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l. BACKGROUND

1. On 5 September 2023, the UNDP Accountability Mechanism (UNDP AM) received a
referral from the Investigations Section in the Office of Audit and Investigations (OAl). A
resident of Mosul, Iraq, initially submitted the request to OAIl’s Investigations Section on
4 September 2023. The request related to the Funding Facility for Stabilization Project
(hereafter referred to as the FFS Project) in Iraqg. Prior to contacting the UNDP AM, the
requester contacted the Mosul municipality to report the formation of a sinkhole
affecting their property.

2. The requester stated that their house, which had belonged to their late father, was
rehabilitated by UNDP Irag. They alleged that underground leaks compromised the
stability of the house, causing or contributing to the formation of a sinkhole that impacted
both their house and the neighbours’ houses. According to the requester, UNDP’s
rehabilitation work began in 2019 and was completed in early 2020. The requester
expressed some doubt as to the precise cause of the sinkhole and the organisation or
entity responsible for installing the pipes that had leaked and may have contributed to
the formation of the sinkhole, but noted that UNDP provided their house with plastic
pipes for water.

3. The requester further raised concerns about the UNDP’s rehabilitation project for
allegedly not assessing soil conditions prior to carrying out the renovations. The requester
alleged that the UNDP had overlooked issues of structural integrity.

4. During an intake call with the UNDP AM, the requester confirmed that they wished to
pursue a compliance review with SECU. They also requested assistance from the other
function of the UNDP AM, the Stakeholder Response Mechanism (SRM), to facilitate
contact with UNDP Iraq.

5. SECU registered the request in its Case Registry on 7 September 2023 and solicited
documentation and information from UNDP Irag to proceed with the eligibility
determination. On 13 February 2024, SECU determined that the request met the eligibility
criteria for a compliance review. The eligibility determination document is publicly
available on the SECU Case Registry.!

6. Due to security and travel restrictions for non-local staff, as well as logistical constraints
within Irag, the SECU team did not conduct a field mission in country. To support the
investigation, SECU engaged a locally based civil engineer to conduct technical
assessments and assist with other field activities, including in-person meetings with
various stakeholders.
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7. On 18 September 2024, SECU, supported by this local consultant, met virtually with the
requester and neighbouring homeowners to gather additional background information
on the formation of the sinkhole. During this meeting, three other neighbours raised
concerns about the rehabilitation work that UNDP Iraq conducted on their own houses
and decided to join the request for investigation.

8. The FFS Project is a Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) project with a total budget of
USD 1.3 billion, a start date of May 2015, and an extended end date of 31 December
2026.2 The project was established to address the aftermath of the Islamic State in Iraq
and the Levant (ISIL) occupation in Iraqg, which resulted in large-scale displacement and
extensive destruction of the country’s socio-economic infrastructure. According to the
original Project Document (ProDoc) signed in May 2015, the overall project objective is to
“provide immediate support to newly accessible areas in Iraq in order to create the
conditions for sustainable returns of the Internally Displaced Population.”?

9. Throughout its implementation, the project has undergone several revisions and
extensions, requiring revisions to the ProDoc to accommodate changes in timelines and
scope. According to the information available to SECU, the first revision to the ProDoc
occurred in April 2016.* Subsequent revisions followed in 2018 and 2020.° Since the
request pertains to project activities carried out in 2019-2020, the 2018 revised ProDoc
is applicable to this compliance review.

10. According to the 2018 revised ProDoc, the FFS aims to “support stabilisation efforts of the
Government of Iraq in 31 locations across the newly liberated governorates of Anbar,
Diyala, Salah-Al-Din, Kirkuk, and Ninewa”. The FSS approach to stabilisation “is aimed at
deterring the re-occurrence of violent conflict in Iraq.” The project relies on four primary
“windows” of activities: 1) public works and light infrastructure rehabilitation, 2)
immediate livelihood support for returning internally displaced people (IDPs), 3) capacity
support for local governments, boosting their immediate response capacity to cope with
the challenges arising during stabilisation and, 4) promoting social cohesion among the
target communities.

11. The housing rehabilitation activities referenced in the request fall under the first window
of activities. According to the ProDoc, “Window One focuses on public works and light
infrastructure rehabilitation in newly liberated areas. In the context of Iraq, the focus is
to help kick-start critical public services that have been destroyed by the armed conflict.
The project supported light repairs to infrastructure in sectors which are critical for

2 Atlas Award ID: 0089459. The project budget is listed as USD 1.3 billion in project documentation; however, the
public project entry on open.undp.org reflects a total final budget of approximately USD 1.5 billion. UNDP, FFS
Project Profile.

3 UNDP Iraq, FFS Original Project Document, May 2015.

4 UNDP lIraq, Revised FFS Project Document 2016, April 2016.

5 UNDP Iraq, Revised FFS Project Document 2018, 2018; UNDP Irag, Revised FFS Project Document 2020,
November 2020.
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meeting basic needs, such as health, water, education, electricity, sewage, housing, roads,
bridges, and municipality.”

INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS

SECU investigations seek to determine whether UNDP has failed to comply with its social
and environmental commitments, principally those contained in the UNDP’s SES but also
those made in other policies or in the context of specific funding arrangements, and
assess whether, as a result of UNDP’s noncompliance with its social and environmental
commitments, requesters may be or have been harmed.

The original requester had suffered harm because of the sinkhole that formed in their
home. Technical inspection confirmed that the sinkhole measured approximately 8.5 by
6 meters and 3.5 meters deep, with 30% of its volume extending inside the residence,
resulting in the partial collapse of the requester’s kitchen floor on the ground level, and
the remainder beneath the adjacent alley, compromising the structural integrity of
neighbouring houses owned by the other requesters in this matter.

The first requester alleged that UNDP had provided their house with plastic pipes for
water and that there was a leak that affected the stability of their house. The first
requester also provided other possible explanations for the formation of the sinkhole,
including overall soil instability in the region, and expressed blame towards the UNDP for
not having thoroughly checked the stability of the structure before undertaking
rehabilitation work.

Other requesters confirmed that they had also received rehabilitation works under the
same UNDP project and echoed concerns similar to those of the first requester. According
to the report prepared by the Bureau of Scientific and Advisory Services at the Technical
Engineering College in Mosul, the sinkhole formed adjacent to their homes, which were
situated along the same alleyway as the first requester’s property. The report indicates
that three adjacent houses displayed visible cracks and fissures along the front facade, at
least two showed partial foundation collapse on the side closest to the alley, and cracks
were observed above doors and windows. This indicates that the houses sustained actual
structural damage rather than posing a potential risk, leading some residents to
temporarily vacate their homes due to safety concerns.

The other requesters also expressed general concerns with the quality of the UNDP
renovation work and alleged that UNDP had not been clear about the scope of work (i.e.,
they alleged that UNDP had been unclear on the details of what would be renovated).
The first requester noted that they did not have complaints about the quality of the work
and that they generally understood what UNDP was going to be doing from the beginning.
Their key concern was with the water supply and the formation of the sinkhole.



17. Through this investigation, SECU sought to understand:

Whether the pipes installed by UNDP in the requester’s house had leaked and
caused the sinkhole to form.

Whether any other renovation work carried out by UNDP had caused the sinkhole
to form.

Whether the sinkhole had formed as a result of a factor unrelated to UNDP’s
renovation work.

18. In addition to understanding the cause of the sinkhole formation, SECU sought to

understand, as a matter of compliance with the SES:®

Whether the formation of the sinkhole was a risk that UNDP ought to have
identified and mitigated against, as part of its obligations under the SES to screen,
assess, and manage risks.

Whether there were other risks which were not appropriately identified and
managed, per the requirements of the SES, that led to harm to the requesters.
Whether the requesters experienced harm through inadequate stakeholder
engagement, in non-compliance with the SES.”

Whether appropriate entry points to raise concerns about the project existed and
were appropriately accessible, according to the requirements of the SES.

19. As the sinkhole formed under the first requester’s house, SECU’s analysis of whether

20.

UNDP’s renovation work had caused the sinkhole to form was limited to that property,
with damage to adjacent homes treated as resulting from the same incident.

As mentioned above, some of the requesters expressed dissatisfaction with the quality of
UNDP’s renovation work, stating that contractors did not adhere to technical
specifications.® According to the expert local engineer engaged by SECU, the elapsed time
between the completion of the renovation works and this investigation has made it
difficult to provide conclusive, independent evidence regarding the materials used or to
evaluate compliance with national and international best building practices due to natural
deterioration and wear and tear over time.® Apart from these inquiries, SECU did not

6 As this compliance review pertains to the project document signed in 2018, the Social and Environmental
Standards (SES) that came into effect in 2015 are applicable.

7 According to the Report of the Special Rapporteur on extreme poverty and human rights, "...participation is not
merely a means to an end (e.g., poverty reduction) but rather a fundamental human right and valuable in and of
itself." Sepulveda Carmona, M., Report of the Special Rapporteur on extreme poverty and human rights, 11 March

2013.

8 A specific example provided by the requesters was that the BOQ specified the use of high-quality paints, but
other, lower quality paints were used instead. The requesters could not produce evidence to substantiate these

claims.

9 Per UNDP’s response to SECU’s information requests and interviews with former project staff, there was a one-
year maintenance clause for the housing rehabilitation works. It was structured around a bank guarantee provided
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review the quality of UNDP housing improvement works. SECU’s mandate is to assess
whether non-compliance with UNDP social and environmental commitments has caused
harm. SECU considered whether the support offered by UNDP caused, or may have
caused harm, in non-compliance with UNDP commitments. The UNDP Independent
Evaluation Office (IEO) considered issues of quality in relation to the housing
rehabilitation work carried out under FFS per their mandate, and their findings are
summarized in their Evaluation Report.1©

Cause of the sinkhole formation and scope of UNDP renovation work

Reports on the cause of the sinkhole formation

21.

22.

Following the formation of the sinkhole, the first requester contacted the Mosul
Municipality to report the incident. Municipal engineers inspected the site and advised
that the affected street should be closed and refilled before any repair works could
proceed. Shortly thereafter, the requester contacted OAl’s Investigations Section, which
referred the matter to the UNDP AM. After an intake call, the requester asked for a
compliance review with SECU and for support from the SRM in contacting UNDP Iraq.
After being contacted by the SRM, UNDP Iraq conducted a site visit to the requester’s
house. The visit confirmed the presence of a sinkhole extending beneath a narrow road
and affecting nearby houses. UNDP Iraq informed SECU that it had immediately contacted
the municipal authorities, urgently requesting their intervention. In response, the
municipality closed the road and initiated a series of soil investigations to assess the
extent of the damage.

SECU reviewed a November 2023 report commissioned by the Honourable Judge of the
Mosul First Instance Court and prepared by an independent consultant, following a
complaint that some of the requesters lodged regarding cracks and ground collapse in
their houses. The report confirmed significant structural damage to the requester’s
house, identifying a large cavity extending beneath an adjacent alley. The investigation
attributed the damage to continuous water leakage from a faulty water pipe managed by
the Water Authority of Nineveh. According to the report, this leakage caused extensive
soil disintegration beneath the affected property and neighbouring houses, leading to
visible mold, wall displacement, and structural instability. The report concluded that the

by the contractor. Under this arrangement, a portion of the payment was withheld until the warranty period
ended. During this time, if any issues arose, the company was obligated to return and address the problem.
Towards the end of the year, UNDP conducted a final check on the repairs to identify any outstanding issues and
ensure they were resolved before releasing the remaining funds.

10 The IEO Final Evaluation Report for FFS indicates that: “Survey results with housing rehabilitation beneficiaries,
reflected satisfaction from the quality of the housing with 67% rating it as either “excellent” or “good” (close to

71% among women) and 31% considering the works of being “average”. Only 2% rated the results as “poor”.

”n

UNDP Independent Evaluation Office, Summative Evaluation Report — Funding Facility for Stabilization (FFS),
August 2024, p. 58.
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Mosul Municipality Directorate was not liable for the damages, as the faulty pipe was
installed during post-liberation reconstruction efforts “by one of the organizations.”!

23. A separate technical report from the Bureau of Scientific and Advisory Services at the
Technical Engineering College in Mosul, prepared for the Mosul Municipality, dated May
2024, evaluated the sinkhole and other damages. Similar to the previous report, this
investigation found a large sinkhole measuring 8.5 x 6 meters and 3.5 meters in depth,
primarily beneath the alley and extending into adjacent residences. According to the
report, three homes on the left side of the alley exhibited significant structural damage,
including visible cracks, foundational subsidence, and collapsed facades. The primary
cause was identified as continued leakage from broken water pipes beneath the alley,
which led to soil erosion and structural instability in the surrounding area.'? The report
concluded the immediate need for remedial action to address the high-risk of further
structural collapse.

24. According to the requesters, following repeated reports from residents regarding a weak
water supply, the Mosul Municipality replaced embedded plastic pipes with above-
ground metal pipes in May 2023. The requester also stated that in August 2024, the
municipality completed repairs on the sinkhole and adjacent roads, filling the sinkhole
with mortar and concrete cast on top. However, they noted that significant cracks
remained in the affected houses and that the water supply or sewage damage caused by
the incident had not been addressed.

25. SECU commissioned an independent engineer to assess the cause of the sinkhole
formation. This assessment aligned with previous reports and concluded that persistent
water leakage from the external main pipeline, which an unknown international
organization installed (but not UNDP, as discussed below), significantly contributed to
ground instability. The leakage was identified as the primary cause of the large sinkhole
under the requester’s kitchen. The pressure from the seeped water likely eroded the soil
and soft binding materials or accelerated the dissolution of salts and other binding
components, such as mortars from older demolition debris.

26. The assessment determined that the sinkhole and structural instability in the requester's
house and the surrounding area did not result from the UNDP rehabilitation project. The
internal water network in the house, which was installed by UNDP during the renovation
and rehabilitation phases, was thoroughly evaluated, and no breaks or damages were
found.

27. The assessment included a soil analysis, which identified significant weaknesses in the
ground, including high gypsum content, low density, and poor load-bearing capacity,

11 Laith Ahmad Al-Dabbagh, Expertise Report on Case No. (507/Urgent Inspection /2023), 14 November 2023.
12 Bureau of Scientific and Advisory Services, Technical and Structural Evaluation of Subsidence in The Alley Near
Al-Nuri Mosque, 27 May 2024.



making it unsuitable for construction without adequate reinforcement. The prolonged
water seepage from broken pipes exacerbated these issues, causing nearby houses to tilt
toward the sinkhole and resulting in large cracks in walls, roofs, and floors. The
assessment determined that it was the combination of these factors, and not the soil
instability alone, that caused the sinkhole.

Scope of UNDP rehabilitation work

28.

29.

30.

The FFS project was designed to rapidly respond to the needs of newly liberated areas.
The 2018 revision to the ProDoc, applicable at the time of the renovations to the
requesters’ homes, describes the FFS approach to stabilization as one aimed at deterring
the recurrence of violent conflict in Iraq. During consultations with the government and
the Steering Committee, it was determined that the most effective and efficient way of
doing this was to expedite the return of displaced people to their homes immediately
following the liberation. The ProDoc describes the project’s focus on “light repairs to
infrastructure” (including housing) to meet “basic needs”.’> An April 2019 step-by-step
implementation guide described the housing component as a rapid intervention
implemented through subcontractors under the supervision of engineers endorsed by
UNDP. Each engineer oversaw several houses within a designated area, working with
homeowners to select only essential repairs within the per-unit budget. Engineers were
cautioned to “guide the homeowners regarding the items in the Bill of Quantities (BoQ).
Keeping within the budget limit per unit, only include essential items to make the house
safe and secure. The selection of items is 100% the homeowner’s choice, but the engineer
should provide guidance through the process.”

In line with these descriptions, several UNDP interviewees stated that the housing repairs
done were limited to repairs within the homes of beneficiaries and did not extend to
external infrastructure, such as water networks. In relation to the requesters’ homes, the
head civil engineer stated that the connection to the main water supply already existed.
The consolidated BoQ prepared for the first requester shows that the rehabilitation works
involved concrete and minor masonry repairs, light refurbishment of windows, doors, and
metal work, and limited electrical and plumbing work, including a toilet, small sections of
piping, and lighting fixtures. Although plastic water pipes and drainpipes were procured,
these were used only for internal plumbing. As confirmed by the various reports into the
source of the sinkhole, these interior pipes were not the cause of the sinkhole.

SECU ascertained that the broken water pipe beneath the alley, which had leaked and led
to soil erosion and structural instability, was installed by another organization as part of
efforts to extend the water network in 2019. Several interviewees, both from within
UNDP and in government, referred to this organization as a Qatari organization. SECU

13 UNDP Iraq, Revised FFS Project Document 2018, 2018, p. 4.
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attempted to ascertain the name of this organization, but no one SECU spoke to could
provide further details.*4

31. Across the technical assessments reviewed by SECU, this leaking pipe was consistently
identified as part of an external water distribution line situated beneath the adjacent alley
rather than within the requester’s property. Because UNDP’s rehabilitation works were
confined to internal repairs, the external pipeline did not fall within the areas addressed
by UNDP engineer teams.

32. The original requester alleged that even if UNDP had not been responsible for installing
the pipe which had leaked UNDP should be held responsible for not assessing the stability
of the soil before carrying out rehabilitation work. SECU asked various UNDP interviewees
whether soil testing and analysis had been done as part of the rehabilitation works.

33. Former project staff explained that soil assessments were not conducted for housing
rehabilitation, as the project focused on internal repairs such as replacing walls and roofs,
painting, and installing windows and doors. Foundation-level work was excluded, and
technical assessments, including soil testing, were reserved for public infrastructure
projects, such as schools and hospitals, which involved new construction. According to
former staffers, the complexity of Mosul’s infrastructure, with underground
archaeological ruins and old septic tanks, made large-scale soil testing impractical,
particularly given the project's scope of rehabilitating over 12,000 houses.

34. According to UNDP interviewees, in cases where structural foundations were deemed
unsafe, properties were excluded from the program. The project’s design aimed to
address urgent stabilization needs following the liberation of Mosul, prioritizing speed
and efficiency to support the return of displaced residents. This fast-tracked nature,
combined with the focus on internal repairs, significantly influenced the decision not to
incorporate soil testing into the housing rehabilitation activities. The approach reflected
the program’s emphasis on visible damage and immediate safety concerns, rather than
comprehensive structural reform.

35. The original requester also alleged that UNDP should be held responsible for not assessing
the foundation of the house, and for focusing only on what they described as “decorative”
restoration works. In response to SECU’s questioning on this issue, UNDP interviewees
and the country office, in its response to SECU’s written questions, stated that because
the restoration work was not structural and UNDP only renovated houses that were
visually assessed as being structurally sound, no further assessments of the foundation
were deemed necessary.

14 SECU wrote to the Nineveh Water Directorate to request clarity on the entity responsible for extending the
water network in the requesters' residential area. The response received did not include the name of the
responsible organization.
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36.

37.

The engineering team conducted visual inspections to assess structural damage, focusing
on issues such as wall cracks, displaced foundations, and roof integrity. According to
UNDP interviewees, this approach allowed engineers to quickly determine whether a
property fell within the project’s scope. Rehabilitation was limited to houses with damage
assessed at less than 60%. In situations where the extent of damage was complex, senior
engineers were consulted for additional guidance.

Once a house was deemed eligible for rehabilitation, the engineering team worked
together with homeowners to determine the scope of necessary repairs, with costs
capped at $6,000 per home.? According to UNDP interviewees, beneficiaries were
informed that while the program might not address all issues, it would prioritize repairs
to items they identified as most critical for creating a safe and liveable home. This was
corroborated by the fact sheets and FAQ documents, which had been distributed during
project implementation and were made available to SECU. ¢ The agreed-upon repairs
were documented in a BoQ, which was reviewed and signed by the homeowners.
According to UNDP interviewees, the rationale behind this approach was to address the
widespread damage pragmatically, prioritizing the creation of liveable and functional
spaces over comprehensive restoration.

SECU findings

38.

39

SECU finds that UNDP renovation works carried out in relation to the requesters’ houses
did not cause the sinkhole to form. The sinkhole formed due to leaks from broken water
distribution pipes in the alley outside of the requesters’ homes, which UNDP did not
install.

. While soil conditions in Mosul may have contributed to the severity of the sinkhole, the

soil conditions on their own were not the cause of the collapse. SECU notes that UNDP
did not conduct soil testing for the housing rehabilitation works, as the activities did not
involve foundation interventions that would typically require such testing. SECU considers
this decision reasonable given the scope of works. However, the risk analysis supporting
this decision was not documented. As detailed in the next section, such assessments
should be recorded transparently.

Screening, assessment, and management of risk obligations under the SES

40.

UNDP is required to conduct project screening and risk categorization at the earliest stage
of project preparation once sufficient information becomes available. This risk
assessment is an iterative process, requiring compliance with the SES to be reviewed and

15 According to UNDP Iraq's response to SECU's information requests, the cost of repair work per house was
initially capped at $4,500 and later increased to $6,000.
16 UNDP Iraq, FFS Housing Info Sheet, 2019.
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updated at each stage of the project cycle as part of periodic Quality Assessments.?” To
fulfil these requirements, “UNDP utilizes its social and Environmental Screening
Procedure (SESP) to identify potential social and environmental risks and opportunities
associated with the proposed Project.”!®

41. Based on this screening, UNDP categorizes projects according to the degree of potential
social and environmental risks and impacts. The SESP Guidance Note further explains that
“The highest level of significance of identified risks across all potential risk areas
determines project categorization. For example, if some risks are identified as having
“Low” or “Moderate” significance and only one as “High” significance, then the overall
risk categorization of the project would be “High.”*°

42. Projects with significant adverse risks or impacts, including potential effects on human
rights and the environment, require further assessments to identify measures that avoid
or minimize harm and improve social and environmental outcomes. High-risk projects
require a Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) or an Environmental and
Social Impact Assessment (ESIA), which may also be applied to moderate-risk Projects.?°
Moderate-risk projects require targeted, focused analysis and assessment specific to the
adverse impacts identified during the screening process. The types of targeted
assessment may vary considerably depending on the nature of the potential social and
environmental impacts and how readily the scale and boundaries of the impacts can be
specified and avoided, and if avoidance is not possible, reduced, mitigated, and
managed.”?! Further assessment for moderate-risk projects may indicate that a full social
and environmental assessment is necessary to ensure compliance with SES requirements,
potentially leading to the project being re-categorized as high-risk.??

43. The original ProDoc, signed in May 2015, did not include a SESP. Subsequent revisions did
not include an SESP until the ProDoc revision signed in November 2020, as reflected on
UNDP’s Transparency Portal. The risk log in the original ProDoc provided only high-level
assessments without a detailed analysis of critical risks.?3

44. UNDP Iraqg suggested to SECU that an exemption from the requirement to prepare an
SESP may have been granted, but no evidence of such an exemption could be provided.

7 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 46 — 47.

18 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 47.

1% UNDP, Social and Environmental Screening Procedure Guidance Note, 2015, p. 18.

20 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 49.

21 UNDP Guidance Note on Social and Environmental Assessment and Management, 2016, p. 12.

22 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 47.

23 For example, the risk that “IDPs are not able to return due to targeted demographic re-engineering efforts” was
marked with the highest impact and probability, but the proposed countermeasure merely stated that no project
activities would proceed without adherence to principles of engagement, without detailing how such adherence
would be monitored. Similarly, the risk of “volatility of security situations with increased levels of violence and
insecurity” was identified as a high-impact risk, but no detailed measures were included to address the specific
challenges of insecurity in liberated areas.
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45. During discussions with former staff, a signed 2018 SESP was located, which was not
available in the 2018 ProDoc on UNDP’s Transparency Portal. Former staff noted that the
lack of an SESP prior to 2018 was identified as a significant compliance shortcoming during
the ProDoc revision process and was addressed at that time. According to the 2018 SESP,
the project was assigned a “moderate” risk level. Review of the 2018 SESP identified three
specific risk areas rated as “High Significance”.

46.SECU attempted to identify whether, as a moderate-risk project, additional risk
assessments had been completed. The SESP completed in 2018 stated that “For FFES
[Funding Facility for Expanded Stabilization] projects, in target locations, the project will
undertake individual SES to identify potential risks to the environment/natural resources
and identify the required/relevant mitigation measures prior to initiating
implementation. Where relevant, ESIA or SESA will be undertaken.” According to the
ProDoc, FFES covers rehabilitation of medium-sized infrastructure, which would not
include window 1 activities (housing rehabilitation).

47.SECU requested copies of all ESIAs, SESAs, and other social and environmental risk
assessments generated for the project, but no evidence was provided, either in relation
to the housing rehabilitation components or other components.

48. In relation to housing activities, former project engineers who were interviewed
explained that decisions about structural stability were based on visual inspections and
their professional experience rather than documented risk assessments. Although risks
like soil instability and the presence of basement structures were recognized, they were
not formally documented. UNDP interviewees explained that trade-offs had to be made,
focusing on quick rehabilitation to help families return home as soon as possible, rather
than conducting soil assessments or structural tests that were not considered necessary
for this type of work. They also indicated that most of the houses in Mosul’s Old City,
some of which are centuries old, were light-load structures that were expected to remain
stable under normal conditions. However, external factors, such as soil conditions,
basement structures, and water leaks, though known to UNDP and external stakeholders,
were considered to be beyond the project’s scope.

49. Available evidence reflects that a few specific risks were assessed during the project’s
implementation phase. For example, high-level lessons learned from the housing pilot
project conducted in Ramadi and Fallujah were documented and shared by a former
project staff member. Other supporting documentation indicates that a system for
collecting weekly reports from Field Monitoring Specialists was established. These reports
evaluated key aspects such as adherence to the BOQs, timeliness, quality of materials and
construction, and the performance of skilled labourers. SECU only received a sample of
such a report for Old Mosul. 2*

24 pilot project report — FFS Housing Rehabilitation in Ramadi and Fallujah; FFS Weekly Housing Reports.
13



50.

SECU notes that UNDP Iraq did not provide most of the documents referenced in this
section in its official responses to information requests. SECU instead obtained relevant
documentation through interviews with former project staff.

SECU findings

51.

52.

53

54.

The SES came into operation in January 2015, requiring that all projects complete an SESP.
At the time that the project was launched in 2015, there was no SESP, but this was later
corrected by the project team in 2018.

UNDP Iraq should have classified the project as high-risk, as the SESP completed in 2018
identified three risks with “High Significance”. According to the SESP Guidance Note, a
project’s overall risk categorization should reflect the highest level of significance among
identified risks; therefore, the presence of any “High Significance” risk requires an overall
“High” risk classification. However, the project was categorized as “moderate” risk in the
same SESP. Had it been classified as a high-risk project, UNDP Iraq would have been
required to undertake additional social and environmental assessments and
corresponding risk avoidance, mitigation, and management measures, such as a Social
and Environmental Screening Assessment (SESA) or Environmental and Social Impact
Assessment (ESIA). Even as a moderate-risk project, however, targeted, documented risk
assessments were still required under the SES.

. SECU found that the project team did not conduct an ESIA or SESA. In the 2018 SESP,

UNDP Irag appears to have drawn a distinction between light and medium-sized
infrastructure, noting that, where relevant, ESIAs and SESAs would be completed for
medium-sized infrastructure components (although none were provided on SECU’s
request). While this appears to evidence a conscious decision to accelerate the housing
component, given the urgency of those activities and/or an understanding that the level
of social and environmental risk associated with the housing component of the project
did not warrant the same type and scale of risk assessment as the expanded stabilization
components, UNDP Iraq should have formally documented and justified this decision.

In addition to there being no ESIA or SESA for the project, SECU found that no targeted,
documented risk assessments were conducted for the project, as required by the SES for
medium risk projects. Based on interviews with former and current project staff, SECU
noted that, for the housing component, specific risks relevant to the request, including
soil instability and the presence of basement structures, were recognized and factored
into decision-making processes, but were not formally assessed and documented. This
fell short of SES requirements and limited the opportunity to design and implement
effective risk mitigation measures, even in a context where comprehensive structural
assessments were not feasible.
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55.

UNDP Irag did not meet record-keeping standards specified in the Social and
Environmental Assessment and Management Guidelines, which require the completed
SESP, along with related assessments and management plans, to be annexed to the
ProDoc.?> As mentioned above, relevant documentation was obtained through interviews
with former project staff. While these documentation gaps constitute non-compliance
with SES requirements, SECU did not find that they had any bearing on the sinkhole’s
formation, which stemmed from external factors outside UNDP’s control.

Stakeholder engagement and response mechanism obligations under the SES

56.

57.

58.

Under the Policy Delivery Process and Accountability Requirements in the SES, UNDP is
committed “to ensuring meaningful, effective, and informed participation of stakeholders
in the formulation and implementation of UNDP Programmes and Projects. Stakeholder
engagement is an ongoing process that may involve, to varying degrees, the following
elements: stakeholder analysis and planning, disclosure and dissemination of
information, consultation and meaningful participation, dispute resolution and grievance
redress, ongoing reporting to affected communities and stakeholders, and inclusion of
stakeholders in monitoring and evaluation.”?®

Furthermore, the SES require that Stakeholder Engagement Plans (SEPs) be developed for
all Programmes and Projects “scaled to reflect the nature of the activity and its potential
impacts (e.g., from relatively simple measures for Programmes/or Projects with few if any
social and environmental risks to comprehensive plans for high-risk activities with
potentially significant adverse risks and impacts).”?’

UNDP's Stakeholder Engagement Guidelines additionally outline several documentation
requirements that project implementers should consider when engaging stakeholders.
The guidelines specify that “summary reports of each consultation should be produced,
circulated to participants, and publicly disclosed. Any commitments made to stakeholders
should be carefully recorded. In addition, stakeholders should be provided regular
updates as the social and environmental assessment studies progress and project design
is modified.” Furthermore, it notes, “It is important for project implementers to log and
track meetings, communications, exchanges, responses, disclosures, responses to
grievances, summary reports, etc. This is particularly important if/when disputes arise
regarding the extent to which stakeholders were engaged in project development and
implementation.”?®

25 “The completed SESP (together with any related assessments and management plans) must be annexed to the
Project Document.” UNDP, Social and Environmental Assessment and Management — Guidance Note, December

2016.

26 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 51.
27 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 52.
28 UNDP, Stakeholder Engagement Guidance Note, October 2017, p. 18.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

According to interviews conducted by SECU with former project staff and a review of the
Step-by-Step Implementation Guide, there appears to have been a stakeholder
engagement process that was implemented, which included engagement with local
authorities and direct meetings with homeowners to explain the project’s scope, the
assessment process, and its limitations.?? Each homeowner signed their BOQ, and UNDP
Irag supplied copies of sighed BoQs to SECU. According to UNDP interviewees, engineers
monitored construction to ensure alignment with BoQs, and Social Organizers used a
standardized flashcard to maintain communication with beneficiaries, resolve disputes,
and sequence works for households.

Official project documents outline measures to manage beneficiaries’ expectations
regarding the scope of the FFS housing rehabilitation activities. The Housing
Rehabilitation Information Sheet outlines the program’s objectives and states that UNDP
may not be able to address all damages. It establishes inclusion criteria, specifying that
UNDP can only work on homes that were damaged but still liveable and can only repair
items listed in the BoQ. Additionally, the Step-by-Step Implementation Guide included a
Frequently Asked Questions section for social organizers to communicate key points to
beneficiaries. These included informing occupants that UNDP needed to prioritize repair
items since not all damages could be addressed, and that the program was limited to
rapid, light repairs only.

Former project staff interviewed during the investigation further stated that beneficiaries
were informed that houses with damage exceeding the program’s capacity to address at
that time could not be included in the project from the outset.

SECU requested meeting minutes or other documentation of these engagements;
however, UNDP Iraq did not provide any documentation apart from the Information
Sheet, the Step-by-Step Implementation Guide, and the signed BoQs of the requesters
involved in this case. SECU also requested a Stakeholder Engagement Plan for the project,
but this document was not provided.

As required by the SES Policy Delivery Process and Accountability requirements,
stakeholders who may be adversely affected by a project must have the ability to
communicate their concerns regarding the project’s social and environmental
performance. UNDP is required to ensure that an effective project-level grievance
mechanism is in place when one or more risks in the SESP are categorized as moderate

2% According to former project staff interviewed, the process began with briefings to the Governor and local

authorities to secure approval and identify priority neighborhoods for rehabilitation. Using satellite imagery,

residential areas were mapped and divided into blocks with clear boundaries. Validation missions were carried out
with Mukhtars (local community leaders) and technical staff from local authorities to assess the extent of damage
and confirm the neighborhood layouts. A housing committee, including Mukhtars and block representatives, was

formed to assist with house assessments and monitor progress. UNDP’s housing teams conducted assessments

block by block, meeting directly with homeowners to explain the project’s scope, the assessment process, and its

limitations.
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risks or higher.3° Project-level grievance mechanisms and UNDP’s Stakeholder Response
Mechanism are designed to address concerns promptly through dialogue and
engagement. These processes should be transparent, understandable, culturally
appropriate, and rights-compatible, ensuring accessibility at no cost and without fear of
retribution. They should be inclusive and responsive to the needs of different groups,
including women, the elderly, persons with disabilities, youth, and other potentially
marginalized populations. These mechanisms should also ensure that access barriers are
addressed and will not preclude individuals or communities from pursuing judicial or
administrative remedies where applicable.3!

64. For projects with potentially significant risks and impacts, UNDP should provide ongoing
reporting to affected communities and individuals. This includes periodic updates on the
implementation of project management and action plans, as well as responses to issues
raised during the consultation process or through the grievance mechanism.3?

65. The FFS Project team established a project-level Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) for
the housing rehabilitation program. According to UNDP Irag and the 2024 IEO Final
Evaluation Report for the FFS project, the project team implemented a GRM consisting of
two independent phone lines. These lines were intended to receive inquiries from
beneficiaries of the housing rehabilitation program and to allow the FFS team to provide
appropriate follow-up responses to address the issues raised. Access to this mechanism
was exclusively for beneficiaries of the housing rehabilitation initiative.33

66. Interviews with former project staff and official documentation confirmed the
implementation of this mechanism. The Step-by-Step Implementation Guide outlined
that residents could raise issues directly with FFS staff, including Focal Points, Engineers,
and Social Organizers, who were present on-site daily. A phone number was also provided
for independent complaints or queries, and former staff indicated that beneficiaries were
informed about UNDP’s mechanisms for whistleblowing and dispute resolution. The guide
emphasized strong community engagement at each step, aiming to resolve disputes
amicably before they escalate. The Housing Information Sheet, which, according to
former staff interviewed, was left with homeowners, included the phone number and the
name of the focal person for the complaints mechanism.

67. According to the requesters, none of them recalled being informed about the existence
of the hotlines. The original requester stated that their late father had a local UNDP focal
point’s phone number, but this number was used for project preparations and was not
explained as being part of the grievance mechanism. Another requester mentioned that

30 UNDP, Guidance Note on Stakeholder Engagement, October 2017, p. 13.

31 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 52.

32 UNDP, Social and Environmental Standards, 2015, p. 54.

33 UNDP Independent Evaluation Office, Summative Evaluation Report — Funding Facility for Stabilization (FFS),
August 2024.
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they were unaware of the hotline number but voiced her concerns to UNDP workers at a
neighbouring house.

SECU findings

68.

69.

70.

71.

UNDP Irag did not develop a formal SEP for the housing rehabilitation activities as
required by the SES, which mandates that comprehensive plans be developed for all high-
risk and moderate-risk projects with potentially significant adverse risks and impacts.

UNDP Iraq did not systematically document engagement with homeowners and local
authorities. SECU found that UNDP Iraq possibly undertook elements of stakeholder
engagement and grievance response, including meetings with community leaders and
homeowner consultations; however, UNDP Iraq did not document these activities beyond
the completed BoQs signed by each homeowner. SECU could not verify that key
engagement activities occurred because they were not supported by meeting minutes or
other records.

A grievance mechanism was established; however, there was a lack of awareness
amongst the requesters, suggestive of communication gaps. Additionally, while
beneficiaries were reportedly provided with the Information Sheet, SECU found no
evidence of ongoing communication or updates, which does not comply with SES
requirements for periodic reporting and stakeholder engagement. Ensuring continuous
dialogue with affected communities is not only a procedural requirement but also a
recognition of public participation as a fundamental human right.

RECOMMENDATIONS

These recommendations are forward-looking and intended to inform both future projects
and, where applicable, ongoing or forthcoming activities under the current project. Given
that the FFS project remains active, UNDP Iraq should integrate these recommendations
into any remaining or planned interventions. More broadly, these recommendations may
serve to inform UNDP’s institutional practices and the design of future initiatives in
comparable operational contexts.

UNDP’s SES Requirements on the “Screening, Assessment and Management of Social and
Environmental Risks and Impacts”

72.

SECU recommends that UNDP Irag ensure project screening and categorization are
carried out at the earliest stage of project preparation for all projects, utilizing the Social
and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP). Due consideration must be given to the
level of significance, ensuring that, where high risks are identified, the overall
classification of the project is designated as high risk, as project risk categorization is
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73.

determined by the highest level of significance among the identified risks across all
potential risk areas.

SECU also recommends that UNDP Irag conduct and appropriately document risk
assessment and risk mitigation plans to avoid gaps in assessment and mitigation where
high-significance risks are present. As outlined in the SES and related guidance notes, all
high-risk projects require an ESIA or SESA. Moderate-risk projects require targeted,
focused analysis and assessment specific to the adverse impacts identified during the
screening process, which may vary considerably depending on the nature of the risks.
These risk assessments should specify the methods and tools applied to address each
identified issue area. Where internal determinations are made regarding the level of
assessment required for different project components, such determinations should be
formally documented and justified. UNDP Irag should ensure that all risk assessment
decisions are transparently recorded, including the rationale for the level of analysis
applied, to ensure traceability and alignment with SES requirements.

UNDP’s SES Requirements on “Stakeholder Engagement and Response Mechanisms”

74.

75.

76.

SECU recommends that UNDP Iraq develop stakeholder engagement plans for all
Programmes and Projects that are appropriately scaled to reflect the nature of the activity
and its potential impacts. For high-risk activities that pose significant adverse risks or
impacts, these plans should outline when, how, and with whom consultations and
exchanges will take place throughout the project lifecycle. The plans should also
incorporate strategies for engaging marginalized and vulnerable groups to ensure
meaningful participation. For projects with significant social and environmental risks or
impacts (i.e., high-risk projects and some moderate-risk projects), the stakeholder
engagement plan should also include milestones for providing affected communities with
periodic progress reports. These reports should describe the implementation of project
management plans, mitigation measures, and any issues of concern raised by
stakeholders.

In accordance with UNDP’s Stakeholder Engagement Guidelines, SECU recommends that
UNDP Iraq preserve detailed and transparent documentation of all consultations and
interactions with stakeholders. This documentation should record commitments made to
stakeholders and outline how these commitments will be fulfilled. UNDP Irag should
maintain a record of significant stakeholder interactions, including meeting minutes,
grievance responses, and other relevant communications. This documentation should
support accountability and traceability in stakeholder engagement processes and help
demonstrate how stakeholder input has been considered and incorporated into the
project.

SECU recommends that UNDP Iraq take proactive measures to ensure all stakeholders,
particularly project-affected individuals and communities, are fully informed about the
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existence and functionality of a project-level GRM and UNDP AM (the Social and
Environmental Compliance Unit - SECU and the Stakeholder Response Mechanism - SRM).
This should include targeted follow-up engagement to confirm that all stakeholder groups
for whom the GRM is intended are aware of its availability. UNDP Iraq should provide
assistance to those facing barriers to accessing the GRM, ensuring that it remains inclusive
and accessible to all.

UNDP’s SES “Policy Objectives and Scope of Application”

77.SECU recommends that UNDP, at the global level, provide expanded institutional
guidance on the application of Social and Environmental Standards and the Social and
Environmental Screening Procedure in crisis and emergency contexts with significant
operational challenges. UNDP should ensure that all projects maintain a baseline level of
risk assessment and stakeholder consultation to safeguard against harm and engage
affected communities while balancing the operational flexibility that may be required in
these contexts. Any deviations from the established SES and SESP procedures should be
approved at the appropriate level within the institution and properly documented, clearly
outlining the applicable provisions of any institutional guidance and the rationale for such
decisions to ensure transparency and accountability.
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ANNEX 1: INDICATIVE LIST OF INTERVIEWEES
Requesters
1. Residents of the Old City area in West Mosul
UNDP Personnel
2. Former project team members
a. Project engineers
b. Stabilization specialists
c. Program management specialists
3. Country Office staff
a. Programme managers
b. Stabilisation and management specialists

Local Government

4. Mosul Municipality — Engineering team, Old City sector
5. Nineveh Water Directorate — International Organisations team
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