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In this third Leadership Interview, Forest Certification Watch discusses strategic considerations with Ben Gunneberg, PEFC's General Secretary. Topics include the globalization of PEFC; the expansion of PEFC in Eastern Europe and Russia; relations with FSC, SFI, CSA & ATFS; use of the PEFC logo outside Europe; relations with ENGOs such as WWF and FERN; the recent WWF-World Bank certification survey; mutual recognition; public procurement, including the "Central Point of Expertise on Timber;" the UKWAS experience; the Forest Dialogue and related initiatives; and expected PEFC developments over the next five years. 

A graduate of Aberdeen University, a chartered forester and a business graduate from the Open University, Ben Gunneberg began his career as a forestry contractor. After university he worked as a researcher at the University of Wales, Bangor in Forest Economics. Thereafter he worked for the Timber Growers Association in the UK, covering several technical and policy aspects of forestry, including certification. He became the PEFC Council's Secretary General at its inauguration in Paris in June 1999. 

Forest Certification Watch: You joined the PEFC Secretariat shortly after the April 1999 Würzburg workshop, where the PEFC logo was launched, and shortly before the formal PEFC launch in June 1999 in Paris. From your perspective, what have been the key accomplishments of PEFC since then? 

Ben Gunneberg: The obvious ones include the fact that PEFC has grown from nine national schemes to 27 national schemes - including six from outside Europe. Thirteen national schemes have completed the assessment process and now deliver certified timber from 48.9 million ha. PEFC also now has just over 1000 chain-of-custodies. PEFC is generally recognized as a credible and good model for mutual recognition of national and regional certification schemes, a fact stated by Pekka Patosaari from the UNFF recently as quoted in your latest newsletter. 

Another important accomplishment has been increased awareness and profile for certification in general. The international ENGOs and FSC have been good at raising the profile of forest certification with retailers and PEFC has been very successful in raising the awareness of forest certification among forest owners and the primary forest industries. Although we started off as a model initially designed for Europe, we found to our initial surprise that national schemes outside Europe were interested in the PEFC as our format could be applied to them too and so we have become global. Finally there has been a marked increase in communications and collaboration between various organizations within the forestry sector combined with an increase in respect and the building of relations between stakeholders at local, national and international level as well as between countries. 

Forest Certification Watch: Talking about ENGOs, you recall PEFC was targeted by ENGOs even before its launch, e.g. on the occasion of the Würzburg workshop. It was presented as an "infant" certification system, and several ENGOs expressed the concern that they were unsure PEFC improve forest management. Do you think PEFC can now be considered as a "mature" program? Does PEFC improve forest management? How? 

Ben Gunneberg: If one defines mature as meaning that PEFC now has processes similar to certification processes in other sectors - through processes of accreditation, certification and standard setting - then I would say yes definitely PEFC has become much more mature, but there is of course always space for improvement. For example PEFC now requires in addition to the intergovernmental processes for SFM, compatibility of accreditation and certification processes through ISO processes as required for example by every other credible and mature certification system in other sectors. PEFC is a learning organization and in the four years since we launched, we have already undergone one comprehensive revision of all of our processes. We are learning and continuously improving our processes all the time. 

PEFC improves forest management. It's similar to other sectors - when you've developed standards you have a reference point which stakeholders can use, in particular forest owners and managers, for all their planning aspects. Thus whenever one is preparing a management plan, using a certification standard, one can be sure that one is covering all aspects of sustainable forest management (SFM). This is very useful to forest managers as they then consider all aspects of SFM as determined by stakeholders as important. The added bonus is that you can also get your forest independently certified as meeting the SFM requirements. 

Forest Certification Watch: Prior to your involvement with PEFC, you worked in the UK for the Timber Growers' Association. In that capacity you participated in the development of the UK Woodland Assurance Scheme, a standard that can now deliver both the FSC and the PEFC labels. Why do you think the UK was successful in developing one consensus standard? Do you think UKWAS is a model for other countries? What are the key lessons to be drawn from the UK experience? 

Ben Gunneberg: The UK model was successful because the stakeholders concentrated on defining the SFM standard only laying aside controversial issues such as the potential certification delivery mechanisms. At the time not many people in the forestry sector knew much about normal certification or accreditation procedures. The national ENGOs were under international pressure from their mother organizations to co-operate with other stakeholders as the debate was very hot and there was a lot of focus on the UK, - focus on the desire by international ENGOs to deliver FSC in the UK - so there was pressure to see a successful conclusion. There were tens of stakeholder organizations involved, and no talk of a chamber system etc. The Forestry Commission as a government organization stepped in as the facilitator since it was the only organization regarded as "neutral" all round. In addition they had the finances and capacity to develop the standard. We took the time to debate the issues, to revise them - where we had problematic areas such as chemicals - either special working groups or external experts were called in to clarify, discuss and to elaborate the issues so that we could find a consensus solution. 

The UK model is successful as it defined a standard without being linked to any system such as FSC or PEFC. Stakeholders in the UK have to be careful, however, that the tail (i.e. the delivery mechanisms) does not wag the dog (i.e. the standard setting body UKWAS). Local stakeholders should guard jealously their right to define their own SFM standard relevant to UK conditions regardless of delivery system. 

Can other countries use the UKWAS model? Yes. But maybe they could do it in a much more efficient and effective way. We went through a very, very long process because we were pioneers, and we hadn't looked at how other sectors developed certification standards. If we had, we could have avoided much of the political debate and confusion about certification requirements that unfortunately still exist today. We don't need to reinvent the wheel. There are hundreds of standards dealing with different issues in different sectors and businesses. Forests should not be an exemption and we should look to develop our standards using the same organizational and development procedures that have been tried and tested in many other sectors before. My advice to countries looking to develop forest certification standards now would be to use existing documents such as ISO guide 59 (code of practice for standard setting) and the services of national standard setting bodies because they are the experts, who have extensive experience and also give any standard developed added credibility outside the forestry sector. Using them gets rid of a lot of the political games surrounding stakeholder involvement and "credibility" issues. 

Forest Certification Watch: Talking about the UK, let us address the issue of public procurement in relation to forest certification, including the establishment in the UK of a "Central Point of Expertise on Timber." In the past there have been many concerns expressed by PEFC about the way it was treated by public authorities and how they did not consider it credible. Do you still have those concerns? Do you see an evolution in the way public procurement deals with forest certification, particularly PEFC? Are you confident about the new UK Central Point of Expertise on Timber? 

Ben Gunneberg: The Central Point of Expertise on Timber is a good idea. PEFC is glad it has been set up. We have every reason to be confident that PEFC will meet the requirements of credibility and be accepted. What is of course important here is that the CPET is impartial and I suppose therefore that the UK government impartiality is currently under test. We know that government has already been extensively lobbied by some vested interests concerning the constitution of the CPET. So it really remains to be seen now how the CPET is set up and if it does not bend to pressure and remains impartial and objective then it should be good news for all credible forest certification schemes. 

I have noticed a change in attitude towards PEFC as people get to know and understand better what PEFC is all about. A lot of people have unfortunately been subjected only to biased propaganda reports and views about PEFC. And as more and more people including public authorities do their homework, they realize that they have been misinformed by vested interests. As time progresses and people engage more in forest certification they realize that PEFC is a very good system worthy of their support. 

Forest Certification Watch: What would be your reaction if the Central Point of Expertise on Timber or another kind of public setting in Europe, would accept certain national schemes but not others under the PEFC umbrella, in a similar manner as B&Q recognized the Finnish scheme FFCS but not the PEFC? 

Ben Gunneberg: PEFC delivers information on the quality of schemes, supported by a comprehensive assessment procedure undertaken by independent and competent consultants. I believe that the level of this quality meets all the reasonable requirements for credible forest certification schemes. Therefore if anyone is looking at a cost effective and credible methodology to assess schemes, they should make use of the PEFC as part of their assessment procedures. 

Forest Certification Watch: The PEFC secretariat has been established in Luxembourg, and FSC has, since this year, been operating from Bonn, Germany, which is located just two hours drive away from Luxembourg. Do you take this as an opportunity to meet, from time to time, with your counter part, Heiko Liedeker, at FSC? How are the relations between FSC and PEFC these days? Do you see opportunities for collaborations between FSC and PEFC similar to what took place in Sweden, with the "Stock Dove" report? Are there other forms of collaboration going on? Is there room for more collaboration? 

Ben Gunneberg: I have met Heiko several times in the last year and I am sure we will meet a few more times this year. I don't think proximity is going to be the deciding factor, but it certainly is an added bonus. In my opinion the relationship between FSC and PEFC is like it should be between any competitors - respectful. Since I've been in post, I have had a gentleman's agreement with three director generals including Heiko, that we don't get involved in a slanging match between the forest certification schemes. The problem here is not the schemes. It is some of the advocates of the schemes that are creating the problems, which are then perceived as so-called certification wars between certification schemes. 

To have collaboration you need to develop respect. You also need to have areas of mutual interest in order to have collaboration. To date these have been much more easily identified at the national level, for example in Germany and in Sweden. In Germany, FSC Germany and PEFC Germany commissioned a report (The Professor Thoroe report) to look at double certifications and to see how the certification schemes performed. We were satisfied with the results that showed that there was not much difference between the two when you look at delivery of certification on the ground. In Sweden, we had the Stock Dove, which was not a project undertaken by PEFC and the FSC but rather by the ENGOs, forest owners and industry, who participate in both the schemes. That was an excellent exercise in increasing stakeholder awareness of both standards and schemes and it promoted a better understanding as well as clearing up much of the misunderstandings between stakeholders on issues. PEFC has already acted on some of the outputs and both PEFC and FSC are now acting on the results of that particular exercise. I think it was a good process for Sweden. Another form of collaboration that we have had was through the FAO and Forest Dialogue sponsored certification scheme CEO's forum. This has been a very positive development that allowed executives from SFI, CSA, ATFS, Certfor Chile, Cerflor, MTCC, FSC and PEFC to come together and discuss areas of mutual concern and interests and identify areas where we will hopefully collaborate on in the future. 

Forest Certification Watch: Although less vocal in the past year, WWF remains an opponent of the PEFC program. What do you think has been the effect of this opposition? Recently, in the US, a Yale academic, Ben Cashore, suggested his research indicated that the anti-SFI campaigns had unintended effects and actually were favoring the SFI. Do you think that the anti-PEFC efforts by WWF have contributed to strengthening PEFC? What kind of involvement do you realistically contemplate from WWF in PEFC? 

Ben Gunneberg: PEFC is based on continual improvement and is committed to doing a good job. Therefore, any criticisms it receives, makes it stronger because we are able to analyze them as we did for example in our comprehensive review and where the criticism is found to be correct we can act on it and where it is found to be incorrect we can go about trying to correct the misinterpretation of the situation. 

It is regrettable that WWF chose to criticize PEFC from the outside since being on the outside means you cannot hope to fully understand the dynamics. If you really want to improve SFM, then it is better to work with the various schemes on the ground rather than to work against them or try to replace them. However regardless of whether the criticism comes from the outside or within, as a learning organization PEFC has benefited. We continue to hope that WWF will one day choose to contribute and work constructively with all of the schemes and their stakeholders including national and local ENGOs to help solve problems at that level. I don't feel that WWF necessarily has to abandon or give up its preferred scheme by becoming involved in PEFC and other schemes as other stakeholders have done. Ironically, PEFC has actually been a success story for WWF. 

Forest Certification Watch: Do you have any comments regarding the revision of the "Behind the Logo" report? Have you been consulted on that by FERN? Do you have any comments on the recent World Bank - WWF and other questionnaires? 

Ben Gunneberg: PEFC welcomes serious, credible and objective assessment processes. However there appears to be one common factor to these questionnaires - The results appear to have been pre-determined before the studies commenced. If the criteria, questions and methodology are wrong or flawed in the first place, then you are not necessarily going to get good answers out of it. 

Studies are input for our continuous improvement and development. However for this purpose we would appreciate if the obvious enthusiasm demonstrated behind some of these "reports" was supplemented by a higher professional and technical competency. 

PEFC puts an awful lot of time and effort into all surveys and works that we are asked to contribute to and so it's sometimes very frustrating when, in some of the reports, the consultants "cherry-pick" our answers and totally ignore some of the fundamental issues that we are raising with them. 

It is disappointing that the draft FERN report sent to us six months after our initial detailed comments is still so factually inaccurate, full of emotive language and hobbled together. Any reader of the resultant "report" will need to be aware that it has be commissioned, researched and written by actors actively involved in supporting only one scheme. 

We also have concerns about the recent World Bank-WWF questionnaire. It's regrettable that, in an age when all stakeholders should have realized the importance of openness, transparency, inclusiveness of stakeholders in consultation, the World Bank-WWF Alliance decided to ignore these principles and just basically to come up with a final product. It's a missed opportunity and it doesn't help in building the trust and confidence and a spirit of collaboration and co-operation between stakeholders that we desperately require if we are going to tackle the problems of sustainable forest management together. 

Forest Certification Watch: FSC has been quite successful over the past years in Eastern Europe, the Baltics and Russia, including through a number of state forests being brought under FSC certification. Do you think that PEFC did not pay enough attention to those countries? What has PEFC to offer them, as compared to FSC? In particular, do you think PEFC has a role to play regarding the vast forest resources in Russia? 

Ben Gunneberg: PEFC does not offer any simple short-term solutions or models because we are thinking long term. So we haven't for example offered the generic one size fits all approach because you need to have a commitment on the ground if you are going to make sure that SFM works in the long term. If a scheme can provide something - a short-term solution - then of course it gives you an advantage and I suspect that FSC has a short-term competitive advantage because of that. 

Eastern Europe is of course important to PEFC. We have two schemes there - the Czech and the Latvian scheme, which have already been assessed and mutually recognized by all the other schemes within the PEFC. I think for some of the countries there have been short-term issues, which they have had to deal with first. In Poland for example - there were the issues of restitution and privatization of land, and questions of job security and in a way support from international environmental pressure groups was politically quite useful in helping to secure these positions. But I have to point out that it's not a race - this is all about sustainability in the long term. To reach a consensus on SFM in Eastern Europe at the national level actually takes quite a lot of effort and time because a lot of the associations are at the early stages of their development. 

What does PEFC offer to countries in Eastern Europe? PEFC offers stakeholders in these countries a model of how to develop and maintain their own independent national forest certification scheme and provides them with the opportunity to get international recognition of their work. 

Forest Certification Watch: Does that apply to Russia - do you see any potential in the medium term to have PEFC certification on a significant scale in Russia? 

Ben Gunneberg: There are several initiatives in Russia as it is very big country. There are two national councils looking to work together and they are now in the process of forming an umbrella. PEFC has been contacted by both and we have been invited to and made presentations frequently. From our discussions, I have the impression that the Russians want to develop their own national system and they are skeptical of imposed external solutions. There are definitely moves in Russia to develop national forest certification schemes and I would not be surprised if we were to have a formal application to participate within the PEFC process in the near future. 

Forest Certification Watch: PEFC has just become the "Program for the Endorsement of Forest Certification" schemes and now has a global scope. How do you see PEFC dealing with this globalization? How do you plan to deal with the multiplicity of sets of criteria and indicators used throughout the world? How will PEFC deal with particularly difficult regions such as Africa, where, drawing from the FSC experience, certification under the PEFC umbrella might prove to be highly controversial? The Australia Forestry Standard and CertFor Chile have already formally applied for PEFC recognition. Who do you expect to be next? Do you expect SFI, CSA and ATFS to operate under the PEFC umbrella in the near future? 

Ben Gunneberg: PEFC globalization didn't just start this year - members endorsed our revised documentation over a year ago in November 2002. The name change then followed in 2003. We are a membership organization, whose member schemes use as their cornerstone the intergovernmental processes for sustainable forest management that grew out of Rio. These processes are all at different stages of development and unfortunately no comprehensive comparison has yet been undertaken between them, which PEFC could use. Therefore, as schemes are submitted for assessment, they may be assessed against their own intergovernmental processes using documentation equivalent to the Pan European Operational Level Guidelines approved by the PEFC Council. Alternatively, schemes can be assessed against the PEOLGs in the interim. This is something that I see evolving and we have working groups to look into these particular issues. 

Africa is a very important area and recent developments include the proposal by African nations to develop the Pan African Forest Certification Council. Our Chairman - Henri Plauche Gillon has on three occasions gone to Libreville, Gabon to participate in discussions and to share his experiences with stakeholders there. We are not offering a ready solution - there needs to be buy-in on the ground with the development of schemes at national level by a broad stakeholder process 

Concerning overcoming the potential controversy over certifications in Africa, you have to remember that if you have a truly independent accreditation body it provides a extra safety net for the credibility of the forest certification. This is because accreditation bodies, which are members of IAF, have no vested interest in the success of the certification scheme - their only interest is in the credibility of the certification body's work. 

There are several schemes seeking mutual recognition that are currently at different stages of the assessment process including the Australian, Chilean and Italian schemes. We have also just received an application from Portugal and there has been some indication that CSA is likely to submit its scheme shortly. 

In regard to how long it will take for CSA, AFTS or SFI to "operate under the PEFC umbrella" - I think that it is quite important to point out that these schemes are independent fully functional schemes in their own right with their own logos. They are seeking mutual recognition with like-minded independent national forest certification schemes. When a scheme like CSA is endorsed by PEFC, it will have a new message, namely that it is compatible with PEFC and its products will then be able to carry the PEFC logo if it so wishes or the market demands it. 

Forest Certification Watch: Can you further elaborate on how North American schemes will fit under PEFC? 

Ben Gunneberg: The term "under" could potentially be misleading. PEFC member schemes loose nothing of their independence. On the contrary, once they are endorsed, they will have additional proof of their compatibility with other national schemes. The SFI is currently under revision. I think when a scheme is going through a revision process, as also the CSA did recently, it makes sense to complete the revision process before the scheme is submitted for mutual recognition. ATFS's Bob Simpson, who is also a director of the PEFC Council, has informed me that they are currently also undergoing revision work - part of their ongoing development. So they are not yet in a situation where they are wishing to submit the scheme. 

Forest Certification Watch: Do you contemplate the use of the PEFC logo outside Europe? 

Ben Gunneberg: Yes. In fact, it's already happening in Japan. There is a PEFC Asia Promotions Initiative, based in Japan, raising awareness of PEFC in the Japanese market place. There are many companies exporting certified material to Asia. I can see the logo being used in markets such as the Japanese and potentially also the South Korean and Chinese markets. The logo is already being used by European exporters of certified wood in the Japanese market. There are also now accredited certifiers for the international PEFC chain-of-custody, who are certifying Japanese importers and those companies have also applied for licences to use of the PEFC logo. So yes, I do see it being used outside of Europe. It will be used in those markets where it is required and wanted. 

Some member schemes and or companies will want to maintain their own identity supported by their own logo. PEFC does not have a problem with this and it is up to the companies and schemes to decide which logo they wish to use for their communication purposes. However in a global market, companies will probably want to give preference to a global logo like PEFC. I think that until such time as companies have 100 per cent supply of certified forest products, they will rely on, single issue labels from the certification schemes so that customers who are aware can make a positive choice for the products which bear the logos as opposed to the ones that don't and are not certified. 

Forest Certification Watch: Since 2001, the global forest industry has been promoting mutual recognition and more recently a "legitimacy thresholds model" to cope with the existence of several forest certification programs. What do you think about these initiatives? Now that PEFC has globalized and provides opportunities for non-European certification programs to join, do you see those initiatives as still relevant? Isn't it in the end a question of long-term co-existence of FSC and PEFC, as two competing global umbrella schemes? 

Ben Gunneberg: These initiatives all demonstrate that the forest industry is taking SFM seriously and is constructively looking for a solution to get several credible schemes generally accepted in the market place. The aim is to promote a better understanding and dialogue between stakeholders leading to mutual respect and acceptance that will hopefully lead to the general acceptance of several credible schemes on the market place. PEFC fully supports these aims and has participated, where invited, in all previous initiatives including the IFIR process to which both FSC and PEFC were invited to participate. And now of course there is the Legitimacy Threshold model (LTM) to be facilitated through the Forest Dialogue. 

If you have buy-in from all the stakeholders then there is a good chance that an initiative can be successful. But if you have a situation where stakeholders walk out of the process if it's not going their own particular way then it always comes back to basic questions such as what is the legitimacy of the actual initiative, taking place. 

The problem with the initiatives is not the objectives themselves, but whether the proposed tools and the forum (including issues such as its composition, status etc in which they are to be discussed) will help reach the stated objectives and on this each stakeholder has his/her own view, including the PEFC. Whatever the forum, the challenge is to ensure all stakeholders are appropriately and fairly represented and I personally feel that the FAO or the UNFF has a key role to play here as facilitators. I also feel that we should focus first on the similarities as this will help define the minimum requirements of credibility and MR. Thenwe can concentrate on tackling the differences and we should not be afraid to celebrate the diversity in approaches to achievingthe same outcomes. 

When you look at PEFC and FSC, inthe context of longtermco-existenceas two competing global umbrellas - I think that first of all competition is a very good thing - both FSC and PEFC have developed because of this competition. Both schemes offer very similar products in the same territories. I think that the mutual recognition debate is now moving on and if buyers and customers start specifying several schemes then I suspect that a lot of the issues will no longer be as hot as they have been recently. 

I think what is definitely required is some objective information and better understanding - not just between the certification schemes but between the various stakeholders. Studies by vested interests have often demonstrated a complete lack of understanding of the PEFC, its aims and objectives, its guiding principles and its operation. Such studies have not contributed constructively to the debate at all and if anything are hindering SFM developments by casting a shadow over timber as a whole. I think that initiatives where stakeholders explore issues and understand them better will help us reach to a level where we can start discussing less on an emotional basis but more on a technical basis. And that should in the end result in a win-win situation because then people will realize that these schemes actually have something positive to offer to the forestry sector, to timber as a competitor to the other materials that it is competing against. 

Forest Certification Watch: You have been an attentive observer of, and an actor in, forest certification since the early days of its development, in the mid-1990s. From your perspective, what lessons can be drawn from these years of rapid development of forest certification, particularly in Europe? Why has it evolved so fast? Again, from your perspective, how do you see the role of certification as a tool to contribute to sustainable forest management? 

Ben Gunneberg: I think that what has happened is that we have seen since the late 1990s a paradigm shift. Forest certification is no longer being seen as a threat but is actually being seen as an opportunity. It improves management and the independent third party verification thereof, and its increases pride in that management, as well as improving understanding and relationships between stakeholders. It should improve market access and hopefully does, and it solves timber's only environmental benchmarking weakness (procurement) when compared to other materials. 

The process has evolved quickly because of the paradigm shift and also because of competition between the certification schemes. I think the role of forest certification schemes in sustainable forest management is that it provides a reference point for managers for their management plans. It provides verification that the forests are being managed in a sustainable way. It provides assurances to the market place and the other actors who require assurances that forests are being managed in a sustainable way. It provides a tool for improving or increasing the competitive nature of timber with other materials by removing the doubts over sourcing. And most important of all, it provides a collective understanding of what sustainable forest management is. 

Beyond the figures of areas brought under certification and the increasing use of PEFC chain of custody and labeling in the market place, what do you think are the benefits brought by PEFC? Do the various forest owners associations and other bodies involved in non-industrial forestry in Europe do a better job today in promoting sustainable forest management than they did, say, five years ago? 

Ben Gunneberg: Yes I think for forest owners there has been an increase in self-awareness; not only with forest owners but also in all stakeholders there has been an increase in self-confidence and in looking holistically at the issues surrounding SFM and in implementing them on the ground. There is also been a bigger cooperation between stakeholders in countries and between countries. I got a phone call this morning from the director of one of the largest representative organization for trade unions, who said that the whole forest certification debate had made it possible for him and for other stakeholders to have more contacts with a wider range of stakeholders than ever before. And that is as I said one of the side benefits of the forest certification debate. I think also that forest certification allows stakeholders to work more closely together. I think forest owners, have become much more aware of the need for communication than lets say five years ago. 

Forest Certification Watch: Today, what would you really like people to know about PEFC? 

Ben Gunneberg: I would like them to know that PEFC is synonymous with SFM. Behind that PEFC is an open, transparent system. It is a membership organization, which is encouraging involvement of all stakeholders. We are looking for a better understanding of SFM. PEFC ensures that certification can be brought about in a cost-effective way. PEFC ensures active participation of all stakeholders on the ground, not just at the national level, but really on the ground in order to get long-term buy-in, because if certification of SFM is going to work in the long run, it needs the enthusiastic involvement of stakeholders, particularly at the national, regional and local level. They need to feel ownership of the scheme. Often people ask why can't we just have one global system, one global standard? This is like asking why we can't have one global currency or state. The reasons are the same. The answer is diversity which reflects reality Forests are so diverse, not only in biological diversity, but in also geographical, geological, social, cultural heritage, management structure, ownership structure, and their history that you need to have forest certification standards that reflect that local reality. That's also the reason why we have so many intergovernmental processes, so it's understandable that there are many certification schemes and that's a good thing. One of the advantages of the PEFC scheme is that it's not just the question of endorsing a scheme, but actually all the stakeholders through their national governing bodies, through their standard-setting bodies are involved in deciding, in voting in the mutual recognition of schemes. And I think, that's really exciting, because it means for example, the consultants dealing with the Italian scheme are now looking at comments which have been handed in from Norwegian stakeholders who are taking interest in a way that the Italians have developed their forest certification standards. And that can only be a good thing because it increases the awareness that forestry is different and why it's different in different countries, and a general acceptance that it is different but that it is still sustainable. 

Forest Certification Watch: How do you see PEFC in five years? 

Ben Gunneberg: I see PEFC as a dominant, but not the only global player in the forest certification arena. I see it as accepted in the market place. PEFC will become more visible in the market place. PEFC will be used as evidence of SFM in much broader delivery mechanisms systems such as Life Cycle analysis and EU Ecolables for example. PEFC will also be used much more for communications purposes in promoting the whole forestry sector. I also see that it will continue its role as a facilitator and forum for improved understanding between stakeholders about all aspects of SFM. I also think that we will have better relationships, trust and collaboration with stakeholders who up to now have been critical of the PEFC. The debate will have become much more concentrated on technical rather than emotional issues as far as forest certification is concerned. That will allow all stakeholders to concentrate on several issues such as tackling the factors behind deforestation and on promoting the benefits of using timber from certified SFM in the market place. 

I also hope that the debate will have moved on to a situation that there is general acceptance from the general public that sustainably managed forests are good. If you look at Britain for example - over the last 100 years it has been building up its forest resources from four per cent to over 11 per cent nationally. But yet a recent survey of the general public shows that only 13 per cent of the public believes that the forest area in the UK is increasing. Over 60 per cent still think that forests in the UK are under threat and declining in size. So the forestry sector still has quite a lot of communication work to do over the next few years with all of the stakeholders involved in sustainable forest management. 

Forest Certification Watch: Do you contemplate staying on as PEFC General Secretary for the next five years? If so, what would you like to accomplish? 

Ben Gunneberg: The last five years have been a white-knuckle ride at times but it's been a very exciting time and it has been a privilege to have been involved in the work. May of the initial goals have been achieved but as time moves on obviously, the goals and targets keep changing as well and there is still an awful lot to do. I still have a lot of energy and enthusiasm and am keen to play my part. I see a lot of areas of constructive work on issues that we need to tackle, over the short and medium term, such as increasing harmonization of accreditation procedures; the comparisons of the intergovernmental processes to allow schemes to be assessed their own intergovernmental processes and above all to ensure that forest certification becomes and remains, cost-effective and accessible to all actors on all continents involved in forest management. 

One area to be tackled is how to ensure that subsidiarity remains strongly in place. There is a tendency for organizations to move towards centralization as they grow and PEFC needs to ensure that it doesn't move the authority from national, regional initiatives level to an international level. They need to really remain there in order to ensure the long-term enthusiasm and buy-in of local stakeholders who make SFM happen on the ground. 

