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  Executive Summary 
 
This report is based upon: 

 

 
(1) the independent verification missions to SIFORCO in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo and IFO in the Republic of Congo by the Forest Peoples Programme in February 
2014, resulting in; 

 

 
(2) the first audit report by FPP containing recommendations that was submitted to the 
FSC on April 1, 2014, which was followed up by; 

 

 
(3) UK-based desk review between May and June 2014 by FPP of new IFO documentation 
related to roadmap condition 2, and 

 

 
(4) a final field audit by FPP auditor in Bumba during July 2014 to confirm the state of 
building construction in and around Yalsika (roadmap conditions 1 and 1.1). 

 

 
Based upon the evidence collected thus far this report concludes that: 

 

 
Danzer has followed up all of FPP’s recommendations contained in the first audit report, 
and which applied specifically to Danzer, IFO and SIFORCO, and; 

 

 
Danzer has fulfilled all of the requirements stipulated in conditions 1, 1.1 and 2, of the 
FSC roadmap. 

 

 
Therefore, in our view, Danzer now qualifies for re-association with the FSC.
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Introduction and Context 
 
On 7 November 2011, Greenpeace International lodged a Policy for Association complaint 
against Danzer’s former subsidiary claiming that SIFORCO in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo (DRC) had violated the human and traditional rights of the Yalisika community in the 
course of its activities. An impartial complaints panel evaluated the complaint and 
recommended to the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) Board of Directors that FSC 
disassociate from Danzer. The FSC Board of Directors accepted the recommendations of the 
Panel. 
 

 
The FSC then disassociated from Danzer and set a number of conditions that Danzer had to 
fulfill before re-applying for certification, as described in the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) between FSC and Danzer dated 21 May 2013. These conditions required that Danzer 
fully performed the contractual obligations towards the Yalisika community and that Danzer 
developed and implemented effective new conflict avoidance and conflict resolution 
mechanisms. 
 

 
Danzer engaged Swisspeace to support them in developing a comprehensive conflict 
prevention and mitigation framework and to monitor the process by which Danzer 
/SIFORCO would live up to their obligations towards the community of Yalisika. 
 

 
In November 2013 the FSC approached the UK-based Forest Peoples Programme (FPP) to 
verify Danzer’s and SIFORCO’s fulfillment of the conditions for re-association as agreed in 
the May 2013 MoU between the FSC and Danzer. The separate MoU between FPP and FSC 
governing the independent verification was finally agreed in December 2013. 

The objectives of this verification exercise, which was funded by the FSC, were as follows: FPP 

shall verify whether Danzer and SIFORCO have fulfilled all commitments as set out 
in the conditions for re-association contained in the MoU between Danzer and the FSC, 
notably (and in summary): 
 

• To fully perform the contractual obligations towards the Yalisika communities as 
finally agreed between the company and the communities concerned. 

 
• To develop and implement a comprehensive conflict prevention and mitigation 

framework that is inclusive, based upon recognized FPIC procedures, timely, 
and supportive of government compliance with international human rights 
standards. 

 
In the original TOR between FPP and the FSC a desk review of documentation was 
indicated and one verification mission to the DRC was agreed. 

 
The First Verification Process 

 
In early December Danzer provided a first very comprehensive set of documentation on the 
SIFORCO case to FPP, including the recently completed Conflict Manual developed by 
Swisspeace on behalf of Danzer as part of the conditions for re-association. 
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In late December FPP met with senior Danzer staff in London to discuss the case. During 
that meeting it was decided by FPP that an additional verification mission to Danzer’s 
company IFO in the Republic of Congo (RoC) was required, since Danzer had since sold 
SIFORCO in the DRC, and the comprehensive conflict prevention and mitigation framework 
stipulated in Danzer’s conditions for re-association with the FSC could be applied by Danzer 
only to its existing operations in the RoC. This meant it was imperative that FPP was able to 
confirm that IFO had an adequate management system in place on the ground in the Ngombe 
concession, and this required a field visit. 

 

 
During the London meeting Danzer agreed to supply additional information to FPP on its IFO 
operations, and to link FPP up with key SIFORCO staff and other people involved in the 
DRC process. FPP met with all these people before going to the field in the Bumba area and 
reviewed extensive literature provided to us.  FPP also consulted Greenpeace and Global 
Witness to obtain their views on the case in advance of both verification missions. 

 

 
In January and February FPP teams visited the Yalisika region around Bumba in the DRC, 
where SIFORCO had been operating in 2011 when the events leading to the complaint by 
Greenpeace took place, and also to the IFO logging concession centered on Ngombe in 
northern RoC, which continues to be owned and operated by Danzer. 

 

 
Patrick Kipalu, FPP’s DRC country manager, led the SIFORCO mission and the IFO mission 
was led by John Nelson, FPP’s Africa Regional Coordinator. In both locations FPP spent 7 
days on the ground.  During these 2 verification missions to the field FPP held 20 community 
meetings and in addition met with logging company staff, civil society representatives and 
local government officials. Over 700 people contributed to these discussions. Before, during 
and after these missions FPP consulted over 80 documents provided to FPP by Danzer, 
SIFORCO, IFO, Swisspeace, Greenpeace, Global Witness and a number of other anonymous 
parties. After the SIFORCO and IFO missions FPP shared preliminary findings with 
SIFORCO and Danzer staff in FPP’s office in Kinshasa, where additional clarifications were 
received, and since then there has been regular exchange of views and documentation on both 
IFO and SIFORCO that helped to inform the final conclusions and recommendations of that 
first verification process. 

 

 
For this first verification exercise FPP was obliged to conduct two field missions rather than 
the one stipulated in the original TOR between FPP and the FSC.  In addition FPP circulated a 
number of internal report drafts and very detailed questions to SIFORCO, IFO and Danzer in 
order to confirm our findings from the field, and this led to a series of substantive additions to 
our on-going analysis. The time required to carry out the additional verification mission to 
the RoC, combined with delays to the visa process for that visit, the vigorous exchanges with 
the company about our subsequent field findings, and the large amount of additional 
documentation that FPP was required to review for the IFO case in the RoC are the reasons 
why the final report to FSC to document the verification of the conditions for re-association 
was not completed as per the original planned date of February 28, 2014. 

 

 
The aim of the headline document published on that date was to provide a summary of the 
headline conclusions and recommendations of this verification exercise at least 2 weeks 
before the FSC board of directors meeting planned for the week of 17 March 2014.  The final 
audit report by FPP was finally submitted to the FSC on April 1, 2014. 
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Main Conclusions of the first audit 
 
The below text comprises the conclusions of the first audit report to FSC to document the 
verification of the conditions for re-association of Danzer, which were developed based upon 
the verification missions by FPP to SIFORCO in the DRC and IFO in the RoC during 
February 2014. 

 
1. Based upon our analysis of events we judge that SIFORCO’s failure to operate fully on 

the strict basis of community FPIC is key to understanding the 2011 conflict that is at 
the root of Danzer’s disassociation from the FSC, and the subsequent confusions over 
the development of the May 2013 agreement (which goes beyond the ToR of this 
verification exercise). 

 
 

2. Since then SIFORCO and Danzer have invested considerable resources and effort into 
the process to comply with the May 2013 agreement, and lots of recent progress has 
been made on the ground; 

 
 

3. However as of today (April 1, 2014), Danzer/SIFORCO have not yet fulfilled both 
the letter and the spirit of the May 2013 agreement stipulating the construction of 5 
schools and 5 dispensaries in the Boumba area where the Yalisika community is 
located; 

 
 

4. Strictly speaking SIFORCO has fulfilled its contractual agreements of 14/15 May 2013 
since all building materials were delivered to communities in the region, and these 
also arrived at the construction sites in the villages. However due to a number of 
factors including those beyond the strict control of SIFORCO, including 
misappropriation by local individuals as well as poor governance of some local 
construction committees, not all schools/clinics are constructed yet; 

 
 

5. There is considerable variation in progress towards completion of the infrastructures 
between the different communities concerned with the May 2013 agreement. Some 
structures are almost complete, while others are likely to require at least 6 months to 
complete under current conditions and plans; 

 
 

6. SIFORCO has made significant progress towards improving the pace of the fulfilment 
of the May 2013 agreement, and has recently put in new measures to help ensure that 
the work is closely monitored by an independent “comite d’accompagnement” and 
supported by a qualified engineer, and they have committed to supporting the process 
until all the infrastructures mentioned in the May 2013 agreement are completed. 
These promise to ensure that the May 2013 agreement could be fulfilled within 6 
months; 

 
 

7. Danzer have made clear their commitment to ensure that the May 2013 accord is 
fulfilled as soon as possible, including offering to provide building materials that 
were already supplied but may need to be replaced due to spoil or misappropriation; 
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8. With Danzer’s support SIFORCO is capable of ensuring that the construction of local 
infrastructures under the May 2013 agreement is completed within 6 months; 

 
 
9. The Manual on Conflict Sensitivity Due Diligence for Timber Companies in the Congo 

Basin (hereafter referred to as the Conflict Manual), which was produced by 
Swisspeace as part of Danzer’s comprehensive conflict prevention and mitigation 
framework, is good but not complete; 

 
 
10. Danzer has comprehensively integrated the recommendations of the Conflict Manual 

into its management on the ground in IFO; 
 
 

11. However the Conflict Manual as it stands fails to address land and resource conflicts 
that are the primary causes of conflict in and around logging concessions in the 
Congo basin, and this remains an important gap in Danzer’s conflict prevention and 
mitigation framework; 

 
 

12. The Conflict Manual could be adapted quickly to address land and resource conflicts 
with at least one additional specific Guidance Note, and this could be finalised within 
3 months. 

 
 

13. The management system that IFO has put in place to engage communities across its 
concession (their Social Programme) is very comprehensive and well supported, and 
is one of the best so far reviewed by FPP in the Congo basin; 

 
 

14. The IFO social team actively engages communities across the IFO concession, 
maintains detailed records of community meetings in its management office, and 
these records are shared and available in the individual communities concerned; 

 
 

15. IFO has mapped a large proportion of communities’ customary lands, and documents 
many key community resources to protect, and this is integrated with their logging 
operations; 

 
 

16. There are important technical gaps in the systematic mapping of community 
customary lands and in the documentation of community resources, the sharing of 
maps with communities, and the integration of this knowledge into FPIC and benefit 
sharing processes; 

 
 

17. Local and indigenous communities have been extensively consulted about IFO’s 
logging operations; 

 
 

18. Investments in community development in the IFO concession are broadly guided by 
communities’ Free, Prior and Informed Consent; 
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19. However, there are some important weaknesses in IFO’s procedures that need to be 
addressed in order to comply fully with FSC Principles and Criteria, and which are 
directly related to conflicts over land and resources and Danzer’s conflict prevention 
and mitigation framework; 

 
20. These procedural gaps cover IFO’s participatory mapping processes of community 

customary lands, its procedures to obtain community FPIC for its forest exploitation 
and in the identification, organization and delivery of community benefits, including 
investment in local development, which should be linked to participatory mapping 
outcomes and community decision-making and benefit sharing on the basis of 
community FPIC; 

 
21. These procedural gaps have not been identified by IFO certification bodies for FSC   

compliance (including ASI); 
 

22. These procedural gaps should be closed under IFO’s conflict prevention and 
mitigation framework in order to ensure good performance in its 
implementation; 

 
 

23. Based upon our assessment of IFO’s management system during the verification 
mission, if procedural gaps in participatory mapping, FPIC and benefit sharing 
procedures had been identified by auditors, then given IFO’s capacity we believe that 
IFO would have been able to address them; 

 
 

24. Given Danzer’s commitment and the high capacity of IFO’s social team, we are 
confident that these procedural gaps could be addressed within the next 3 to 6 
months; 

 
 
Recommendations of the first audit exercise  (From report of April 1, 2014) 
 
 

1. SIFORCO should commit to the principle of FPIC in its future engagement with 
communities in the areas where it is working. Since Danzer does not own 
SIFORCO, Danzer should commit to not purchasing SIFORCO products unless 
SIFORCO commits to apply the FPIC principle in its dealings with communities; 

 
 

2. The construction committees for the infrastructure to be completed under the May 
2013 agreement should be re-organised on the basis of community FPIC.  This means 
that the communities should be able choose their own representatives to oversee the 
final delivery of the infrastructures. This will help to improve transparency and good 
governance of the process. 

 
 

3. Where materials or cash for the infrastructure have been misappropriated, appropriate 
remedies should be implemented, including the possible punishment of the guilty 
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parties. It is up to SIFORCO and relevant government authorities to assess how best 
to do this to ensure a fair outcome that keeps conflict to a minimum; 

 
 

4. DANZER should keep funding the “comite d’acompagnement” until completion of the 
infrastructures stipulated under the May 2013 agreement; 

 
 

5. SIFORCO/DANZER should maintain its technical support on the ground until the 
infrastructures indicated under the May 2013 agreement are completed as planned. 
The details of how this is to done are up to SIFORCO and Danzer; 

 
 

6. In addition to materials, SIFORCO/DANZER should maintain commitment to 
providing funding to ensure that valid outstanding costs of the building work 
(including labour) under the May 2013 agreement will be covered; 

 
 

7. The Conflict Manual needs to be augmented to address land and resource conflicts; 
 
 

8. The new elements of the Conflict Manual that will be added to address land and 
resource conflicts should then be integrated into Danzer’s management matrix; 

 
 

9. IFO should maintain the excellence of its social team with additional investments in 
their capacity to enable them to implement fully these recommendations within the 
time frame indicated; 

 
 

10. IFO procedures should be corrected to ensure that they comply fully with current 
international law and the FSC principles and criteria related to participatory 
mapping of indigenous and local communities’ lands, obtaining communities’ FPIC 
over forest exploitation of those lands, and in the organisation and delivery of 
community benefits linked to them; 

 
 

11. A wider discussion of FSC standards needs to be opened to ensure that guidelines 
and auditing become fully compliant with FSC principles and criteria, and with 
international law. This is outside Danzer’s control, so should not be a factor in their 
re-association with the FSC. 
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The Roadmap Audit 
 
Based upon FPPS’s first verification audit report, at the Board Meeting (BM) the FSC Board 
of Directors (BoD) agreed that it did not have enough tangible, on-the-ground evidence to be 
confident that the conditions for Danzer’s re- association had been completely fulfilled. At 
the same time, the BoD stated its willingness to negotiate a time bound roadmap for re- 
association with Danzer. 

 
Acting on the BoD mandate, the Secretariat with FPP negotiated a roadmap with Danzer that 
included for them specific and final conditions for re-association.   It was also agreed that 
FPP would conduct an additional field mission to Bumba to verify the fulfilment of condition 
1 and sub-condition 1.1 in that roadmap, and that FPP would conduct a desk audit of 
information submitted by Danzer to support FSC International in verifying the fulfilment of 
condition 2.  FSC agreed to fund this work directly, and a contract covering this additional 
work was established between FPP and the FSC. 

 
Condition 1 of the roadmap required that the medical centre and the school for the 
community of Yalisika were completed. 

 
Sub-condition 1.1 of the roadmap required that building materials and financial support had 
been delivered to the 4 communities neighbouring Yalisika. In addition, it required that 3 
buildings were completed, and 5 additional buildings were in an advanced stage (>50% of the 
roof / wall construction work completed) and work plans verified by a technical engineer 
indicate completion within a maximum of 4 months. 

 
FPP was also asked to conduct a desk audit of information submitted by Danzer to support 
FSC International in verifying the fulfilment of condition 2, which stipulated that: 

 
• The additional guidance to the Conflict Due Diligence manual would be drafted for 

consultation and to address land and resource conflicts specifically; 
 

• IFO would invest in the capacity of their social team; 
 

• IFO procedures would be amended or adjusted taking into account the following FPIC 
aspects: 
- Appropriate information to communities that they have the right to withhold 
consent; 
- In the case of IFO's Local Development Fund stronger coalescence between the 
areas of logging and what the communities receive as benefits from IFO. Evidence 
that IFO has started an FPIC process with villages, local administration and RoC 
ministerial authorities to find the best way of realizing this coalescence is sufficient 
for the fulfilment of this indicator. 

 
FPP Findings Conditions 1 and 1.1 

 
(1)  Condition 1 of the roadmap required that the medical centre and the school for the 

community of Yalisika were completed. 
 
Direct observation in the field by the auditor confirmed that both the medical centre and the 
school for the community of Yalisika have been completed
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(2)   Sub-condition 1.1 of the roadmap required that building materials and financial support      
      were delivered to the 4 communities neighbouring Yalisika. 
 
Direct field observation by the auditor confirmed that building materials and financial support 
had been provided to more than just the 4 communities neighbouring Yalisika.  FPP’s auditor 
recorded deliveries to construction sites in at least 9 communities.  Additional technical 
support for the construction in all sites includes 2 engineers, and one person working for 
SIFORCO who is monitoring construction progress in all of the sites. In addition to the 
USD160,000 spent by SIFORCO in July 2013, Danzer contributed an additional 
USD110,000 to replace any lost, stolen or spoiled materials, and to make sure the work will 
be completed by the dates specified. 

 
(3)  In addition, the roadmap required that 3 buildings were completed, and 5 additional 

buildings were in an advanced stage (>50% of the roof / wall construction work 
completed) and work plans verified by a technical engineer indicate completion within 
maximum 4 months. 

 
Field visits by FPP confirmed that 3 buildings are completed, and the remaining 5 
buildings are well advanced and close to completion. If that pace of work continues, then 
all the work will be finish by September, well within the 4 month period specified. 
 
The 3 buildings completed include the ECOLE LIBUTE, the CENTRE DE SANTE DE 
YAMOKUNDIA, and the CENTRE DE SANTE DE YANDONGI. 

 
In conclusion we find that Danzer/SIFORCO have complied with all of the requirements for 
conditions 1 and 1.1 of the FSC roadmap. 

 
FPP Findings Condition 2 

 
Condition 2 stipulated that: 

 
(1)  Additional guidance to the Conflict Due Diligence manual would be drafted for 

consultation and to address land and resource conflicts specifically. 
 
FPP found that additional guidance for the Conflict Due Diligence manual was drafted and 
circulated to FPP for comments, and it was also shared with local stakeholders during a 
consultation period that started in May.  The additional guidance that has now been finalized, 
and which will be integrated into the final version of the Conflict Due Diligence Manuel, 
specifically addresses land and resource conflicts in line with FPP recommendations. 

 
(2)  IFO would invest in the capacity of their social team. 

 
FPP found that IFO have invested considerable resources into their social team since the 
publication of our original verification report.  This includes the hiring of a technical expert 
(Roch) who will spend 10 days per month working with the social team in Ngombe, 
especially building their capacity over the next year so that they will be able to implement the 
new CLIP procedures (see below). He will also help find a solution for the FDL 
configuration as per the agreed plan (see below).  IFO also hired Tom Matsouma, a 
cartographer, who came to Ngombe for one week to help train the social team on the 
participatory mapping aspects.  The cartographers from IFO were trained by him and will 
carry on the participatory mapping using the new procedures that have been set in place. The 
main new element of these procedures is the specific training of the local cartographers in the 
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villages.  Before the social team of IFO went together with the local people, but IFO took the 
GPS points.  Now, the villagers are taking the points and writing down the data: this helps to 
make it more their own map. The new mapping procedures are being implemented by the 
social team, who will continue to map the harvest areas for 2015-2016 in the same way, and 
in very high detail. In, parallel, the social team will update the rest of the concession data with 
detailed maps of community areas, and will also undertake sample checks of 'tracks' setting 
out boundaries of community customary areas. Since there are many villages, this work will 
continue into 2015 .The data thus generated will enable IFO to update the 2004 (Etude socio-
économique) and 2007 (Etude d'impact social) maps, and will provide a much better view on 
the communities’ full use of the forest. During this process IFO also found other maps that 
had not yet been put in GIS, that they plan to use these to help crosscheck the new 
information gathered using the new participatory mapping procedures. 
 
(3)  IFO procedures would be amended or adjusted taking into account the following FPIC 

aspects: (i) Appropriate information to communities that they have the right to withhold 
consent, and; (ii) In the case of IFO's Local Development Fund stronger coalescence 
between the areas of logging and what the communities receive as benefits from IFO. 
Evidence that IFO has started an FPIC process with villages, local administration and 
RoC ministerial authorities to find the best way of realizing this coalescence is sufficient 
for the fulfilment of this indicator. 

 
FPP found that in addition to the additional guidance in the Conflict Due Diligence Manual, 
IFO have developed and published (in May 2014) an updated FPIC procedure that makes a 
clear requirement to inform the communities’ about their right to withhold consent, and this 
procedure is already being implemented on the ground with communities. In addition, also in 
May, IFO published a new procedure that sets out how the limits of the SDC could be 
changed if communities so desired, and this is in line with FPP recommendations from the 
first verification report.  IFO has also developed a new procedure on participatory mapping 
that draws strongly from the RFUK (2011) guide, and that is guiding the participatory 
mapping processes and training mentioned above. Finally FPP found that IFO have 
published a detailed action plan to revise the structure and management of the Local 
Development Fund to improve the linkages between logging areas, and they have hired a 
technical expert to advise that process. This is likely to take time, but a FPIC process with 
local stakeholders including communities, local government agencies and provincial 
authorities is already underway, and this discussion will continue to be informed by the 
outcome of the participatory mapping (using the new procedures). 

 
In conclusion we find that Danzer/IFO have complied with all of the requirements for 
condition 2 from the FSC roadmap. 
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Conclusion 
 
The events of 2011 in the area of operations of SIFORCO around Yalisika, DRC led to the 
effective use of the FSC complaints mechanism by Greenpeace, resulting in its parent 
company Danzer losing its FSC certificate. The loss of this certificate and the subsequent 
commitments made by Danzer to address the problems and improve its operations opened up 
all of Danzer’s logging operations to scrutiny, including in its IFO concession in northern 
RoC, and despite the fact that Danzer subsequently sold its share in SIFORCO in the DRC. 
During FPP’s first verification exercise in February 2014 key gaps were found in IFO’s 
programme to protect community rights to FPIC, in its participatory mapping processes, and 
in the linkages between the local development fund and impacts upon community lands from 
their logging. These findings were not expected by Danzer, or the FSC.  FPP’s verification 
report contained a number of specific recommendations to improve the situation in IFO in the 
RoC, as well as to address the gaps in delivery of the constructions in Yalisika far away in the 
DRC, where the original events that caused Danzer’s de-association had occurred. 

 
Since then Danzer has invested considerable amounts of resources into its procedures and 
operations across the 1.3 million ha IFO concession in RoC, as well as delivering 
construction materials and technical support to enable more rapid delivery of good quality 
school and medical buildings in the Bumba area of neighbouring DRC.  In the meantime, the 
FSC has held firm to its commitment to ensure that any re-association of Danzer would be 
based upon adherence to its agreements with the affected communities in the DRC. The FSC 
also used this process and the involvement of FPP to identify key areas for improvement in 
all of Danzer’s operations, resulting in significant improvements to IFO’s procedures and 
staff capacities to enable them to comply with the spirit of the FSC standards in the RoC, thus 
setting a new benchmark that should be followed by all certified logging companies operating 
in the Congo Basin. The final outcome of this process is that, in our view, Danzer has now 
met all the conditions set out by the FSC for the re-association of Danzer. 

 
The process by which FPP identified the gaps in IFO’s programme that FSC accepted, and 
the subsequent investments by Danzer in their programme to enable it to finally comply with 
FSC Principles and Criteria, exposed some important gaps in the FSC auditing procedures 
that merit further attention by the FSC so that all companies operating in the Congo Basin 
will eventually operate to the same standard. At the moment it seems likely that other 
logging companies based in the region are not doing this.  We hope that the improvements to 
IFO’s Conflict Due Diligence Manual, and the updated procedures IFO is now using – both 
of which came out of Danzer’s re-association process - will become a regional norm that will 
be integrated into the auditing procedures of the relevant FSC certifying bodies. This is 
likely to require training, as well as constant vigilance by the FSC concerning the way FSC 
Principles and Criteria are met by companies, and monitored by auditors. 


