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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
1. The UNDP Social and Environmental Compliance Unit (SECU) received a complaint 

on 5 June 2018 regarding the subject project from a Jordanian NGO, with a set of 
allegations regarding non-compliance with UNDP social and environmental 
standards.  On 28 August 2018 the complaint was found eligible for an investigation. 
The complaint related to the proposed location of a solid waste transfer facility, the 
preparatory work that was undertaken for its construction, and the subsequent 
decision to relocate the facility away from the initially proposed site.  

 
2. SECU undertook a document review and, on 10-14 December 2018, carried out a field 

mission to Jordan to interview complainants, UNDP staff, relevant government 
officials, civil society organizations, technical experts and others.  SECU wishes to 
express its appreciation for all the assistance provided by the Country Office and the 
Jordanian stakeholders, all of whom sought to better understand the compliance 
issues in the project as well as possible solutions.   

 
3. The investigation, including fieldwork, focused on gathering and reviewing evidence 

with regard to compliance of the project with UNDP social and environmental 
standards relating to: (a) screening of social and environmental risks, (b) 
implementation of the requirement for an environmental and social impact 
assessment, (c) public access to information, and (d) stakeholder engagement  in the 
project design and implementation.  Key excerpts of these standards are spelled out 
in Annex 1. 

 
4. This is a summary of the most important findings and recommendations: 

 
a. Finding 1:  The Project under review was a worthwhile initiative to address 

the social and environmental stresses caused by the presence of an 
unprecedented number of Syrian refugees in the northern region of Jordan, 
as well as the long-term challenge of rising waste volumes across Jordanian 
society.  No recommendation. 

 
b. Finding 2: Despite the need for application of UNDP social and environmental 

standards, UNDP Jordan did not meet some UNDP requirements as listed in 
paragraph 3, above.  In particular, the CO did not appropriately screen the 
project using the Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP).  This 
lapse led to an underestimate of the problems with the designated site and 
with the concerns of the community.  Instead, the Country Office (CO) relied 
on the environmental screening criteria in Government of Jordan regulations, 
without having conducted an analysis of the comparability of national and 
UNDP standards. Interviews with the CO indicate that the CO has moved to 
implement consistent application of the SESP requirements to ensure 
compliance with SES requirements in programs and projects. Tracking data 
would confirm whether this has occurred.   

 
c. Recommendation 2: OAI/SECU recommends that the Administrator take 

appropriate steps to support all Country Offices with regard to the completion 
of an SESP for each UNDP activity to avoid other cases of non-completion of 
SESPs. 
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d. Finding 3: As provided in the SES, the UNDP CO and the Government of Jordan 

commissioned an Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA).  The 
implementation of the ESIA, however, did not include UNDP requirements for 
consideration of alternate sites, and did not consider associated activities at 
the same site.  The CO also did not achieve adherence to UNDP standards on 
stakeholder engagement and access to information (e.g., the ESIA).  The public 
was denied access to the ESIA despite requests to the authorities and UNDP. 
No recommendation as the element of the project under investigation has 
been transferred to another site. 

 
e. Finding 4: Limited stakeholder engagement in the ESIA process was defended 

by the CO as consistent with Jordanian practice that was allowed under 
national regulations at that time, but was less than the engagement and 
information access required by UNDP standards.  

 
f. Recommendation 4: OAI/SECU recommends that the Administrator ensures 

that guidance and support is provided to Country Offices working in countries 
with developed environmental laws and regulations to perform comparative 
analysis of national policies relative to UNDP standards set out in the SES, in 
order to ensure application of the stronger.   

 
g. Finding 5: Damage was done to the building site by the clearing of the site of 

its tree cover before UNDP was ready to move forward with the engineering 
work and before the facilities were relocated to another site.  The CO states 
that the damage was instigated by another activity involving a solid waste 
recycling center on adjacent land that also resulted in damage to the UNDP 
site. The subsequent decision to relocate the UNDP facility left residual 
environmental harm in the community. 

 
h. Recommendation 5: OAI/SECU recommends the Country Office in Jordan 

work together with the other entities undertaking associated activities at the 
abandoned site with regard to future uses of the site to be of greatest value to 
the community.  

 
 



  

 Page 7 of 14 

 

 
Cleared site showing excavation. Where the cars are located is where trees were removed.  Taken by  
the SECU team on site.  
 

5. As provided in SECU’s Standard Operating Procedures, the decision by the 
Administrator will be made available to UNDP management, UNDP staff, the 
Complainants and the public on the SECU website.   

 

II. PROJECT BACKGROUND, FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
6. The UNDP program in Jordan is robust, and invested in several key sectors. In the last 

decade, it could not be foreseen that the Syrian refugee situation would also impose 
major burdens on all aspects of Jordanian society and economy.1  But UNDP worked 
closely with the Government of Jordan to meet the multi-faceted challenges, hopefully 
without sacrificing the long-term investments to stimulate sustainable growth across 
all parts of Jordan.  
 

7. For instance, UNDP has a history of supporting the forest sector in Jordan. It has 
invested in projects aiming at conserving and sustaining the forests ecosystems. To 
take one example, UNDP raised funding from multiple donors including the GEF2 for 
the establishment of the Dibeen Forest Reserve (a few kilometers from the waste 
transfer project site at the center of this case) under the Royal Society for the 
Conservation of Nature in 2004. A current UNDP project to support the forestry sector 
nationwide and to improve the management of the Dibeen reserve includes a buffer 
area near the waste transfer site. 

                                                        
1 See UNHCR data on Syrian refugees in Jordan (672,000 registered, with an overall estimate of 
>1,000,000):  https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/syria/location/36  
2 GEF Project Number JOR/02/G35, 00013204, PIMS # 1881. 

https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/syria/location/36
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Satellite image showing the distance and relationship between the proposed Waste Transfer Facility site and the Dibbeen Forest 
Reserve.  
 

8. The waste transfer facility project in Jarash was made possible by funding from UNDP, 
the governments of Canada and Japan, and the government of Jordan.  The project 
was implemented through Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) by the UNDP 
Country Office in Amman.  Thus, as part of UNDP support to the solid waste 
management sector in Jordan, and as part of the national Solid Waste Management 
strategy, a transfer station was designed to be established in the Jarash Governorate 
that includes five municipalities. 

 
9. The proposed site was selected by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs several hundred 

meters from an existing wastewater treatment plant. The site consisted of land owned 
by the Forestry Department of the Ministry of Agriculture, the principal vegetation 
being well-established oak trees. In December 2015, the Prime Minister approved the 
designation of the land in question for use as a waste transfer station.3  The decision 
on the site was taken prior to commissioning the necessary environmental and social 
impact assessment studies (ESIA), carried out by the Royal Scientific Society. While 
such pre-selection of the site is allowed by relevant national legislation, the RSS and 
other observers agreed that the ESIA would have better fulfilled its purposes if 
offered a set of possible sites. At a later date, a segment of the land assessed in the 
UNDP ESIA was sub-designated for use by a sorting station to be constructed with 
support from GIZ.  Both activities were overseen in the GoJ by the MoMA, and the 
UNDP CO considered MoMA responsible for any necessary coordination for the 
adjacent projects. 

 
FINDINGS 
 

10. Owing to the relocation of the Jarash waste transfer facility before the UNDP began 
construction, the issue of compliance of this facility with UNDP standards is confined 
primarily to the design stage.  In this case, associated site preparation activities 
carried out by the Municipality of Jerash also, associated with the adjacent recycling 
sorting facility and overlapping the UNDP site, caused harm. As a result, the 
compliance review can provide findings and recommendations that may be of future 
value, given the transfer of this specific facility construction to another governorate, 

                                                        
3 Reference number 9/6/1/54346, dated 13 December 2015. 
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and in light of the large waste management challenges for Jordan that will inevitably 
require additional, similar facilities in the future.  The basic problem in this situation 
was that at least four different entities – UNDP, GIZ, MOMA, and the local 
municipalities were managing different aspects of the projects being carried out on a 
single land parcel, even if compartmentalized at some stage into more than one legal 
site. 

 
11. Several aspects of the SES are salient in this project:  Standard 1 on biodiversity and 

the Policy Delivery Standard regarding the SESP and the ESIA, along with public 
disclosure of project information, and full stakeholder participation. 

 
Social and Environmental Screening Procedure 
 

12. SECU found no evidence that the Social and Environmental Risk Assessment and its 
Screening Checklist was used. The SESP is far more than a “procedural step” – it 
determines the applicable policies to be given special attention throughout the life of 
the project.  It formalizes an agreement among the CO management and staff as to 
which policies will require additional investment of time and resources to meet UNDP 
standards and avoid risks that would jeopardize the developmental success of the 
project. It helps UNDP  staff answer key Questions, including, ‘What are the Potential 
Social and Environmental Risks?’ and ‘Based on the identified risks and risk 
categorization what requirements of the SES are relevant?’4  In this case, instead, the 
CO attached a one-page Annex to the Prodoc with the heading “Risk Management,” 
under which there was one item titled “Social: Lack of interest in protecting the 
environment through project activities.”  This item was given a “low likelihood” rating 
as well as a “low severity of impact on the project” rating.  Events proved this 
judgment to be mistaken, resulting in delays and cost increases for the partners in the 
project. 

 
13. Additionally, SECU finds that the Country Office did not conduct any further SESP-

based screening during the preparation for the specific facility in Me’rad, including 
after receiving the draft ESIA for the transfer facility from the Royal Scientific Society. 
The screening process is considered a dynamic process to be consistent with SES 
requirements. This absence of revisiting the SESP is particularly notable in light of the 
ESIA authors’ concern about community opposition. 

 
14. This SECU case in Jordan is not the first instance of inadequate implementation by 

Country Offices generally of the requirement for a thorough social/environmental 
screening via an SESP.5 Out of the first seven cases registered by SECU, five did not 
comply with the SESP mandate. The long-term viability of UNDP’s environmental and 
social commitments depends on properly identifying and classifying project risks 
and, as early as possible, analyzing these risks in order to mitigate their impacts in an 

                                                        
4 UNDP’s Social and Environmental Screening Procedure, “32. Screening for potential adverse social 
and environmental risks and impacts and includes review of potential direct and indirect impacts in 
the Project’s area of influence. 33. Project activities are screened. It is necessary to form a clear 
picture of potential inherent risks in the event that mitigation measures are not implemented or fail. 
This means that risks should be identified and quantified as if no mitigation or management 
measures were to be put in place.” p. 15, paras. 32, 22. 
5 See the investigation findings in final and draft reports on the online SECU Registry: SECU0002 
(Uganda), SECU0003 (Bosnia), SECU0004 (Panama), and SECU0005 (Malawi). 



  

 Page 10 of 14 

 

orderly way through Environmental and Social Management Plans and to improve 
the odds of project success.  
 

Environmental and Social Impact Assessment 
 

15. The UNDP Jordan CO and the Government of Jordan commissioned an Environmental 
and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA).  The design of the ESIA did not include 
reference to the relevant UNDP social and environmental commitments, and did not 
achieve adherence to UNDP standards on public dissemination of the ESIA and 
associated standards for public consultations. 
 

16. In Standard 2, paragraph 10 elaborates on the issue of siting: “Natural habitats: 
Where avoidance of adverse impacts on natural habitats is not possible, UNDP shall 
proceed only if (i) viable alternatives are not available, (ii) the overall benefits from 
the Project substantially outweigh the environmental costs, and (iii) if appropriate 
conservation and mitigation measures are in place, including those required to 
maintain ecological services.” 
 

17. Where a proposed project is found or ought to have been found to be high or medium 
risk through the SESP, it is vital to consider alternative sites in the ESIA.  “Assess 
feasible investment, technical, and siting alternatives, including the “no action” 
alternative, as well as potential impacts, feasibility of mitigating these impacts, their 
capital and recurrent costs, their suitability under local conditions, and the 
institutional, training and monitoring requirements associated with them.”  Such an 
option was excluded by those commissioning the ESIA. 
 

18. The studies were initiated in 2016 with scoping sessions, and with the agreement on 
issues to be included, the ESIA was concluded in December 2016. UNDP participated 
in all meetings. UNDP involvement, according to the CO, was to ensure that these 
studies were up to international standards and would meet Jordanian national 
requirements. The public, however, did not generally participate and heard primarily 
rumors about the purpose, content, and findings of the ESIA.  The disquiet of the 
community reached the Governor of Jarash in July 2017, and he communicated the 
concerns of the community to the three key ministries on 23 July 2017.  Those 
concerns centered on the potential damage to the tourism industry (an important 
source of employment around the historic Roman ruins in nearby Jarash as well as 
the Dibeen Forestry Reserve), the safety of schoolchildren with waste collection 
trucks on the local roads, and the lack of public access to the ESIA Summary in Arabic. 
The complainant believes that public disclosure is mandated by Article 19 of Ministry 
of Environment regulations, while others argue that the Ministry of Environment and 
MOMA, as the requesting agencies, have discretion about whether to release the ESIA 
Summary.6  
 

19. The eventual shift to a new site, while understandable as one way to respond to 
community opposition, revealed the major risks associated with relocating an 
infrastructure project part way through the preparation and construction phases. The 
site preparation work for the adjacent recycling sorting facility caused major damage 
to the site and its tree cover. According to the CO, the process by which the local 

                                                        
6 This issue of release of the Summary may be settled by a draft ESIA law that is now before the 
Cabinet for approval. 
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municipality was allowed to move forward with site preparation did not include 
UNDP. The destruction of established trees on designated forest land in Jordan is a 
serious matter in Jordanian law and in light of the national commitment to sustaining 
and increasing its forest cover.  Because the proposed use of the land for the waste 
transfer station never came to fruition, the title to the land remains with the Ministry 
of Agriculture.  The community leaders interviewed by the investigation attributed 
the environmental destruction to the two activities supported by GIZ and UNDP, and 
did not distinguish between them. 

 
 

 
A tree with exposed roots on the excavated site where land and trees were removed. Taken by the SECU  
team on site. 

 
Stakeholder Participation and Access to Information 
 

20. SECU finds that the CO did not adequately inform the key government partners about 
SES requirements and UNDP expectations for public access to project information 
and specifically the ESIA. Instead, the project was largely implemented according to 
usual Jordanian government practices for projects, except that in this case the ESIA 
was delivered in English instead of Arabic owing to the role of international donors.  
The failure to release to the affected public a full or partial version of the ESIA in 
Arabic had the effect of preventing public awareness of the project details and 
associated social/environmental issues, and fed unreliable rumors in the community 
about the project. 

 
21. The SES includes language about the expectation that information about UNDP 

projects will be released unless there is an identifiable reason to keep it confidential. 
Information about social and environmental issues is given its own paragraph in the 
policy on access to information: “(g) Social and Environmental Screenings, 
Assessments and Management Plans: This includes the completed Social and 
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Environmental Screening Procedure and any related draft and final social and 
environmental assessments and management plans. Screenings and assessments 
conducted prior to project approval will be annexed to the Project Document. 
Subsequent reports and drafts will be disclosed through the UNDP Transparency 
Portal.” Furthermore, “UNDP is committed to ensuring that relevant information 
about UNDP Programmes and Projects will be disclosed to help affected communities 
and other stakeholders understand the opportunities, risks, and impacts of the 
proposed activities. UNDP will ensure that information on a Programmes and/or 
Project’s purpose, nature and scale, and duration, and its risks and potential impacts, 
is made available in a timely manner, in an accessible place, and in a form and 
language understandable to affected persons and other stakeholders, including the 
general public, so they can provide meaningful input into Programme and/or Project 
design and implementation.7 

 

22. SECU finds that the CO provided inadequate guidance to the key government 
ministries about the priority of community engagement in project decision-making. 
Given the warnings from the authors of the ESIA that there was significant disquiet in 
the neighboring communities, it should have been evident to the CO that the 
responsible Ministries needed encouragement to engage more proactively with local 
opinion leaders. Instead the local views were taken seriously only in the context of a 
“build or no-build” framework, resulting in a decision to close the Project’s presence 
in Me’rad and move the waste transfer facility to another part of the country, resulting 
in the loss of jobs and other economic activity.  
 

Harm to the Community 
 

23. While the damage to the site was carried out prior to the launch of the physical works 
for the UNDP transfer station, it is clear that greater effort by the CO along with the 
other donors and agencies to coordinate all elements of the activities (UNDP waste 
transfer station, GIZ recycling center, MOMA road construction, and site preparation) 
could have averted the environmental damage to the site.  The SES provides for ESIA 
coverage of any associated activities that are not included in the UNDP project.  To be 
specific, the ESIA will “address impacts on physical, biological, socioeconomic, and 
cultural resources, including direct, indirect, cumulative, and induced impacts in the 
Project’s area of influence, including associated facilities.  Address potential 
transboundary concerns. Utilize strategic, sectoral or regional environmental 
assessment where appropriate.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
7 See UNDP Information Disclosure Policy, available at 
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/transparency/information_disclosurepo
licy.html.   

http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/transparency/information_disclosurepolicy.html
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/transparency/information_disclosurepolicy.html
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

24. OAI/SECU recommends that the Administrator takes appropriate steps to support all 
Country Offices with regard to the completion of an SESP for each UNDP activity to 
strengthen the social and environmental aspects of projects. Despite the need for 
application of UNDP social and environmental standards, UNDP Jordan did not meet 
UNDP requirements.  In particular, the CO did not appropriately screen the projects 
using the Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP).  This lapse led to an 
underestimate of the potential problems with the designated site and with the 
concerns of the community.  Instead, the Country Office (CO) relied on the 
environmental screening criteria in Government of Jordan regulations, without 
conducting a full analysis of the comparability of national and UNDP standards.  
 

25. OAI/SECU recommends that the Administrator ensure that guidance and support is 
provided to Country Offices working in countries with developed environmental laws 
and regulations to perform comparative analysis of national policies relative to UNDP 
standards set out in the SES, in order to ensure application of the stronger.   

 
26. Interviews indicate that the CO is implementing a policy of universal application of 

the SESP requirements to ensure compliance with the SES in all future programs and 
projects.  OAI/SECU also recommends that the Country Office review internal 
procedures to ensure application of the SES requirements for access to information 
and stakeholder engagement. 

 
27. OAI/SECU recommends that the CO coordinate the participants in developing this site 

(UNDP, GIZ, Ministry of Municipal Affairs, and the Municipalities of Jerash and Merad) 
with regard to a sustainable use of the abandoned site in Me’rad acceptable to all.  
Damage was done to the building site by the clearing of the site of any tree cover 
before UNDP was ready to move forward with the engineering work and before the 
facilities were relocated to another site.  The CO states that the damage was instigated 
by another activity involving a solid waste recycling center on adjacent land that also 
resulted in damage to the UNDP site, since both were built on a single parcel.  After 
the government made the decision for relocation in mid-November 2017, UNDP 
contacted the Ministry of Municipalities to check for damage at the original site by the 
local municipality in site preparation for the construction of the facility.  Even though 
the damage that occurred was not through a UNDP contract, the UNDP Country 
Director publicly announced plans to work with local partners to rehabilitate and 
replant trees in the abandoned site.8  

 
28. As provided in SECU’s Standard Operating Procedures, the response from the 

Administrator will be made available to UNDP management, UNDP staff, the 
Complainants and the public on the SECU website.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

                                                        
8 Letter from Country Director to the Chair of the Dibeen Association, dated 29 May 2018. 
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Summary of individuals whom SECU interviewed during investigation 
 
 

Complainants 
• 4 Dibeen Association members and associates 

 

Other community members 
• 3 Community Council members 

• Residents of Merad 
 

UNDP Staff 
• UNDP Country Director 

• UNDP Programme Manager 

• UNDP Environment Team Leader 

• 2 other UNDP staff 
 

National Government 
• Director of Solid Waste - Ministry of Municipal Affairs 

• Directorate – Ministry of Municipal Affairs 

• Representative - Joint Services Council 

• Mayor of Merad 

• Director– Ministry of Environment 
 

Independent Experts and other relevant stakeholders 
• Head of the Environment Centre - Royal Scientific Society 

• Manager of Environmental Studies Department – Royal Scientific Society 

• Director of Programmes and Training – Jordan River Foundation 

• 2 Project Managers – Jordan River Foundation 

• Chairman – Jordan Environmental Union 

• Director – Royal Society for the Conservation of Nature 
 

Other organizations 
• 4 officers - Canadian Embassy in Jordan 

 
 


