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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: April 30, 2012 Screener: Guadalupe Duron
Panel member validation by: Michael Anthony Stocking
                        Consultant(s): Margarita Dyubanova

I. PIF Information (Copied from the PIF)
FULL SIZE PROJECT GEF TRUST FUND
GEF PROJECT ID: 4796
PROJECT DURATION : 5
COUNTRIES : Russian Federation
PROJECT TITLE: ARCTIC Improvement of Environmental Governance and Knowledge Management for SAP-Arctic 
Implementation
GEF AGENCIES: UNEP
OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS: Ministry of Economic Development RF; Ministry of Natural Resources and Ecology RF; 
the Russian Geographic Society
GEF FOCAL AREA: Multi Focal Area

II. STAP Advisory Response (see table below for explanation)

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

III. Further guidance from STAP

STAP welcomes UNEP's proposal "Improvement of environmental governance and knowledge management for SAP-
Arctic Implementation" in the Russian Federation. STAP believes the project is well aligned with the SAP-Arctic 
program, the primary goal of which is to create conditions necessary for taking actions to prevent, reduce, and eliminate 
negative consequences of human activities on the environment in the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation.  Planned 
activities are on land and the continental shelf down to levels that will ensure sustainable development while at the 
same time taking into account the interests of the human population in the Arctic, including the indigenous people of 
the North.

As is well known to the proponents, the governing system Russia is based on three authority levels â€“ federal, 
regional, and local. The relationships between these levels concerning marine issues in many respects remain uncertain 
[1]. Furthermore, terrestrial resource decisions have been found to need restructuring in order to make trade-offs clear, 
to reduce uncertainty and correctly address complexity [2]. The role of local government is central in the 
implementation of policies and action plans forwarded by the central government. STAP recommends description of 
the capacity of the local government to implement the project described.  In addition, it would be beneficial to discuss 
how local stakeholders can be more fully engaged with the project.

The Russian Government has announced a target to reduce energy intensity of the Russian economy by 40% by 2020, 
as compared to 1990. This is very important to quantitatively assess and link the implications of the GEF project in 
achieving the energy intensity reduction target. It is unclear from the project description what the GHG mitigation 
potential is. 

STAP also wishes to request more quantitative and qualitative information on global environmental benefits for 
biodiversity components of the proposal. 

Monitoring data show that air temperatures in the Arctic has been increasing almost twice as fast as temperatures 
observed elsewhere over much of the planet. Temperature and other changes that have been observed during recent 
decades in the Arctic regions of Russia will continue until the middle of this century with CO2 already in the system. 
The changes include increase of average annual air temperature, shortening of the period of uninterrupted snow cover, 
increased precipitation (particularly in the winter), increased run-off, ice melting, degradation of permafrost and rising 
sea levels.  At the same time, there is some uncertainty as to the drivers for climate change. â€˜Black carbon' 
(mentioned in the preamble to the proposal), for example, is thought by some to be a primary influence on warming of 
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sea ice in the Arctic, while others argue that carbon dioxide is the main culprit [3].  STAP would like to see these 
aspects of scientific uncertainty reflected in the risk analysis.

Nevertheless, the observed and forecasted effects will have both positive and negative impacts on the environment, 
population and economy of the Arctic zone. Current climate change is having considerable impact on coastal zones, 
biodiversity of animals and plants, human health and welfare, and on the economy and infrastructure of Arctic 
territories. Adaptation strategies should include scientific assessment of risks, vulnerability and potential benefits of 
expected climate changes, taking account of natural, geographical, economic, social, and other characteristics of a 
particular region or economic sector. It is also important to carry out economic assessment of costs and benefits of 
proposed adaptation measures, in order to secure the maximum effect per unit of invested funds and to build an 
optimum strategy for adaptation to climate change in economic decision-making.

[1] V.V. Denisov and Yu.G. Mikhaylichenko. Management of the Russian Arctic Seas. Report Series No 129 (In Best 
Practices in Ecosystem-based Oceans Management in the Arctic, A. H. Hoel (ed.), 2009)

[2] Ye. Andreyeva, O. I. Larichev, N. E. Flanders & R. V. Brown. 1995. Complexity and uncertainty in arctic resource 
decisions: The example of the Yamal pipeline. Polar Geography 19:22-35

[3] Gunnar Myhre. 2009. Consistency between Satellite-Derived and Modeled Estimates of the Direct Aerosol Effect. 
Science 325 (5937): 187-190

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.

 


