’s incoming resources coming 

from the “Accreditation Program” in 2010, ASI provides a substantial contribution to FSC’s overall budget.145  

 

While Greenpeace implies that FSC’s  ASI system is superior to the internationally recognized ISO processes, 

what Greenpeace doesn’t mention is that the same reference source ,  a 2008 report by Greenpeace itself,  

actually criticises the performance of ASI, in line with other reports146 147 148 149:  “Problems have been 

suspected and observed by stakeholders and FSC members including in the rigour of the audit processes of 

certification bodies (CBs) and of FSC’s key delivery and control body Accreditation Services International’s 

(ASI) ability to monitor and correct any such failures.”150 A November 2010 follow up report continues to list 

“*c+ontrol of CBs and improving their performance” as an “*o+ngoing weakness”.151 

 

ASI is not member of a mutual surveillance/peer review mechanism such as the International Accreditation 

Forum (IAF) 152 that aims at ensuring high standards and performance. 

 

Greenpeace also fails to mention that there does not seem to be any mechanism concerning the non-

certified element of certified material that it deems to be sufficient. Along with Climate for Ideas and the 

Wilderness Society, it recently commented that the FSC Controlled Wood “mechanism is allowing highly 

controversial sources into the FSC supply chain.”153  

 

COMPLAINTS AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION SYSTEMS154 

 

Greenpeace implies that PEFC’s complaints and disputes resolution mechanisms are poor 

 

PEFC rejects this implication 
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PEFC’s complaints and appeals mechanisms are based on the internationally recognised ISO processes. 

PEFC’s complaints and appeals mechanism operate at different levels. For example, at forest management 

level, it requires “appropriate mechanisms for resolving complaints and disputes relating to forest 

management between forest operators and local people “155 At certification level, PEFC fully utilizes the 

internationally recognized ISO procedures. Complaints against certification bodies are dealt with by national 

accreditation bodies, as appropriate156, which in turn are required by PEFC to be members of the 

International Accreditation Forum (IAF), thus serving as a mutual surveillance mechanism157. The strength of 

these complaint mechanisms is that each is independent of each other to ensure maximum credibility, and 

that no stakeholder can bring to bear undue influence or pressure on any of the mechanisms. PEFC is the 

only international forest certification system that uses these robust independent mechanisms158.  Finally, 

complaints against endorsed national certification systems are governed by the PEFC Council Procedures for 

the Investigation and Resolution of Complaints and Appeals. 159 

 

Greenpeace bases its implication to a large extent on the complaint by a Dutch NGO Consortium (which it 

itself is part of), but what Greenpeace doesn’t say is that the complaint was rejected by TPAC, which scores 

PEFC as “fully addressing” the respective criteria.160 

 

While Greenpeace complains that “there is no provision for dispute resolution at the PEFC International level 

if the certification bodies fail to resolve disputes”, what Greenpeace doesn’t  mention is that ISO requires a 

strict separation of standard setting, certification and accreditation to ensure impartiality and independence.  

The internationally recognised ISO complaints mechanism, that comes under fire in this section of the report, 

is actually applied to millions of certification decisions globally in all sectors. PEFC is not aware that 

Greenpeace has ever lodged any concerns concerning these procedures for complaints with ISO itself or 

indeed with the International Accreditation Forum.  

 

Greenpeace also references an Indonesian case study in this section, stating that “PEFC has not initiated a 

complaint with the accreditation body in question to flag up stakeholder concerns and the need for 

independent verification of the situation.”  

 

What Greenpeace doesn’t mention is that it has been the major stakeholder mentioning concerns to PEFC, 

that PEFC has lodged a complaints with the certification body when Greenpeace itself failed to do so, and 

that PEFC has repeatedly asked Greenpeace to provide further evidence to support its claims.161 162 PEFC was 

unable to further pursue the case without any evidence substantiating the serious allegations brought 

forward by Greenpeace, but is committed to follow up if additional evidence comes forward. 

 

PEFC International 

Rue de l’Aeroporte 

1215 Geneva 

Switzerland 

www.pefc.org 

info@pefc.org  
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