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Basic Data

Case No.

SECU0012

Category of Non-Compliance:

Social and Environmental

Location:

Mauritius

Date Complaint received:

23 March 2019

Source of Complaint:

Aret Kokin Nu Laplaz (AKNL)
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1. On 23 March 2019, the UNDP Social and Environmental Compliance Unit (SECU) received a
communication from Aret Kokin Nu Laplaz (AKNL), an NGO network located in Mauritius. The
complainant’s representatives asserted that the UNDP project - “Mainstreaming Biodiversity
into the Management of the Coastal Zone in the Republic of Mauritius” - fails to protect
Environmental Sensitive Areas and violates several of UNDP’s Social and Environmental
Standards (SES), in light of the development permits being issued by the government for hotel
and residential construction projects along the country's coast.

2. The compliance review by SECU focused on gathering and reviewing evidence with regard to
compliance of the project with UNDP social and environmental standards relating to (a)
Overarching Principle 3 on Environmental Sustainability; (b) Standard 1 on Biodiversity
Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management; and the Policy Delivery
categories on (c) Screening, Assessment and Management of Social and Environmental Risks
and Impacts, and (d) Stakeholder Engagement. See the final published Investigation Report for
details about SECU’s findings and recommendations.

3. Upon completion of its investigation, SECU issued its report to the Administrator. The report
included: (1) overview; (2) background and concerns that led to the complaint; (3) social and
environmental commitments that applied in the context of the project; (4) findings related to
application of the commitments; and (5) recommendations.

4, The recommendations in the SECU report included the following:

a. “With regard to compliance with SES Principle 3, the passage of time without action on
biodiversity will not be kind to sustainable natural resources in Mauritius. Forces of
development increase pressure on limited desirable coastal areas. Forces of climate
change and more intense disasters will undermine the Mauritian natural landscape at their
own unpredictable pace. The value of this project will be served only by completing the
various outputs as rapidly as possible, so that past delays in legislative and administrative
follow-up are not repeated. It should be clear soon whether the partners in this project
will follow through on commitments for transparency, broader stakeholder participation,
and mainstreaming of environmental values across the decision-makers in the government
and the private sector.”

b. “With regard to SES Standard 1, the project could fall out of compliance with Standard 1,
an outcome to be avoided if the impacts of the various components of the project are
completed and appropriate leadership implements the project results. For instance,
stakeholders in the project raised the need, ..for substantial time, resources, and
leadership to be invested in a communications strategy of proactive engagement with the
necessary stakeholders. It doesn’t appear, however, that resources of anything near the
appropriate scale are included in the project budget. For mainstreaming to occur, the
project will need to focus on finding additional resources.”

c. “SECU finds that the project complies partially with Standard 1, but rather too modestly
for achievement of the sustainability goals in the Standard. Now that the project is
launched, SECU/OAI recommends that the Mid Term Review be a time to flesh out the
plans for the project to become a turning point in Mauritius’ treatment of the intersection
between environmental and development needs on a sustainable basis.”
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d. “With regard to the application of screening requirements SECU finds that the risk
assessment was based on a narrow reading of the project elements, even if carried out as
required, and recommends that the mid-term review of the project include time devoted
to a discussion and reassessment of the risk categories, especially now that some
circumstances surrounding the project have changed. This section of the SES calls for
review and reassessment of the risks throughout the project as needed.”

e. “With regard to stakeholder engagement, a renewed emphasis on stakeholder
engagement will be essential as the outputs of the project reach implementation stage, in
particular engaging those that may have chosen to remain detached from the process to
date. Thus SECU/OAI recommends that the Mid Term Review include this challenge as a
focus of its work.”

Il. Administrator’s Decision and Next Steps by Management

5. The Administrator took “note of the work of the Government of Mauritius towards the
adoption of proposed legislation to protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas, and will provide
technical assistance where requested, given the importance of protecting the integrity of
coastal zones in Mauritius.” Management committed to “pursue advocacy with the Ministry
of Environment, Solid Waste Management and Climate Change and the Ministry of Agro-
Industry and Food Security and provide technical assistance to assist the government to adopt
legislation to protect ESAs, particularly wetlands.” Frequent meetings were held subsequent
to the Administrator’s decision with individual ministries as well as the inter-agency Project
Steering Committee. Very limited progress on the ESA legislation, however, was evident.

6. The Administrator stated that “the CO will revisit the risk framework to ensure the project
remains in compliance with the SES and to identify preemptive measures to mitigate and
reduce the potential for project failure.” The Management Action Plan committed the CO to
“amend the Project Logical Framework and Risk Log as proposed by the MTR, to be discussed
and validated with stakeholders and formalized through the PSC. This does not entail the
Outcomes and Outputs of the project, but some of the indicators, baselines, targets and risks
& assumptions. The amendments could also be presented and discussed at a Workshop (or
similar) where at the same time the strategy, barriers, results achieved and way forward for
the remaining project duration can be discussed and validated with main stakeholders. The
amended and formalized Log Frame and Risk Analysis should then serve as management and
reporting tool for the remainder of the project.” The Chief Technical Advisor did amend the
project risk log which was validated during the PSC meeting on 15 July 2021. The amended
project risk log was presented to stakeholders during the project Relaunch Workshop in March
2022. The CO reported to SECU that the risk level for all biodiversity projects managed by the
UNDP CO is now rated moderate to high.

7. The Administrator decided that “the CO will further strengthen stakeholder engagement,
communications and outreach by the project.” The Management Action Plan stated that
“Workshops and consultative meetings will be held with project stakeholders to review the
Wetland Bill. AKNL will be invited to participate in the national consultations on the national
environment policy.” Despite this commitment, according to the project’s Final Evaluation,
engagement with NGOs actually declined in the wake of the SECU report and Administrator’s
decision, with the exception of the Relaunch Workshop in March 2022.
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8. The Administrator determined the “CO will ensure ongoing effective implementation and
oversight of the project towards completion.” The Management Action Plan provided details:
“The Project should validate, formalize and implement the revised Wetland Bill, Maps of ESAs
(to assist in better delineation and revision of the ESA Policy and Bill), the diverse Management
Plans (for SEMPA, RAMSAR Sites, MPAs, Fishing Reserves), ICZM plans (when ready) and
biodiversity valuation tools and measures, in order to show what has been done and how this
can assist in effective biodiversity mainstreaming. This will need a targeted approach geared
to policy- and decision-makers. The project will procure the services of a Social and
Environmental Safeguards specialist to design the required plans in line with a Moderate risk
rating. The specialist will be tasked with consulting the various stakeholders to ensure
compliance with the UNDP SES.” Unfortunately, this specialist was never recruited, according
to the project’s Final Evaluation. By the end of the project, the Final Evaluation assessed that
sustainability was “moderately unlikely” across the board, with several key elements
evaluated as “moderately unsatisfactory.” A major factor was the constant turnover of key
representatives from most of the agencies central to the success of mainstreaming the
environmental values of the project across the government.

IV. Monitoring Process

9. SECU requested information, as necessary, from the UNDP Mauritius CO, complainants and
other stakeholders to monitor the process and outcomes of the implementation of the
Administrator’s decision as reflected in UNDP Mauritius’s Action Plan.

V. Reasons for Closure

10. Based on updates provided by UNDP Mauritius and assessments of the project’s Mid-term
Review and Final Evaluation, SECU determined that activities in response to the UNDP
Administrator’s decision and the UNDP Mauritius Action Plan have been incompletely
executed, but that no further progress is likely with the closure of the project and dispersal
of key personnel.

11. In light of the above situation, SECU has taken the decision to close the case. SECU will
remain available to key stakeholders should they have questions.
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