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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 16, 2012  Screener: Guadalupe Duron 

 Panel member validation by: Michael Anthony Stocking 
                         Consultant(s):  
 
I. PIF Information (Copied from the PIF) 
FULL SIZE PROJECT GEF TRUST FUND 
GEF PROJECT ID: 4832 
PROJECT DURATION : 5 
COUNTRIES : Namibia 
PROJECT TITLE: Sustainable Management of Namibia's Forested Lands  
GEF AGENCIES: UNDP 
OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS: Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry (MAWF), Directorate of Forestry (DoF) 
GEF FOCAL AREA: Land Degradation 
 
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): 
Minor revision required  
 

III. Further guidance from STAP 
 

STAP welcomes the proposal "Sustainable management of Namibia's forested lands" by UNDP. The 
proposal is clearly written, and the scientific basis for this proposal is well presented. The problem statement 
and the baseline narrative are well-defined, providing a number of key data on dry forest ecosystems and 
climate change projections for Namibia. STAP also supports UNDP's efforts to apply the learning from the 
Country Partnership Program (developed in GEF-3) on sustainable land management practices in the wider 
landscape. To strengthen the proposal further, STAP wishes to recommend the following â€“  
 
1. In the Project Framework, STAP is concerned that the majority of Expected Outputs appear to be project 
activities, rather than project deliverables. The Expected Outcomes read more like Outputs [Indeed, one of 
the Outcomes â€“ application of SLM technologies â€“ is also a project activity and not even an output]. It is, 
therefore, impossible to identify what the â€˜big picture' is of this project and what contribution overall it will 
make to an improved global environment. There is, then, missing from the Framework the major changes to 
which the project will make a contribution. In part, the major changes are captured by the Objective of the 
project, but this objective statement needs disassembling into its component parts in order to construct 
realistic Outcomes. This is important because impact indicators for global environmental benefits â€“ see 
below â€“ need to be chosen, and this is impossible without a clearly and rationally structured Project 
Framework. Additionally, STAP recommends that the output indicators of component 2 be redefined. At the 
moment, the output indicators are related to what is going to be achieved (e.g. at least 45% increase in crop 
farmers applying SLM technologies) instead of what is going to be measured â€“ that is, the number of SLM 
technologies. Furthermore, STAP recommends delineating further the outcomes and outputs in the project 
framework. Currently, it is difficult to associate what outcome belongs to what outputs.  
 
2. It is unclear from the proposal whether all the SLM practices will be selected from the Country Partnership 
Program, and what criteria will determine the selection of these practices (e.g. cost effectiveness). STAP 
suggests, therefore, defining the source(s) and criteria during the project development.  
 
3. With regard to livestock management in Component 2, STAP urges the proponents to play close heed to 
the lessons already learnt in southern Africa for dealing with degradation on communal range. A good 
starting point is the 1989 paper on Land degradation, stocking rates and conservation policies in the 
communal rangelands of Botswana and Zimbabwe, by N. O. J. Abel and P. M. Blaikie, published in Land 
Degradation and Development, volume 1, pages 101-123.  A more recent analysis of grazing policy is in 
Rhode, R.F. et al (2006) Dynamics of grazing policy and practice: environmental and social impacts in three 
communal areas of southern Africa. Environmental Science & Policy 9: 302-306.  
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4. STAP recommends defining explicitly the global environmental benefits â€“ mainly driven by component 
2. This includes defining what indicators will be used to measure and monitor the expected global 
environmental benefits. STAP also recommends identifying the methodological challenges of measuring 
carbon in drylands (Stringer, L.C. et al. (2012): Challenges and opportunities in linking carbon sequestration, 
livelihoods and ecosystem service provision in drylands. Environmental Science & Policy 19-20:121-135.).  
The GEF's Carbon Benefit Project is developing a methodology for above and below â€“ground carbon that 
may address the knowledge and methodological gaps of measuring carbon in dryland areas. Therefore, the 
project developers may wish to inquire from the GEF Secretariat whether the methodology will be ready by 
the time of the project implementation.  
 
5. On forest valuation, STAP is unclear what methodology will be selected, and what criteria will be used to 
select the methodology. Furthermore, the proposal could be strengthened by citing how forest valuation has 
resulted in influencing decisions on forest resources â€“ at the national policy level and at the community 
forest management level.  
 
6. STAP appreciates the adaptive capacity approach to managing climate risks in Namibia. The project 
developers may wish to consider consulting the following World Bank Climate Change Knowledge Portal for 
targeting adaptive capacity responses - 
http://sdwebx.worldbank.org/climateportal/index.cfm?page=country_historical_climate&ThisRegion=Africa&T
hisCCode=NAM  

 
 
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. 

  
 


