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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 Program Framework Document (PFD) 

Date of screening: 6 October 2008 Screener: Guadalupe Duron, David Cunningham 
Panel member validation by: N.H. Ravindranath, Paul Ferraro, Michael Stocking, Meryl Williams 
I. PIF Information  
Full size project GEF Trust Fund 
GEFSEC PROGRAM ID1: 3782  
GEF AGENCY PROGRAM ID:  
COUNTRY(IES): Cameroon, Central African Republic, Republic of Congo, Democratic Republic of Congo, Equatorial Guinea, 
Gabon  
REGION: Africa  
PROGRAM TITLE: Strategic Program for Sustainable Forest Management in the Congo Basin (CBSP)  
GEF LEAD AGENCY: World Bank  
OTHER GEF AGENCIES: UNDP, UNEP, FAO, AFDB  
GEF FOCAL AREA (S): Biodiversity, Climate Change, International Waters  
GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAM(S): BD-SP1,2,3,4,5, CC-SP6, IW-SP3  
EXPECTED NUMBER OF PROJECTS UNDER THE PROGRAM DURING CURRENT GEF TRUST FUND REPLENISHMENT PERIOD: GEF-4: 
13  
 
II. STAP Advisory Response  
 

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

 
III. Further guidance from STAP 
 

2. STAP welcomes this PFD with its coordinated program of assistance to the 6 countries of the Congo 
Basin through investments in SFM with projected co-benefits for biodiversity, ecosystem services and 
human development.  Issues that were noted by the Science Panel, which deserve more attention 
during individual project development, include the following: 
 
• Scientific coordination with other programmatic IW elements are presently weak 
• There is a lack of evidence for some community-based presumed conservation outcomes 
• GEBs need more prioritization 
• Climate Change Risks could be more explicitly addressed and guidance provided 
• The emerging REDD mechanism and methodologies 
• Questions regarding the addressing of deforestation drivers 
 

3. This project will promote SFM, building capacities and generating information to promote the goals of 
the GEF Strategic Program. The institutional and capacity building objectives and outcomes are highly 
topical and commendable. The three objectives of the program (1. Conservation of ecosystem functions 
and values within the regional protected area network; 2. Fostering of sustainable management and use 
of forest and water resources in the productive landscape of the Congo Basin; and 3. Strengthening of 
the underlying policy, regulatory, institutional framework) link well with the SFM strategy and the GEF-4 
strategies for BD, CC and IW. 

 
4. Co-ordination: STAP notes that these objectives are substantially shared with the Congo Basin Forest 

Partnership  (www.cbfp.org  and www.sdp.gov/sdp/initiative/congo), which raises the question as to how 
CBFP, with its large bilateral and multilateral funding for SFM, will link with this program scientifically and 
technically, beyond the stated link to COMIFAC, to also ensure that GEF’s agenda of delivering global 
environment benefits will be kept in view.. CBFP has a number of NGO and research group partners 
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such as CIFOR, CI and IUCN that have science-based approaches to the challenges of areas such as 
the Congo Basin. The program faces large challenges in its river basin management (IW) elements due 
to the size and complexity of the Congo Basin. The PFD or each of 13 projects should state explicitly 
how this GEF SFM initiative in the Congo Basin will build on, or improve upon other Congo Basin 
initiatives, i.e. is the GEF funding complementary work that scales up or fills the gaps in other donor 
efforts or is it pursuing an alternative strategy to meet similar objectives.  Additionally, the proposed 
projects are designed to tackle mainly forest and land based biodiversity dimensions. STAP suggests 
that the Agencies also consider developing fish, fisheries and water based projects to flesh out the IW 
elements or alternatively strengthening linkages to other initiatives in these areas. 

 
5. Program vs. Project Approach: It is noted that Section C discusses largely the logistical advantages of 

regional programs vs. the national programs, rather than highlighting the advantages of a programmatic 
approach over the project approach. 

 
6. In general, this program is very broad and attempts to generate multiple Global Environmental Benefits 

covering multiple Focal Areas and multiple Strategic Programs. A more focused approach prioritising the 
Global Environmental Benefits would be desirable.   

 
7. Two underpinning concepts for this program have not been adequately tested. STAP offers to advise the 

project proponents on the design of a formal test of the hypotheses that (1) public participation yields 
measurably better conservation outcomes; and (2) improved living conditions reduce deforestation and 
degradation.  An elaboration of these two points follows: 

 
8. The program puts an emphasis on “participatory approaches” that involve local communities and other 

development partners. Although such approaches are commonly identified as a key ingredient in 
successful conservation initiatives, they are 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. This project should do more than simply assume the common wisdom is correct. 
It should contribute to formally testing the idea that public participation yields measurably better 
conservation outcomes. STAP is willing to advise the project proponents to design such a formal test. 
 

9. The project document states: “Improving the living conditions of the local population will undoubtedly 
play an important role in reversing the current rates of deforestation and ecosystems degradation.” Such 
a statement has little empirical (or even theoretical) evidence to support it. Both theory and empirical 
work have shown that improvements in health and income can lead to expansion of economic activities 
that lead to deforestation. Rather than simply assume there is a clear causal relationship between 
improved social welfare and reductions in deforestation, this program should contribute to our 
understanding of this causal relationship by formally testing the hypothesis that improved living 
conditions reduce deforestation and degradation. STAP is willing to advise the project proponents to 
design such a formal test. 
 

10. Similar to the previous two points, the assumption (p.8) that activities aiming to strengthen rights of local 
communities and strengthen (or develop) community-based natural resource management systems will 
lead to reduced deforestation and degradation remains largely untested (to say that one has observed 
communities with strong institutions and clear rights managing their forests well is not the same as 
observing that outside action to strengthen weak property rights and community institutions leads to 
better forest management). Academics have shown theoretically that unclear property rights can 
decrease the incentives for exploiting resources because of the uncertainty generated over future 
profits, and thus offering clear rights can increase exploitation. Two questions in the aforementioned 
Conservation Biology article indicate that we still know very little about the conservation impacts of 
decentralizing management authority to community institutions and formally recognize local customary 
rights and traditional institutions. The GEF Congo Basin SFM initiative should be designed to contribute 
to the evidence base in this area, rather than to assume it already exists. 

 
11. STAP notes that the PFD contains only broad descriptive content as to the attainment of global 

environmental benefits (GEBs). One paragraph on page 11 of the PFD mentions “biodiversity 
conservation, reduction of risks related to climate change, prevention of land degradation and protection 
of international waters”.  In a broad programmatic framework, it is difficult to be specific how project 
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actions will lead to GEBs.  STAP advises, however, that programmatic approaches should attempt to 
make broad quantitative estimates of some of the key indicators in the GEF-4 strategies, such as 
numbers of species to be conserved and tonnes of carbon prevented from being lost. Individual projects 
under the program will need to address the GEBs more specifically. The PFD has some descriptive text 
on the current baseline, but projects will also need to be more specific on the baseline situation in order 
to determine the impact of GEF investments. 

 
12. Under ‘Risks’ (Section H), the PFD notes that, “Measures to address risks related to vulnerability to 

accelerating impact of climate change are incorporated directly into the program design.”  STAP would 
prefer to see more explicit reference to potential climate change risks on the Congo Basin and how 
these can be mitigated through SFM.  For example, some interesting ideas on adaptation to such risks 
came from the recent conference on “Adaptation of Forests and Forest Management to Changing 
Climate with Emphasis on Forest Health: a review of science, policy and practices” (see  
http://www.forestadaptation2008.net/home/en/ ). In order to guide the individual design of projects under 
the SIP Framework, STAP advises that the PFD should provide broad guidance as to the nature of the 
risks and the potential for adaptation/mitigation of climate change and SFM investments. Within 
individual projects STAP suggests to: 

a. Incorporate an activity aimed at assessing the impacts of projected climate change under 
different Global Climate Models at regional level in the Congo basin area using the Global 
Dynamic Vegetation Models. 

b. Develop win-win adaptation practices and strategies for coping with climate impacts in the 
medium and long term. 

c. Incorporate these adaptation practices into the project activities.  
 

13. Other risks to consider include: 
 

a. The efforts to link to the emerging REDD mechanism to the project activities may lead to 
uncertainty of Outcomes, since the structure, framework and the guidelines for REDD are yet to 
be developed and approved by the UNFCCC. 

b. There is uncertainty regarding the methodological issues in the program, since specific methods 
and guidelines are likely to emerge from UNFCCC (similar to the methodologies recommended 
for CDM in Afforestation and Reforestation). For example the activities aimed at establishing or 
developing baselines in the proposed Program may or may not be compatible with the methods 
and guidelines to be recommended by UNFCCC.  

c. The potential outputs of this project are unlikely to contribute significantly to the international 
debate on the emerging REDD mechanism, since the global debate may culminate into an 
action plan by 2009 and the outputs of this Strategic Program may emerge much later. National 
Capacity Building activities for addressing the UNFCCC negotiation process may be different for 
pre-2009 and post-2009, which will have to be recognized and incorporated in the program. 

 
14. The key drivers of deforestation in the Congo Basin region are logging activities, agricultural 

encroachment, industrial agriculture, mining and oil extraction and infrastructural investments. 
Deforestation as defined by the UNFCCC includes land use change or land use conversion. One critical 
issue in the Strategic Program is how activities aimed at promoting SFM will lead to halting deforestation 
or conversion of forest land to other activities. The three Components of the Strategic Program may 
have limited impacts on halting deforestation, since the key drivers of deforestation in the region are not 
adequately addressed.  
 

15. Are the drivers to be addressed for Component (i) and (ii), identical? Are the threats for Conservation 
and Production areas identical? If the drivers of degradation and deforestation or threats are identical 
then the interventions required may overlap, otherwise not. However, the interventions for these 
Components are different. Thus may require reconsideration for the activities for addressing Component 
(i) and (ii), depending on the unique threats to Conservation areas and Production areas.  
 

16. Is there deforestation and land use conversion in both Conservation area and Production areas? 
There is a clear need for distinguishing occurrence of deforestation and degradation in Conservation 
areas and the Production Areas. The Components and many of the activities required to address 
deforestation and degradation are likely to be different, and thus need to be highlighted. The Program 
should highlight this aspect.  
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17. There seems to be a weak relationship between the expected outputs of Project Component (i), with the 
aim of halting deforestation, since the outputs do not directly address the drivers/threats that lead to 
deforestation.  
 

18. There is a need for clarity on what specific SFM practices will address specific drivers or threats. 
Further, the link between the actions to reduce the deforestation or degradation and the drivers or 
threats, may have to be established. 
 

19. Eco-system Services: This is a very complex and controversial issue and there is a need for clarity on 
what approaches will be used for determining the eco-system services and the financial values for 
different eco-system services. Further, who will pay and who will receive the payments is also likely to 
be a complex issue.  
 


