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Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel  
 

The Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, administered by UNEP, advises the Global Environment Facility 
(Version 5) 
STAP Scientific and Technical screening of the Project Identification Form (PIF) 

Date of screening: 14 October 2008  Screener: Guadalupe Duron 
 Panel member validation by: Michael Stocking 
I. PIF Information 
 
GEFSEC PROJECT ID: 3483 
GEF AGENCY PROJECT ID: TBD 
COUNTRY: People's Republic of China (PRC) 
PROJECT TITLE: Silk Road Ecosystem Restoration Project 
GEF AGENCY: Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS: State Forestry Administration; Provincial Governments of Gansu, Shaanxi, and 
Xinjiang 
GEF FOCAL AREAS: Multi-Focal: Land Degradation and Climate Change  
GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAMS: LD (SP1, SP2, & SP3); CC (SP6-bis) 
NAME OF PARENT PROGRAM/UMBRELLA PROJECT: PRC-GEF Partnership on Land Degradation in Dryland 
Ecosystems Program 
  
Full size project GEF Trust Fund 
 
II. STAP Advisory Response (see table below for explanation) 
 

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

III. Further guidance from STAP 
 

2. STAP acknowledges this proposal on the "Silk Road Ecosystem Restoration Project". The integration of 
IEM principles into project investments to control land degradation and promote biodiversity 
conservation is essential, but experience elsewhere suggests that it has been problematic because of 
inadequate understanding of scientific and technical issues, especially as related to social, cultural and 
economic factors. STAP, therefore, wishes to raise a number of observations in the hope that 
methodological issues may be explicitly strengthened in order to put the project on a sound technical 
basis and in the hope of obtaining further clarification from ADB during the project development phase. 
1) The proposal should provide further details on how it proposes to achieve each of the three 
components - integrated ecosystem management into investment project development; capacity building 
for forest-based SLM; and, developing innovative reforestation interventions that embrace IEM to 
combat land degradation. In this context, it remains unclear if, and to what extent, farmers' knowledge 
and perspectives will be considered in the three components. Thus, STAP recommends to clarify the 
role of landusers' perspectives in these activities to understand better the context that is being proposed 
to achieve sustained ecosystem restoration.  
2) Also, the proposal could detail further what are incentives that will drive a sustained adoption of IEM 
to address SLM, or an adoption of reforestation to combat land degradation. Without clear and specific 
incentives defined by the landusers, the project runs the risk of not being successful in the long-term.  
3) The proposal does not state what methodology will be used to measure carbon stocks as a result of 
IEM, and reforestation. It is important to detail the methodology so that the proposed global environment 
benefit on carbon sequestration can be tracked and measured.  
4) The risk analysis (Section F) states that, "The principal risk facing the project is that the innovative 
measures to be introduced will be beyond local capacities or will find difficulties in their acceptance as 
departure from past practices."  This is not a normally-acceptable risk, being an issue that needs to be 
fully internalised within the project. There is no point in introducing innovative measures unless and until 
local people will appreciate the measures and have the resources to implement them.  Projects that 
merely promote technical fixes routinely fail.  Additionally, the proposal omits the challenges it could face 
in yielding carbon stocks from degraded lands.  
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3. STAP requests that the considerations raised above be taken into account as the project develops, prior 
to CEO endorsement.  

 
 
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. 


