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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: 7 October 2008  Screener: Douglas Taylor, STAP Secretary 
 Panel member validation by: Paul Ferraro 
I. PIF Information 

GEFSEC PROJECT ID: 3757 
GEF AGENCY PROJECT ID: 4185 
COUNTRY: Equatorial Guinea 
PROJECT TITLE: Sustainable forest management in Equatorial Guinea for the conservation of representative 
ecosystems and globally significant biodiversity  
GEF AGENCY: UNDP 
OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS:  
GEF FOCAL AREA: Biodiversity 
GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAM: SFM - BD SP 3: Strengthening Terrestrial Protected Area Networks 

NAME OF PARENT PROGRAM/UMBRELLA PROJECT: STRATEGIC PROGRAM FOR SUSTAINABLE FOREST 
MANAGEMENT IN THE CONGO BASIN (CBSP) 
 

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 welcomes investments to protect the valuable biological diversity of Equatorial Guinea by 
improving management effectiveness of the forest protected areas network. 

 
3. STAP finds the project particularly ambitious in that the proponents believe that conservation planning, 

business cases, modifications to rules and agreements with NGOs will lead to the containment of forest 
clearance for slash-and-burn and timber production, and will stabilize locally threatened species 
populations.  Nevertheless, the interventions are commensurate with the budget and there is some 
scientific rationale for them (although the emphasis on the capacity and lack of plans and rules as key 
barriers to conservation outcomes may not ultimately be correct). 

 
4. The project proposes to increase community participation in protected area management, which is 

hypothesized to decrease pressure on forest PA resources. Although such participation is commonly 
identified as a key ingredient in successful conservation initiatives, it is time-consuming and expensive, 
and there is little credible empirical evidence that demonstrates such approaches yield substantially 
better environmental outcomes than projects without significant participatory components.  A 
forthcoming paper in Conservation Biology (“An assessment of 100 questions of greatest importance to 
the conservation of global biodiversity”) identifies as an important open question the role public 
participation in conservation decision-making plays in conservation success.  The budget for this project 
may not allow a formal test of the conservation impact of local participation in PA management, but 
project proponents should consider if such a test is feasible rather than simply assume the common 
wisdom is correct. Although the word “test” is used repeatedly in the PIF, the design of this test is not 
clear.  STAP is willing to advise the project proponents to consider if it would be possible design a formal 
test given the site and budget context. 

 
5. Unmentioned risk: STAP would like to emphasize the difficulty of translating “diversified revenue 

streams” (or any capacity building) into conservation results in nations that have a history of poor 
governance, which is therefore a risk to project success and which should be constructively dealt with. 
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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. 


