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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Audit of UNODC Regional Office for East Africa 

The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted an audit of 
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime’s (UNODC) Regional Office for East 
Africa.  The overall objective of the audit was to assess the adequacy and 
efficiency of internal controls over the implementation of UNODC Regional 
Office for East Africa's programmes and projects.  The audit was conducted in 
accordance with the International Standards for the Professional Practice of 
Internal Auditing.   
 
 Overall, the Regional Office for East Africa programme and country-
specific programmes/projects are being implemented in line with the UNODC 
strategy and the newly developed Regional Programme for Eastern Africa, but 
OIOS found that controls to address the risks relating to programme and project 
management, operational, human resources management and financial 
management were weak.  In order to streamline mechanisms to implement 
project activities effectively and timely, and to avoid misuse and loss from using 
project resources for unintended purposes, OIOS made the following 
recommendations, among others: 
 

 Ensure that mechanisms are in place to monitor projects in field 
offices through the Programme and Financial Information Management 
System (ProFi) “Project Activity Tracker” tool in compliance with the 
UNODC policy on Guidelines for project preparation. 
 
 Review and revise existing procedures to improve oversight of 
implementing partner contract reviews to ensure that funds are not 
disbursed prior to contract approval, in accordance with the Financial 
Regulations and Rules of the United Nations. 

 
 Introduce a mechanism to track and ensure that audits are being 
carried out in compliance with the clause in the grant agreements 
requiring projects receiving funds from UNODC to be audited by 
qualified auditing firms. 
 
 Pursue discussions with donors to raise additional funds to cover 
the shortfalls arising from limited programme support costs. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

1. The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted an audit of 
the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC)  Regional Office for 
East Africa (ROEA).  The audit was conducted in accordance with the 
International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing. 
 
2. ROEA was established in 1988 and is located in the United Nations 
Office at Nairobi (UNON) complex, Kenya.  ROEA combines the Centre for 
International Crime Prevention and the International Drug Control Programme.  
The programme of work managed by ROEA covers drug control, crime 
prevention and international terrorism programmes in all its forms in 13 
countries: Burundi, Comoros, Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, 
Mauritius, Rwanda, Seychelles, Somalia, Tanzania and Uganda.  
 
3. ROEA works closely with the African Union to support its Plan of 
Action on Drug Control and Crime Prevention, as well as its implementation 
strategy.  It is also working in close partnership with the East African 
Community, the Inter-Governmental Authority on Development (IGAD) and the 
Indian Ocean Commission (IOC), as well as with governments, non-
governmental organizations and civil society organizations in the region.  The 
regional projects are being managed from ROEA, under the direct oversight of 
UNODC’s appointed Representative, and in close consultation with the UNODC 
headquarters in Vienna.  
 
4. The ROEA programme of work is implemented through 
cooperating/partnership agreements by combining normative, advocacy, 
monitoring and operational activities to prepare projects, facilitated by a 
combination of grants.  This involves 20 projects with a total budget of 
approximately $10.3 million and expenditures of approximately $4.7 million as 
at December 2009 (exclusive of Programme Support Costs (PSC)) involving two 
main thematic areas as shown in Table 1 below: 
 

 Prevention, treatment and reintegration, and alternative 
development; which has four ongoing project activities related to 
HIV/AIDS; and 

 
 Rule of law, which has 16 projects related to crime, trafficking, 
criminal justice reform, and narcotics enforcement. 

 
Table 1 - Summary of project activities 2007 to 2009* (in $)  

 

Thematic Area 
Project 

Description 

Total 
Approved 

Budget 

Total 
Approved 
Allocation 

Expenditure 
at December 

2009 
Prevention, 
treatment and 
reintegration, and 
alternative 
development 

4 projects related to 
HIV/AIDS 

4,716,103 2,448,070 2,256,270 

PSC  588,350 309,077 274,409 
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SubTotal  5,304,453 2,757,147 2,530,679 
Rule of Law 16 projects related 

to crime, 
trafficking, criminal 
justice reform, and 
narcotics 
enforcement    

5,598,026 4,401,215 2,429,030 

PSC   550,011 456,647 259,395 
SubTotal  6,148,037 4,857,862 2,688,425 
     
Total of Portfolio excluding PSC 10,314,129 6,849,285 4,685,300 
PSC for total portfolio 1,138,361 765,724 533,803 
Total of Portfolio including PSC 11,452,490 7,615,009 5,219,104 

* More details in Annex 2 
 
5. ROEA is headed by a representative at the P-5 level who is assisted by 
seven Professional (P) and project personnel, five National Project Officers and 
10 General Service (GS) personnel.  During the period from February 2008 to 
November 2009 when the Representative post was vacant, the office was 
managed by an Officer-in-Charge from within the office. 
 
6. Comments made by UNODC are shown in italics. 
 

II.  AUDIT OBJECTIVES 

7. The main objectives of the audit were to: 
 

(a) Assess the adequacy of the arrangements for the development, 
planning, implementation, monitoring, reporting and evaluation of 
programme and project management activities to ensure that the 
UNODC mandate was being fulfilled and objectives were achieved; and 
 
(b) Assess the effectiveness of financial and human resources 
management and administrative arrangements to ensure: efficient fund 
raising activities and use of resources; reliable recording and reporting of 
transactions; safeguarding of assets; and compliance with relevant UN, 
UNODC, UNDP and other regulations and rules, Host Country 
agreements and Memorandum of Understanding with the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP). 
 

III.  AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

8. The audit, which was carried out during January and February 2010, 
focused on assessing arrangements for the implementation of ROEA programmes 
and projects for the period January 2007 to December 2009. 
 
9. The audit activities include a review and assessment of risks and internal 
control systems, interviews with staff and management, analysis of relevant data 
and a review of available documents and other relevant records and reports. 
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IV.  AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  Programme/project management 
 
Involvement of Member States in approval of the work programme is a good 
practice 
 
10. Although under UNODC policies, there is no specific requirement to 
involve all Member States in a region to approve the regional work programme, 
the signing of all Member States gives greater backing to the regional 
programme. 
 
11. The ROEA and UNODC Headquarters prepared the new Regional 
Programme for Eastern Africa 2009-2012, entitled “Promoting the Rule of Law 
and Human Security”, which was endorsed by 12 of the 13 governments in the 
region.  Eritrea did not sign as it was not present at the Regional Ministerial 
Conference when the Declaration was signed by the other countries in November 
2009. UNODC was in contact with Eritrea at the time of the audit to sign the 
Ministerial Declaration.  OIOS was pleased with this follow-up and the practice 
of involving all Member States. 
 
Need to improve project monitoring by complying with the UNODC Guidelines 
for project preparation 
 
12. ROEA followed the UNODC Guidelines for Project Preparation and 
prepared project documents that included activities such as outcomes, milestone 
activities and dates, performance measurement by quarter/year, costs associated 
by activity and achievement/reasons for variances/corrective action taken.  These 
were prepared, approved and were posted in the UNODC Project and Financial 
Information System (ProFi).  However, while the Guidelines also explained what 
was required for monitoring, neither ROEA nor UNODC headquarters could 
demonstrate that they monitored and measured project performance. As a 
consequence, OIOS noted the following problems: 
 

 ROEA adhered to the UNODC reporting requirement 
(UNODC/MI/10/Rev. 2) to prepare quarterly and semi-annual reports 
only for selected donors as annual reports have been prepared generally 
for all projects.  This did not require monthly narrative reports.  ROEA 
acknowledged that it monitored progress through Semi-Annual and 
Annual Project Performance Reports, as well as the monthly reports for 
some projects such as Prevention Treatment and Rehabilitation Projects 
number TDKEN108FKE, TDGGLO32FKE and TDRAFG60FKE with 
total expenditures of $1.95 million as at December 2009. 
 
 Monthly reports of management expenditures were not always 
prepared with the required frequency and accuracy despite UNODC 
policy requirements.  ROEA informed OIOS that management 
expenditures and forecasts had not been properly reported in 2009, but an 
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Administrative and Finance Associate would undertake this work.  In 
addition, ROEA encountered some technical problems with ProFi, which 
resulted in gaps in uploading project reports in 2007/2008. 
 
 With regard to the Anti-Organized Crime Project number 
TCXAMT72FKE, ROEA stated that progress reports to donors and 
UNODC HQs were prepared every two weeks.  The Project Coordinator 
stated, that he relied on the implementing partner’s progress reports to 
gauge the progress being made on planned project activities and 
outcomes.  The first report was submitted covering the period 29 
December 2009 to 28 January 2010 of the implementing partner, United 
Nations Office of Project Services (UNOPS) where the monthly progress 
report disclosed progress on rehabilitation and contruction work of the 
Court and Evidence room facilities in Mombasa.  However, these reports 
did not have indicators and milestone dates, which should be the basis 
for gauging the progress of the outcomes/outputs. Therefore, OIOS could 
not establish whether work on these facilities could be completed on time 
and how ROEA would evaluate the progress made on their 
implementation. 

 
13. ROEA failure to adhere to UNODC Guidelines on monitoring 
performance of projects and UNODC Headquarters’ inadequacies to carry out 
oversight on arrangements for tracking and monitoring project performance in 
field offices need to be addressed. 
 
 Recommendation 1 

 
(1) UNODC Headquarters should establish mechanisms 
to ensure that projects in the field offices are monitored in 
compliance with the UNODC Guidelines for Project 
Preparation. 

 
14. UNODC did not accept recommendation 1, stating that the responsibility 
for ensuring an efficient and systematic management and monitoring at the 
project level rests with relevant project managers and Field Office 
Representatives who are expected to enforce a proper utilization and 
maintenance of standard UNODC logframe and workplan templates which 
represent the best tools to monitor projects, in compliance with relevant 
guidelines for project preparation.  In May 2010 with the establishment of the 
Quality Control and Oversight Unit (QCAU), within the Integrated Programme 
and Oversight Branch, of the Division for Operations, UNODC HQs set up a 
simplified system to review and monitor effectiveness of UNODC Programme 
Operations in the Field Offices.  OIOS acknowledges the action taken by 
UNODC.  Recommendation 1 remains open pending receipt of documentation 
showing that ROEA complies with the requirements of UNODC guidelines for 
Project Preparation concerning project monitoring. 
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Funds released to implementing partner prior to approval of contract 
 
15. Contrary to UNODC policy on releasing funds to implementing partners, 
ROEA released funds totalling $95,700 in advance to an implementing partner. 
The funds were released in six instalments between January and October 2008 
prior to the approval by UNODC Headquarters of the contract in February 2009.  
Besides violating UNODC policy, this also violated United Nations Financial 
Rule 105.19 (a) which states that except where normal commercial practice or 
the interests of the United Nations so require, no contract or other form of 
undertaking shall be made on behalf of the United Nations which requires a 
payment or payments on account in advance of the delivery of products or the 
performance of contractual services.  Whenever an advance payment is agreed to, 
the reasons therefore shall be recorded unless the Under-Secretary-General for 
Management authorizes progress payments where necessary.  
 

Recommendation 2  
 
(2) The UNODC Division of Management, in 
conjunction with the Regional Office for East Africa, should 
review and revise existing procedures to improve oversight of 
implementing partner contract reviews to ensure that funds 
are not disbursed prior to contract approval, in compliance 
with the Financial Regulations and Rules of the United 
Nations. 
 

16. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 2 and stated that 
it is the responsibility of the certifying and approving officers in the field to 
ensure that disbursement of funds is in compliance with the Financial 
Regulations and Rules (FRR) of the United Nations.  The Financial Resources 
Management Service (FRMS) provides instructions and training to field staff 
regarding the roles of certifying and approving officers to ensure that the FRR 
are adhered to. In ROEA, certifying officers have been instructed not to certify 
payments without verifying that agreement/contract have been signed /approved.  
Based on the action taken by UNODC, recommendation 2 has been closed. 
 
Missing documentation supporting the selection of one implementing partner 
 
17. ROEA used six implementing partners to carry out projects on its behalf.  
It was unclear how one of these implementing partners was selected in 2007 and 
whether the United Nations Procurement Manual was followed.  While ROEA 
staff stated that funds were released only after the contracts were vetted and 
approved by the Contracts Committee in Vienna, supporting documentation was 
not available for OIOS review. Without documentation, there is no audit trail on 
whether the implementing partner was selected fairly, transparently and in 
accordance with relevant rules.  

 
Recommendation 3 
 
(3) The UNODC Division of Management, in 
conjunction with the Regional Office for East Africa should 
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review and ascertain whether procurement procedures were 
adhered to in selecting implementing partners and initiate 
appropriate action. 

 
18. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 3 and stated that 
ROEA will coordinate with the Procurement Section/UNODC Headquarters in 
ensuring that procurement procedures are adhered to. 
 
19. UNODC explained that in 2009, the Nairobi Outreach Services Trust 
(NOSET) took over the outreach activities of Asumbi Diocese, an NGO, which  
UNODC together with USAID (the donor) and the US Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention selected in 2005/6. Other NGOs which were selected 
through the same process are Reach Out Trust, Muslim Education Welfare Trust 
and the Omari Project. They were selected because at that time they were the 
only NGOs carrying out outreach activities and had received training from 
UNODC on HIV testing and counselling. NOSET took over the activities of 
Asumbi, in 2009, because Asumbi failed to comply with UNODC reporting 
requirements. All grants awarded to NGOs were based on UNODC grant forms 
applicable at the time. Current grants to all NGOs carrying out outreach 
activities, including NOSET are awarded based on grant agreements approved 
by the Vienna-based Grants Committee.  Based on the clarification and action 
taken by UNODC, recommendation 3 has been closed. 
 
Implementing partners not performing as expected should be barred from 
implementing future ROEA projects 
 
20. UNODC ROEA selected Asumbi Diocese to implement the Drug 
Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation project.  ROEA staff explained that this 
decision was based on the implementing partner’s previous collaboration with 
UNODC, and because it was the only organization with a record of 
accomplishment in drug dependence treatment in 2005.  Staff further explained 
that the implementing partner had operated the Treatment and Rehabilitation 
Centre and the Maisha House Outreach Programme in Nairobi, under one 
management and coordination. However, because Asumbi Diocese exhibited 
implementation and managerial problems affecting mostly the Maisha House 
Outreach Programme since January 2007, the organization had unilaterally 
separated the management and coordination of the treatment centre from the 
outreach programme, without officially communicating to UNODC.  
Furthermore, the Asumbi Diocese was unable or was reluctant to submit to 
UNODC on a timely basis completed and signed financial reports, with 
supporting documents on the progress of the project progress.  They also failed to 
fully account for funds disbursed and to pay for outreach activities in time, 
paralyzing outreach activities, which also had targets to be met. The unaccounted 
funds covering the period from October 2006 to May 2007 amounted to $3,260. 
This could have been avoided by requiring implementing partners to carry out 
periodic audits. The UNODC Administration stated that current grant 
agreements include a clause for projects receiving funds from UNODC to be 
audited by qualified auditing firms, in addition to giving UNODC the right to 
audit or review the grant activity-related books and records as it may require.  In 
addition, current grants also require a final substantive report detailing 
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achievements, constraints, and impact with regard to the utilization of the 
funding for the grant activity and a final financial statement reflecting 
expenditures in relation to the grant activity.  According to the specific 
circumstances of the activity being funded, a grant agreement may also include a 
provision requesting for periodic reports from the grantee.  Although an audit 
clause is in place, OIOS is of the opinion that UNODC Headquarters needs to 
have a mechanism to track and ensure that audits are being carried out in 
compliance with the instruction.  
 
21. Funding of Asumbi Diocese was to be stopped on 22 August 2007 but it 
remained unclear whether it would still be retained as an implementing partner.  
There was no documentation supporting the evaluation of the organization’s 
performance and whether it had been barred to undertake any future work on 
behalf of ROEA.  Not blacklisting an implementing partner for poor performance 
exposes ROEA to the risk of using an organization that would not fulfil its 
obligation to account for the funds released to them.  Also, OIOS noted that 
ROEA neither had mechanisms in place for evaluating the performance of 
implementing partners nor procedures for what to do with non-performing 
partners. 
 

Recommendations 4 to 6  
 
The UNODC Regional Office for East Africa, in consultation 
with the UNODC Division of Management, should: 
 
(4) Initiate action to evaluate compliance of all 
implementing partners with grant agreements, and take 
corrective action, as required; 
 
(5) Issue a bill of collection to recover approximately 
$3,200 from one implementing partner and consider 
removing it from its implementing partner list for future 
project implementation on behalf of the Regional Office for 
East Africa; and 

 
(6) Put in a place a mechanism to track and ensure that 
audits are being carried out in compliance with the clause in 
the grant agreements requiring projects receiving funds 
from UNODC to be audited by qualified auditing firms. 

 
22. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 4 and stated that 
in the area of HIV prevention, the implementing partners submit monthly data, 
and quarterly financial and narrative reports.  These are verified before the next 
tranche of funds is released to them.  Periodic field trips are also undertaken to 
ensure the implementing partners’ compliance with grant agreements. In the 
case of the implementing partner referred to by OIOS, payments were 
discontinued in 2008.  The implementing partner’s inability to comply fully with 
the reporting requirements led to the non-renewal of their grant agreement.  
Based on the action taken by UNODC, recommendation 4 has been closed. 
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23. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 5 and stated that 
the FRMS/UNODC HQs does not have details of any amount due to UNODC, as 
this is not an advance to an implementing partner in their books, but rather a 
grant payment in the Field Office Management Ledger (FOML) where the 
charges are recorded on payment.  FRMS will ensure that ROEA prepare an 
invoice.  In the meantime, ROEA has removed the implementing partner referred 
to by OIOS from the list of implementing partners.  Recommendation 5 remains 
open pending confirmation by UNODC of the recovery of $3,200 from the 
implementing partner.  
 
24. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 6 and stated that 
external audits are quite costly. The grant agreements ROEA has entered into 
have relatively small budgets, ranging from $2,000 to $60,000.  Furthermore, 
currently there is no cut-off amount set for the whole UN organization as to 
which grant agreements should be subjected to mandatory audits.  The cost of 
financial audit should be proportionate to the size of the budget for activities and 
for small grants, a certified expenditure report by the responsible finance officer 
from the recipient organization should be sufficient.  Based on the clarification 
and action taken by UNODC including verifying compliance with reporting 
requirements under grant agreements, recommendation 6 has been closed. 
 
B.  Human resources management 
 
Need to assess staffing requirements and fill all vacant posts 
 
25. According to ROEA approved staffing levels, there were two core staff 
posts, i.e. for an Executive Assistant (GS-5) and an Administrative and Finance 
Associate (GS-6).  At the time of the audit, the former post was vacant and a 
temporary staff member had filled the latter since 2008, which increased the risk 
of inadequate backup for the projects and core functions.  The Representative 
stated that the terms of reference of both posts were being reassessed to better 
suit ROEA needs.  
 

Recommendation 7 
 
(7) The UNODC Regional Office for East Africa should 
initiate action to recruit staff to fill vacant posts of an 
Administrative and Finance Associate and an Executive 
Assistant, and discontinue using short-term contract for the 
former post. 

 
26. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 7 and stated that 
the recruitment of local personnel is delegated to field representatives and to 
UNDP under the working arrangement between UNDP and UNODC.  The 
vacancy announcements for the posts of Executive Assistant and Finance 
Associate were posted on 20 April 2010 and the recruitment process should be 
completed by the end of June 2010.  Based on the action taken by UNODC, 
recommendation 7 has been closed. 
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Differences in entitlements for local personnel needs to be reviewed 
 
27. ROEA uses 13 local project staff (3 National Project Officers, 10 Project 
Assistants including a clerk), whose services were procured under a UNDP 
service contract arrangement.  This type of contract was not consistent with the 
contract used for the UNODC Regional Office for Russia and Belarus, where 
local project staff had fixed-term and Appointment of Limited Duration (ALD) 
contracts.  Using short-term types of contracts like service contracts was a cause 
of concern for ROEA because the staff entitlements were different.  The local 
project staff told OIOS that their benefits in the following areas differed from 
staff with fixed term contracts: pension, medical cover for their families, annual 
salary increments, and eligibility to travel the class immediately below first class 
as defined by section 4.2 (d) of ST/AI/2006/4 on official travel of 9 hours or 
more.  
 
28. The differences in staff entitlements for local personnel raises the risk of 
staff being demotivated and ROEA not obtaining the best staff, an issue of poor 
performance resulting from low morale. 
 

Recommendation 8 
  
(8) The UNODC Regional Office for East Africa, in 
consultation with UNODC Division of Management, should 
consider reviewing the arrangements for hiring local 
personnel to ensure consistency with other field or regional 
offices as an incentive to motivate personnel and improve 
performance.   

 
29. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 8 and stated that 
the Director for Operations, UNODC and the Chief, HRMS have circulated 
documents, as cleared by the Executive Committee, clarifying the delegation of 
authority on HR topics and respective responsibilities of UNDP and UNODC to 
all Field Representatives in September and December 2008.  This document was 
aimed at ensuring consistent recruitment practices in all UNODC field offices.  
HRMS is also looking at possibilities of a more proactive monitoring of the 
quality and timeliness of services provided by UNDP.  It is intended that a review 
of the delegation and discussion of performance monitoring possibilities will be 
taken up at the 2010 Field Representatives seminar.  Based on the action taken 
by UNODC, recommendation 8 has been closed. 
 
Mechanisms to strengthen training for personnel in the regional/project office 
should be enhanced 
 
30. There were inadequate arrangements for training ROEA staff on key 
operational procedures and provision of services in areas such as administrative, 
financial, project and procurement management. While ROEA staff attributed the 
problem to funding constraints, this increased the risk of non-compliance with 
UNODC management instructions and UN rules and regulations.  A mechanism 
to have all field staff go through some form of induction training prior to taking 
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up duties, similar to peacekeeping arrangements, could reduce the risk of non-
compliance with rules.  
 
31. While some staff received training on an ad hoc basis, there was no 
systematic mechanism in place to ensure training needs were regularly assessed, 
reviewed and incorporated into performance evaluation for individuals.  Other 
training issues noted were: 
 

 Several project staff were new and did not have knowledge of 
UNODC management instructions or UN rules and regulations. 
 
 There was no adequate mechanism in place to ensure compliance 
with UN mandatory training such as sexual harassment, ethics, and basic 
and advanced security in the field.  Some personnel acknowledged 
having undertaken some training while others did not.  ROEA did not 
monitor personnel who undertook mandatory training for control 
purposes. 

 
Recommendation 9   
 
(9) The UNODC Regional Office for East Africa should 
establish a training plan and/or strategy to ensure staff 
members in the Regional Office for East Africa receive 
substantive, mandatory and administrative training as 
applicable. There should be a mechanism for periodic and 
systematic assessment of training needs for project and 
administrative staff, which should result in the development 
of a formal staff training plan, linked to staff performance 
evaluations. 

 
32. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 9 and stated that 
local staff administered by UNODC is not monitored in the Human Resources 
Action Plan and the training unit in UNODC HQs is not in a position to offer 
support to local staff training, except access to some on-line courses.  However, 
none of these are oriented towards administrative training on key operational 
procedures to which the auditors refer. Also, ROEA strongly agrees that there is 
a need to offer staff training in the mentioned areas.   
 
33. HRMS in close partnership with UNODC field offices is currently 
assessing their respective training needs and identifying appropriate solutions.  
A draft strategy document is being prepared.  However, to develop a formal 
training plan for project and administrative staff linked to performance 
evaluations, it is essential that funding be set aside for such purpose. Currently, 
HRMS does not have a training budget for staff in field offices, irrespective of 
whether they are internationally or locally recruited.  In the meantime, HRMS 
will recommend to ROEA the full use of the services provided by the Training 
Section in UNON and the online courses in UNSkillPort.  Once the UNODC 
Field Operations Manual is finalized, DM Services will also work to develop a 
training curriculum, in order to provide required training to administrative and 
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finance staff in the field.  Recommendation 9 remains open pending receipt of 
copies of the training plan and draft strategy. 
 
C.  Financial management and fund raising  
 
Absence of adequate guidance to support UNODC policy on fundraising 
 
34. According to UNODC policy UNODC/MI/6/Rev.2, UNODC field 
offices have the primary responsibility for local fundraising and cost sharing, in 
coordination with the Co-financing Partnership Section (CPS) of UNODC. 
However, there was a lack of understanding by ROEA staff on how to organize 
and plan fund-raising activities, and UNODC’s policy on fund-raising.  In 
addition, the policy guidance is missing some elements such as training and 
specific procedures on fund raising. 
  

Recommendation 10 
 
(10) The UNODC Division of Management, in 
coordination with the Co-financing and Partnership Section, 
should review and revise the management instruction on 
fund raising to include elements such as training and specific 
procedures on fundraising. 

 
35. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 10 and stated 
that more detailed fundraising procedures are included in the new draft of the 
Programme and Operations Manual (POM). ROEA shall ensure in future that all 
new staff whose work includes contact with actual or potential donors is properly 
briefed and has clearly understood the policy. Based on the explanation provided 
by UNODC, recommendation 10 has been closed.   
 
Need to reassess rates charged by donors for programme support costs 
 
36. Administrative overheads are covered by income from programme 
support costs (PSC), generated from the 13 per cent programme support fee 
levied by UNODC on actual expenditures of project activities funded by donors, 
in accordance with the requirements of ST/AI/286.  In a few instances, lower 
rates have been agreed, for example 7 per cent with the European Commission 
(EC) and other donors rates ranging from 5 per cent to 12 per cent. ROEA 
acknowledged that though the instances are few, the impact is high and that the 
EC funds are more than half of the presently approved budget of the piracy 
projects and more than a quarter of the present total technical cooperation budget 
OIOS calculated that the use of the lower rate translated in a shortfall of 
approximately $75,200, compared to using 13 per cent. 
 
37. The PSC allocated to ROEA were inadequate compared to the amount 
the projects generated for the years 2007 to 2009 as at February 2010 shown in 
Table 2 below. The PSC amount generated $457,771 charged to projects for the 
years 2007 to 2009 to support activities for which PSC were set up, did not 
compare to the allocation of $330,600, resulting in a shortfall of $127,171 during 



 

 12
 
 

the same period.  This suggests shortfalls in allocations by UNODC Headquarters 
to support projects that generated the income at ROEA. 

 
Table 2 - ROEA-computed programme support costs (PSC) 2007 to 2009 

 
Details 2007 2008 2009 Total  

Project 
expenditures 

$763,895 $1,382,858 $2,271,213 $4,417,966

PSC - 7% on EC 
and 13% on all 
other projects 

90,748 157,147 209,876 457,771

ROEA allocated 
support budget 

132,300 128,400 69,900 330,600

Difference excess 
(shortfall) 

$41,552  ($28,747)  ($139,976)  ($127,171)

 
Recommendation 11  
 
(11) The UNODC Division of Management should 
consider discussing with the donors with a view to raise 
additional funds to cover the shortfalls arising from limited 
programme support costs.  

 
38. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 11 and stated 
that this issue has UNODC’s continuous attention.  In a report to the 
Commission on Narcotic Drugs (CND) and Commission of Crime Prevention 
and Criminal Justice (CPCJ) dated 14 March 2008 (E/CN.7/2008/14 – 
E/CN.15/2008/19), the UNODC Executive Director reported on “Deviations 
from the standard programme support charge of 13 per cent during the period 
2005 -2007”.  Mostly, these deviations are related to EC/EU and UN (inter-
Agency) funding as well as to funding by national donors in respect of their own 
programmes.  Otherwise, the 13 per cent PSC is applied as a standard.  The need 
for supplementary general purpose funding has been highlighted both in 2008 
and 2009 major donor meetings and in bilateral co-financing consultations.  In 
addition, the overall core funding situation (RB and XB) was discussed at the 
standing open-ended intergovernmental working group on governance and 
finance between October 2009-March 2010 and, subsequently, at the CND 
(March 2010) and CCPCJ meetings (May 2010).  To address any shortfalls, 
FRMS has given instructions to the Field Offices (included in the ROEA 
allotment advice from 2009) to charge office costs not covered within their 
General Purpose or 112 allotments directly to the projects.  Based on the action 
taken by UNODC, recommendation 11 has been closed.   
 
Need to ensure certifying officers are aware of their responsibilities and sign the 
certification form confirming this fact  
 
39. Certifying officers at ROEA had not signed the certification forms as an 
acknowledgment of understanding their responsibilities, which is not in 
compliance with the ST/AI/352 and Financial Regulations and Rules of the 
United Nations, ST/SGB/2003/7.  Some staff stated that they did not sign such 
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documents and those that indicated that they had signed failed to provide 
supporting documentation. 
 

Recommendation 12  
 
(12) The UNODC Division of Management should require 
certifying officers and alternates at the Regional Office for 
East Africa to sign a statement confirming their 
understanding of their responsibilities in order to establish 
accountability. 

 
40. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 12 and stated 
that two of the three acknowledgement forms for the certifying officers of the 
Regional Office for East Africa had not been received by the UNODC Division 
for Management.  After several reminders, the signed forms were sent back to the 
UNODC Division for Management.  For future requests, and in order to ensure 
compliance with the policy, the UNODC Division for Management will not grant 
Certifying Officer access and update the Certifying Officer's panels until the 
signed acknowledgement forms are received from the requesting office.  Based 
on the action taken by UNODC, recommendation 12 has been closed.   
 
Controls should be strengthened to improve payment processing 
 
41. At ROEA, there was a practice where funds for specific projects were 
being used for different projects, in violation of project documents and without 
always consulting project coordinators or managers.  The types of costs pertained 
to funding salaries for staff, training, implementing partners’ grant cost, 
purchases of various items such as computers, travel costs, and Daily Subsistence 
Allowance for participants who attended workshops, and involved the following 
projects: 
 

 The project named Combating Maritime Piracy in the Horn of Africa 
(project number TCXAMT72FKE) where approximately $56,141 was 
borrowed for use by different projects; 

 
 The project called Partnership for Action on Comprehensive 
Treatment (PACT) - Treating drug dependence and its health 
consequences/OFID-UNODC Joint Programme to prevent HIV/AIDS 
through Treatment Phase II (project number TDGLOJ71FKE) borrowed 
$129,136 from another project; and 

 
 The project on strengthening counter-terrorism capacity for a safer 
Kenya (project number TCKENS70FKE) borrowed $41,388 from 
another project.  

 
42. These omissions and violations suggest serious control weaknesses in 
certifying functions and payments processing that increase the risk of misuse or 
loss of donor funds and could jeopardize future donor funding. 
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Recommendation 13  
 
(13) The UNODC Administration, in conjunction with the 
Regional Office for East Africa, should  ensure that funds 
are used only for approved project purposes and in 
compliance with Financial Rules and Regulations of the UN, 
Project Documents and UNODC policies.   

 
43. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 13 and stated 
that this problem had already been identified by FRMS which has established a 
financial training programme for staff in the field where they are instructed 
regarding the use of project funding according to the agreement with donors 
only.  In addition, certifying officers are instructed in writing, when approved as 
such, on their roles and responsibilities with regard to the UN FRR.  Project 
activities are only supposed to be implemented based on funding allotted.  As a 
mechanism to fund exceptional cases where the resources have not been received 
prior to implementation, general purpose advances are possible. There is an 
established process by which this can be requested and reviewed by HQ 
(reference: paragraph 16 (a) of MI/6/Rev 2). Based on the action taken by 
UNODC, recommendation 13 has been closed.   
 
Funds were used to finance unplanned project activities  
 
44. Absence of adequate mechanisms to ensure that funds for the Counter 
Piracy Project funds were being used for agreed purposes resulted in 
approximately $4,100 being used to finance unplanned activities for a trip 
organized by UNODC for a goodwill ambassador.  The entourage of seven 
people, including two ROEA staff members, visited prison facilities in Mombasa 
in November 2009 and incurred costs for their airfares, daily subsistence 
allowances and terminal expenses, as well as other hotel charges.  ROEA 
informed OIOS that it would host a government visit to Mombasa in June 2010 
(costs to be charged to XAMT72) and the donors later would cover their own 
costs, except for the hospitality to be provided by UNODC.  Although the visit 
had the full approval of the donors, that donors approved who considered it an 
excellent opportunity to publicize the work funded by them, new unplanned 
activities that require changes in financial requirements, require formal 
documentation showing the donors’ agreement to the changes in the project 
document that will cover the extra funding. 

 
45. The UNODC Administration stated that the donor was informed of this 
visit and they granted full approval.  The amount $4,100 is immaterial as 
compared to the total project budget.  The Division for Operations/UNODC HQs 
will send a strong message to ROEA to ensure charging of expenditures that is 
not in line with the agreed project document purposes will not happen again. 
 
ROEA needs to establish sound internal control procedures in obtaining and 
using credit card facility  
  
46. ROEA did not have an imprest bank account and did not think that it 
needed one at the time of the audit, but ROEA believed that it needed a credit 
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card facility to facilitate processing disbursements of an urgent nature related to 
the counter piracy project.  The Officer-in-Charge (OiC) of FRMS at UNODC 
suggested exploring the use of this facility to alleviate delays when urgent 
disbursements are foreseen.  In which case, sound internal controls should be in 
place to ensure proper use of funds through a credit card, including approval and 
control procedures, recording and reporting of related transactions.  As there is 
no UN wide policy on credit card facilities, UNODC may need to explore with 
organizations such as UNON that have used such facilities in the past. 
 

Recommendation 14  
 
(14) The UNODC Regional Office for East Africa, in 
conjunction with the UNODC Division of Management, 
should consult with UN Headquarters if it could use credit 
card facilities for disbursements of urgent nature for some 
projects and establish procedures for its use, spending limits 
and establishing control procedures. 

 
47. The UNODC Administration  accepted recommendation 14 and stated 
that at the request of ROEA, a UN credit card for the Counter-Piracy 
Programme has been issued by the United Nations Controller, based on the 
guidelines proposed by FRMS, in consultation with ROEA.  Based on the action 
taken by UNODC, recommendation 14 has been closed. 
 
D.  Other administrative matters 
 
Need to strengthen monitoring of UNDP’s services provided to UNODC/ROEA 
 
48. UNODC had not included any performance indicators in the MOU with 
UNDP to help assess its performance. OIOS had noted this problem in the audit 
of recruitment activities undertaken by UNODC/UNOV for several Vienna-based 
United Nations agencies (AE2009/365/01). No recommendation is therefore 
raised here.  
 
System for asset management needs to be strengthened 
 
49. Non-expendable properties were not maintained in accordance with 
ST/AI/374 and the UNODC policy (Management Instruction: 
UNODC/MI/8/Rev. 1 Annex 1) on inventory control that stipulates that all 
UNODC field offices shall maintain an up-to-date inventory, including 
requirements to submit to UNODC inventory records of non-expendable and 
expendable equipment each year.  In addition, separate inventory records should 
be maintained for property purchased for UNODC-executed projects.  The 
following control weaknesses were noted: 
 

 OIOS was unable to confirm the accuracy of the listings 
provided for audit review with a total value of approximately $225,000 
as at December 2008.  The list, whose total value was not shown, 
incorporated expendable items.  There were no separate inventory 
records maintained for properties purchased for UNODC-executed 
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projects that met the definition of non expendable property, as defined in 
the UNODC policy or ST/AI/374, and that should have been reported to 
UNODC headquarters for inclusion in the year ended December 2008 
financial statements.   
 
 There was no evidence of physical verification and reconciliation 
of its results to property records.  ROEA explained that such verification 
had been carried out at the end of 2008 and that the exercise for 2009 has 
been delayed due to competing priorities.  OIOS could not match 
property inventory items to the inventory records because property 
records extracted from Field Office Management Ledger (FOML) system 
were not available for audit review. 
 
 Arrangements for transfers of property that were funded through 
cost-sharing and recommended for disposal, including disposal of 
property upon project completion, were not adequate. 

 
50. The practice of not keeping separate records for expendable and non-
expendable properties, and the lack of physical verification and reconciliation of 
physical inventory against records, constitute non-compliance with UNODC 
policy and ST/AI/374 on property management and increase the risk of 
incomplete and inaccurate asset records. 
 

Recommendation 15 
 
(15) The UNODC Administration, in conjunction with the 
Regional Office for East Africa, should ensure that: (a) non-
expendable property items are kept in accordance with 
UNODC policy and ST/AI/374 to ensure accuracy and 
completeness of records; (b) arrangements are adequate to 
control movement and transfer of assets; and (c) periodic 
physical verification and reconciliation of property records 
are undertaken.  

 
51. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 15 and stated 
that ROEA has updated the field office inventory list and is doing the same for 
the projects.  ROEA will then seek advice from the Property Survey Board and 
UNDP on how to best monitor the physical existence and use of equipment and 
other property by project counterparts as well as the transfer of equipment.  
Based on the action taken by UNODC, recommendation 15 has been closed. 
 
Obsolete and unused items need to be disposed of timely 
 
52. The arrangements for disposal of property worth about $5,500 were 
inadequate, as some items including furniture, computer equipment, and 
vehicle(s), approved for disposal by the Property Survey Board, had not been 
disposed of. The ROEA stated that all of the computers and some furniture had 
already been disposed of while a few items were still stored at the World Food 
Programme (WFP) storage facility as the beneficiary NGO had requested some 
time to organize pick-up.  In addition, the disposal of one vehicle was delayed as 



 

 17
 
 

UNDP took several months to locate a number of supporting documents required 
for this disposal. The Local Property Survey Board approved disposal on 13 May 
2009, but as of February 2010 the items had not been disposed of.  There was no 
proof of follow-up action by ROEA to ensure items were disposed of in a timely 
manner and to ensure costs of storage were not passed on to ROEA.  The risk of 
not disposing obsolete and unused properties in a timely manner increases the 
cost of storage and control. 
 

Recommendation 16 
 
(16) The UNODC Division of Management should ensure 
that the Regional Office for East Africa establishes internal 
controls to ensure timely disposal of obsolete and unused 
property. 

 
53. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 16 and stated 
that the Finance/Administration Associate has been assigned this task and has 
started compiling all the required documents before the ROEA submission to 
PSB.  Based on the action taken by UNODC, recommendation 16 has been 
closed. 
 
Inadequate arrangements for document management hampered efficiency of 
operations and information flow 
 
54. The arrangements for document management at ROEA were inadequate, 
as there was no centralized archiving or common system for filing or tracking 
documents.  It was difficult to ensure that documents were complete and acted 
upon in a timely manner. This contradicts best management practices and 
UNODC’s management instruction number UNODC/MI/8/Rev.1 and 
corresponding Annexes 1 and 2 on Field Office Administration.  OIOS noted the 
following: 
 

 Because of lack of adequate office space, files for years prior to 
October 2009 had been archived at WFP until more office space was 
available, which made it difficult to retrieve files.  
 
 The Finance/Administration Associate filed documents under her 
domain and the Programme Managers/Assistants kept documents related 
to programmes and projects, but sometimes documents were not properly 
filed or supporting documents were often found missing and/or not 
complete in some cases.  For example, a voucher and supporting 
documentation submitted to UNDP on 10 August 2009 for the processing 
of advance request for DSA for a consultant for $21,120, was missing, 
until the ROEA staff member contacted UNDP-Kenya to provide copies. 
In addition, essential documents, including ROEA structure were not 
kept current.  Records of past performance evaluations for staff members 
were not maintained and obtained only individually from each staff 
member.  
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 There is no policy for keeping backups of electronic documents 
stored on the shared network drive. 

 
 The Finance/Administration Associate does not have a backup, 
making it difficult to access information in his/her absence.  The Finance 
Associate is the only staff member able to input the payment requests 
into the UNDP ATLAS system, which means during his absences, 
payments were not prepared/processed resulting in delays in settlement 
of liabilities.  This facility was provided to the Administrative and 
Finance Associate by UNDP to speed up the workflow process, and only 
given to a Project Assistant when the Administrative and Finance 
Associate’s services were terminated in February 2010. 

 
 The Payment Logbook of vouchers submitted to UNDP was not 
numeric, such that approximately 170 vouchers from the last five months 
to September 2009 were not entered in the logbook.  Approximately 120 
of these vouchers were paid by UNDP as evidenced by the electronic 
Inter Office Vouchers (e-IOVs) received, but no e-IOV charges had been 
received for nearly 50 vouchers, making it difficult to determine whether 
these vouchers had been submitted or not. 
 

55. The absence of a proper documentation management was caused by 
various factors, including: inadequate support provided to the Administrative and 
Finance Associate and/or lack of back-up person, inadequate office space, poor 
organization and filing. ROEA was unable to track incoming/outgoing 
documents efficiently, and raised the risk of loss of documents. 
 

Recommendation 17  
 
(17) The UNODC Regional Office for East Africa should 
put in place a system for document management, including 
proper filing, archiving, tracking and monitoring of 
documentation. 
 

56. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 17 and stated 
that it will be implemented by 31 December 2010.  Recommendation 17 remains 
open pending receipt of documentation showing that an adequate documentation 
management system is in place. 
 
Additional office space is required to improve working conditions for ROEA 
staff 
 
57. ROEA has inadequate office space, which is making the environment 
and working condition difficult for staff members.  ROEA rents 206 square 
metres of office space from UNON at $30,300 per annum. This is apportioned 
among 27 personnel, which translates to additional office space need of 98 
square metres according to UNON space allocation requirements. Nonetheless, to 
cover this need for additional space, it would cost some $14,400 per annum. 
Because UNON does not have extra space to rent until possibly 2011, ROEA 
should consider conducting a market research to establish other options available.  
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Recommendation 18  
 
(18) The UNODC Regional Office for East Africa should 
assess other alternatives of finding additional office space for 
its staff, and make proposals to UNODC Headquarters 
accordingly. 
 

58. The UNODC Administration accepted recommendation 18 and stated 
that it is seeking additional office for temporary needs from UNON Common 
Services, subject to availability of space. UNDP on behalf of ROEA has 
submitted to UNON an application for long-term office space, based on ROEA’s 
needs. Such accommodation will become available only in the last quarter of 
2010 or the first quarter of 2011, according to UNON projections.  In the 
meantime, ROEA is consulting with UNON, UNOPS and UNDP Somalia (based 
in Nairobi) to find temporary office space.  Based on the action taken by 
UNODC, recommendation 18 has been closed. 
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ANNEX 1 
 

STATUS OF AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Recom. 

no. 
Recommendation Risk category 

Risk 
rating 

C/ 
O1 

Actions needed to close recommendation 
Implementation 

date2 
1 UNODC Headquarters should establish 

mechanisms to ensure that projects in the 
field offices are monitored in compliance 
with the UNODC Guidelines for Project 
Preparation. 

Governance Medium O Submission to OIOS of documentation 
showing that ROEA complies with the 
requirements of UNODC guidelines for 
Project Preparation. 

Not provided 

2 The UNODC Division of Management, in 
conjunction with the Regional Office for 
East Africa, should review and revise 
existing procedures to improve oversight of 
implementing partner contract reviews to 
ensure that funds are not disbursed prior to 
contract approval, in compliance with the 
Financial Regulations and Rules of the 
United Nations. 

Financial High C Action completed Implemented 

3 The UNODC Division of Management, in 
conjunction with the Regional Office for 
East Africa should review and ascertain 
whether procurement procedures were 
adhered to in selecting implementing 
partners and initiate appropriate action. 

Compliance Medium C Action completed Implemented 

4 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa, in consultation with the UNODC 
Division of Management, should initiate 
action to evaluate compliance of all 
implementing partners with grant 
agreements, and take corrective action, as 
required. 

Operational  Medium C Action completed Implemented 

5 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa, in consultation with the UNODC 
Division of Management, should issue a 
bill of collection to recover approximately 
$3,200 from one implementing partner and 

Financial  Medium O Confirmation by UNODC ROEA of the 
recovery of funds amounting to around 
$3,200 

30 May 2101 
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Recom. 
no. 

Recommendation Risk category 
Risk 

rating 
C/ 
O1 

Actions needed to close recommendation 
Implementation 

date2 
consider removing it from its implementing 
partner list for future project 
implementation on behalf of the Regional 
Office for East Africa. 

6 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa, in consultation with the UNODC 
Division of Management, should put in a 
place a mechanism to track and ensure that 
audits are being carried out in compliance 
with the clause in the grant agreements 
requiring projects receiving funds from 
UNODC to be audited by qualified 
auditing firms. 

Operational  Medium C Action completed Implemented 

7 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa should initiate action to recruit staff 
to fill vacant posts of an Administrative and 
Finance Associate and an Executive 
Assistant, and discontinue using short-term 
contract for the former posts.  

Human 
resources 

Medium C Action completed Implemented 

8 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa, in consultation with UNODC 
Division of Management, should consider 
reviewing the arrangements for hiring local 
personnel to ensure consistency with other 
field or regional offices as an incentive to 
motivate personnel and improve 
performance.   

Human 
resources 

Medium C Action completed Implemented 

9 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa should establish a training plan 
and/or strategy to ensure staff members in 
the Regional Office for East Africa receive 
substantive, mandatory and administrative 
training as applicable. There should be a 
mechanism for periodic and systematic 
assessment of training needs for project 
and administrative staff, which should 
result in the development of a formal staff 

Human 
resources 

Medium O Submission to OIOS of training plan and/or 
strategy 

Not provided 
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Recom. 
no. 

Recommendation Risk category 
Risk 

rating 
C/ 
O1 

Actions needed to close recommendation 
Implementation 

date2 
training plan, linked to staff performance 
evaluations. 

10 The UNODC Division of Management, in 
coordination with the Co-financing and 
Partnership Section, should review and 
revise the management instruction on fund 
raising to include elements such as training 
and specific procedures on fundraising. 

Strategy Medium C Action completed Implemented 

11 The UNODC Division of Management 
should consider discussing with the donors 
with a view to raise additional funds to 
cover the shortfalls arising from limited 
programme support costs.  

Financial  Medium C Action completed Implemented 

12 The UNODC Division of Management 
should require certifying officers and 
alternates at the Regional Office for East 
Africa to sign a statement confirming their 
understanding of their responsibilities in 
order to establish accountability. 

Compliance Medium C Action completed Implemented 

13 The UNODC Administration in 
conjunction with the Regional Office for 
East Africa should ensure that funds are 
used only for approved project purposes 
and in compliance with Financial Rules 
and Regulations of the UN, Project 
Documents and UNODC policies.   

Compliance Medium C Action completed Implemented 

14 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa, in conjunction with the UNODC 
Division of Management, should consult 
with UN Headquarters if it could use credit 
card facilities for disbursements of urgent 
nature for some projects and establish 
procedures for its use, spending limits and 
establishing control procedures. 

Operational Medium C Action completed Implemented 

15 The UNODC Administration, in 
conjunction with the Regional Office for 
East Africa, should ensure that: (a) non-

Operational Medium C Action completed Implemented 
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Recom. 
no. 

Recommendation Risk category 
Risk 

rating 
C/ 
O1 

Actions needed to close recommendation 
Implementation 

date2 
expendable property items are kept in 
accordance with UNODC policy and 
ST/AI/374 to ensure accuracy and 
completeness of records; (b) arrangements 
are adequate to control movement and 
transfer of assets; and (c) periodic physical 
verification and reconciliation of property 
records are undertaken. 

16 The UNODC Division of Management 
should ensure that the Regional Office for 
East Africa establishes internal controls to 
ensure timely disposal of obsolete and 
unused property. 

Operational Low C Action completed Implemented 

17 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa should put in place a system for 
document management, including proper 
filing, archiving, tracking and monitoring 
of documentation. 

Operational  Medium O Submission to OIOS of documentation 
showing that an adequate documentation 
management system is in place. 
 

31 December 
2010 

18 The UNODC Regional Office for East 
Africa should assess other alternatives of 
finding additional office space for its staff, 
and make proposals to UNODC 
Headquarters accordingly. 

Operational  Medium C Action completed Implemented 

 
 
1 C = closed, O = open 
2 Date provided by UNODC in response to recommendations 



 

 
ANNEX 2 

 
ROEA projects implemented from 2007 to 2009  

Project NO Project details Budget 
$ 

Allocations 
$ 

Expenditures 
$ 

Prevention, Treatment and Reintegration, and Alternative Development. 
TDKENI08FKE Prevention of Drug Abuse and HIV/AIDS in 

high-risk setting with vulnerable populations in 
Kenya. 

2,458,983 1,777,139 1,890,679 

PSC 12 % Average, due to different rates from 
different donors.  

295,078 221,856 226,881 

SubTotal  2,754,061 1,998,995 2,117,560 
TDGLOG32FKE Drug abuse and HIV/AIDS prevention. 232,720 121,400 75,400 
PSC  13% 30,100 15,782 9,802 
SubTotal  262,820 137,182 85,202 
TDRAFG60FKE Programme development and Advocacy for drug 

demand reduction 
926,600 212,731 55,570 

PSC 13% 120,458 27,655 7,224 
SubTotal  1,047,058 240,386 62,794 
TDGLOJ71FKE Partnership for Action on Comprehensive 

Treatment (PACT) – Treating drug dependence 
and its health consequences / OFID-UNODC 
Joint Programme to prevent HIV/AIDS through 
Treatment Phase II. 

1,097,800 336,800 234,621 

PSC  13% 142,714 43,784 30,501 
SubTotal  1,240,514 380,584 265,122 
Total exclude PSC Prevention, Treatment and Reintegration, and 

Alternative Development. 
4,716,103 2,448,070 2,256,270 

PSC Prevention, Treatment and Reintegration, and 
Alternative Development. 

588,350 309,077 274,409 

Total include PSC Prevention, Treatment and Reintegration, and 
Alternative Development. 

5,304,453 2,757,147 2,530,679 

     
 

Rule of Law 
TDETHI07ET Counter Narcotics Enforcement 231,200 187,100 175,700 
PSC 13% 30,100 24,323 22,900 
SubTotal  261,300 211,423 198,600 
TDETHI07FKE Strengthening the interdiction and investigation 

techniques of the Ethiopian law enforcement. 
86,200 85,500 83,100 

PSC 13% 11,206 11,115 10,800 
SubTotal  97,406 96,615 93,900 
TDGLOT55FKE Anti Human Trafficking and Smuggling of 

Migrants.  
292,197 292,197 0 

PSC 7% 20,454 20,454 0 
SubTotal  312,651 312,651 0 
TCKENS70FKE 
 

Terrorism Prevention: Strengthening counter-
terrorism capacity for a safer Kenya.  

399,900 421,476 301,478 

PSC 7% 30,100 31,724 22,692 
SubTotal  430,000 453,200 324,170 
TCXAFT23FKE Terrorism Prevention:  Measures to combat 

money laundering and financing of terrorism in 
three Eastern Africa states.  

285,200 277,080 298,400 

PSC 13% 37,076 36,020 38,792 
SubTotal  322,276 313,100 337,192 
TCGLOR35FKE Terrorism Prevention: Strengthening the legal 

regime against terrorism.  
400,600 264,100 281,809 

PSC 13% 52,078 34,333 36,635 
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SubTotal  452,678 298,433 318,444 
TCGLOU46 Anti Organized Crime: Support the regional 

Ministerial conference.  
110,800 110,800 87,044 

PSC 13% 14,404 14,404 11,316 
SubTotal  125,404 125,204 98,360 
TCXAMT72FKE Anti Organized Crime: Combating maritime 

piracy in the Horn of Africa.  
2,377,800 1,131,900 740,155 

PSC Not specified (8.4%) 199,778 95,100 62,173 
SubTotal  2,577,578 1,227,000 802,328 
TCXAMT72OPS UNOPS 163,300 54,400 54,400 
PSC Not specified (7.7%) 12,200 4,200 4,200 
SubTotal  175,500 58,600 58,600 
TCXAFS53FKE Anti-Human Trafficking. 400,461 390,100 323,644 
PSC 13% 52,060 50,713 42,074 
SubTotal  452,521 440,813 365,718 
TCGLOT55FKE Anti Human Trafficking and smuggling of 

Migrants. 
292,197 292,197 0 

PSC 7% 21,993 21,993 0 
SubTotal  314,190 314,190 0 
TCGLOS83FKE Anti Human Trafficking. 50,000 50,000 43,200 
PSC Not specified (5%) 2,500 2,500 2,600 
SubTotal  52,500 52,500 45,800 
TDGLOJ33FKE Advocacy: The Paris Pact Initiative.  116,416 116,400 22,766 
PSC 13% 15,134 15,132 2,960 
SubTotal  131,550 131,532 25,725 
TCKENR80FKE Criminal Justice Reform.  156,555 287,100 4,564 
PSC 13% 20,352 37,323 593 
SubTotal  176,907 324,423 5,157 
TCBDIT42FKE Ratification and implementation of conventions 

and protocols.  
217,500 423,165 970 

PSC 13% 28,275 55,011 126 
SubTotal   245,775 478,176 1,096 
TCSDNU48FKE Criminal Justice Reform: Assisting the process 

of prison reform in Southern Sudan – Phase II.  
17,700 17,700 11,800 

PSC 13% 2,301 2,301 1,534 
SubTotal  20,001 20,001 13,334 
     
Total excluding PSC Rule of Law 4,401,215 5,598,026 2,429,030 
PSC Rule of Law 456,647 550,011 259,395 
Total including  PSC Rule of Law 4,857,862 6,148,037 2,688,425 
     
Total of Portfolio 
Excluding PSC 

 10,314,129 6,849,285 4,685,300 

PSC Portfolio  1,138,361 765,724 533,803 
Total of Portfolio Including PSC $11,452,490 $7,615,009 $5,219,104 

 


