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Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel  
 

The Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, administered by UNEP, advises the Global Environment Facility 
(Version 4) 
STAP Scientific and Technical screening of the Project Identification Form (PIF) 

Date of screening: September 17, 2007  Screener: Guadalupe Duron 
  Panel member validation by: Paul Ferraro 
I. PIF Information  
Full size project GEF Trust Fund 
GEFSEC PROJECT ID: TBD 
GEF AGENCY PROJECT ID: TBD 
COUNTRY(IES): Indonesia (with possible extension to Papua New Guinea) 
PROJECT TITLE: Avoiding Deforestation in Papua  
GEF AGENCY: ADB 
OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS: Provincial Governments of Papua and Papua Barat, Carbon Conservation Pty Ltd, Fauna 
and Flora International 
GEF FOCAL AREA: Sustainable Forestry Management (supporting Climate Change and Biodiversity) 
GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAM(S): Sustainable Forestry Management 
NAME OF PARENT PROGRAM/UMBRELLA PROJECT:  Sustainable Forestry Management 
 
II. STAP PIF Screening (based on Part I A Project Framework and Part II Questions of the PIF) 
 
Background logical consistency informing STAP’s scientific and technical screening: 

1. Is the Project Objective consistent with the Problem/Issue? YES  NO  PARTIAL  
- If “No” or “Partial” explain:       

2. Are the expected outcomes consistent with the Problem/Issue? YES  NO  PARTIAL  
- If “No” or “Partial” explain: Outputs are not always consistent with the project component. For example, the 
project component "assess forest cover" does not seem to match with the outcome  "improved land use plans". 
There is also no mention how the project intends to support local livelihoods. 

3. Global environmental benefits scientifically valid?  YES  NO   UNKNOWN  
- If “No” or “Unknown” explain:       

 
Relevant Scientific and Technical issues contained in proponent responses to Questions A to H 

4. Problem definition scientifically valid?  YES  NO   UNKNOWN  
- If “No” or Unknown” explain:       

5. Proposed intervention scientifically justified?  YES  NO   UNKNOWN  
- If “No” or Unknown” explain:       

6. Methodology proposed:   
 Is there a scientifically valid baseline? YES   NO  UNKNOWN  
 Is a scientific control explicitly included? YES  NO  UNKNOWN   N/A   
 Is there scientific or technical innovation? YES   NO  UNKNOWN  
  Is the methodology replicable? YES  NO  UNKNOWN  
 - If any of the above are marked “No” or “Unknown” explain: The PIF makes reference to a baseline, but it is 
unclear how the baseline will be defined. No scientific control is included in the PIF. 

7. Is the incremental reasoning scientifically valid? YES  NO  UNKNOWN  
- If “No” or “Unknown” explain: The proponent states this will be included in the full proposal. 

8. Are the risk statements scientifically valid YES  NO   UNKNOWN  
 and comprehensive?  If “No” explain:       
 
III. STAP Advisory Response (see next page for explanation) 
 

9. Based on this PIF screening, STAP recommends the following action to the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agency 
(ies): No objection, but follow-up action required  
 

IV. Further guidance from STAP 
 

10. STAP has no objections to this project. However, STAP requests that the baseline is defined more clearly as 
the proposal is further developed. This will allow STAP to review the detailed methodology when it is complete. 
Furthermore, STAP recommends that the project brief defines the incentives (market incentives) for land users 
to enable them to adopt community forest management as a way to mitigate greenhouse gas emisssions. 
STAP would be available to discuss with the proponent how to address these issues in the project 
development. STAP asks the proponent to make contact with STAP, and to record this recommendation.  



 2

 
STAP advisory 
response 

Brief explanation of advisory response and action proposed 

1. No objection STAP has no scientific/technical grounds to object to the approval of the concept.  However, 
in Section IV, 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. 

2. No objection, 
but follow-up 
action 
required.   

STAP has no objection to the approval of the PIF, but has identified specific 
scientific/technical suggestions or opportunities, stated in section IV, 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 an independent expert review point during early stage project development and 

agreeing terms of reference for this review 
The proponent should provide the report of the action agreed and taken, at the time of 
submission of the full project brief for CEO endorsement. 

3. Objection STAP objects to the approval of the PIF on the grounds of specified major scientific/technical 
faults in the concept.  If STAP provides this advisory response, a full explanation would also 
be provided.  In the case of the project concept nevertheless being approved by the CEO of 
the GEF for development of the full project brief, a STAP review should be mandatory prior to 
submission of the project brief for CEO endorsement.  
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