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The National Committee on Corporate Governance (NCCG) does not 
accept any liability to any party for any loss, damage or costs 
howsoever arising, whether directly or indirectly, whether in contract, 
tort or otherwise from any action or decision taken (or not taken) as a 
result of any person relying on or otherwise using this document or 
arising from any omission from it.
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Foreword by Aruna Radhakeesoon, Chair of the National 
Committee on Corporate Governance (NCCG)

A 
partnership 
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On behalf of the National Committee on Corporate Governance (NCCG), I am thrilled to present 
to you, the much awaited and the first Scorecard Assessment Report. The Report is based on the 
66 KPIs of the Corporate Governance Scorecard for Mauritius (2021) (the “Scorecard”) which was 
launched last October.

I initiated the Scorecard project in 2019. The avowed objective was to achieve concrete results by 
way of meaningful comparative data on governance practices. This was the space I wanted to be 
in and the goal I had in mind! And, yes it has been a long journey, taxing at times and requiring 
patience and diplomacy. All this, with limited resources but an abundance of well-intended 
persons infused with strong willingness to enhance good governance in our country.

The Scorecard Assessment Report (2021) marks an important milestone in the corporate 
governance journey of Mauritius. There are very few countries in the world which measure 
progress in corporate governance practices in a structured, objective and quantifiable manner. 
Mauritius is now among them. The Report provides valuable insights to the NCCG on: (i) the 
governance practices where we excel and where we must focus our energy to raise the standards; 
(ii) meaningful conversations NCCG needs to have with its training partners for the elaboration of 
further training and professional development workshops; and (iii) how to benchmark/market 
Mauritius in terms of governance practices with institutional investors.

But this is only the beginning. Next year’s Scorecard Assessment Report will paint an improved 
corporate governance landscape (I remain convinced of that) and, year in year out, we will 
witness and measure the improvement in our corporate governance practices.

…/6



NCCG/Scorecard Assessment Report/January 2022  6 

Foreword by Aruna Radhakeesoon, Chair of the National 
Committee on Corporate Governance (NCCG) (cont.)

A 
partnership 
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A warm word of thanks to the jury panellists who readily accepted to assist the 
NCCG in challenging the initial findings of the assessment exercise. They 
performed their duties diligently for no remuneration. The jury panellists were 
namely:

Mr. Daniel Essoo, Mrs. Kavita Jogarah-Seegolun, Mr. Philippe Forget, Mr. Sachin 
Mohabeer, Mr. Pierre Dinan, Mr. Vipin Mahabirsingh, Mrs. Virginie Duvivier, Mr. 
Shailen Ramgoolam, Mr. Tahen Kumar Servansingh, Mrs. Sheila Ujoodha, Mrs. 
Audrey D’Hotman, Mr. Mikaël Apaya, Mr. Vickram Ramful, Mrs. Anjaala 
Ramkhelawon.

The Scorecard Assessment Report 2021 will no doubt lead to many reactions 
within Corporate Mauritius and I very much look forward to engaging in those 
discussions.

Aruna Radhakheesoon

31 August 2022

The Scorecard Assessment Report is presented in a way which is easy to read 
with meaningful analysis and plenty of tips on how to improve governance 
practices. There are takeaways here for all companies whether you are a small 
business enterprise or a big one. I am grateful to the team at PwC Mauritius, 
led by Mr. Julien Tyack and supervised by Mrs. Shirley Jeeban, for all the hard 
work put in and the professional report they have produced.

I am also thankful to the 21 listed companies which volunteered to accompany 
us on this first assessment journey, namely:

ENL Limited, CIEL Limited, Sun Limited, National Investment Trust Ltd., Les Gaz 
Industriels Limited, Swan General Ltd., Ascencia Limited, Medine Limited, 
Lottotech Ltd., Terra Mauricia Ltd., Semaris Ltd., New Mauritius Hotels Ltd.,     
IBL Ltd., RHT Holding Ltd., Rogers and Company Ltd., Caudan Development 
Limited, Promotion and Development Ltd., SBM Holdings Ltd., Quality 
Beverages Limited, MUA Ltd. and MCB Group Limited.

You will all benefit immensely from the findings of the Report.
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1.1 Background

The National Committee on Corporate Governance (NCCG) formally launched 
the Corporate Governance Scorecard for Mauritius (2021) (“the Scorecard”) 
on 28th October 2021 together with its User Guide.  The Scorecard comes 
four years after the reporting commencement date of the National Code of 
Corporate Governance for Mauritius (2016) (“the Code”). The Code is 
principle based which means that the eight principles of the Code should be 
applied by the business community (with disclosure of any exceptions) with 
explanations and disclosures to explain how the Code has been applied. The 
Scorecard is not intended to replace the Code but to reinforce it and provide 
clarity on how to operationalise it.  

1.2 Development of the Scorecard

The launch of the Scorecard is the result of nearly two years of research, 
consultation and collaboration within Mauritius and internationally. The NCCG 
worked in collaboration with the University of Mauritius and the project was 
guided by a Steering Group consisting of representatives from both 
organisations. While the Code was a key reference point, international best 
practices, emerging trends and evolving standards in corporate governance 
were also incorporated into the design of the Scorecard. The first draft was in 
place by late 2020 and through 2021, extensive consultation was held with 
multiple stakeholders within and outside Mauritius.  23 sets of written 
comments were received and public consultations were held. The Scorecard 
was amended and refined in the light of those comments and consultations. 
Finally in September 2021, a pilot test of the Scorecard was carried out and 
the final adjustments made culminating in the Scorecard becoming a reality in 
October 2021. 

1.3 Objectives of the Scorecard

The objectives of the Scorecard include:

● To enable a quantitative assessment of the state of corporate 
governance in Mauritius;

● To assist companies to effectively implement the 2016 Code and 
emerging best practices in governance by giving guidance of what 
effective practices and disclosures look like;

● To drive improvement in governance practices and disclosures in 
Mauritius;

● To enable stakeholders, including investors, to access quality 
information to support their decisions and enable them to prioritise 
companies with effective governance practices.



NCCG/Scorecard Assessment Report/January 2022  9 

Introduction and Background

A 
partnership 

PwC client

1.4 Participation in the Scorecard

The first Scorecard assessment was open to companies listed on the main and 
DEM listings of The Stock Exchange of Mauritius. It is intended in future to 
extend the exercise to other corporate, public and not for profit sectors. This 
year, 21 companies participated in the Scorecard exercise on a voluntary 
basis. Their participation was on an anonymous basis and the reporting of the 
results and findings reflects this. 

1.5 Structure of the Scorecard

The Scorecard is divided into three main sections:

● Board Effectiveness;
● Audit Oversight and Effectiveness; and
● Relations with Shareholders, Stakeholders, Sustainability and 

Inclusiveness.

Each of these sections contains three sub-sections and a number of KPIs for each 
sub-section. A unique feature of the Scorecard is that the various indicators are 
weighted to reflect its criticality to good governance. 

Following the Scorecard assessment exercise of the 21 companies, this report 
provides the results, analysis and suggestions for improvement for each of the 
sections and their sub-sections. 

1
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2.1 Principles Applied to the Scoring

The assessments have been performed entirely with reference to publicly 
available information.  This includes principally the annual report, the 
sustainability report (if available) and the company website where 
governance information such as Board and Committee Charters or the Code 
of Ethics is typically published. The latest published annual report was 
referenced.  For 19 of the 21 companies this was the 2020 Annual report, for 
one company it was 2021 and for one company only the 2019 report was 
available.

2.2 Applying the Scorecard

Following a competitive tender process, the NCCG appointed PwC to carry out 
the scoring exercise. PwC assessed each of the 21 companies against the 
Scorecard criteria, awarding 2 marks for full disclosure / explanation, 1 mark 
for partial disclosure / explanation or 0 mark for no or insufficient disclosure / 
explanation.  The scores were then multiplied by the weight accorded to each 
individual question in the Scorecard.  Scores were computed for each 
sub-section, for each of the three main sections and overall. For the overall 
score, a weighting of (40:30:30) was applied due to the first section (Board 
Effectiveness) containing a greater number of criteria than the other two 
sections. Within PwC, second and third reviewers challenged and verified the 

scores awarded to fairness and accuracy. Once the scores had been calculated 
for each company, the data was analysed to identify areas of relative strength 
and weakness as well as trends in corporate governance in Mauritius. This 
analysis forms the basis for this report.

2.3 Panel Reviews

Once PwC had performed their review, the methodology and results were 
presented to independent jury panels of experienced professionals selected by 
the NCCG for each of the three sections. The role of the jury panel was to 
provide independent challenge to the reviewers to confirm a fair and robust 
exercise had been performed.

2
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This first Scorecard exercise shows a mixed picture, with a significant 
difference between the strongest and weakest performing companies. Given 
that the Scorecard is based solely on information available in the public 
domain (notably Annual Reports and the company website) this indicates that 
the principal differentiators are either the level of application of the 2016 
Code and good governance practices, or differences in the level of 
explanation and disclosure provided. It is entirely feasible that many of the 
companies have a great governance story to tell, but are not providing the 
level of disclosure and explanation necessary to provide the reader with the 
full picture of their governance arrangements - or maximise their Scorecard 
result.

As illustrated in Fig 1, the scores achieved across the 21 companies range from 
24 to 81% with an average score of 54%. While nine entities have scored over 
60%, eight have not achieved more than 50%. Being the first year of the 
Scorecard assessment exercise, an improvement is anticipated next year as 
companies use the Scorecard to guide and improve their disclosure.

The Scorecard is split into three elements:

● Board Effectiveness
● Audit Oversight and Effectiveness; and
● Relations with Shareholders, Stakeholders, Sustainability and Inclusiveness.

The strongest element is Board Effectiveness. This section is the largest section 
and carries most weighting given its relative size.  The average score achieved 
across the companies is 61% which is above the overall Scorecard average of 
54%. Companies score relatively well for disclosure of the composition, strength 
and experience of their Board of Directors and Sub-Committees. On the other 
hand, the average score for Audit Oversight and Effectiveness is only 51% and 
for Relationships with Shareholders, Stakeholders, Sustainability and 
Inclusiveness only 49%. Many companies are providing minimal disclosures on 
their Risk Management, Internal and External Audit which is resulting in 
difficulty to score good marks. Concepts of stakeholder engagement, 
sustainability and inclusiveness are arguably newer but fast developing areas of 
governance globally. It is perhaps inevitable that companies are at different 
stages of their sustainability and inclusiveness journey which shows in the 
scoring. A number of companies are disclosing very little information or have 
not moved beyond the CSR agenda while others, but not many, are excellent in 
demonstrating how sustainability and inclusiveness is integrated into their 
strategy, reaching into their culture, business operations and decision making.

3
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The Scorecard is intended to complement the 2016 Code. Listed companies 
and PIEs are expected to “apply and explain” their compliance with the Code 
which sets the minimum standards of governance expected.

As shown by Fig 2, only 60% of companies in Mauritius state that they fully 
comply with the 2016 Code of Corporate Governance, with the remaining 
companies disclosing between 1 and 4 exceptions, although our results 
indicate this may be higher. The external auditors have not highlighted any 
exceptions to the compliance declarations of the Directors.

The types of non- compliance are varied as shown by Fig 3. The most common 
is in respect to Board Composition. These include lack of independent 
directors, executive directors, an independent chair or a female director. 

The second most common non-compliance is in respect of disclosure of the 
remuneration of individual directors. While most companies do this in respect of 
the fees they pay to their Non-Executive Directors, some companies are still 
reluctant to disclose the remuneration of Executive Directors stating commercial 
sensitivity as the main reason. Other isolated non-compliances are noted in Fig 
3.

The Scorecard also takes into account developments in good governance 
practices since the Code was issued in 2016. The analysis of the application of 
the Scorecard to the 21 companies provides useful insights on the state of 
corporate governance in Mauritius, as well as acting as a useful tool for 
companies wishing to improve their corporate governance or disclosure of their 
governance practices.

3
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4.1 Summary

Board Effectiveness is an element of relative strength in the Scorecard.  As 
illustrated by Fig 4, the average score is 61% across the 21 companies while 
the scores range from 35 to 81%. While the range of 46% is still large, it is the 
smallest of all the sections of the Scorecard.

13 of the 21 entities are scoring over 60% while only 3 entities have failed to 
reach 50%. 

The Board Effectiveness element of the Scorecard consists of three sub-sections:

● Corporate Structure
● Governance; and
● Remuneration

As illustrated in Fig 5, the strongest sub-section is remuneration with a score of 
77%, although this section contains relatively few questions.  Corporate 
Structure averages a score of 66% while Governance is the weakest section with 
an average score of 50%.

4
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4.2 Corporate Structure

4.2.1 Overview

As illustrated by Fig 6 below, most companies are scoring well in the questions 
under the Corporate Structure section with nine companies scoring over 70% 
and 17 companies over 60%. Only one company scored under 50%.  The range 
in scores from the weakest to the strongest is 38%.

4.2.2 Board Composition

Regarding the composition of the Board, all but one company properly discloses 
the numbers of Executive Directors, Non-Executive Directors and Independent 
Non-Executive Directors on their Board. For this one company, it is clear that 
there was a major change in the composition of the Board during FY20 which 
resulted in several months without a Board in place.  There is no disclosure of 
the circumstances which lead to this position, nor any indication of how the 
governance of the company continued during the interregnum. The average 
Board size across the 21 companies is 10 with Boards ranging from 5 to 15 
members. Few companies are explicitly explaining how their Board size is 
determined and how the Board size is commensurate with the nature and scale 
of its activities, although most make a positive statement to this effect.  For 
many, the duty of the Nomination Committee to regularly review the profile of 
the Board is noted in the Charter, but few companies disclose that this review 
has taken place and the results thereof. 

4
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As illustrated by Fig 7 below, Non Executive Directors occupy over 50% of 
positions on Boards in Mauritius, with the balance split between Executive 
and Independent Non Executive Directors.

Having an effectively balanced Board protects against “groupthink” and helps 
to ensure Board discussions and debates are robust and productive. The 
relatively low numbers of independent Directors on Boards may risk limitation 
of challenge and encourage groupthink, particularly if most of the Directors 
are also long serving.

Some companies have been impacted by changes introduced by the Finance 
Act 2020 such as the legal requirement to reclassify Independent Non 
Executive as Non Executive Directors after nine years’ service. One company 
discloses a non compliance with the Code in this respect as its one 
independent Director has been reclassified. Several companies note that 
although their former Independent Directors are reclassified as per the law, 
they still retain their independent mindset. 

The Finance Act 2020 also legally requires companies to have a minimum of two 
Non Executive Directors on the Board. One of the 21 companies only has one 
Non Executive Director. With regard to Executive Directors, four companies do 
not have a minimum of two Executive Directors as required by the Code. Two 
disclose this as a temporary situation due to a change in CEO for example. 
Another company explains that it only needs one Executive Director due to the 
small size of the company while the fourth company is silent on the matter but 
does disclose a non compliance with the Code.

The Chair plays an important role in ensuring the Board effectively discharges 
the duties assigned to it by the law, the constitution of the company, the Code 
and as required by the Board Charter. All 21 companies have a Chair who is 
separate from the CEO, but only 6 of the companies have an independent Chair. 
Those companies without an independent Chair do not disclose any 
compensating safeguards.

4
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4.2.3 Board Diversity

Diversity on the Board and its Sub-Committees is another important element 
in avoiding groupthink as well as ensuring fair opportunity to relevantly 
qualified and experienced individuals to serve on a Board irrespective of their 
background. The Code only considers diversity in terms of the requirement to 
have a minimum of one male and one female on the Board as well as diversity 
of skills and experience across the Board and its Committees. All but one of 
the 21 companies comply with the requirement to have a female on the 
Board. The non compliant company states that it will be considering the 
matter during the next review of the Board. Nevertheless, it is clear that 
Mauritius has a long way to go in terms of achieving gender balance on the 
Board. Of the 21 companies, 10 have only one female Director, the bare 
minimum required by the Code.  As illustrated in Fig 8, only three companies 
have achieved 30% or more of their Board positions occupied by women. Only 
two companies have set specific targets to increase the number of women on 
their Board in future.

Board diversity beyond gender is even less disclosed.  A significant minority of  
companies are disclosing the age diversity of their Boards. 

This is important in ensuring new and different perspectives are being 
brought to the Board table and avoiding groupthink.  Some companies are 
disclosing the length of service of their Board Directors. Again a blend 
between the experience and the fresh perspective is important. Despite the 
multicultural nature of Mauritian society, the racial diversity of Boards is not 
mentioned by any of the companies.  Many of the Boards lack racial diversity 
and perhaps this should be an aspect of diversity to be considered in future to 
encourage Boards to be truly diverse, inclusive and representative of 
Mauritius.

  

4
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4.2.4 Board Knowledge, Skills, Experience and Commitment

With regards to the diversity of skills and experience across the Board and its 
Sub-Committees, most companies have a rounded Board with skills relevant 
to the activities of the company and the geographic spread of the company. 
Financial, strategic, mergers and acquisitions, corporate governance and 
international experience all feature.  Similarly, Sub-Committee members 
generally have skills relative to the scope of work of the particular Committee. 
Most companies are detailing the profiles of the individual Directors including 
their qualifications, key highlights of their experience and other directorships 
held (mostly listed companies only).  The best profiles specifically highlight 
the experience of each director rather than leaving the reader to assume from 
the experience disclosed. Looking to the future, it is noticeable that most 
Boards lack Directors with skills and experience in technology.  Given rapid 
development in both the opportunity and risk offered by technology and the 
imperative for companies to digitise to remain relevant and competitive, 
Boards will need to address this omission. Similarly, the growing importance 
of the sustainability and inclusiveness agenda will require Boards to consider 
the requirement for Board level expertise in this field. 

The lowest scoring area in the Corporate Structure section of the Scorecard 
concerns the existence of a policy for overboarding of Directors.  Only 24% 
have a specific policy or criteria in place.  One company mentions that 
Directors may not hold more than 10 Non Executive Director positions and for 
another the maximum external positions is two.

A couple of companies state that Directors must limit their external 
Directorships and disclose the same. Most companies are silent in respect of 
overboarding, although they may state that the time a Director has available 
to devote to the role will be considered on appointment.

4.2.5 Board Nominations, Induction and Succession Planning

The Company Secretary plays a key role in ensuring the effective organisation 
and functioning of the Board.  Six companies have not disclosed the qualification 
of their company secretary. This is particularly the case where the role is 
outsourced and the company secretarial certificate is signed in the name of a 
company.  Most companies do not disclose a biography of their company 
secretary.

Fig 9 shows a number of areas where companies appear compliant with the 
Code, but the information disclosed is insufficient to properly understand how 
the company is complying resulting in predominantly partial disclosure scores.  

4

Fig 9: Percentage of companies rated as inadequately, partially or 
adequately disclosing the stated processes

Succession 
Planning

Induction
Process

Nomination
Process

Inadequate
Disclosure

Partial
Disclosure

Adequate
Disclosure

. . . .  9 . . . . . 81 . . . . . 10

. . . .  5 . . . . . 62 . . . . . 33

. . . . 15 . . . . . 71 . . . . . 14
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With regard to succession planning, most companies disclose that they have a 
succession planning process. However, few details of the process are 
disclosed. For example, details of who the plan covers, the methodology 
utilised and whether the plan has been reviewed annually by the Nomination 
Committee and / or Board are not disclosed.  The best disclosures detail the 
process and methodology which includes consideration of the 
immediate/emergency, short term, medium term and long term position.

Similarly, for the induction process, most companies mentioned they have an 
induction process for new Board directors.  Some companies only give a pack 
of information to their new Directors.  The best make mention of assessing 
the needs of the Director, arranging sessions with senior management, the 
Chair and the Company Secretary as well as  visits to the Business.

Finally, most companies provide details of the process for the nomination, 
approval and appointment of new Directors.  However, relatively few are 
disclosing the criteria against which they assess new Directors to determine 
their suitability. This links to the Board profiling which helps identify gaps in 
the Board skills and experience which will feed into the Director search.

4.2.6 Board Training and Development

Finally, the second weakest area of the Corporate Structure section relates to 
the training and development of Directors. While most companies mention 
that training and development is available to Directors, relatively few disclose 
how they are assessing the needs of the Directors while fewer still disclose 
what training each Director has received during the year in their annual 
report.  Given the rapidly changing business environment in terms of 
technology, legislation, governance and industry specific developments, the 
continual updating of Director skills and knowledge is critical to them 
continuing to fulfil their responsibilities effectively.

4.2.7 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies to improve their disclosures and increase scores in the Corporate 
Structure section, the following tips can be applied:

Quick hits:

Medium Term Actions:

✅ Provide more details on the induction, succession planning and 
nomination processes of the organisation.

✅ Disclose the qualifications and a biography for the Company 
Secretary

✅ Disclose how the training needs of Directors are assessed and 
relevant training provided

✅ Specifically disclose how the organisation ensures there is no 
groupthink on the Board

✅ Consider the requirement for more INEDs to balance the board

✅ Address diversity on the Board

✅ Document and disclose an onboarding policy

4
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4.3 Governance

4.3.1 Overview

Of the three elements making up the Board Effectiveness part of the 
Scorecard, Governance is the weakest area across the 21 companies.  As 
shown by Fig 10, the average score is 50% with scores ranging from 18 to 82%, 
a range of 64%. 

This section asks multiple questions concerning the existence of key policies 
and procedures in the business. As shown in Fig 11, most of the 21 companies 
have these policies in place.

4.3.2 Board Charter

Only two (2) companies do not have a Board Charter in place. One discloses that 
they will be addressing this while the other considers the Companies Act and 
the Insurance Act to be sufficient as to the role, responsibilities and authorities 
of the Directors. Despite most companies having a Board Charter in place, some 
have lost marks for not publishing the Charter on their website or for not 
disclosing evidence that the Charter has been reviewed on a regular basis.

4

Board Effectiveness



NCCG/Scorecard Assessment Report/January 2022  23 

4.3.3 Code of Ethics and other Key Corporate Policies

It is very positive that all companies have a Code of Ethics in place.  However, 
some companies have not published their Code of Ethics on their website 
which makes it impossible to assess whether the Code of Ethics is 
comprehensive.  

As shown in Fig 12 above, having a comprehensive Code of Ethics which is 
supported by the CEO and the Board is only stage one.  The average score for 
stage 1 across the 21 companies is 76% indicating that most have reached 
this stage.  However, the Code should be implemented across the business, 
and arguably into the Supply Chain too.  As noted in stage 2 of Fig 12, this 
requires an implementation plan, an education and training programme for 
employees, clarity on outlets for reporting, investigating and resolving 
potential ethical breaches as well as a culture which encourages transparency 
and disclosure.  Only one company scored full marks for disclosing details on 
how it was implementing the Code of Ethics and whistle blowing policies as 
part of a culture change programme.  Most companies scored part marks but 
a significant minority provided no information on how they implement their 
Code of Ethics.  The average score for stage 2 across the 21 companies is 
33%.

Stage 3 requires there to be some disclosure on the effectiveness of the Code of 
Ethics.  While confidentiality needs to be preserved, an indication of the level of 
ethical incidents, fraud or other forms of misconduct and how the organisation 
has treated the same gives an indication of how successfully the Code of Ethics 
and ethical behaviours have been implemented (stage 3).  Only two companies 
have made disclosures of this type and the average score is 24% for stage 3.  
Most of the companies make no disclosures of this type.  

Aligned with the Code of Ethics is the whistleblowing policy. For some 
organisations this is a standalone policy while for others it is integrated within 
the Code of Ethics.  While 71% of companies have a whistleblowing policy, many 
are missing key details which should be incorporated in the policy especially 
detail on what to report and timelines for investigations.  Most policies offer 
protection to the whistleblower for disclosing genuinely held suspicions and 
detail the process for reporting, investigating and reviewing cases. 

Other important policy areas are IT Security, Data Protection and Document 
control / retention. Most companies disclose that they have IT Security and Data 
protection policies, but few mention policies for document control and 
retention. 

Fig 12: Stages of Implementation for the Code of Ethics

4

Code of Ethics in place

Code of Ethics is comprehensive
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Implementation Plan

Training and Education
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4.3.4 Board and Committee Performance Evaluation

The Code requires the performance of the Board, its Committees and individual 
Directors to be evaluated.  This performance review should be formal, regular 
and rigorous and a development plan should be produced on an annual basis.  
Use of an external facilitator is encouraged but if an internal process is used, it 
should be led by the Chair. 

Overall, the companies focus their disclosure on the performance evaluation of 
the Board.  Relatively few companies mention evaluation of the performance of 
their Sub-Committees while even fewer make any mention of the evaluation of 
individual Director performance. With regard to Board evaluation, 81% of 
companies mention that a Board performance evaluation has been performed 
in recent times although this is typically every two years rather than annually. 
Several companies mentioned that planned evaluations have been disrupted by 
Covid.

Of the four companies which do not mention having undertaken a Board 
Performance evaluation, one company does not give any information, one 
mentions they do it every three years but provides no further information of 
when the last one was and the third describes what should happen without any 
disclosure as to whether it has actually happened.  The final company discloses 
not performing individual director evaluations as an exception to compliance 
with the Code, but mentions nothing else about Board Evaluation. 

A further two companies state that an evaluation has been performed but 
disclose no further details. Most companies do not specifically mention their 
sub-committee and individual director evaluation processes or whether these 
were performed.

As illustrated by Fig 13, where performance evaluation has taken place, it is twice 
as likely to have been an internal process instead of being independently 
facilitated or performed by a third party.  The internal process is typically driven 
by the Company Secretary and questionnaires issued to the Directors are the 
most frequently disclosed methodology to gather data which is then analysed by 
the Company Secretary and discussed with the Chair and/or the Corporate 
Governance Committee and the full Board. Interestingly, where the evaluation is 
outsourced to a third party, the methodology used is less likely to be disclosed. 
60% of companies disclose the results of the exercise to some extent and most 
state that an action plan is in place to address findings. Very few give further 
details.
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4.3.5 Board Discussions

Several questions in the Governance section focus on disclosure of what the 
Board and Sub-Committees have discussed during the year. The standard of 
disclosure varies enormously across the companies.  However, based on these 
disclosures, there are Boards which have not covered basic elements such as 
strategy, sustainability or risk.  Improving the disclosures to ensure there is 
evidence that the Board and the Committees have covered all their 
responsibilities as outlined in their respective Charters. Given the Scorecard 
allocates high weightings to these questions, lack of disclosure can quickly 
result in significant loss of marks.

4.3.6 Board Meeting Arrangements

The worst scoring areas of the Governance section concern two questions 
relating to Board Meetings. The first question asks whether independent 
Directors have the chance to meet and consult with each other prior to Board 
meetings. Only one company disclosed that separate meetings of the Non 
Executive Directors are held during the year.  All other companies made no 
disclosures resulting in an average score of only 5%.  The second lowest 
scoring question covered the timely issue of the Board papers prior to the 
meeting.  The criteria requires the Board pack to be issued a minimum of five 
working days before the meeting.  However, only 3 of the 21 companies state 
a timeline for issue of over five days.  Other companies used words such as 
“reasonable” or “in advance” and were not specific as to the time line 
resulting in an average score of 14%.

4.3.7 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies wishing to improve their disclosures and scores in the 
Governance section, the following tips can be applied:

Quick Hits:

Medium Term:

✅ Provide greater detail of what the Board and its Committees have 
discussed ensuring that all key matters are disclosed

✅ Disclose how frequently the Board Charter is reviewed and evidence 
the date of the latest review

✅ Enhance disclosures on Board, Committee and Individual Director 
performance reviews.

✅ Disclose how the company is implementing the Code of Ethics and 
information to support how successful the implementation of the 
Code is

✅ Design, approve and implement a policy on Board, Committee and 
Individual Director evaluation. 
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4.4 Remuneration

4.4.1 Overview

The Remuneration section is very small consisting of only three questions. 
Hence, the impact on the overall percentage score is accentuated if any 
element is missing. 

Fig 14 illustrates the average score for remuneration across the companies is 
77% with a range from 44 to 100%, a difference of 56%.

4.4.2 Governance of Remuneration

In Mauritius, it is not usual to have a separate Remuneration and Nomination 
Committee. 

In practice, the Corporate Governance Committee performs this role and the 
typical duties of a Remuneration Committee are within the terms of reference of 
the Corporate Governance Committee. 19 out of 21 companies have a Board 
level Committee which fulfils the role of a Remuneration Committee. Of the 
others, one has a Remuneration Committee which never meets while the other 
makes no disclosure on the subject.

4.4.3 Disclosure of Remuneration

One question relates to whether the basis of remuneration is disclosed for Non 
Executive and Executive Directors and for senior management. Disclosure for 
Non Executive Directors is strong with all but one company disclosing the basis 
of payment. Typically Non Executive Directors receive fees for Board 
membership with additional fees for Committee membership or acting as Chair. 
Many companies also pay attendance fees. Disclosure of the basis of pay of 
Executive Directors and Senior Management is less consistent. Many companies 
mention that the remuneration of these key positions is designed to attract, 
retain and motivate competent people. They disclose that the packages consist 
of fixed and variable elements. However, very few companies disclose the split 
between fixed and variable elements of the package.  Thus it would not be 
possible for the reader to establish how closely variable remuneration, such as 
bonuses, aligns with the performance of the company.  

The final question relates to the disclosure of all remuneration paid to the 
individual Directors. While 11 companies do fully declare this information, the 
remaining nine are only declaring the remuneration in terms of fees paid for 
their role as Directors on the Board and Committee. Remuneration being paid to 
Executive Directors for their management roles in these nine companies is not 
being disclosed on the grounds of commercial sensitivity. This remains the most 
common area of non-compliance with the Code. Even where companies are 
declaring the total remuneration of each Director, the breakdown into basic 
salary, other benefits, share options or bonuses is not declared by any company.
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4.4.4 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies wishing to improve their disclosures and  scores in the 
Governance section, the following tips can be applied:

Quick Hits:

✅ Establish a Remuneration Committee (whether separately or as 
part of the Corporate Governance Committee) which meets 
regularly

✅ Disclose the remuneration framework for Executive Directors and 
senior management, including how the balance between variable 
and fixed pay is set to motivate the right behaviours and align 
reward with company and individual performance

✅ Disclose the remuneration received by each Executive Director 
for their executive positions in the company.  Split this into basic, 
benefits and bonus elements

4

Board Effectiveness



NCCG 2022 Scorecard Summary Report
NCCG 2022 Scorecard Summary Report | June 2022  28 

5
Audit Oversight 
and Effectiveness



NCCG/Scorecard Assessment Report/January 2022  29 

A 
partnership 

PwC client

5.1 Summary

Audit Oversight and Effectiveness shows a significant range in the level of 
disclosure across the 21 companies. As shown in Fig 15, the overall average 
score of 51% masks huge variation in performance with the highest 
performing company scoring 77% and the lowest only 11%. Only 8 of the 
companies have scored over 60% while 10 score under 50%.

The Audit Oversight and Effectiveness element of the Scorecard consists of three 
sub-sections:

● Risk and Internal Controls;
● Audit; and
● External Accountability.

Fig 16 shows that the strongest element of Audit Oversight and Effectiveness is 
External Accountability with an average score of 64%. Both Risk and Internal 
Controls and Internal Audit sections score under 50% on average.
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5.2 Risk and Internal Controls

5.2.1 Overview

The scores achieved for the risk and internal controls section are extremely 
varied. The average score is 43% and the scores range from 0 to 84%.

The risk and internal controls section requires detailed disclosure of the 
following to score highly:

● The risk management framework which is applied in the organisation 
(i.e. what should happen);

● Explanation of the most significant risks to the organisation;
● Measurement of the inherent and residual risk together with existing 

mitigation measures and further responses required;
● How the risk management framework is being applied in the 

business. 
Fig 17 shows that the level of disclosure provided varies significantly across 
the companies. Three companies have failed to score any marks and a further 
four have only scored 10%. 

These companies have provided no or minimal information on how risk is 
managed in their organisation and have not provided any information to allow 
the reader to understand the significant risks to the achievement of their 
objectives. 

5.2.2 Risk Management Framework

Very few companies disclose that they have adopted a risk management 
framework which aligns with one of the globally recognised frameworks such as 
COSO: Enterprise Risk Management - Integrating with Strategy and Performance 
or ISO 31000:2018 Risk Management. While this is not a requirement of the 
Code, it does help guide the organisation towards the best practice risk 
management practices which enables organisations to obtain maximum value 
from their Enterprise Risk Management programmes. 
Only 6 out of 21 companies scored full marks for the description of their risk 
management framework. Most have omitted key details including:

● Risk Appetite: few organisations have disclosed a risk appetite 
statement which has been endorsed by the Board. Some organisations 
provide a description of how they set their risk appetite, but no detail 
on what the appetite actually is. Few detail whether their risk profile is 
in line with their risk appetite.

● Lack of detail on the risk organisation and the roles and responsibilities 
of key parties in this - the Board, the Committee responsible for 
oversight of Risk Management, the Risk Team (if there is one) and 
management.  

● Insufficient detail on how different elements of the framework are 
working - for example, how risks are identified, evaluation criteria for 
risks and how mitigations are monitored.

● Lack of detail on the tools / methodologies used, for example, risk 
registers, workshops, risk manual.

● Insufficient detail as to how Enterprise Risk Management practices are 
embedded into the business.
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5.2.3 Disclosure of Risk Insights

As illustrated by Fig 18, almost half of the 21 companies have not disclosed 
any information on the top risks to which the company is exposed.  This 
indicates that there is still a reluctance to be transparent and open on risk 
exposures.  Instead many of these companies state that they are exposed to 
“operational” or “strategic” or “compliance” risk and then proceed to give 
generic descriptions of these risks rather than company specific information. 
One company stated that it had not updated its top risks due to the Covid 19 
pandemic- which is an example of the sort of event which should prompt a 
review of strategy, risk and continuity. 

For companies which do disclose their top risks,this is often accompanied by 
information as to the movement in these risks from the previous period. The 
best performers are explicitly linking their top risks to their strategic objectives 
and the capitals potentially impacted.  Some of the companies detail their top 
group risks but also include top risk information in the performance reports of 
each of their business clusters. The best performing companies also include 
information on opportunities which helps emphasise that effective risk 
management should primarily be about taking informed and sound business 
decisions, not only be about minimising the impact of potentially negative 
events.

Measurement of Risk is another area where points are lost by most companies. 
The Scorecard requires each of the top inherent risks to be measured, the 
strategic responses, mitigations and/or controls to each of the top risks to be 
stated and the residual risk to be measured so that the impact of the mitigations 
on each risk is shown. For those companies which do not disclose business 
specific risks (as noted above), their score for this question will naturally be zero. 
Of those companies which do disclose their top risks, many only show residual 
risk.  Mitigations and strategic responses are generally shown but it is often 
difficult to determine whether these are actions already in place or future 
actions to be taken.  The anticipated impact on the risk is also unclear.  
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5.2.4 Embedding a risk culture and risk management in the 
business

The final question relates to the development of a strong and comprehensive 
risk culture. The scoring indicates this is the weakest area of the risk and 
internal controls questions with only 2 of the companies scoring full marks.  
11 of the companies score half marks. Detail of how the companies are 
embedding risk management practices into their businesses is generally weak 
with many companies failing to demonstrate that their risk management 
extends much beyond an annual (at best) tick the box risk assessment. 
However, the best disclosures clearly demonstrate the commitment of the 
companies concerned to embedding ERM into their business.  These 
companies describe their ERM journey which extends over several years.  
They describe how they are implementing their programme into the business. 
They have or will be implementing risk management practices into key 
strategic decisions and critical processes such as budgeting or investments. 
They recognise the importance of agile risk management practices for the 
changing and uncertain business environment, focussing on continuous 
review rather than an annual exercise. The top companies have a great focus 
on emerging risks. One company states that it will be developing scenario 
playing, more closely aligning risk with strategy and simplifying its reporting 
structures. 

5.2.5 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies to improve their risk management practices and increase their 
scores, the following tips can be applied: 

Quick Hits:

Medium Term:

✅ Align the company’s risk management framework with one of the 
global risk management standards

✅ Implement agile risk management practices - an annual review is no 
longer appropriate

✅ Explicitly link risk management to the strategic objectives of the 
business (both value enhancing and value preservation objectives) - 
otherwise risk management becomes list management

✅ Embed risk management into key business processes and decisions

✅ Educate all in risk management techniques and their 
role/responsibility in effective risk management

✅ Define the risk appetite for the different parts of the business

✅ Disclose the story of the company’s risk management journey, in 
particular future steps

5

✅ Disclose company specific top risks

✅ Disclose inherent risk, responses and residual risk as well as 
whether risk profile is within risk appetite

✅ Disclose risk information discussed by the Board and Risk 
Committee 
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5.3 Audit

5.3.1 Overview

The average score achieved for audit is 45%. As indicated by Fig 19, the scores 
are varied, ranging from 0 to 79%. 

The scorecard requires detailed disclosure of:

● The composition of the Audit Committee and the role it plays;
● The internal audit organisation, the qualifications and experience of 

the team;
● Internal audit methodologies for planning and delivery of audits 

utilised;
● Details of the audits undertaken and how management has addressed 

internal audit findings; 
● Details of Internal Audit’s value proposition; and
● Details of appointment and oversight of external auditors.

All but two of the companies have disclosed that they have an internal audit 
function. One of these companies declares the absence of internal audit as an 
exception to compliance with the Code and states that it will be putting internal 
audit in place when there are live projects. The other company does not declare 
an exception to compliance with the Code but does not state that they have an 
internal audit function. This company does have an Audit Committee whose 
charter requires the Committee to have oversight of internal audit.

5.3.2 The Audit Committee

All 21 companies have an Audit Committee and where it exists, the internal 
audit function reports directly to this Committee. The Audit Committee plays an 
important role in ensuring the independence, competence, remit and focus of 
the Internal Audit function in the business. The experience, membership and 
remit of the Audit Committee is the highest scoring area of the Internal Audit 
section (71% average score).  Where marks are lost, the most common reasons 
are for not having an Independent Non Executive Director (INED) as Chair or not 
having a majority of members who are INEDs. Most Committees have a Charter 
or Terms of Reference detailing their responsibilities in respect of Internal and 
External Audit which reflect the requirements of the Code and good practices.  
However, disclosure of how the Committee has actually performed its duties is 
much weaker. This  results in a low average score (36%) due to lack of 
comprehensive disclosure of what the Committee has reviewed, discussed or 
approved in respect of internal audit, risk management and the internal controls 
system, the financial statements, or whether meetings were held with internal 
and external auditors without management.    

5

Audit Oversight and Effectiveness



NCCG/Scorecard Assessment Report/January 2022  34 

A 
partnership 

PwC client

5.3.3 The Internal Audit Model

For the 19 companies which have internal audit, Fig 20 shows that the 
internal audit function consists of an in house team in 52% of companies, a 
co-sourced function in 11% of companies and an outsourced team in the 
remainder.  When comparing the type of internal audit function (in-house, 
co-sourced, outsourced) to the scores achieved for the audit section of the 
Scorecard, it is notable that the companies with in house (57% average score) 
or co-sourced functions (55% average score) fair far better than those with 
outsourced functions (35% average score). This is perhaps due to a number of 
the questions in the Scorecard being focussed on the structure, composition 
and methodologies adopted by Internal Audit where there are noticeably less 
disclosures made in respect of the outsourced functions.  It may also be that 
no disclosures are made as it has been assumed that outsourcing to one of 
the global accounting practices guarantees high standards.

5.3.4 Internal Audit Scope and Methodology

The Institute of Internal Auditors (IIA) sets the global standards for the practice of 
internal auditing. These standards are known as the International Professional 
Practices Framework (IPPF). Only 3 of the 19 companies disclose that they comply 
with the IIA standards or have adopted a methodology aligned with the standards. 
The 2016 Code also requires internal audit to adhere to standards of internationally 
recognised bodies such as the IIA international standards for the professional 
practice of internal auditing. ln addition, the standards state that an external quality 
assessment (EQA) of the internal audit function should be performed every 5 years. 
The Code recommends this for the larger and more complex companies. However, 
only two of the companies mention having had such assessment or disclose they 
perform a self-assessment. Few of the companies properly disclose how the Audit 
Committee is monitoring the performance of Internal Audit despite many of the 
Audit Committee Charters requiring them to perform such assessment annually.

The IIA defines internal auditing as “an independent, objective assurance and 
consulting activity designed to add value and improve an organization’s operations. 
It helps an organization accomplish its objectives by bringing a systematic, 
disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of risk 
management, control, and governance processes”. For most of the companies, the 
focus of internal audit remains mostly on the provision of assurance. Very few 
companies refer to their internal audit function fulfilling the consulting or advisory 
element of the IIA’s definition.

Little detail is disclosed on the internal audit methodologies adopted. Only two 
companies disclose that their internal audit function has a quality plan to focus on 
continuous improvement (as required by IIA standards). However, the best 
performing companies are recognising the need to digitise their audit processes, 
improve the use of data and technology to work more efficiently and improve value 
and insight to their company.  This will be a necessity going forward and internal 
audit teams will need to develop their staff to adopt more technology into their 
audit processes.
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5.3.5 Delivery of Internal Audit Services

13 of the 19 companies with an Internal Audit function mention that a 
risk-based internal audit plan is prepared and approved by the Audit 
Committee.  Four companies refer to this plan covering a three year period, 
four have a “one year plan” while the remainder do not disclose this 
information. Given the rapidly changing business environment and in 
particular the challenges presented by the Covid 19 pandemic, a shorter 
planning period and greater agility to focus on emerging risks may be 
preferable. Some companies have disclosed how they flexed their plans in 
response to Covid for example.

Nine companies provide details of the internal audits performed in their 
annual report.  As noted above, most companies state they have a risk-based 
audit plan which means that audit resource should be directed to providing 
assurance on the mitigations to the risks assessed as most important to the 
group.  However, it is challenging to reconcile the audits performed to the 
assessment of the biggest risks to the company as disclosed in the annual 
report. For example, companies may audit “payroll” or “procurement” but it 
is not explicit how these audits relate to the top risks as none of the 
companies provide a reconciliation between the top risks assessed and the 
internal audits performed.

13 of the companies disclose the number of audits they have performed 
during the year. While the larger groups have performed 20 audits or more, a 
number of the companies have performed less than 5 (including some larger 
businesses). Some of the companies state that they consider the coverage to 
be appropriate, but there is little information provided to enable the reader to 
assess whether the investment in internal audit is appropriate to the size, 
diversity and risk profile of the business.

As illustrated by Fig 21, an analysis of the audits performed across the nine 
companies which disclose this indicates that audits performed are mainly 
operational and financial. Relatively few audits of IT, Compliance or follow up 
are disclosed while no companies disclose auditing newer focus areas such as 
ESG topics or strategic processes such as strategic planning, major investments 
or M&A.

One of the questions specifically asks whether disclosures detail how internal 
audit adds value to the organisation. While most functions provide assurance on 
the system of internal controls and assess compliance with policy and 
procedure, few disclose how they contribute to process improvement or provide 
assurance over the risk management processes. This may again relate back to 
the “traditional” focus of internal audit on assurance of financial and 
operational processes.
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5.3.8 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies to improve their internal audit practices and increase their 
scores, the following tips can be applied: 

Quick Hits:

✅ Disclose the audits performed (titles and area of business) 
demonstrating how the audits align with the top risks and delivery 
of the audit plan

✅ Disclose why the outsourced, insourced or co sourced model as 
selected is the most appropriate for the business

✅ Disclose the size and structure of the internal audit team as well as 
their qualifications, specialist knowledge (for example IT audit, 
business knowledge) and experience. Disclose the methodologies 
used. Demonstrate how internal audit is able to address the high 
risks and critical processes of the business.

✅ For outsourced functions disclose details of the engagement 
leader and manager (qualifications, experience), the 
methodologies used and how the work is organised to ensure 
competent resources are deployed. 

5.3.6 Size and composition of the Internal Audit Function

One question on the Scorecard asks whether evidence is disclosed to 
demonstrate that internal audit is of an appropriate size to enable the function  
to provide assurance over all high risk/important business processes. The 
average score across the companies is 36%. As noted earlier, few companies give 
details of the coverage of their Audit Plan or whether they were able to 
complete the plan. In addition, few companies give detail on the size and 
structure of their audit team or the skills / experience available relative to the 
high risk/important business processes which require audit. A second question 
requires disclosure of how the function maintains independence, objectivity and 
professional rigour. To score well the qualifications, experience, business 
knowledge and relevant specialist skills (for example IT audit) should be 
disclosed.  The average score for this question is only 26%, the lowest scoring 
area on the audit section  Only two companies score full marks.  Disclosure on 
both these questions  is particularly weak where the function is outsourced. One 
company mentions that they consider it not possible to post on the website the 
structure, organisation and qualifications of the function as it is outsourced. This 
is surprising as the Audit Committee should be ensuring that the quality of the 
provision of internal audit services is appropriate whether the function is 
insourced or outsourced so the information should be available.

5.3.7 External Audit
The duties of the Audit Committee in respect of external audit are also 
considered in this section including processes for the award of non-audit work 
to External Auditors and oversight of rotation of external auditors are well 
disclosed. Both these areas are well disclosed. Areas that scored less well are 
disclosures of how the Committee has appraised the performance of the 
external auditor or how they ensure the organisation implements the 
recommendations of the external auditor on a timely basis - this is another weak 
area with an average score of only 26%.
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Medium Term:

✅ Disclose better the status of the implementation of internal and 
external audit recommendations and how this is monitored by the 
Audit Committee

✅ Ensure the Chair and the majority of members of the Audit 
Committee are INEDs

✅ Disclose more detail on what the Audit Committee has focussed 
on during the year in respect of internal and external audit (in line 
with requirements of their Charter).

✅ Disclose how the Audit Committee has evaluated the performance 
of Internal and External Audit (criteria and methodology used, 
sources of information, the results and improvement actions to be 
taken.

✅ Adopt agile internal audit planning to ensure relevance to 
changing business risk profiles

✅ Align Internal Audit strategy to business strategy to inform the 
internal audit focus (assurance, consulting etc.), optimum delivery 
model, future resourcing requirements, stakeholder management 
and technology required. Monitor implementation of the strategy.

✅ Ensure methodology complies with the IIA standards. 

✅ Equip Internal Audit to deliver on new assurance and consulting 
requirements such as ESG reviews and developing IT audits and new 
technologies.

✅ Review methodologies and digitise / automate to enhanced 
efficiency and quality of the product 

✅ Develop a quality plan for internal audit.  Audit Committee should 
monitor implementation of the same (*)

✅ Develop KPIs for Internal Audit.  The Audit Committee should 
monitor performance.(*)

✅ Regularly measure stakeholder satisfaction. Audit Committee to 
review results. (*)

(*) These elements can all contribute to the Internal Audit performance 
evaluation and disclosure of the same.
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5.4 External Accountability

5.4.1 Overview

The average score achieved for External Accountability is 64% which makes it 
the highest scoring part of the Audit Oversight and Effectiveness section. As 
indicated by Fig 22, there is nevertheless a large range in scores from 25 to 
100%.

5.4.2 Compliance Disclosures

Compliance disclosures are well made. All but one of the companies contain a 
director’s statement in their financial statements stating that they give a true 
and fair view of the financial position and performance of the organisation 
(question score 95%). Similarly, the financial statements of all companies 
contain a directors’ statement of compliance with the Code, although one 
company does not follow this up with a statement from the auditors that they 
have verified the extent of compliance with the Code. Overall the score for 
this question is 97%. 

5.4.3 Company Strategy and Value Creation

Most companies are providing non-financial as well as financial information on 
the company although there is greater variation in the extent of this. The 
average score across the companies is strong at 76%.

However, greater variation in disclosure is found for the three questions which 
cover disclosure of the SWOT analysis of the business, key business capitals, the 
value creation model and how the business model relates to the internal and 
external environment. As illustrated in Fig 23, it is very clear that those 
companies which have adopted integrated reporting score significantly higher 
than those which are still reporting in a more traditional manner.
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Of the 21 companies, 11 have adopted integrated reporting while 10 still 
produce more traditional annual reports. The scores across the three 
questions relating to the SWOT analysis, value creation / strategy average 81% 
for those companies with integrated reports but only 15% for those with 
traditional reports. The integrated reports are far more forward looking and 
provide a significantly higher quality of information to the reader on the 
strategy of the company, how it plans to create value, the strengths it has and 
the opportunities and threats it faces, particularly in the external 
environment. One company gives an excellent summary of how it performed 
against its last strategic plan as well as explaining the new plan including how 
and why it has changed from the last one.

One company scores full marks for the three questions and another 7 score 
85%.  The common reason for these companies failing to score 100% is the 
lack of disclosure of their analysis of their weaknesses to the same degree of 
detail in the same structured manner as they have for the external threats or 
their own strengths.  It appears companies are reluctant to share such 
information. The company which scores 100% has a particularly 
straightforward and honest Chairman’s statement which sets the tone for 
their analysis and openness of disclosure.

5.4.4 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies to improve their External Accountability practices and increase 
their scores, the following tips can be applied: 

Quick Hits:

Medium Term:

✅ Disclose the analysis of the company’s weaknesses (and how the are 
being / will be addressed) to the same level of detail as the strengths 
and the analysis of the challenges of the external environment

✅ Provide forward looking information on the company strategy and how 
value will be created

✅ Adopt integrated reporting
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6.1 Summary

In common with other areas of the Scorecard, the relations with 
Shareholders, Stakeholders, sustainability and inclusiveness section shows a 
significant range in the level of disclosure across the 21 companies. The 
average score for the section is 49%. Fig 24 shows a range of scores between 
16 and 87%. The top performing company scores 13% higher than the next 
two highest scoring companies. Only 7 of the companies have scored over 
60% while 12 score under 50%.

The Relations with Shareholders and Stakeholders, Sustainability and 
Inclusiveness element of the Scorecard consists of three sub-sections:

● Conduct of Shareholders’ meetings;
● Relations with Stakeholders; and
● Sustainability and Inclusiveness.

Fig 25 shows that scoring across the three different elements of this part of the 
Scorecard are similar ranging from 45% for Sustainability and Inclusiveness to 
55% for Conduct of Shareholders’ meetings.
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6.2 Conduct of Shareholders’ meetings

6.2.1 Overview

The average score achieved for Conduct of Shareholders’ meetings is 55% 
which makes it the highest scoring part of the Relations, Sustainability and 
Inclusiveness Section. Fig 26 shows an extremely large range of scores 
achieved from 0 to 92%. Three companies score 0% as they make no 
disclosures about their shareholders’ meetings and a further company scores 
only 6%. At the other end, 5 companies score over 80%.

6.2.2 Detailed Analysis

There are seven questions in this section of the Scorecard. On four of the 
questions, most companies score very well:

● Each resolution at the most recent shareholders’ meeting dealing only 
with one item (76%);

● The notice gives sufficient detail and clarity of the business to be 
transacted (79%);

● Providing alternative ways of voting for shareholders unable to 
physically attend the meeting (83%); and

● Provision of detailed profiles of the Directors seeking election / 
re-election (69%).

For the above questions, companies either scored full marks as the information 
provided is detailed or zero marks as the information is not available to the 
public. The information is not always straightforward to find, however.  For 
example, many companies referred on their annual meeting notice to the 
Director profiles being available on the website but either did not provide a link, 
provided a link that took the reader to the front page of a bulky annual report or 
in one case, provided a broken link. 

Disclosures relating to the remaining three questions are weaker:

● Disclosure of the name of the auditor seeking election / re-election as 
well as the tenure of the auditor seeking re-election (45%);

● Provision of question time at shareholders’ meetings (29%); and
● Publication of the votes of the annual and other shareholder meetings 

on the company website (29%).
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6.2.3 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies to improve their shareholder meeting practices and increase 
their scores, the following tips can be applied: 

Quick Hits:

All improvements can be quickly implemented.

✅ Publish the notice of shareholder meetings (with each resolution to 
be voted on separately) and the voting results on the company 
website

✅ Show an agenda item for question time on the notice of meeting

✅ Where auditors are up for re-election, clearly state how long the 
auditors have been in office.

✅ Ensure links to information work correctly and take the reader 
directly to the relevant information.

6

For those companies that publish their notice of annual shareholder meeting, 
all contained an item for the election or re-election of a named auditor. 
However, where a re-election was involved, none of the companies stated 
how long the incumbent auditor had been in post as required for full marks. 
Only a minority of companies have an item on the agenda for the shareholder 
meetings for question time.  Some companies refer in the notes to 
encouraging questions while others publish their investor presentations on 
their website which demonstrate question time is held. Most companies do 
not explicitly show this information.  Finally, very few companies publish the 
results of the voting at shareholder meetings.
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6.3 Relations with Stakeholders

6.3.1 Overview

The average score achieved for Relations with Stakeholders is 50%. Fig 27 
shows scores across the 21 companies range from 17 to 83%.

This section focuses on three aspects of stakeholder relationships: 
stakeholder management and communication, training and development of 
employees and finally, diversity and inclusiveness.

6.3.2 Stakeholder Management

17 out of 21 organisations have disclosed their major shareholders. The other four 
companies do not disclose any shareholders within their minority shareholdings 
who own in excess of 5% of shares (or confirm there are no such shareholders). 
Regarding disclosure of information about all the stakeholders of the business, one 
of the companies fails to disclose any information.  As illustrated by Fig 28, 33% of 
companies only refer to shareholders rather than stakeholders more broadly 
(disclosing communication methods with shareholders only). The remaining 62% of 
companies have identified a broad range of stakeholders and disclosed how they 
communicate with them.  48% of companies provide a solid assessment of the 
needs of their different stakeholders and detail how they are meeting these needs.  

The best performing companies go further. One company discloses how it has 
mapped and prioritised its stakeholders using an interest / influence matrix and 
also rates the quality of its current dialogue with each stakeholder. Another 
company aligns its long term business goals to its assessment of the needs of its 
stakeholders.
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6.3.3 Employee Training and Development

Employees are important stakeholders for any company. One question on the 
Scorecard refers specifically to the disclosure of information about the 
training and development provided to employees. Fig 29 shows the types of 
information provided on training and development:

The Scorecard asks for disclosure of the training and development in place for 
employees and evidence of the training that has taken place. 24% of 
companies provide no training and development information. The others 
provide one or more indicators of training delivered (total hours, spend 
and/or number of employees trained) with some companies providing year 
on year comparison. Disclosing the different types of training delivered (for 
example, technical, soft skills, culture programmes, leadership programmes, 
health and safety) is also common. 

However, few companies disclose their training and development framework 
(priorities, link to strategic direction of the business, how needs are assessed 
and prioritised etc.).  In addition, few companies provide details which enable 
the reader to really contextualise the training provision, for example, clearly 
relating training spend per employee or assessing outcomes of training versus 
the objectives. Two companies specifically mention how they recognise the 
importance of upskilling the digital knowledge of their workforce and talk about 
their programmes to do this.

Covid-19 has clearly impacted training and development.  Some companies have 
decreased their training spend in recent times, with a few cancelling external 
training spend completely and others delaying planned training programmes. 
One company re-directed its training to supporting employees to re-train for 
different positions where their positions were Covid impacted. Positive impacts 
have also been felt. Seven companies mention that they have developed or 
increased their online training solutions.  

6
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Beyond providing information on the gender split of the workforce, information 
is scarce. 38% of companies provide an age breakdown of their workforce which 
are typically diverse with respect to age.  A minority (14%) provide a profile of 
the workforce by length of service. Despite Mauritius being a very multicultural 
country, none of the companies have provided racial diversity data. Mauritius 
law requires companies with over 35 employees to have 3% of their workforce 
constituted of disabled persons. Despite this, none of the companies have made 
any comment on whether they meet this target or of how they are actively 
supporting disabled people to join their business.

Only two businesses have disclosed targets to improve diversity and both these 
businesses focus on gender diversity only.  Hence no company has scored full 

marks for setting targets to improve multiple aspects of diversity. By way of an 
example, one company has set targets to increase the percentage of women in 
management to 35% by 2025 and women on the Board to 30% by 2030.  Three 
companies have instigated programmes to promote women in leadership and 
support them to progress their careers. One company has disclosed a training 
programme focussed on “inclusive behaviours”. 

6.3.4 Employee Diversity and Inclusion

Diversity and inclusion is of growing importance globally in recognition that 
opportunity should be merit based irrespective of gender, age, sexual 
orientation, race or disability. 15 of the 21 companies disclose that they have 
an inclusive employment policy.  This is sometimes a separate policy but most 
commonly included within the Code of ethics. The question also asks whether 
there is evidence disclosed which supports that the policy has been 
implemented. Disclosure of this information is generally weaker as illustrated 
by Fig 30. 43% of companies provide no or minimal data which would enable 
the reader to assess the diversity of the workforce. The most common 
information provided is the overall gender profile of the employees.  Only 
33% of companies also provide the gender profile by seniority such as 
information at staff and management level. Gender balance appears healthy 
at staff level, but typically worsens noticeably amongst managers and the 
Board indicating that Mauritius still has some way to go to promote full 
gender equality.
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Medium Term:

✅ Set targets and develop to improve diversity of workforce (including 
but not solely from a gender perspective).

✅ Train employees in diversity and inclusive behaviours

6.3.5 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies to improve their relations with stakeholders practices and 
increase their scores, the following tips can be applied: 

Quick Hits:

✅ Disclose all shareholders with a 5% or greater investment in the 
company

✅ Identify and disclose all stakeholders together with an assessment 
of their needs, how these needs are met and how communication 
is maintained with all the stakeholders (including frequency)

✅ Disclose details of the training and development framework, 
training needs analysis, training delivered, the investment in 
training, trends, and comparable measures (eg training investment 
or training days per head)
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6.4 Sustainability and Inclusiveness.

6.4.1 Overview

The average score achieved for Sustainability and Inclusiveness  is 45% Fig 31 
shows that companies are on different stages of their sustainability and 
inclusiveness journey with scores ranging from 0 to 100%.

This section has three clear focus areas:

● The establishment of frameworks, priorities and management 
structures for sustainability and inclusiveness; 

● Engagement with and support to local communities as well as 
assessment of the company’s impact on those communities; and

● Assessment of the impact of the organisation on the the environment 
together with measures in place to prevent or remediate such 
damage.

6.4.2 Sustainability and Inclusiveness Objectives and 
Framework

Two companies disclose no information on sustainability and inclusiveness on 
their website nor in their annual report while a further three companies disclose 
minimal information. These companies may have stated broad priorities or 
perhaps shown some CSR activities without further elaboration of a broader 
perspective, a strategy, goals or a governance structure / framework for 
sustainability and inclusion.

Nevertheless, most companies have embarked on the journey and many 
recognise the need to review and improve their strategy going forward. This is 
encouraging. Fig 32 analyses how the companies see sustainability and 
inclusiveness currently. Most companies are focusing primarily on environmental 
protection and social / community goals.  Companies explicitly stating 
sustainability is about sustainable business practices, health and safety of 
employees, ethical conduct or diversity are considerably lower.
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11 of the 21 companies do not disclose adoption of any sustainability 
standards, frameworks and guidelines. Fig 33 shows the references being 
adopted across the remaining 10 companies, noting that some companies 
refer to more than one. 

 

The most popular reference is participation in the Sustainability index of the 
Mauritius stock exchange. SEMSI criteria are aligned with global ESG issues 
and are based on four pillars of sustainability (environmental, economic, 
social and corporate governance). Second is alignment to all or some of the 
17 sustainable development goals (SDG) of the United Nations.  Many of the 
companies which have adopted these goals provide excellent information 
linking their strategies and actions to these goals. Five companies have signed 
up to the SigneNatir initiative of Business Mauritius which aims to make the 
island more respectful of people and environment. Members of SigneNatir 
commit to shifting to a low carbon economy, sustainable production and 
consumption, protection of the island’s biodiversity and heritage, well being 
of communities and adoption of inclusive employment practices.

Three companies have disclosed the use of benchmarking or self assessment 
tools to monitor their sustainability progression.

6.4.3 Governance of Sustainability and Inclusiveness

Regarding governance over Sustainability and Inclusion, 10 companies do not 
provide any information as to how this is working in their organisation.  One 
company’s Board directly oversees sustainability, three companies have 
established a Board Sub-Committee and six have a dedicated management 
Committee - some organisations have both Board Sub-Committee and 
Management Committee. Others mention where sustainability sits within the 
organisation structure, for example under HR or within the HSEQ effort.

6.4.4 Implementation of Sustainability and Inclusiveness

Most of the companies disclose a broad range of actions they are taking or plan 
to take as per Fig 34. 86% of the companies disclose that they are providing 
support to the local community.  This is typically provided through partnership 
with NGOs, funding projects or organisations or through the support and time 
provided directly by the employees of the company. 62% of the companies have 
established funds or foundations to which they contribute and which then use 
the money for CSR initiatives. Most companies (76%) also recognise their 
responsibility to the environment and are taking action to reduce harmful 
emissions, reduce waste, recycle and reuse, reduce consumption of finite 
resources and/or preserve biodiversity.  Some of these companies have 
calculated their outputs and set targets for reduction while others disclose their 
actions in a more general manner. Relatively few have calculated their carbon 
footprint.
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The best performing companies have recognised broader aspects of 
sustainability and inclusiveness such as helping local entrepreneurs to grow 
sustainable businesses, maintain a happy, safe and diverse workforce or 
conduct business in an ethical manner.  Almost 50% of businesses disclose 
that they have considered ethical products, services or production.  For 
example, a bottling company has set targets for reducing the use of plastics, 
financial services companies consider the concepts of ethical investments 
while others consider green design in their developments. 33% of businesses 
have considered the sustainable supply chain whether this be through 
utilisation of local suppliers, ensuring suppliers maintain responsible sourcing 
themselves or incorporating sustainability considerations in supplier selection. 

6.4.5 Sustainability and Inclusiveness Strategy

While corporate Mauritius is clearly engaging with sustainability and 
inclusiveness concepts, relatively few disclose evidence which suggests that 
they are doing this with a structured approach. Fig 35 shows that only 8 of the 
companies have adopted a sustainability and inclusiveness strategy. This means 
that they have either incorporated their sustainability strategy as part of their 
corporate strategy or have a multi-year plan for multi dimensional sustainability.  
Most of the other companies are clearly engaging in some or many 
sustainability initiatives but have not necessarily disclosed their strategic path.

 

6

Relations with Shareholders, Stakeholders, Sustainability 
and Inclusiveness



NCCG/Scorecard Assessment Report/January 2022  51 

A 
partnership 

PwC client

6.4.6 Sustainability and Inclusiveness Risk Assessment

While companies disclose a broad range of sustainability actions they are 
taking, most disclose far less in respect of their assessment of the “adverse 
effects of its operations on vulnerable communities and their livelihood” or “a 
description of the risks and/or opportunities resulting from climate change for 
the organisation together with a description of the impact associated with the 
risk or opportunity.” Even most of the best performing companies have lost 
marks for not disclosing a company specific (as opposed to generic) risk 
assessment. Some companies mention high level risks (for example “climate 
change”) amongst their top corporate risks while others disclose various 
measures which could be indicative of significant risks (for example emissions, 
consumption or waste data) but are not expressed as such.  The best 
performing company has made a risk assessment of climate change which is 
disclosed in its sustainability report. It is also benchmarking climate change 
risk assessment methodologies to improve further. 

6.4.7 Suggestions for Improvement

For companies to improve their sustainability and inclusiveness practices and 
increase their scores, the following tips can be applied: 
Quick Hits:

Medium Term:

 

✅ Define and disclose what sustainability and inclusiveness means 
to the company and disclose actions taken and planned.

✅ Disclose how the company organises sustainability (Board, 
Committees, Teams, Departments). Disclose what the Committee 
/ Board has actually done to oversee sustainability.

✅ Engage / educate the workforce in all aspects of sustainability. 

✅ Embrace sustainability as a way of doing business integrating 
sustainability and inclusiveness strategies into the corporate strategy.

✅ Align corporate sustainability with a global framework. Participate in 
local initiatives such as SigneNatir.

✅ Set targets / KPIs for all aspects of sustainability. Monitor and report 
progress.

✅ Perform and disclose the results of a sustainability and inclusiveness 
risk and opportunity assessment. Use this to identify and prioritise 
actions needed.

✅ Disclose and demonstrate alignment between Corporate Strategy, 
Sustainability strategy and objectives, assessed risks / opportunities 
and actions taken - to be taken

✅ Ensure sustainability is considered throughout business operations - 
supply chain, employment practices, business decisions, sustainable 
production and delivery, business ethics, community and environment 
impact.
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