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Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel  
 

The Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, administered by UNEP, advises the Global Environment Facility 

STAP Scientific and Technical screening of the Project Identification Form (PIF) 

Date of screening: October 2, 2008  Screener: Lev Neretin 
 Panel member validation by: Meryl Williams 
I. PIF Information (Paste here from the PIF) 
Full size project GEF Trust Fund  
 
GEFSEC PROJECT ID: 2860 
GEF AGENCY PROJECT ID: GF/1010- 
COUNTRY(S): MEXICO AND UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
PROJECT TITLE: REGIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR SUSTAINABLE USE OF THE RIO BRAVO 
GEF AGENCY(IES): UNEP 
OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS: REGIONAL LEVEL:  GS/OAS; 
NATIONAL LEVEL: NATIONAL COMMISSION ON WATER (LA COMISIÓN NACIONAL DEL AGUA, CNA); ENVIRONMENTAL AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES SECRETARIAT (SECRETARÍA DE MEDIO AMBIENTE Y RECURSOS NATURALES, (SEMARNAT); U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY (USEPA); 
LOCAL LEVEL:  NATIONAL AUTONOMOUS UNIVERSITY OF MEXICO (UNIVERSIDAD NACIONAL AUTÓNOMA DE MÉXICO, UNAM); TEXAS STATE 
UNIVERSITY - SAN MARCOS, USA  
GEF FOCAL AREA (S): International Waters 
GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAM(S): IW-SO1 – SP3 
NAME OF PARENT PROGRAM/UMBRELLA PROJECT:N/A       
 

1. Based on this PIF screening, STAP’s advisory response to the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agency(ies): 
Minor revision required  
 

III. Further guidance from STAP 
 

2. STAP welcomes the proposal to develop and start implementation of the IWRM framework in the Rio 
Grande/Rio Bravo basin. Intuitively, the project design follows the traditional GEF IW approach – 
development of the transboundary diagnostic analysis (TDA) followed by the development of the 
Strategic Action Program (SAP) with a number of demonstration/pilot projects supporting the SAP. 
However, the proposed project framework is ambiguous. Traditionally the TDA considers both 
environmental, social-economic and policy issues and their interlinkages, while this project separates 
these two sets of issues into two components (Components 1 and 2). The justification given is that the 
project will take a 2 phase approach, beginning with the legal international arrangements. However, 
STAP suggests that this split approach be further clarified. Further, the project should carefully 
reconsider this split as it could potentially lead to a separation of the integration of the policy and 
management from the biophysical realities. SAP is called “an agenda” and included in the project’s 
component 3, whereas it deserves to be a separate project component. Demo projects (also in 
Component 3) are treated as an input to the SAP formulation, while they should support SAP 
implementation. These are only a few of the apparent inconsistencies which need to be addressed in a 
revision of the project framework, and STAP is ready to provide further advice to strengthen these 
aspects of the full project brief. 

3. There has been substantial research on water problems in the Rio Bravo basin both in the United States 
and Mexico that allows some early prioritization of interventions in IWRM. The PIF describes some of 
the problems (i.e., high population growth, excessive water abstractions, water development projects, 
irrigation practices and etc.), but still lacks a systematic analysis of major drivers. The PIF is not clear as 
to how an ecosystem-based approach will be interpreted in this basin IWRM plan and how this will lead 
to the sustainable use of water resources. For example, is the aim to determine important ecosystem 
water needs and seek to reserve water from the total water demand? Clearer explanation of the 
ecosystem approach may lead to a better selection of demonstration projects (Component 3) and better 
understanding of how they will help to achieve the objectives of improved water management.   

4. STAP recommends introducing a separate capacity building component aiming at training and 
knowledge exchange between scientists and policy makers in both countries involved in IWRM. 

5. STAP welcomes the project’s intention to work towards integrated coastal area- river management 
plans, thus reflecting the GPA recommendations. Development of the integrated ecosystem 



 2

management plan in the Rio Bravo estuary could be an important demonstration project and one of the 
first examples in the GEF IW portfolio. 

 
STAP advisory 
response 

Brief explanation of advisory response and action proposed 

1. Consent STAP acknowledges that on scientific/technical grounds the concept has merit.  However, STAP may state its views on the 
concept emphasising any issues that could be improved and the proponent is invited to approach STAP for advice at any time 
during the development of the project brief prior to submission for CEO endorsement. 

2. Minor revision 
required.   

STAP has identified specific scientific/technical suggestions or opportunities that should be discussed with the proponent as 
early as possible during development of the project brief.  One or more options that remain open to STAP include: 
(i) Opening a dialogue between STAP and the proponent to clarify issues 
(ii) Setting a review point during early stage project development and agreeing terms of reference for an independent 

expert to be appointed to conduct this review 
The proponent should provide a report of the action agreed and taken, at the time of submission of the full project brief for 
CEO endorsement. 

3. Major revision 
required 

STAP proposes significant improvements or has concerns on the grounds of specified major scientific/technical omissions in 
the concept.  If STAP provides this advisory response, a full explanation would also be provided.  Normally, a STAP approved 
review will be mandatory prior to submission of the project brief for CEO endorsement.  
The proponent should provide a report of the action agreed and taken, at the time of submission of the full project brief for 
CEO endorsement. 


