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A.   PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Project rationale, objectives, outputs/outcomes, and activities

Mauritania is the Sahelian country most affected by drought and desertification; repeated 
cycles of drought and resulting natural resource deterioration seriously affect the 
population’s productive capacities.  Vegetation and forest resources are sparse, and 
except for mining and fisheries, the country lacks directly exploitable natural resources.  
Water scarcity is a widespread problem.  Desertification and environmental degradation 
are threatening arable land (45 percent of the total surface) and urgent actions are needed 
to mitigate this threat.   Access to potable water (for human and animal consumption), 
limited road infrastructure, particularly in rural areas, severely curb access for the rural 
population to agricultural services, health care, sanitation, education, and business and 
social services.  As a result, large areas lie fallow in terms of their potential for growth 
for lack of connecting feeder roads to markets.   
 
In the rural sector, the constraints to development include : 

• A narrow and degraded natural resource base where agricultural activities take 
place within a narrow strip of land (200 km wide); the land is characterized by 
low and erratic rainfall, interrupted by drought spells; the limited arable land is 
threatened by soil degrading practices and advancing dune formations; and 
biodiversity is threatened by over-exploitation of forest formations.   

• Limited transport infrastructure to access markets and services due to a 
combination of public investment decisions, poor implementation of transport 
policies, and the vastness of the country and the isolation of rural populations, 
which poses a challenge to developing a road network. 

• Limited supply of productive services including agricultural services, resulting in 
low agricultural productivity. 

• Limited local community ownership of public investments as a result of a 
predominant top-down approach to public investments, low level of 
decentralization to the rural areas, and low involvement of local communities in 
public investment decision making. 

• Limited access to investment and working capital with no viable system for rural 
micro-finance for rural communities to acquire needed productive assets and 
services to boost agricultural productivity. 

• Land tenure and the implementation of a pastoral code which is presently being 
concentrated in high value land and not as much in rainfed areas where it could 
help resolve farmer-herder conflicts. 

 
Land degradation is a major concern in Mauritania where agro-pastoral areas and oases 
provide the ecosystems which serve as a primary source of water for the cattle 
population, support agricultural and pastoral production, supply firewood and timber, 
supply crops, and provide the habitat for fauna and flora.  The integrity of the ecosystems 
is threatened by the following constraints to sustainable management of natural 
resources:
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• Loss of arable land due to drought, lack of technical supervision and distribution of 
available technologies, increase in population, lack of collective vision and long-term 
planning, and difficulties in managing intercommunity areas, resulting in the 
reduction in yield, income, food security. 

 
• Loss of pastureland due to inadequate tradition-based rules, lack of familiarity and 

irregular application of the pastoral code, spatial management difficulties, lack of 
participation of communities, numerous regulations and measures for managing 
intercommunity forums, resulting in increase in conflicts, greater competition for 
resources. 

 
• Loss of biodiversity from uncontrolled hunting, fishing, and deforestation, 

unfamiliarity with regulations, limited personnel for monitoring, land clearing, 
reduction in the water table, and poverty pressure, resulting in the disappearance of 
plant and animal species, and a reduction in medicinal plants. 

 
• Loss of forest land from poor access to alternative technologies, and lack of 

supervision. 
 
The Government’s efforts to fight poverty are also hampered by general constraints 
including :  (a) demographics (Mauritania’s population is expected to double from 2.6 to 
4.1 million by 2015 with rapid urban migration impacting the environment); (b) the weak 
capacity of public administration (implementing and managing economic and sectoral 
policies, managing strategic planning and programming/monitoring of public 
expenditures); and (c) the weak capacity of civil society (recently developed and 
insufficiently structured affecting their ability to deliver quality assistance). 
 
The Government’s efforts to address the above constraints include putting in place such 
national strategies and policies as the:   Poverty  Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP, 
revised in 2001), the 2001 Agro-food Strategy; the 2002 Livestock Strategy; the Pastoral 
Code (2003); the Land Tenure Law “Loi foncière et domaniale” (1997, 2002), the 
“Schéma National d’Aménagement du Territoire”(1986), the Forestry Code, the Forest 
Action Plan; the bylaw for Game and Nature Protection “Code de la Chasse et la 
Protection de la Nature” (1997), the National Biodiversity Strategy (1998), the National 
Action Plans for Adaptation to Climatic Change (NAPA)(2004)  and for combating 
Desertification (PAN-LCD) (2002), the National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) 
(prepared in 2004).   In 1986, the Government initiated a Decentralization Strategy which 
was applied to rural municipalities in 1989 leading to the creation of 216 communes, of 
which 163 are rural.  Subsequently, a “National Strategy of Decentralization and Local 
Governance was prepared in 2002.   
 
The proposed Community-Based Watershed Management (CBWM) Project would 
address land degradation within the project area, through community interventions to 
improve the management of natural resources and combat desertification within the 
frameworks of watersheds and landscapes management.  
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The project is partially-blended with the IDA baseline Community-Based Rural 
Development (CBRD) Project, which focuses primarily on village-level investments to 
improve the livelihood of rural communities.  The CBWM project would broaden the 
base and supplement it with natural resources management investments emphasizing 
sustainable land management (SLM) at the inter-community level.   
 
The project development objective is to lessen the incidence of land degradation at the 
watershed level within the CBRD project area by promoting SLM practices and assisting 
rural communities realize benefits through community-driven investments which address 
land degradation. 
 
The expected national benefits of the project would be:   
 

• Improved land and water quality/quantity for local use through restoration of 
degraded lands, resulting decrease in erosion rates, and sediment flow into water 
bodies; 

• Improved income flow of rural communities through implementation and adoption of 
sustainable land management practices in targeted areas; 

• Increased capacity for stakeholders to implement cross-sectoral approaches to land 
management, including improved outreach and involvement of civil society, private 
sector, and government institutions to plan and manage natural resources. 

 
The overall project outcome expected for the project is that the rural communities’ 
increased usage of effective SLM techniques and practices lead to a decrease in 
incidences of land degradation. 
 
The project contains three components with the following activities:

Component A:  Capacity-Building for Sustainable Land Management (IDA Baseline - 
U$9.2 million; GEF Increment  - US$2.0 million). 

The baseline project supports strengthening the capacity of community village 
associations and rural municipalities in designing and implementing community 
development plans, developing the technical capacity of service providers, and 
strengthening the capacity of micro-enterprises that supply goods and maintenance 
services to the village associations.   
 
GEF incremental activities will build on the baseline by funding:  (a) the development of 
master plans for watershed management; (b) the review of policies, laws and regulations 
to provide incentives to rural communities to adopt sustainable management of resources 
at the watershed/landscape level; (c) the establishment of watershed associations; (d) 
sensitization of stakeholders to land degradation issues and sustainable management of 
resources; (e) strengthening the capacities of national and local research institutions, 
extension services and community associations to adopt a watershed management 
approach in developing and transferring SLM technologies; and (f) exploration of future 
funding options and sustaining operations (e.g., carbon markets, bio-carbon funds, 
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environmental tax revenues, etc.) following project closing.  The development of 
watershed associations will provide a fora for discussion and interaction between village 
communities, which combined with the development of priority action plans, will also 
provide a mechanism for conflict resolution, e.g., between herders and farmers. 
 
Overall Outcome for Component A:   

• Capacity for adapting and replicating innovative watershed management approaches 
at the local, regional, and national level is enhanced. 

 
Specific Outcomes:

• Innovative instruments and approaches to SLM at the watershed level are developed, 
and transferred to communities and other stakeholders.  

• Watershed Associations are able to make informed decisions on  local development 
investments. 

• The project implementation unit (CCU) is able to identify funding options for 
supporting activities in the future. 

 
Component B:  Investment Funds - Providing Incentives for Sustainable Land 
Management Practices (IDA Baseline -  US$30.3 million; GEF Increment - US$3.0 
million).   
 
Under this component, the baseline project provides the means for poor rural 
communities to implement village community development plans (VCDPs) while giving 
them the opportunity to put their strengthened capacities into practice. Two funds are 
made available which would bring benefits to the poor and improve their social, 
environmental and economic conditions:  (a) the Village Investment Fund which provides 
ADCs with capital input to execute their development plans, and (b) the Rural Communal 
Road Funds to improve access to rural roads within the communes.  Contributions, 
mostly in-kind, are required from beneficiaries at differing levels depending on the type 
of investment.  The community  development plans are demand-driven and identified by 
the communities themselves and attention to gender in the form of activities selected by 
women would be encouraged.   
 
The GEF component will provide incremental investment capital through a Local 
Investment Fund for village communities in a watershed area to adopt sustainable 
resource management and conservation practices at the inter-village community level.  
The master plan for watershed development, developed at the national level with the 
assistance of technical experts, would determine the types of activities which would be 
eligible for funding.  The investment proposals made by watershed associations would be 
demand-driven and would identify sustainable land/resource management investments 
and activities to be funded.  These investments must also be in harmony (i.e., no 
duplication of effort) with the CBRD’s VCDPs.  Eligible activities could include:   
 

• the demonstration and application of new, innovative SLM technologies and energy 
efficient technology (e.g., solar cooking stoves, solar electricity, biogas) at the 
watershed (regional or inter-village), and lower (village community) levels, 



- 6 -

establishment of upstream and river bank protection to minimize erosion and 
sediment transport in the watersheds, cattle routes/wells, pasture investments, inter-
village forest management investments);  

• income-generating activities (nurseries, ecotourism, fishing, gum arabic, medicinal 
plants); and  

• demonstrations of better management practices or mechanisms to strengthen 
traditional grazing management systems and systems to reduce livestock-agriculture 
conflicts such as installation of closures and boundaries for the protection of grazing 
areas and plantations.   

 
Overall Outcome for Component B:

• Efficient methods/techniques for watershed management are implemented by the 
beneficiary village communities through inter-village associations (watershed 
associations).  

 
Component C: Project Management, Monitoring and Evaluation (IDA Baseline –
US$4.1 million; GEF Increment – US$1.0 million). 
 
This component will support incremental project management and coordination expenses 
to the baseline, monitoring and evaluation, and the development and implementation of a 
communication strategy related to GEF activities.  This component will be also be  
implemented by the same implementing agency (Central Coordination Unit – CCU) as 
for the baseline project to ensure synergy and consistency between the objectives two 
projects and for cost efficiency.  A lead environmental specialist within the CCU will be 
responsible for facilitating, coordinating and monitoring the project’s GEF activities. The 
component will fund technical assistance associated with M&E, and the incremental 
operating costs of additional personnel recruited as part of regional teams (facilitators and 
animators) to execute  GEF activities or to assist in managing these activities.  Qualified 
technical assistance (e.g., an international research and development consulting firm) will 
be recruited under the component  to assist the CCU, particularly in the development of 
the watershed management master plan and the implementation of M&E tools (e.g., 
development of tools to assess land degradation costs and SLM benefits).   
 
Overall Outcome for Component C:

• CCU provides on time the means necessary to attain the objectives of the GEF 
program, and using the tools and standards acceptable to the GEF. 

 
Specific Outcomes: 

• Data base and GIS provide relevant information for M&E 
• Measurable decrease in area/incidences of land degradation  
• Enhanced sensitization of the population affected on land degradation mitigation. 
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Key indicators, assumptions, and risks 

The key indicators for evaluating the achievement of the project objective are (see Annex 
B):  
 
• Percentage of inter-village communities have enhanced their capacity to apply the 

SLM techniques introduced. 
• At least 50 percent eligible sub-projects are financed and implemented by project end. 
• Percentage of area targeted in a watershed on which SLM techniques have been 

introduced and adopted per watershed. 
• Percentage of activities introduced generating positive income flow. 
• Percentage increase in biomass (perennial grasses & shrubs regeneration). 
 
Risks 

There are a number of risks associated with this project, the first, and most important, is 
the assumption that communities/ groups of villages within a watershed will be agreeable 
to establishing inter-village, watershed associations to select and plan their development 
activities, which will require effective facilitation, support and mediation.  In this area, 
the project would draw on experience gained from the baseline’s interventions which 
would have been two years into implementation by the time this project starts up; as well 
as experience with similar operations elsewhere in the world.   
 
The second risk is the lack of cooperation between stakeholders due to land use planning 
or zoning which could create conflicts.  To mitigate this risk, a stakeholder analysis be 
conducted as a prerequisite for developing the master plans for watershed management.  
Participative mechanisms will be put in place to encourage the involvement of 
disadvantaged groups such as transhumants, nomads, women, and youth  in sustainable 
resource management activities. Should conflict arise, the project will favor using 
traditional methods of conflict resolution involving local authorities. 

The third risk identified is that competition for scarce resources would also create 
conflicts.  To mitigate this risk, the project will ensure that a participative process in 
resources management and decision-making is employed  so that benefits are made 
evident to all stakeholders.  Transparency in the decision-making process and in the use 
of resources/funds can be ensured through the availability and accessibility of 
information. 
 
Weak implementation capacity at the local (communities, service providers) and 
institutional levels (local authorities, local collectivities) is a fourth risk which may cause 
bottlenecks in implementation and limit effective feedback and support from 
communities.  Training and assistance for relevant institutions/ organizations is built into 
the project design, assisted by a communication strategy, mostly funded under the 
baseline, but supplemented under the GEF for land degradation sensitization and SLM 
dissemination; these will be put in place to provide incentives for communities to 
participate in inter-village activities. 
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Weak cohesion of inter-village associations and groups are slow to form is a fifth risk.   
To mitigate this risk, the pilot sites are chosen in areas which have some cohesion around 
common interests in the use of natural resources.  The GEF component would build on 
the baseline project which would have already launched VCDPs and would provide a 
base for this project. In addition, it is envisaged that the participative process of 
identifying and selecting sub-project activities combined with training and technical 
assistance will improve the cohesion of groups. 
 
The sixth risk is the occurrence of prolonged drought periods which would jeopardize the 
positive effects/results gained under the project.  Risk from natural disasters are difficult 
to mitigate. However, efforts will be made to coordinate and link up with national 
initiatives and other donor programs, in order to build capacity for establishing early 
warning systems within the communities support a diversification of livelihood options, 
and exploring options for interventions for water conservation/ management, to mitigate 
risk due to natural disasters such as drought. 
 
Financial management risk in terms diversion or misuse of project funds exists will be 
discussed in detail in the Financial Management and Disbursement Arrangements section 
of the report (Annex 7) during appraisal. The project will follow closely the financial 
management arrangements for the IDA project which are designed to ensure that funds 
are used for the purpose intended (financial reporting requirements, yearly audits), and 
timely information is produced for project management and government oversight, and to 
facilitate the Agency’s compliance with fiduciary requirements.  
 
B.   COUNTRY OWNERSHIP 
 

a. COUNTRY ELIGIBILITY 

The Government of Mauritania has signed/ratified the following conventions: (i)  the 
Convention to Combat Desertification (CCD) – signed on October 14, 1994, ratified on 
August 7, 1996; (ii) the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) - signed on June 12, 
1992, and ratified on August 16, 1996; (iii) the Convention on Climate Change (CCC) 
was signed on December 6, 1992, and ratified on January 20, 1994.   
 

b. COUNTRY DRIVENNESS 

The Government has prepared and submitted a National Action Plan (NAP) in 2002; the 
NAP’s priorities are included in the 2001-2004 Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 
(PRSP); and the new environmental strategy to be implemented with UNDP’s assistance 
through the National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) (Plan National d’Action pour 
l’Environnement (PANE) which was developed through a participative process and in 
accordance with the relevant international conventions (CCD, CBD, the convention on 
Wetlands (Ramsar convention).  The major objectives of the NEAP are to:  (i) promote 
extensive consultations at the community and departmental levels regarding 
environmental degradation and develop natural resources in the areas of pastoralism, 
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forestry, and protection of marine and inland wetlands; (iii) develop ecotourism as an 
alternative method for maximizing the potential of the country’s natural biodiversity 
heritage; (iv) implement a massive program to utilize butane gas and alternative energy 
sources in place of charcoal; and (v) establish arrangements for monitoring and 
evaluating environmental policies and programs. 
 
C. PROGRAM AND POLICY CONFORMITY 

 
c. FIT  TO GEF OPERATIONAL PROGRAM  AND STRATEGIC PRIORITY 

The proposed project is consistent with the GEF OP #15 “Sustainable Land 
Management” context. The global objective of the CBWM is to introduce sustainable 
land management practices at the local and regional (commune) levels, or order to limit 
land degradation and desertification and to safeguard critical ecosystem functions.  Its 
focus is on natural resource management in an area where severe problems of water and 
wind erosion exist, including poor arable and livestock-related land management 
practices with resulting land degradation.  
 
The global development objective is to limit land degradation and to safeguard critical 
ecosystem functions through community-driven SLM activities that improve agro-
sylvopastoral management and increase vegetation cover while securing livelihoods and 
global environmental benefits (i.e., reduced sedimentation of waterways, improved 
interconnectedness and integrity of ecosystems, enhanced carbon storage rates, and 
increased opportunities for biodiversity conservation). 
 
The expected global benefits of the GEF alternative include:  
 

• Arresting and reducing desertification (a global bad); 
• increased opportunities for conservation of biodiversity, mitigation of desertification, 

and preserving ecosystem integrity through the harmonization of policies and 
regulations supporting sustainable management of resources at the watershed/ 
landscape level; 

• enhanced ecosystem integrity and sustainable land management due to adoption of 
improved land management and restoration practices, both in productive landscapes 
and in riparian areas which result in decreased soil erosion, increased in carbon 
sequestration, and improved conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity;  

• improved capacity for seed retrieval of threatened riparian plant species and 
sustainable land management through improving capacity of communities to manage 
their land resources; 

• restoration of globally important ecosystems (e.g., microclimates, fauna and flora, 
areas of significance for migratory birds); 

• establishment of a replicable M&E system for land degradation, incorporating global 
concerns to the baseline M&E activities. 

 
d. SUSTAINABILITY (INCLUDING FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY)
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Together with the baseline project, the project will employ a demand-driven, 
participatory approach to building local capacity for managing small projects, 
formulating  development plans, contracting and supervising small procurement works, 
funds management, monitoring, and application of new SLM technologies.  Communities 
will gain experience in negotiating contracts with government, civil society and private 
sector and build partnerships with them.  The project will provide an enabling 
environment for strengthening local ownership of natural resources management 
initiatives through demand-driven investments with beneficiary contributions in kind 
(labor and basic materials).  At the regional and national levels, the project would frame 
interventions within the decentralization process and would contribute to strengthening 
the capacity of national associations/institutions in designing, planning and managing 
watershed management master plans in the context of land degradation by involving 
these important stakeholders in the preparation, implementation and evaluation processes.    
 
The project will be implemented within the framework of relevant national policies and 
regulations (mentioned above) which the Government has established which will 
contribute to the long term prospects of the project’s sustainability.  Furthermore, the 
baseline study and review of policies and regulations will make recommendations on 
harmonization of relevant laws and regulations which will directly impact the project.   
 
Following the coup of August 2005, the Bank has maintained a close dialogue with the 
current Government of Mauritania and has received confirmation from the Government 
of its strong commitment to the current lending program with indications that Bank 
support will continue and likely increase in the future. 
 
In order to ensure financial sustainability, the economic aspects of managing land 
degradation will be taken into account and innovative financial mechanisms will be 
explored including national environmental funds, regional partnership centers for 
communities, carbon finance/sequestration, and returning environmental tax revenue to 
the local level. 
 

e. REPLICABILITY 

The project will be tested initially in two pilot sites1, following which successful 
approaches will be replicated to a total of five sites by the end of the project 
implementation period of five years.  The selection criteria for scaling up to other sites 
will be specific to watershed management and land degradation problems to better ensure 
replicability from one site to the next.  A detailed replication strategy would be proposed 
at the end of the second year of project implementation.   
 
The project will collect best practices and lessons from other related initiatives and donor 
projects in the area and incorporate applicable approaches during the project execution 
period, in addition to collecting and disseminating such information through the 

1 The two pilot sites are:  Lebher (32 villages), and Tegharada (12 villages).  The total number of villages 
targeted will be around 150 villages over five years of implementation. 
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Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee.  Representatives from other donor 
agencies (GTZ, UNDP, UNEP, IFAD), with programs under preparation and execution 
were invited to participate in the preparation of the project, and their project documents 
used.  Donors were also invited to attend a stakeholder’s workshop held to endorse 
findings of the project’s baseline studies during the course of preparation.  The project 
intends to remain in contact with the representatives of relevant donor programs by 
soliciting their participation in the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee. 
 
The TerrAfrica Partnership on SLM is available to assist in scaling up and scaling out 
interventions from the CBWM project, within Mauritania and beyond.  The TerrAfrica 
Partnership would provide a platform for knowledge, promoting and disseminating best 
practice, toolkits, and analytical work, gathered from other countries in Africa which 
would assist Mauritania’s SLM initiatives.   
 

f. STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

The project was designed in a highly participative process involving consultation with 
other donors, and participation in the preparation process by stakeholders and civil 
society.  Consultation through a stakeholders’ workshop held on October 19-20, 2005, at 
preparation validated findings in the baseline studies2 and informed publicly of the 
project’s design and content, and the newly formed Government of Mauritania provided 
support through ministerial representation, national television and press coverage to 
demonstrate its interest and commitment. 
 

g. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

To ensure harmonization and coordination, the project will use the monitoring and 
evaluation system designed for the baseline project and add relevant information needed 
for its GEF activities.  The central database being developed under the baseline project 
will capture data collected from project activities, national databases, studies and surveys, 
as well as inputs from the CBRD’s Central Coordination Unit’s (CCU) financial 
monitoring system.  The Geographic Information System (GIS) is being developed under 
the baseline project in parallel with another Bank project, the IPDIA/PDIAIM, with the 
collaboration of the national Central Mapping Agency of Mauritania.  The GIS will be 
used by the CBWM for capturing diagnostic information on villages and communities, 
monitor initiatives and community interventions related to watershed management and 
land degradation. Information collected will feed into the design of watershed 
management master plans, and used as diagnostic tools for monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E). 
 
The project would supplement the financing for M&E activities under the baseline 
project for minimal equipment and operating costs for GIS information gathering related 
to GEF activities.  Consultant services to carry out surveys, analyses for impact 
assessments, and for study tours to capture best practices and lessons from experiences 

2 The baseline studies presented were:  (i) an analysis of laws and regulations, (ii) soil characterization and 
degradation, (iii) social analysis of communities at the pilot sites, and (iv) biophysical analysis of sites. 
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with environmental M&E.  It is envisioned that, in the future, the GIS data management 
will be transferred to the national Central Mapping Agency. 
 
At the local level, the project will support community-based M&E as a tool for building 
the capacity of watershed associations to implement their watershed management plans.  
M&E will build on accepted traditional methods of surveillance which exist at the village 
level, and involve watershed associations in surveillance activities and reporting of 
abuses of natural resources to the proper local authorities.  Ecological monitoring would 
initially be carried out by extension agents (ABVs) with the view of transferring such 
responsibilities to watershed associations as their capacities are developed.  Surveys 
would be carried out at regular intervals to assess the impact of project activities on the 
targeted communities and the project area. 
 
As in the baseline project, to ensure objectivity, the project will contract with third parties 
(the MDRE’s M&E unit, other agencies, and consultants) to measure its outcome 
indicators and conduct targeted studies and surveys as needed.  In year one, the project 
will work with these parties to define an appropriate quantitative approach to assess the 
project’s overall impact.  However, overall responsibility for the collection of indicator 
data and analysis of results rests with the M&E system located within the CCU and 
assisted by RCUs.  Capacities of the CCU and the Ministry of Rural Development and 
Environment (MDRE) (particularly its statistical unit) will be strengthened so as to build 
complete ownership of the M&E system by the Mauritanians.   
 

(C) FINANCIAL MODALITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS 
 

Co-financing Sources 
Name of Co-

financier (source) 
Classification Type Amount 

(US$) Status* 
IDA Implementing 

Agency 
Credit 45,000,000 Confirmed 

Government of 
Mauritania 

Borrower Counterpart 
Funds 

5,100,000 Confirmed 

Beneficiaries  Beneficiaries Cash or In-kind  8,500,000 1/ Confirmed 

Sub-Total Co-financing 58,600,000 

1/ Includes $7,900,000 in beneficiary contribution from IDA baseline project, plus an additional 
$600,000 in beneficiary contribution from the GEF project. 

 
• Reflect the status of discussion with co-financiers.  If there are any letters with 

expressions of interest or commitment, please attach them. 
 
D. INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT 
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a. CORE COMMITMENTS AND LINKAGES.

During the preparation of the baseline project, the Government expressed in an official 
request to the Bank the need to complement the baseline project with inter-community 
interventions to improve the management of natural resources and combat desertification 
within  the frameworks of watershed and landscape management.   The baseline project 
and the CBWM is consistent with the priorities of the Country Assistance Strategy 
(FY03-05) and the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (2001) which emphasize the need to 
invest in natural resources management and envision investment in capacity building in 
FY05 (high case scenario).  Both the baseline and the CBWM projects support the 
Government’s program of decentralization by soliciting the participating of the regional, 
local and traditional authorities in project execution, as well as supporting the 
Government in the implementation of several other national strategies and policies with 
relevance to the rural sector. 
 

b. CONSULTATION, COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION BETWEEN IAS, AND 

IAS AND EXAS, IF APPROPRIATE.

The project will establish linkages with other donor agencies such as UNEP, UNDP, 
FAO, IFAD, GTZ, as well as other Bank programs such as the AELP and the PDIAIM, to 
avoid duplication of efforts and optimize on effectiveness of activities.  Contacts have 
been made with some of the agencies and further dialogue to determine areas and modes 
of collaboration and cooperation will be pursued during the course of preparation and 
firmed up prior to project start-up. 
 
A coordination mechanism will be established for the collaboration with the GEF 
national focal point for Mauritania and the CBWM staff to avoid duplication and 
reinforce synergies between national, regional, and global initiatives. These mechanisms 
will also include a regional coordination mechanism.   
 

c. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT 

The CBWM project will be implemented as a component of the baseline project, and 
under the auspices of the same national institutions, to ensure the consistency of the GEF 
with the ongoing IDA project (US$45.0 million credit).  The institutions involved will be 
the same as those implementing the ongoing IDA baseline project, except for the 
Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee which will be newly created.  Their 
capacities will be reinforced through the Component A “ Capacity Building”.  The 
project will be implemented as follows.   
 
The project is designed to foster bottom-up decision-making as in the IDA project,  
beginning with the ABVs which will be assisted in developing their master plan for 
watershed development, which will then be approved by the local public authorities 
(through approval committees).  A partnership agreement (“convention”) will be signed 
between the ABVs and interested parties to endorse the master plan and to clarify roles 
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and responsibilities.  From the master plan, the ABVs will select their priority activities 
and formulate annual action plans which would include subprojects for investment and 
training in SLM and income-generation.   The will be supported with technical assistance 
provided by the Decentralized Regional Coordination Units and  the Project Central 
Coordination Unit (responsible for coordinating and managing the project).   The 
Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee will provide technical guidance and advice 
to the project, and may play a role in policy dialogue and technical information 
dissemination.  Oversight for harmony with the country’s laws and policies, and 
intersectoral coordination  rests with the Steering Committee.  Details of roles and 
responsibilities at each level is described below. 
 
At the National Level: 
 
The Project Central Coordination Unit (CCU),  under the tutelage of the Ministry of 
Rural Development and Environment (MDRE), will be responsible for implementing the 
CBWM.  The CCU is responsible for briefing the MDRE before each meeting of the 
Steering Committee, and the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (defined 
below), and will be the contact point for responding to information needs, e.g., from 
TerrAfrica.   
 
The Steering Committee (Comité de Pilotage, CP) will provide overall guidance to the 
project. It will be responsible for: (i) reviewing the annual work plans, budgets, and 
project’s results prepared by the CCU; (ii) assessing the progress made towards achieving 
project's objectives; (iii) facilitating the project’s implementation through the 
coordination among CP’s members.  It is chaired by the Ministry of Economic Affairs 
and Development (MAED) and consists of key ministries involved in project activities 
(Rural Development, Interior, Health, Education, Equipment, Water, etc.), representatives 
(mayors) from elected local governments (communes), and civil society (NGOs).    
 
The Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (Comité technique et scientifique - 
CTS) which will be established in the context of the CBWM does not exist in the baseline 
project design, will review the technical elements of project activities which are 
new/innovative and have a national scope; it will guarantee the coherence and scientific 
quality of activities, and (take part in/be consulted in) the monitoring, and evaluation of 
the project from a technical standpoint, and be involved in the dissemination of results.  
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At the Regional Level: 
 
The Decentralized Regional Coordination Unit—RCU: The regional program is 
supervised by the  Comité Régional de Développement (CRD) which is chaired by the 
Governor of the region.  The CRD is composed of Government representatives, public 
services, representatives of local government (communes) and civil society (NGO, 
professional associations).   Each region in the project area has a Regional Coordination 
Unit (RCU) which is under the supervision of the Délégation Régionale du 
Développement Rural of the Ministry Rural Development and Environment.  Since 
project management will be decentralized to the regional level, the RCU will be in charge 
of the implementation of project activities on the ground and would be responsible for 
approving the master plans for watershed management.  In particular, it will ensure that 
the M&E system is carried out according to plan and the “Association des Bassins 
Versants” (ABV) or watershed associations receive the necessary assistance in 
implementing project activities.  
 
At the Local Level: 
 
Local Public Authorities and Oversight: Central and local technical services of the State 
and local authorities of the communes are expected to play an important role in the 
CBRD and CBWM.  Local authorities are expected to participate in the validation 
process and implementation of the master plan for watershed management which must be 
aligned with the Regional Poverty Reduction Programs (PRLP) and the development 
agenda of the communes and the region.  They also verify that the different investments 
conform with relevant rules and legal texts, supervise the implementation of subprojects, 
and assist the communities in conflict resolution should they arise.  The watershed 
management master plan will be vetted by an Approval Committee at the prefecture) 
level. The Approval Committee is composed of representatives from the sectoral 
ministries, local governments, and local NGOs.  Details would be provided in the Project 
Implementation Manual. 
 
Watershed Associations (Associations des Bassins Versants - ABVs) are ultimately the 
principal implementing units of the CBWM.  The law governing the formation of ADCs 
under the baseline will be applied also to the ABVs, which will group together 
representatives from different ADC villages under the CBRD.  Modalities on how to 
include villages which are in the watershed areas but do not meet the criteria for inclusion 
in the CBRD are being determined. With assistance from technical specialists, ABVs will 
be responsible for designing the development and investment plans for selected 
watersheds through a participatory approach.  The approach will involve several villages, 
and for rural communes, it will involve all villages in the watersheds.  Funds will be 
managed by the CCU for the ABVs.   ABVs and rural communes will be responsible for 
contracting suppliers and service providers, procuring goods and services needed to 
implement investment plans, and assuring proper operation and maintenance of the 
investments, and the CCU will pay directly the contractors or providers.  The ABVs will 
be responsible also for assessing the performance of agricultural and facilitation services.  
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ANNEX A: INCREMENTAL COST ANALYSIS 

This section discusses the incremental costs eligible for GEF funding for the project 
“Community-based Watershed Management Project” (CBWMP), defined as the 
difference between the GEF alternative scenario and the baseline. The baseline 
considered is the “Community-based Rural Development Project” (CBRD). For each of 
the three components of the project, the section will: 

(a) identify the baseline,  
(b) describe what would happen if the baseline is implemented, 
(c) indicate the costs of the baseline, 
(d) describe the alternative scenario, 
(e) describe the expected benefits under the alternative scenario,  
(f) report the cost of the alternative, and  
(g) the incremental cost. 

The relationship between the activities of each component and the environmental benefits 
generated is synthesized in three explanatory tables.  The Incremental Cost Matrix is 
reported at the end of the section.  As most of the decisions, practices and technologies 
that the beneficiaries of the project will adopt cannot yet be determined, the analysis 
favors a qualitative approach.  

I. Component 1: Capacity Building for Sustainable Land Management 

(a) Baseline: This component supports capacity building activities of community village 
associations and selected rural municipalities to design and implement effective 
development plans; develops the technical capacity of the communities’ service 
providers (crop and livestock research-development, extension services, statistical, 
environmental and rural training agencies) with an emphasis on decentralized units; 
and strengths the capacity of micro-enterprises that directly supply goods and 
maintenance services to the village associations. 

(b) Expected scenario under the baseline scenario: Communities will be provided 
with the necessary skills to effectively develop, implement, manage and monitor 
development plans and administer their local institutions. However, capacity building 
activities will not necessarily include or focus on natural resource management. 

(c) Baseline cost: 9,200,000 USD (IDA) 

(d) GEF alternative scenario: Under the CBWMP, this component will supplement the 
baseline project’s activities and develop local and regional capacity to adapt and 
replicate innovative watershed and landscape management approaches.  Particularly, 
the component will support the following activities. 

- Development of watershed and landscape management decision support tools to 
assist the communities and the local government in the local development 
planning process; a focus will be placed on the land use optimization, natural 
resources conservation with particular emphasis on land degradation while 
maximizing socio-economic objectives.  The tools developed will include 
Geographical Information Systems/Natural Resources Management (GIS-NRM) 
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databases of watersheds and watershed management master plans (Shémas 
directeurs d’aménagements) based on GIS data, and local watershed development 
plans. 

- Establishment of watershed associations; training and assistance to watershed 
associations and other village associations in the targeted watershed areas, 
disadvantaged groups (women, youth, transhumant),  rural communes, civil 
society, local and regional authorities, and traditional authorities, in the 
development, implementation and monitoring of local watershed development 
plans.  

- Strengthening the capacity of national and local research, extension services and 
different existing community associations to adopt a watershed/landscape 
management approach in developing and transferring sustainable land 
management technologies. 

- Awareness training and sensitizing communities to land degradation issues (e.g., 
tours to witness disastrous consequences of land degradation, use of 
demonstrations of successful mitigation techniques, dissemination of information 
of new SLM technologies and applications, etc.). 

- Review of policies, laws, regulations as needed during project implementation to 
identify reforms required for providing adequate incentives (such as improved 
tenure security, conflict resolution systems) to rural communities for the 
sustainable management of land resources at the watershed and landscape levels. 

- Exploration of possible options for future, sustainable operation and funding 
options (such as national environment funds, regional partnership centres for 
communities, bio-carbon fund, and returning environmental tax revenue to the 
local level). 

(e) Expected local and global benefits under the GEF alternative: The GEF 
alternative will strengthen the capacity of local communities and 
governments to adopt the watershed management approach in planning 
and implementing well coordinated local development interventions.  This 
component would mainly provide watershed management decision 
support tools, institutions, regulatory/policy framework, training and 
information to all relevant stakeholders.  As a result, environmental 
concerns will be integrated in the design and implementation of 
development plans and in decision-making processes, and sustainable 
methods to protect and manage natural resource assets will be developed.  
That will contribute to indirectly generate both local and global 
environmental benefits, including contribution to: reducing land 
degradation and desertification, preserving the integrity of ecosystems 
(including freshwater ecosystems), and to preserving the natural resource 
base/ capital. Details on the linkages between the expected planned 
activities and the environmental benefits are summarized in the table 
below. 

 



- 18 -

Activities Direct impact Local and global environmental 
benefits

Development of watershed and 
landscape management decision 
support tools 
Establishment of watershed 
association, and training in the 
development, implementation and 
monitoring of watershed 
development plans 
Strengthening the capacity of 
national and local research  to adopt 
watershed/ landscape management 
approach in developing and 
transferring SLM technologies 

� Improved knowledge of SLM 
practices/ increased adoption of 
SLM technologies (with direct 
benefit in terms of wind and water 
erosion of soil, waterlogging, etc.) 

� SLM integrated in decision-
making processes  

� Upstream and off-site effects of 
land degradation taken into 
consideration in decision-making 
processes 

Awareness training  � Improved knowledge and 
awareness on land degradation, its 
causes and consequences, 
mitigation techniques, and new 
SLM technologies and 
applications 

Review of policies, laws, regulations  � Reforms in the policies, laws and 
regulations needed to support 
sustainable management of land 
resources at watershed and 
landscape levels identified 

� Adequate incentives (in terms of 
tenure security, conflict resolution 
systems, etc.) identified 

� Land degradation issues 
mainstreamed into local 
development processes, and 
enabling policy, legal and 
planning framework established 

� Policies and regulations 
supporting sustainable 
management of resources at the 
watershed/landscape level 
harmonized 

Exploration for future funding � Sustainability of interventions 
guaranteed 

� Land degradation/ desertification 
reduced (and possibly halted and 
reversed) 

� Critical ecosystem’ integrity, 
regulation functions and services 
(including microclimates, fauna 
and flora, areas of significance for 
migratory birds, etc.) preserved, 
restored and possibly improved 

� Freshwater ecosystems/ 
waterways maintained and 
protected (specifically the Oued 
Greigel and the Oued Tengharada 
basins) 

� Land-use conflicts and pasture 
pressure reduced thanks to better 
land use planning 

(f) GEF Alternative costs: 11,200,000 USD (IDA + GEF) 

(g) Incremental cost: 2,000,000 USD (GEF) 

 

II. Component 2: Local Investment Fund 

(a) Baseline: This component aims at supporting the implementation of projects 
identified in the village and communal development plans. It comprises two 
matching-grant funds: (a) a Village Investment Fund, which will target poor village 
communities and provide them with capital input to implement their village 
community development plans (VCDPs), and (b) a Rural Communal Roads Fund, 
which will improve communities’ access to rural roads. 
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(b) Expected scenario under the baseline scenario: the nature of investments and 
activities that will be supported through the local investment fund depends on the 
priorities identified in the village and communal development plans, and may range 
from activities to boost agriculture productivity, to off-farm income generating 
activities, to livestock health activities, to health and education activities, etc. As 
such, there is no guarantee that specific investments on environmental management 
are included. 

(c) Baseline cost: 30,300,000 USD (IDA) 

(d) GEF alternative scenario: A GEF component is sought to complement the project in 
areas of natural resource management that concern more than one village. 
Particularly, the GEF component will support the development of a master plan for 
watershed management involving more than one community. Eligible activities 
would be detailed in the master plan and could include:   

(a) the research and development, demonstration and application of (1) new, 
innovative SLM technologies (e.g., conservation agriculture technologies, tree-
based technologies, upstream and river bank protection, etc.), and (2) energy 
efficient technologies that reduce pressure on wood fuel harvesting (e.g., solar 
cooking stoves, solar electricity, biogas, etc.) at the watershed (regional or 
inter-village), and lower (village community) levels;  

(b) alternative income-generating activities (e.g. agro-forestry, nurseries, 
ecotourism, fishing, gum Arabic, medicinal plants); and  

(c) demonstrations of better management practices or mechanisms to strengthen 
traditional grazing management systems and systems to resolve livestock-
agriculture conflicts such as installation of closures and boundaries for the 
protection of grazing areas and plantations.   

(e) Expected local and global benefits under the GEF alternative: Local investments 
will be proposed by watershed associations (ABVs) in watershed community 
development plans (WCDPs) must be in harmony with the master plan for watershed 
management developed under the GEF component to be eligible for funding.  
Moreover, the project would not fund activities which are not linked to GEF 
objectives or provide direct or indirect benefits to the environment.  Therefore, the 
proposed GEF alternative will contribute to the achievement of local and global 
environmental benefits as summarized in the table below. 
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Activities Direct  impact Local and global environmental 
benefits

Research, development, 
demonstration and application of 
SLM technologies  

� Soil erosion by wind (in the 
Tengharada site) and water (in 
the Greiguel site) reduced/ soil 
and water conservation improved 

� Surface crusting, soil 
compotation and declining soil 
fertility reduced 

� Dune mechanic and biological 
fixation, particularly in the 
Tengharada basin, and between 
Ain Tengharada and Tod) 

� Aquifer loss decreased 
� Bank erosion, sedimentation, 

siltation reduced/ flow regimes 
regulated 

� Natural vegetation rehabilitated  

� Critical ecosystem’ integrity, 
regulation functions and services 
(including microclimates, fauna 
and flora, areas of significance for 
migratory birds, etc.) preserved, 
restored and possibly improved 

� Land degradation/ desertification 
reduced (and possibly halted and 
reversed) 

� Freshwater ecosystem maintained 
and preserved through decreased 
bank erosion/ sedimentation/ 
siltation 

� Frequency and incidence of dust 
storms decreased 

� Productive capacity of land 
improved 

Research, development, 
demonstration and application of 
energy efficient technologies that 
reduce pressure on wood fuel 
harvesting 

� Pressure on/ over-exploitation of 
forestry resources (particularly 
for fuelwood) reduced 

� Use of manure for energy 
purposes decreased 

� Workload burden on women due 
to fuelwood collection decreased 

� Biodiversity loss reduced both 
because of reduced exploitation of 
natural resources and preservation 
of natural habitats; migration 
corridors maintained  

� Forestry resources/ herbaceous or 
woody vegetation loss reduced 
(and possibly halted and reverted) 

� Contribution to the improvement 
of carbon sequestration rates and 
to the reduction of GHG 

� Degradation of soil quality 
reduced due to the increased 
availability of manure 

Alternative income-generating 
activities 

� Pressure on/ over-exploitation of/ 
competition on natural resources 
(land, forestry, water, etc.) 
reduced 

� Critical ecosystem’ integrity, 
regulation functions and services 
(including microclimates, fauna 
and flora, areas of significance for 
migratory birds, etc.) preserved, 
restored and possibly improved 

� Land degradation/ desertification 
reduced (and possibly halted and 
reversed) 

� Biodiversity loss reduced both 
because of reduced exploitation of 
natural resources and preservation 
of natural habitats 

� Contribution to the improvement 
of carbon sequestration rates and 
to the reduction of GHG  

� Land-use conflicts reduced 
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Demonstrations of better 
management practices or mechanisms 
to strengthen traditional grazing 
management systems and systems to 
resolve livestock-agriculture conflicts 

� Grazing pressure on land and 
natural vegetation decreased 

� Productive, pastoral and forestry 
functions of selected ecosystem 
preserved 

� Soil/ forestry resources/ natural 
vegetation preserved 

� Reduction of agriculture-livestock 
conflicts 

(f) GEF Alternative costs: 33,300,000 USD (IDA + GEF) 

(g) Beneficiary contribution: in-kind 

(h) Incremental cost: 3,000,000 USD (GEF). The incremental cost will cover the costs 
for establishment and management of the fund, consultant services, training, 
recruitment of facilitators to train and assist the watershed associations in submitting 
investment proposals, and costs associated with acquisition of information, materials 
and equipment for the demonstration of new and innovative techniques in SLM and 
income-generating activities. 

 

III. Component 3: Project Management and M&E 

(a) Baseline: The CBRD will support general project management, coordination and 
M&E activities or both projects (CBRD and GEF component), and the development 
of a communication strategy. The M&E system will include poverty indicators. 

(b) Expected scenario under the baseline scenario: The M&E system which would be 
established under the baseline scenario would not incorporate indicators and 
monitoring tools to assess ecosystem and land degradation processes. As a result, the 
M&E system would not allow a comprehensive understanding of the ecosystem 
dynamics and of the land degradation processes, thus preventing to effectively 
intervene in addressing this problem. The only environmental benefits may arise from 
the correct application of the Bank’s environmental safeguards. 

(c) Baseline cost: 4,100,000 USD (IDA) 

(d) GEF alternative scenario: This component will focus on designing and 
implementing community and scientific M&E systems to monitor global and local 
environment indicators to assess their impact (desertification/ land degradation, 
carbon sequestration, biodiversity, international waters, climate change) in project 
areas, and on providing technical assistance associated with the M&E. The GEF 
component will focus on specific activities such as: 

- Establishment of a GIS database for monitoring trends in natural resources and 
land degradation, 

- Development of community-based and scientific monitoring and evaluation 
system (with indicators than can be monitored by communities, and scientific 
indicators on the other hand) for land degradation and watershed management 
assessment at the local and regional levels, and local and global environmental 
impact assessment. 

(e) Expected local and global benefits under the GEF alternative: The establishment 
of a comprehensive M&E mechanism would allow a better understanding of the 
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dynamics (root causes and processes) associated with land degradation, carbon 
sequestration, water resource management and biodiversity conservation. As a result, 
a reduction in land degradation is expected and consequent improvement in 
ecosystem functions, reduction in biodiversity loss, and protection of waterways. 

 

Activities Direct impact Local and global environmental 
benefits

Designing and implementing M&E 
system to monitor local and global 
environment indicators 

� Better understanding of the 
underlying root causes, processes 
and dynamics associated with 
land degradation 

� Environmental information 
system and environmental 
indicators  

� Land degradation/ desertification 
reduced 

� Ecosystem functions preserved 
and improved 

� Aquatic ecosystems productivity 
and integrity sustained 

� Biodiversity loss reduced 

(f) GEF Alternative costs: 5,100,000 USD (IDA + GEF) 

(g) Incremental cost: 1,000,000 USD (GEF). This incremental cost will specifically 
cover the establishment of a GIS and the development of a database, the costs 
associated with the development of NRM indicators and the implementation of the 
M&E tools to monitor NRM activities, and the incremental operating costs of 
additional personnel to technically assist to assist in managing GEF activities. 



Incremental Cost Matrix 
 

The incremental costs are calculated as the difference between the GEF alternative scenario and the 
CBRD baseline scenario. The results are reported in the matrix below. As most of the decisions, practices 
and technologies that the beneficiaries of the project will adopt cannot yet be determined, the analysis 
favors a qualitative approach. 

 
Component Category Estimated 

Expenditures  

(US $) 

Local Benefit Global Benefit 

Baseline 9,200,000 ��Capacity to design and 

implement 

development plans 

enhanced 

��Possible, minor global 

environmental benefits 

may occur thanks to 

the design and 

implementation of 

development plans that 

include interventions 

in NRM 

Capacity Building 

With GEF 
Alternative 

11,200,000 ��Local environmental 

benefits due to the 

adoption and 

replication of 

integrated watershed 

and landscape 

management 

��Local environmental 

challenges due to 

expanded irrigated 

agriculture reduced 

through the integration 

of environmental 

concerns/ SLM 

approaches in the 

design and 

implementation of 

development plans 

��Capacity for 

stakeholders to 

implement cross-

sectoral approaches to 

land management 

increased 

��Land-use conflicts 

reduced through a 

better land-use 

planning 

��Rates of migration 

within and between 

regions reduced due to 

a better incentive 

system 

Significant 

contribution to: 

��Reducing, and possibly 

halting and reversing 

land degradation and 

desertification 

��Preserving, restoring  

and improving critical 

ecosystem’ integrity, 

regulation functions 

and services (including 

oases microclimates, 

fauna and flora, areas 

of significance for 

migratory birds, etc.) 

��Sustaining 

international aquatic 

ecosystem productivity 

and integrity 

(specifically the Oued 

Greigel and the Oued 

Tengharada)
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Incremental 2,000,000 
Baseline 30,300,000 ��Local livelihoods 

supported and overall 

poverty reduced 

through the 

implementation of 

various income 

generation and other 

social activities 

�� Increased investments 

in local and regional 

infrastructures 

��Possible sporadic, non-

systematic activities 

addressing land 

degradation and other 

global environmental 

problems (in case 

environmental 

concerns are included 

in the VCDPs) 

With GEF 
Alternative 

33,300,000 ��Land productivity 

improved 

�� Improved income flow 

and sustainability of 

local livelihoods 

ensured 

��Vulnerability to natural 

hazards (particularly 

drought) decreased 

��Water quality/ quantity 

for local use improved 

through restoration of 

degraded lands 

(resulting in decreased 

erosion rates and 

sediment flow into 

water bodies) 

��Frequency and 

incidence of dust 

storms decreased 

�� Immediate options to 

address land 

degradation provided to 

communities 

��Women role 

empowered 

��Conflicts over 

resources/ agriculture-

livestock conflicts 

reduced 

��Land degradation (and 

specifically wind and 

water erosion) and 

desertification (through 

dune fixation) reduced, 

and possibly halted and 

reversed;  

��Preserving, restoring  

and improving critical 

ecosystem’ integrity, 

regulation functions 

and services (including 

oases microclimates, 

fauna and flora, areas 

of significance for 

migratory birds, etc.) 

��Habitat fragmentation 

reduced/ Globally 

significant natural 

habitats and 

biodiversity conserved 

and sustained, 

including cattle 

migration corridors 

(e.g. towards Senegal 

and towards 

Guidimakha and Mali), 

threatened riparian 

plant species, etc. 

��Deforestation rates 

decreased and 

reversed/ carbon sinks 

function improved and 

reduction of GHG 

(negotiable amount);  

��Trans-boundary water 

resources of global 

value protected and 

maintained  

Local Investment 
Fund 

 

Incremental 3,000,000 
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Baseline 4,100,000 ��M&E system to 

monitor baseline 

activities established 

��Limited knowledge of 

ecosystem dynamics 

and land degradation 

processes due to 

limited monitoring of 

ecosystem and land 

degradation processes 

��Some global 

environmental benefits 

may arise from the 

application of the 

environmental 

safeguards 

With GEF 
Alternative 

5,100,000 ��Establishment of a 

comprehensive 

mechanism for 

monitoring natural 

resources and land 

degradation processes 

and trends 

Significant 

contribution to: 

��Reducing, halting and 

reversing land 

degradation and 

desertification 

��Preserving, restoring  

and improving critical 

ecosystem’ integrity, 

regulation functions 

and services (including 

microclimates, fauna 

and flora, areas of 

significance for 

migratory birds, etc.) 

��Sustaining 

international aquatic 

ecosystem productivity 

and integrity 

thanks to a better 

understanding of the 

underlying causes, 

processes and 

dynamics associated 

with land degradation 

Project Management 
and Monitoring and 
Evaluation 

 

Incremental 1,000,000 
Baseline 43,600,000  

With GEF 
Alternative 

49,600,000  

TOTAL 

Incremental 6,000,000 
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ANNEX B:  PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK 

Global Objective 

To limit land degradation and to safeguard critical ecosystem functions through community-driven 
SLM activities that improve agro-sylvopastoral management and increase vegetation cover while 
securing livelihoods and global environmental benefits (i.e., reduced sedimentation of waterways, 
improved interconnectedness and integrity of ecosystems, enhanced carbon storage rates, and 
increased opportunities for biodiversity conservation). 
 

Project Development 
Objective (PDO) 

Project Outcome Indicators Use of Project Outcome 
Information 

To lessen the incidence of land 
degradation at the watershed 
level within the targeted CBRD 
project areas by assisting rural 
communities to realize benefits 
through community-driven 
investments addressing land 
degradation and promoting SLM 
practices. 
 
Outcome:
Communities’ increased usage 
of effective SLM techniques and 
practices lead to decrease in 
incidences of land degradation 
and a positive income flow.  

• % Inter-village communities have 
enhanced their capacity to apply the 
sustainable land management 
(SLM) techniques introduced.   

 
• % activities introduced generating 

positive income flow for 
communities 

 
• % of area (ha) targeted on which 

SLM techniques have been 
introduced and adopted per 
watershed. 

 
• % increase in biomass (perennial 

grasses and shrubs regeneration). 
 

• Assess relevance and success of SLM 
techniques introduced to communities. 

 
• Assess replicability of methodologies 

tested in pilot sites and make 
adjustments. 

 
• Focus on replication of successful 

methods which have been adopted that 
have resulted in a decrease in 
incidences of land degradation. 

 

Intermediate Outcomes 
by Component 

Intermediate Outcome 
Indicators 

Use of Intermediate Outcome 
Monitoring 

Component A:  Capacity 
Building for Sustainable Land 
Management 
 
Overall Outcome:
Capacity is enhanced at the 
local, regional, and national 
level for adapting and 
replicating innovative watershed 
management approaches. 
 
Specific Outcomes: 
Innovative instruments and 
approaches for SLM at the 
watershed level are developed, 
and transferred.  
 
Watershed Associations are able 
to make decisions on  local 
development investments  

 

• Two master plans for watershed 
management developed and adopted 
for pilot sites by end-PY2, five sites 
by PY5. 

 
• Watershed associations (one per 

site) are formed, meeting regularly 
to take decisions, and act on them. 

 
• Beneficiary villages receiving 

training, using SLM and water 
conservation techniques. 

 

• Assess technical soundness and 
implementability of master plans and 
adjust as needed. 

 

• Assess effectiveness of approaches 
used to form associations and take 
measures to ensure cohesiveness  

 
• Monitor pace of training and 

implementation of techniques and 
adjust as needed. 

 
• Monitor effectiveness of 

facilitators/trainers and adjust as 
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Project implementation unit 
(CCU) is able to identify future 
funding options for supporting 
activities. 

 

• The project coordination unit is able 
to identify and secure at least two 
alternative funding options. 

 

facilitators/trainers and adjust as 
needed. 

 

Compoment B:  Local 
Investment Funds 
 
Overall Outcome:
Efficient methods/techniques for 
watershed management are 
implemented by village 
communities.  
 

• Proportion of beneficiary villages 
communities that have implemented 
SLM techniques.   

 
• At least xx% of eligible sub-projects 

are financed and implemented. 
 

• Assess and monitor number of  SLM 
techniques introduced and 
implemented. 

 
• Document number of subprojects 

implemented. 
 
• Monitor timeliness of sub-projects 

implemented. 
Component C:  Project 
Management and M&E 
 
Overall Outcome: 
CCU provides on time, the 
means necessary to attain the 
objectives of the GEF program, 
and using the tools and standards 
acceptable to the GEF. 
 
Specific Outcome: 
Data base and GIS provide 
relevant information for M&E 
 
Measurable decrease in 
area/incidences of land 
degradation  
 
Enhanced awareness and 
sensitization of population 
affected on land degradation 
mitigation. 
 

• Services provided including 
procurement, financial reporting, 
audits) are of acceptable quality and 
provided on time; periodic reports 
are updated, tables are furnished on 
time;  

 
• Functional data base and GIS data 

on selected watershed sites installed 
by PY2. 

 
• Data base and GIS provide relevant 

information for M&E. 
 
• % of residents in beneficiary village 

communities expressing satisfaction 
with enhanced sensitization 
program. 

 

• Ensure regular reporting is carried out 
by the CCU, financial management is 
adequate, and mitigation for financial 
risks are in place. 

 

• Use data and information as inputs to 
watershed master plan development 
and for M&E reporting. 

 
• Assess effectiveness of 

communications tools and strategy. 

ARRANGEMENTS FOR RESULTS MONITORING 
 
To ensure harmonization and coordination, the project will use the monitoring and 
evaluation system designed for the baseline project and add relevant information needed 
for its GEF activities.  The central database being developed under the baseline project 
will capture data collected from project activities, national databases, studies and surveys, 
as well as inputs from the CBRD’s Central Coordination Unit’s (CCU) financial 
monitoring system.  The GIS for the CBWM is being developed in parallel with the 
CBRD and another Bank project, the IPDIA/PDIAIM, with the collaboration of the 
national central mapping agency of Mauritania. The GIS will be used for capturing 
diagnostic information on villages and communities, monitor initiatives and community 
interventions related to watershed management and land degradation.  Information 
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collected will feed into the design of watershed management master plans, and used as 
diagnostic tools for monitoring and evaluation (M&E). 
 
The project would supplement the financing for M&E activities under the baseline 
project for minimal equipment and operating costs for GIS activities.  Consultant services 
to carry out surveys, analyses for impact assessments, and for study tours to capture best 
practices and lessons from experiences with environmental M&E. 
 
At the local level, the project will support community-based M&E as a tool for building 
the capacity of watershed associations to implement their watershed management plans.  
M&E will build on accepted traditional methods of surveillance which exist at the village 
level, and involve watershed associations in surveillance activities and reporting of 
abuses of natural resources to the proper local authorities.  Ecological monitoring would 
initially be carried out by extension agents (ABVs) with the view of transferring such 
responsibilities to watershed associations as their capacities are developed.  Surveys 
would be carried out at regular intervals to assess the impact of project activities on the 
targeted communities and the project area. 
 
As in the baseline project, to ensure objectivity, the project will contract with third parties 
(the MDRE’s M&E unit, other agencies, and consultants) to measure its outcome 
indicators and conduct targeted studies and surveys as needed.  In year one, the project 
will work with these parties to define an appropriate quantitative approach to assess the 
project’s overall impact.  However, overall responsibility for the collection of indicator 
data and analysis of results rests with the M&E system located within the CCU and 
assisted by RCUs.  Capacities of the CCU and the Ministry of Rural Development and 
Environment (MDRE) (particularly its statistical unit) will be strengthened so as to build 
complete ownership of the M&E system by the Mauritanians.   
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Arrangements for results monitoring

Target Values 3 Data Collection and Reporting
Project Outcome Indicators Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 YR4 YR5 Frequency and

Reports
Data Collection

Instruments
Responsibility for
Data Collection

• % inter-village communities having
enhanced their capacity to apply the
sustainable land management (SLM)
techniques introduced.

• % activities introduced generating
positive income flow for
communities.

• % of area targeted in a watershed
on which SLM techniques have
been introduced and adopted.

• % change in vegetative cover and
species composition, encroachments
in fragile areas, show stability or
improvements in the targeted
watershed sites.

Baseline
study (in
progress)

As
communities
begin
participating

Baseline
study (in
progress and
as water -
sheds are
selected)

Baseline
study as
watersheds
are selected

0%

0%

0%

0%

20%

20%

10%

0%

50%

30%

20%

30%

60%

40%

30%

40%

60%

50%

40%

60%

Quarterly project reports CCU and project data
base

M&E- CCU;
External evaluation

Intermediate Outcome Indicators
Component A:
• Two master plans for watershed

management developed and adopted
for pilot sites by end-PY2, five sites
by PY5.

• Watershed associations (one per

n/a 2

2

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

Quarterly project reports;
Mid-term review report;
Project completion report.

Data collected by
RCU

M&E unit – CCU;
External evaluation

3 Target values are indicative at preparation and may be revised during appraisal following discussions with the client country. The project is a pilot, beginning
with two watershed sites, with a view to scaling up to a total of five sites by project closing. As such, there will be indicators which will be revised during the
course of implementation.
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site) are formed, meeting regularly
to take decisions, and act on them.

• Beneficiary villages receiving
training, using SLM and water
conservation techniques.

• The project coordination unit is able
to identify and secure at least two
alternative funding options.

20

0

100

0

200

0

500

0

600

2

Component B:

• Proportion of beneficiary villages
communities that have implemented
SLM techniques.

• At least xx% of eligible sub-projects
are financed and implemented

Baseline
study and as
ABVs begin
participating

20%

20%

50%

50%

80%

80%

80%

80%

80%

80%

Quarterly project reports;
Mid-term evaluation
report;
Project completion report.

Project data base;
Mission reports

M&E CCU;
External evaluation

Component C:
• Services provided including

procurement, financial reporting,
audits) are of acceptable quality and
provided on time; periodic reports
are updated, tables are furnished on
time;

• Periodic reports from database and
GIS information produced on time.

• % of targeted stakeholders
4participating in SLM
communication strategy
development.

• % of residents in beneficiary village
communities expressing satisfaction
with enhanced awareness and
sensitization program.

100%

n/a

n/a

Baseline
Study

100%

100%

0%

0%

100%

100%

30%

80%

100%

100%

80%

80%

100%

100%

n/a

80%

100%

100%

n/a

80%

Quarterly project reports;
Mid-term evaluation
report; Project supervision
reports,
Project completion report.

Database;
Evaluation by
beneficiaries

M&E – CCU
External evaluation

4 Institutions and organizations.
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ANNEX C: RESPONSE TO PROJECT REVIEWS 

(a)  Convention Secretariat comments and IA/ExA response 
n.a. 
 

(b)  STAP expert review and IA/ExA response: 
 
STAP Technical Review by William Critchley, Vrije Universitiet Amsterdam,
(November 3, 2005).

PREAMBLE 
 
This STAP review of the Community-Based Watershed Management Project (CBWMP) in 
Mauritania follows the standard terms of reference (TOR) relating to such exercises. The thirteen 
issues in the TOR are covered, including the eight sub-questions under the first issue. There is 
also a general comment section. The basic documents presented for review were (drafts of) the 
Project Appraisal Document (PAD) dated 25 Oct 2005, the Technical Annex, and the 
Incremental Cost Analysis. These were supplemented by the PAD of the base project 
(Community-Based Rural Development Project: CBRD), the original concept note of CBWMP, 
and a consultant’s project preparation report dated May 2005.  
 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
The draft PAD is at an advanced stage. With some revisions and additions, the PAD sets out a 
case for a project (CBWMP) which is innovative, imaginative, and one that this reviewer can 
recommend to the GEF for support. The core of the project is sustainable land management 
(SLM) which is the theme of the OP 15 funding window of GEF. The innovative aspect is the 
addition of value to a base project (CBRD)5 by stimulating the establishment of watershed 
associations (ABV), and then supplying them with funds to finance their own work plans6

(subject to compliance with the ‘master plan’7 for the watersheds. These ‘inter-communal areas’ 
between villages where common property resources are located, are indeed often underplayed by 
resource conservation/ livelihood projects, and are serious land degradation liabilities. A viable – 
but flexible - model could indeed be the outcome of the project. It is further gratifying to see the 
attention given to poverty and disadvantaged members of society. The project is MDG 
compliant. It is, furthermore, demand driven, having been set up specifically at the behest of the 
host government.  

 The PAD follows a GEF path, emphasizing the global implications of combating land 
degradation in a particular problem area – the drought and degradation-prone strip of land along 
the Senegal river, where oases are important and both wind and water erosion serious. This is a 

5 Curious that one acronym should have a ‘P’ (signifying project) and the other, not. 
6 It would be logical and helpful if both the associations (the village level ADCs and watershed level ABVs) and 
their respective work plans (VCD plans and WCD plans) had matching French and English acronyms. Currently the 
former are French and the latter English. 
7 An unfortunate term that should be replaced by something like ‘framework plan’ 
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very specific zone, and while limited in area, strategically important in global terms, and there 
will potentially be lessons applicable to many other countries. However the connection to climate 
change through carbon sequestration and potential impact on biodiversity8, and specifically 
agrobiodiversity are underplayed. Nor is there explicit (any?) mention of ecosystem function. 
There clearly is potential global environmental significance in terms of both biodiversity and 
carbon storage. This requires more prominently highlighting in the PAD.  

 
SPECIFIC ISSUES REVIEWED 
 
Scientific and Technical Soundness 
 
Will the approach achieve objective of addressing land degradation? 
The land degradation problems of the zone in question are well articulated in the technical annex 
– though more qualitatively than quantitatively. The SLM interventions outlined are 
conventional and broadly appropriate, though there ought to be some room left open for 
spontaneous community initiative and innovation. The objective of addressing land degradation 
should achievable if implementation goes ahead according to plan, and is begun early enough in 
the (relatively short) project lifespan, and is continued throughout. The four year span is however 
effectively lengthened somewhat by CBWMP’s two year lag behind the base project. 
 
Risks and constraints associated with project? 
There are a number of risks associated with this project, but this is to be expected with such an 
imaginative approach. The first, and most important, is the assumption that communities/ groups 
of villages within a watershed will be agreeable to set up a associations that will jointly assemble 
work plans, manage funds well, and come together in implementation. This will require skilful 
facilitation, support and mediation. But this will also be helped by the fact that there has been 
previous experience with such approaches elsewhere in the world. It is also explicit in the PAD 
that the concepts behind the project have been significantly influenced through a participatory 
design process.  
 
Gaps? 
As was pointed out in the introduction there is little attention in the document given to carbon 
sequestration or biodiversity, ecosystem function or hydrology.  Missing from the PAD – though 
present in the concept note - is mention of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) indicators of 
biodiversity and carbon sequestered. That is an omission that should be rectified. The PAD also 
doesn’t make it clear how large these watersheds/ areas of intervention are, and how many 
families will be involved. As has been mentioned already, there should be a window left open for 
identification of local, innovative forms of either (a) social organization or (2) technical 
interventions. ‘Small-scale experiments’ are noted to have occurred, but that is the only reference 
to such initiatives.  
 
Controversial aspects? 
None evident. 

8 20 endangered spp. in the concept note becomes 30 in the PAD, and there are merely 8 named in the Technical 
Annex. All appear to be macrofauna: mammals and birds. Many other, less visible, fauna and flora will surely be 
impacted upon. 
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Aspects requiring extra research? 
As long as the monitoring and evaluation set-up makes a concerted effort to track what occurs –
in technical, financial and social terms – then the supporting research base is adequate. This 
M&E will be particularly important to provide supporting evidence in terms of global credibility 
and relevance. 
 
How will model of sustainable use be developed? How effective will it be? 
While the ‘master plan’ for watershed development will act as the overall framework, the work 
plans for each watershed association will be negotiated and developed. If proved successful, 
these will constitute models of genuine sustainable use. From the arguments prevented in the 
PAD and annexes, it is anticipated that at least some successful basic models will emerge. 
 
Sufficient evidence that project offers best long-term solutions? 
There is every reason to be confident that this mixture of a strong participatory base to decision 
making together with a basket of technical remedies and self-imposed governance regulations 
should indeed offer the best solutions –at least in the short term and with committed support 
from outside (it is noted that the Government seeks to establish a national environment fund), 
then in the longer term too. 
 
Global environmental benefits  

Sustainable land management in terms of common property resources is the focus of CBWMP. 
SLM in turn is at the heart of ecosystem function with its positive impacts on biodiversity above 
and below ground, and carbon sequestration. The latter, carbon sequestration, addresses climate 
change. International waters are also addressed. There are no drawbacks envisaged. 
 
Project’s context within GEF goals 
 
CBWM fits comfortably within the GEF context. Its focus on natural resource management in an 
area with severe problems of water and wind erosion, poor arable and livestock related land 
management practices and resultant land degradation - and thus relevance to OP 15 - is clear. 
There is also a strong connection with OP 12 through the proposed better management of 
common grazing and other forms of land use, including wooded areas, and thus an integrated 
ecosystem approach. Beside these technical aspects, CBWMP is founded in the common 
aspirations of stakeholders, both local and the national level. It exudes a strong flavour of 
demand-drivenness and participatory involvement in planning and activities.  
 
Importance of the area of intervention from a conservation perspective 
 
The zone of implementation is certainly important in national terms, and as has been pointed out 
already, such relatively well-endowed areas with better rainfall, oases and infrastructure are 
critical to Sahelian and other desert-dominated countries like Mauritania. There are specific land 
degradation problems here: especially wind erosion and riparian zone degradation. At a lower 
level, it is the common property/ between-village focus of the project that is crucial – rather than 
the actual hydrological watershed that tends to be highlighted in the documents. Nevertheless it 



Project Executive Summary Template: Version 2 
 December 2003 

9

should be noted that the ‘selected ecosystems’ are not defined, and the five pilot sites not 
identified in the document. 
 
Scope for replication of the project 
 
Potential replicability is a strength of CBWMP, and it is one of the justifications for the project 
in the first place. As noted already, it could be relevant in a number of countries with similar 
problems. Being founded on participatory methodology and a flexible, responsive funding 
arrangement for the new composite groups, it is the broad approach that will be replicable rather 
than any particular technical (or institutional) prescription. Naturally there is a cost implication in 
this concept of replicability – it can’t easily spread spontaneously - and in this context the 
proposed national environment fund (and other potential future sources of funding) will be 
critical determinants of replication. In terms of replication outside Mauritania, it is not apparent 
what mechanisms will be used in this context, or which immediate neighbours will share an 
interest. 
 
Potential for continuation of changes the project aims to achieve 
 
Most of the comments in 3.5 are relevant to this question also. Some of the interventions will be 
self-maintaining if they yield production benefits quickly. Probably most technical interventions, 
in such a dry area on the inter-community lands will need continued maintenance funding until 
proven, and fully appreciated by the associations. On the organizational front, the viability of the 
watershed associations (the ABVs) will be critical. One question that needs answering is: what 
will be the legal status of the ABVs? Will they be answerable to the communes under which they 
fall? Certainly the PAD appreciates that an enabling legislative environment is necessary to help 
pull (rather than push) the process forward. 

Consistency of project design with operational strategies of other focal areas. 
 
The focus on SLM implies that biodiversity and climate change are addressed, as already noted. 
The direct relevance of this project to integrated ecosystem management is also self-evident. It is 
hard to envisage any negative impacts. 
 
Linkage to other programmes/ action plans 
 
A large number of other programmes and action plans have connections with CBWMP and this 
is explicit in the PAD. The most obvious is the association with the base or ‘mother’ project, the 
World Bank’s CBRD. CBWMP is designed to fill gaps within that larger project, and there will 
certainly be synergies. A list is given of Mauritania’s national priorities, policies and strategies, 
which mesh well with CBWMP. For example there is a good fit with the National Desertification 
Action Plan which is part of the National Environmental Action Plan - which in turn falls under 
the Poverty Reduction Strategy Policy. Annex Two of the PAD lists five World Bank supported 
projects that are related, and ten supported by other agencies that are related also. At a 
continental level NEPAD’s thematic area # 01 is supported – though this is not made explicit in 
the PAD. 
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Mechanisms for participation and influence on management of the project 
 
The project design has been participatory, at various levels, as well as the original idea being 
demand-led by the Government of Mauritania. During the project’s implementation the 
watershed associations will be involved in (indeed responsible for) the development of work 
plans. Throughout CBWMP there is a participatory theme, but of course putting this into practice 
so will depend on multiple factors, including awareness raising and appropriate training – both of 
which are features of the project. 
 
Other beneficial or possible damaging environmental effects 
The PAD doesn’t specifically mention (or highlight) hydrological benefits that may occur from 
improved ecosystem function. It is unlikely that there could be any damaging environmental 
effects. 
 
Capacity building  
 
CBWMP will benefit from the already trained and experienced staff of the immediate forerunner 
project, and presumably from CBRD scientists and facilitators also. There is an overview of the 
planned capacity building for CBWMP in the Incremental Cost Analysis. Training/ capacity 
building will be a strong component of the project, and will be provided at various levels, to 
communities, as well as to research and extension cadres. It could be made clearer how the 
existing knowledge and creativity of the watershed communities can be developed and tapped 
into.  
 
Innovativeness of the project 
 
CBWMP is will certainly be an innovative project. There are three main aspects that 
immediately step forward. The first is the way that the project seeks to establish associations that 
are responsible for their common resources, the design of their own work plans, and then 
provided with funds on a response-to-need basis, rather than fixed allocations for specific 
purposes. The second is the participatory monitoring and evaluation systems to be established, 
which will give feedback on the community’s perception of environmental and production 
benefits – as well as helping to empower the communities. The third is the way in which the 
project will seek innovative future options for sustainable funding including environmental 
funds, carbon markets and bio-carbon funds. 
 
Potential for impact based on lessons and best practices from other projects 
 
The PAD and other supporting documents make it very clear that CBWSM is not being created 
in a vacuum. There are comprehensive lessons learnt from previous World Bank, and other 
projects within Mauritania, as well as experience from elsewhere – as far as East Asia (but 
nevertheless relevant in principle) that lend credence to the probability of technical impact based 
on this participatory,  community based watershed management approach. 
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IA/ExA response to STAP Review (by letter dated November 28, 2005):

Mr. William Critchley 
CIS- Center for International Cooperation 
De Boelelaan 1105 -2G 
1081 HV Amsterdam 
The Netherlands 
 

Subject: STAP Review of the Mauritania Community-Based Watershed 
Management (CBWM) Project_________________________

Dear Mr. Critchley, 
 
1. This is to acknowledge receipt of the STAP review comments you have provided on the 
above mentioned project. We would like to thank you for providing very useful and 
constructive comments. The project team highly appreciates the correct and full understanding 
of the project concept as demonstrated throughout your comments.   
 
2. We agree with you that “the connections to climate change through carbon sequestration 
and potential impact on biodiversity, and specifically agro-biodiversity are underplayed”. The 
project is expected to result in an increase of carbon sequestration above and below ground in 
its intervention sites. It is also expected to do the same through promotion of clean energy 
technologies to reduce fuel wood consumption. There was initially an intent to strengthen the 
capacities of communities and local governments to engage in carbon trade, this has been 
dropped in view of the relatively small quantities of carbon that could potentially be 
sequestrated in the arid and semi-arid environmental conditions of Mauritania and the 
likelihood of lack of interest on the part of carbon buyers. The restoration of degraded lands 
will directly or indirectly improve the habitats of threatened and endangered animal, vegetation 
and crop species, particularly in the oases ( as mentioned in the concept note) and will thereby 
have a positive impact on biodiversity, especially agro-biodiversity. These connections will be 
better emphasized in the PAD. 
 
3. With respect to your comment on lack of mention of ecosystem function, we agree that 
the PAD could benefit from a more specific mention upfront of the ecosystem functions, 
including hydrological benefits,  which the project will attempt to optimize within the 
intercommunity landscapes and watersheds. 
 
4. The PAD is being strengthened with information from recently completed preparation 
studies, such as information about the size of the watersheds, population, etc. 
 
5.  Regarding the need to leave a window open for identification of local innovative forms of 
social organization or technical interventions, the project team fully recognizes such a need. 
The local investment fund which is demand driven and the technology demonstration and on-
farm testing will allow such initiatives to emerge and be funded. 
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6. Regarding the selected ecosystems and five pilot sites, two pilot sites are already clearly 
identified and are the subject of project preparation studies, the other three sites and related 
ecosystems will be identified during project implementation depending on how the baseline 
project evolves geographically.   
 
7. With respect to the scope for replication outside Mauritania, the present project is by 
itself a replication of previous, similar project experiences in Niger, Burkina Faso, and 
Burundi.  The lessons learnt in Mauritania under this project will also be replicated in similar, 
future operations in Sub-Saharan Africa under the NEPAD Comprehensive Agricultural 
Development Program (CAADP) or otherwise. 

 

Sincerely, 
 

Lucie H.G. Tran 
Operations Officer 

Rural, Environment and Social Development 
Africa Region 
World Bank 

 

Extract of response from STAP Reviewer (by e-mail dated December 2, 2005).

Thank you for your letter and for looking into all my points so thoroughly, and it is always nice 
to see appreciation. I enjoyed the assignment and wish you all the very best with the project. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
William Critchley 
 



(d) GEF Secretariat and other Agencies’ comments and IA/ExA response: 
 

The PCN incorporated issues identified and comments made in the GEFSEC Review Sheet 
(listed below) and the PAD has been developed based on these comments.  Details are provided 
below. 
 
GEFSEC Review Sheet Comments and Response:

GEFSEC Concept Review Comments Project Team Response Reference 
1.  COUNTRY OWNERSHIP 
 
Country Drivenness 
Add some more information on 
national frameworks relevant for the 
project such as agricultural sector 
plans or other  development 
frameworks supported by the 
Government of Mauritania. It would be 
also useful to add a paragraph on the 
current efforts regarding the 
decentralization process and how this 
might impact the proposed project. 

Addressed.  Project activities will involve 
local and regional governments.   
 
Newly formed Government indicated its 
commitment and interest in the project 
through appearance of 3 Ministers at a 
recent stakeholder workshop for 
presenting baseline studies. 

 

PAD, pp. 20, 
21, 30, 63. 
 
PAD, p. 15 
ES, p. 9 

2.   PROGRAM AND POLICY 
CONFORMITY 
 
Program Designation and Conformity 
Conduct a root causes-impact analysis. 
Add  information on the current 
situation in 
selected pilot sites as far as land 
degradation is concerned. 
 

Addressed.  Baseline studies conducted 
on Soil characterization and Land 
Degradation, and  Socio-economic 
profiles of communities living in the pilot 
watersheds.  
 

PAD, pp. 16 
Annex 12 

Lessons Learnt. Incorporate from 
existing 
projects in implementation in the 
Senegal River basin (especially the 
Biodiversity project) and the role of 
transhumance in Mauritania and their 
impact 

Addressed.  Lessons from various projects 
with similar objectives have been 
incorporated into the project design. 
 

PAD, pp. 7, 
68 

Project Design: Ecosystem management 
approach versus landscape management 
approach 
 

The project combines both approaches. 
Landscapes are part of watersheds. 
Ecosystem functions are more related to 
watersheds and to their sub-units (micro 
catchments) than to landscapes. 
Watersheds and their sub-units are geo-
morphological land/water units and as 
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such are more relevant entities for  
ecosystem function analysis than 
landscapes. Landscape management 
cannot be undertaken in  a vacuum, it will 
be more efficiently carried out within the 
watershed framework. So, landscape 
management  approach, yes, but better to 
do it within the watershed management 
framework. 

Why the GEF component is not fully 
blended with the IDA component.  
 

Addressed. 
 

PAD, pp. 3, 
8, 30. 
 

Renewable Energy. Add information 
on whether the project will promote the 
use of renewable energy in order to 
lower the pressure on the scarce 
woodland resources for fuel 
wood. 
 

Renewable energy (solar electricity, solar 
stoves, biogas, …) will be included in the 
list of SLM activities proposed to 
communities.  Other sources will be 
explored during project preparation. 
 

PAD, pp. 5, 
33, 49 
 

Ineligible PDF-B activities because 
the are project activities, e.g.: 
- establishment of a GIS database 
- awareness raising 
- training activities 
- supervision of pilot-subprojects 
 

The “ineligible” PDF-B activities are in 
fact operation research activities 
(operation instruments testing and 
validation activities) of the pilots.  PDF-B 
activities are activities that help design the 
project, including its implementation 
manuals. Pilots are small-scale project 
implementation exercises that require the 
testing and validation of some activities 
that normally belong to the project 
implementation phase. GIS data base for 
instance is rather new and a methodology 
for developing and using it needs to be 
developed, as well as cost and project 
design implications 
 
GIS data base will be considered as a 
baseline activity but only the additional 
data related necessary for the implantation 
of the methodology can be considered 
PDF-B activities.  Awareness raising will 
be part of communication program.  
Training activities for the implementation 
of the new proposed strategy only can be 
considered as GEF activities. 
 
Other PDF-B activities:

An analysis on the transhumance their

PAD, 
“Project 
Description” 
pp. 4, 6, 30, 
34 
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role in land management and conflict 
resolution mechanisms; 
Risk analysis (climatic and other risk 
factors) will be added; 
Replicability strategy will be developed 
during preparation; 
Gender issues will be highlighted; 
Monitoring system will take in account 
M&E system of other similar projects; 
Add information about promoting 
renewable energy. 
 

Project Time Frame. Longer time 
frame is needed in order to show 
impact and secure 
sustainability of the outcomes.  It is 
recommended to share the experience 
with the UNDP/UNEP project in 
implementation and rediscuss the 
suggested time frame. 
 

As a partially-blended project with the 
baseline CBRD, the time frame of the 
entire project should be about the same (5 
yrs. whereas the baseline is 6 yrs.); 
however, the preparation phase (PDF-B) 
was be longer (24 months).  However, the 
project can be implemented more quickly  
because it is based on a precedent WB 
relevant project (PGRNP).  Procedures 
are well known and NGOs as resources 
provider and team members are already 
known. Some  baseline activities can be 
implemented more rapidly.   

PAD, pp. 3, 
8, 30 

Financial Sustainability. Elaborate 
on 
potential financial mechanisms such as
small credits (revolving funds) or other 
innovative mechanisms. 
 

Addressed.  See project description 
section for Component B, and future 
funding options. 
 

PAD, pp. 5, 
11, 32. 

Stakeholder analysis and conflict 
resolution  to be conducted  
focusing on the transhumance, there 
role in land management and conflict 
potential. 
Conflict resolution mechanism will 
play an important role for the success 
of this initiative. Attention should be 
also paid to gender issues. 
 

The stakeholder analysis will be 
conducted prior to the development of 
each master plan for watershed 
management as part of risk mitigation. 
The mobile herders will be associated in 
all the steps of the project design.  
 

PAD, pp. 14, 
32 

Sustainability analysis to be conducted. 
 

Baseline studies have been conducted.   PAD, p. 15. 
Annex 12. 
 

Risks Analysis to be conducted to 
capture risks linked to investments but 
also impact of climate change (drought 
and mitigation strategy). 

Addressed.  The project is acting in an 
arid zone that is described in the national 
Adaptation Plan for Adaptation (NAPA).  
This strategic document is being 
elaborated and the recommendations will 
be included in the proposed watershed 

PAD, pp. 14 
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management methodology. 
 
Improved soil/land and water 
management technologies and 
infrastructures in general  improve water 
availability and thereby  mitigate drought. 
They will generally be funded by the base 
project. 
 

Monitoring and Evaluation: 
Institutional arrangements should be 
clarified and budget allocated for 
activities related to 
M&E.  
 

Addressed. PAD, pp. 3, 
6, 34. 

3. FINANCING PLAN 
Project costs estimates and 
cofinancing.   Previously estimated at 
63.5 
million USD of which US$ 6 million 
will be 
requested from the GEF. 
Cofinancing will be secured through an 
IDA loan (US$ 45 million), the GoM 
US$ 5mio) and the beneficiaries (US$ 
7.5. Mio).  The latter one seems very 
high if put in the context that 
Mauritania is an LCD and the majority
of rural people live in extreme poverty. 
 
An incremental cost analysis will be 
undertaken during the PDF-B. 
Justification for the requested GEF 
funds has to be presented. 
 

Latest cost estimates are shown on cover 
page of the Executive Summary. 
 
Detailed costs to be determined during 
appraisal. 
 

Addressed.   

 

PAD, Annex 
11, p. 46.  

4. INSTITUTIONAL 
COORDINATION AND SUPPORT 
Core Commitments and Linkages 

Provide information on the WB 
portfolio in Mauritania and other WB 
initiatives relevant to this project. 
 

Addressed. 

 

PAD, pp. 22, 
Annex 16, p. 
72 

Consultation, Coordination, 
Collaboration between IAs, and IAs 
and EAs, if appropriate. 
Link up with the UNDP/UNEP project 
in the Senegal river basin as it has a 
very similar focus. The experience this 

 

Addressed.  See Linkages section of PAD. 
 

PAD,  
pp. 22-24 
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project has made so far will be of high 
relevance for the proposed initiative. 
 
Please provide information if contact 
has been made with the mentioned 
initiatives. During the PDF-B, a 
coordination strategy has to be 
developed. 
 

Initial contact made with other donor 
programs.  Further dialogue to be carried 
around appraisal time. 
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