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Earlier this year a Greenpeace investigation revealed the shortcomings of the management 
consultancy McKinsey & Company’s work on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 
Degradation or REDD schemes. Our report demonstrated how McKinsey’s policy advice, if followed, 
would not only lead to more rather than less deforestation but would actually reward those 
companies that are the main drivers of deforestation while at the same time punishing small-scale 
subsistence farmers. 

REDD will again feature very prominently on the COP17 agenda in Durban, South Africa. Among 
other topics, the discussion on forests will focus on safeguards and reference levels. McKinsey’s 
advice has been largely contrary to the emerging international consensus on both questions. Its 
work is not consistent with the minimal safeguards for biodiversity and community and indigenous 
peoples’ rights that were included in the Cancún Agreement on REDD+. The company’s models 
also use inflated projected (or forward-looking) rather than historic reference levels, which could 
permit REDD funds supporting an increase in deforestation or forest degradation rather than its 
reduction. For example, in the Democratic Republic of Congo McKinsey legitimises subsidising a 
doubling of the logging intensity (i.e. harvested m3 of timber per hectare) from present levels as it is 
seen as a reduction from an unrealistic projected scenario of trebling the intensity. 

This divergence from accepted international norms is increasingly creating doubts within the 
international donor community about the quality of McKinsey’s work and has lead some 
governments to distance themselves from its approach. It is McKinsey’s policy not to disclose the 
assumptions and data that are used in the models underlying its advice. This makes it impossible to 
evaluate its findings and hold it accountable. Given the impact of the company’s recommendations 
and the use of public funds to pay for its work, this is clearly unacceptable. Forest experts from 
multilateral organisations such as the World Bank have shared our concerns regarding the lack of 
transparency surrounding the company’s work. 

REDD funding should only go to transparent plans that fully address the drivers of 
deforestation, demonstrate a focus on natural forest protection, include zero deforestation 
goals based on historic reference levels and fully apply as a bare minimum the safeguards 
for biodiversity and indigenous peoples’ rights included in the Cancún Agreement on 
REDD. As long as McKinsey does not address these issues, governments should not fund 
or commission the company’s work on REDD. 

 
Bad Influence: How McKinsey-inspired plans lead to rainforest destruction 
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