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AUDIT REPORT 

Audit of administrative management in OHCHR field offices in the  
Europe and Central Asia Region 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted an audit of administrative 
management of the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) field offices in the 
Europe and Central Asia (ECA) region. 

2. In accordance with its mandate, OIOS provides assurance and advice on the adequacy and 
effectiveness of the United Nations internal control system, the primary objectives of which are to ensure 
(a) efficient and effective operations; (b) accurate financial and operational reporting; (c) safeguarding of 
assets; and (d) compliance with mandates, regulations and rules.  

3. ECA covers 54 countries and OHCHR has offices or presences (henceforth referred to as field 
offices) in 11 of the countries in the region as shown in table 1 below.   

Table 1:  OHCHR field offices in the ECA region 

Type of office Name/ Location Year 
established

Regional Office for Central Asia – Bishkek, Kyrgyz 
Republic (includes Tajikistan and Kazakhstan) 

2006 Regional offices 

Regional Office for Europe – Brussels, Belgium 2009
Stand-alone office Kosovo 1998 

Southern Caucasus- Tbilisi, Georgia (covering Georgia, 
Azerbaijan and Armenia) 

2007 

Russian Federation 2007 
Republic of Moldova 2008 

International Human 
Rights Advisors to UN 
Country Teams  

Ukraine 2010 
Tajikistan 2010 
The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 2007 

National Human 
Rights Advisors to UN 
Country Teams Serbia 2007 

4. There are 60 staff (18 international and 42 national) working in the field offices in the ECA 
region.  The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) provides administrative support to all the 
field offices in the region.  Most of the field offices have one or two administrative assistants who work 
closely with UNDP.  At OHCHR Headquarters (HQ) the Programme Support and Management Service 
(PSMS) and the Field Operations and Technical Cooperation Division (FOTCD) provide administrative 
support and guidance to the field offices.  Various administrative actions are processed at HQ including: 
financial authorizations; recruitment of international staff and consultants, processing of grants and 
processing of international travel. 

5. The total expenditure for all the field offices in the ECA region for the biennium 2010-2011 was 
approximately $13 million, of which $2.9 million was financed from regular budget resources and $10.1 
million from extra budgetary resources.  In addition, OHCHR contributed $1.1 million to UNDP to 



2 

finance the staff and other operational costs of the Human Rights Advisors in Serbia, Macedonia and 
Tajikistan as per the contributions agreement between OHCHR and UNDP.  

6. Comments provided by OHCHR are incorporated in italics.   

II. OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE  

7. The audit was conducted to assess the adequacy and effectiveness of the OHCHR governance, 
risk management and control processes in providing reasonable assurance regarding the effective and 
timely delivery of administrative functions and support to the OHCHR field offices in the ECA 
region in compliance with established procedures.    

8. The audit was included in the 2012 internal audit work plan, as none of the offices in the ECA 
region had been previously audited and the OIOS annual work planning process identified the risk that 
inadequate oversight, support and guidance to OHCHR field offices in the delivery of administrative 
services could lead to inefficiencies and non-compliance with established procedures. 

9. The key controls tested for the audit were: (a) regulatory framework; and (b) oversight 
mechanisms.  For the purpose of this audit, OIOS defined these key controls as follows:  

(a) Regulatory framework - controls that provide reasonable assurance that policies and 
procedures: (i) exist to guide the operations of the activity/programme covered by the audit, e.g. 
finance and procurement; (ii) are implemented consistently; and (iii) ensure the reliability and 
integrity of financial and operational information; and 

(b) Oversight mechanisms - controls that provide reasonable assurance that OHCHR had 
established effective mechanisms for supervision, oversight and support for administrative 
management in the field offices in the region. 

10. The key controls were assessed for the control objectives shown in Table 2.  

11. OIOS conducted this audit from March 2012 to June 2012.  The audit covered the period from 
January 2010 to March 2012.  The audit involved a review of the administrative and support functions 
carried out at HQ with respect to all field offices in the ECA region and a review of compliance with the 
Field Office Manual and UNDP procedures in three of the field offices in the region: the Regional Office 
for Europe (ROE); the Regional Office for Central Asia (ROCA) and the Human Rights Advisor’s Office 
in Georgia (HRAG). The three field offices were selected based on an assessment of risks, date of 
establishment, budget and size of the offices.   

12. OIOS conducted an activity-level risk assessment to identify and assess specific risk exposures, 
and to confirm the relevance of the selected key controls in mitigating associated risks.  Through 
interviews, analytical reviews and tests of controls, OIOS assessed the existence and adequacy of internal 
controls and conducted necessary tests to determine their effectiveness. 

III. AUDIT RESULTS 

13. The OHCHR governance, risk management and control processes examined were assessed as 
partially satisfactory in providing reasonable assurance regarding the effective and timely delivery of 
administrative functions and support to the OHCHR field offices in the ECA region in compliance 
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with established procedures.  OIOS made three recommendations to address the issues identified in the 
audit. 

14.   The regulatory framework was partially satisfactory.  Policies and procedures over recruitment 
and administration of local staff, processing of international travel at HQ, and issuance and monitoring of 
grants were in place and operating effectively.  However, controls over procurement and travel in the field 
were not operating as intended because UNDP did not always provide OHCHR with the level of support 
and oversight envisaged in the OHCHR Field Office Manual (FOM).  As a result there were cases of non-
compliance in two of the field offices visited and risks that non-compliance issues and errors would not 
be identified.  In addition, there were some gaps in procedures and guidance for travel that needed to be 
addressed.  

15. Oversight mechanisms were partially satisfactory.  Existing mechanisms such as the annual 
training of administrative staff, briefing of new heads of offices and backstopping arrangements for the 
field offices were satisfactory.  There were also adequate mechanisms for HQ to oversee the accuracy of 
field office financial information reported by UNDP.  However, performance monitoring which was the 
main control in place through which HQ could provide continuous oversight and support was not 
operating effectively.  Performance appraisals of the heads of field offices did not have specific 
performance or success indicators for administrative issues.   

16. The initial overall rating was based on the assessment of key controls presented in Table 2 below.  
The final overall rating is partially satisfactory as implementation of three important recommendations 
remains in progress. 

Table 2:  Assessment of key controls 

Control objectives 

Business 
objective Key controls Efficient and 

effective 
operations 

Accurate 
financial and 
operational 
reporting 

Safeguarding 
of assets 

Compliance 
with 

mandates, 
regulations 
and rules 

(a) Regulatory 
framework 

Partially 
satisfactory 

Partially 
satisfactory  

Partially 
satisfactory 

Partially 
satisfactory 

Effective and 
timely delivery of 
administrative 
functions and 
support to the 
OHCHR field 
offices in the ECA 
region in 
compliance with 
established 
procedures  

(b) Oversight 
mechanisms 

Partially 
satisfactory 

Satisfactory  Partially 
satisfactory 

Partially 
satisfactory 

FINAL OVERALL RATING:  PARTIALLY SATISFACTORY 
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A. Regulatory framework 

Controls for processing international travel were satisfactory   

17. International travel by field and HQ staff processed in HQ were done in accordance with the 
United Nations administrative instruction on travel.   In 2012, mechanisms were established to ensure that 
tickets are issued at least two weeks before travel and that after mission reports are prepared as required.     

Need to agree and document the role of UNDP for procurement and travel carried out in the field offices 

18. In all the three field offices audited, UNDP did not always carry out procurement for purchases 
above the low value threshold and review the travel claims of the OHCHR offices as required by the 
OHCHR FOM.  In one of the field offices, Regional Office for Central Asia (ROCA), these gaps were 
mitigated through UNDP review of individual transactions carried out by the OHCHR field offices to 
ensure compliance with regulations and rules.  However, no such alternative review or oversight 
mechanisms were put in place in the case of the Regional Office for Europe (ROE) procurement and 
travel and the Human Rights Advisor’s Office in Georgia (HRAG) travel.  As a result, these offices were 
exposed to increased risks of non-compliance with the established procedures and non-identification of 
errors.  For example, in ROE, procurement was not always carried out competitively as required, offers 
from vendors were not obtained and evaluated in accordance with UNDP established procedures, and 
staff signed contracts with third parties even though they did not have the delegated authority to do so.  In 
addition, although OHCHR staff carried out the procurement and travel activities, they did not have 
access to the UNDP regulations and rules and had to consult UNDP even on basic procedural issues, 
which was not efficient.   

19. According to the global United Nations agreement with UNDP which OHCHR relies on, UNDP 
field offices are not obliged to provide agencies with all services requested if they do not have the 
capacity.  Therefore, it is essential that OHCHR field offices agree and clarify the role of UNDP in each 
field office upfront to ensure that any gaps in the level of services UNDP can provide, compared to what 
OHCHR expects, are identified and effectively addressed.  Identifying and addressing the gaps is also 
essential in clearly establishing the accountability of UNDP and that of OHCHR field offices and 
ensuring that overall review and/or checks over procurement and travel transactions are adequate.  The 
role of UNDP in each field office could be documented through a service level agreement or exchange of 
correspondence.  

(1) OHCHR should establish requirements and mechanisms for field offices to agree and 
document the role of UNDP in the provision of administrative services and address any 
gaps in services that UNDP cannot provide as envisaged in the Field Office Manual. 

OHCHR accepted recommendation 1 and stated that all financial authorizations sent to OHCHR 
field offices contain the clause “For contracts and procurements, UNDP Regulations and Rules 
should be applied”.  OIOS’ concern is that OHCHR staff were the ones who carried out the 
procurement activities and not UNDP staff as expected, and as noted above sometimes there were no 
review/checks by UNDP to ensure compliance.  Recommendation 1 remains open pending receipt of 
documentation showing that OHCHR has instructed the field offices to agree and document the role 
of UNDP in the provision of administrative services and establish appropriate controls to address 
any gaps in services that UNDP cannot provide.  This should include evidence that the uncertainties 
regarding the role of UNDP in the OHCHR Regional Office for Europe have been addressed. 
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Need to address gaps in procedures for travel 

20. In the field offices visited, travel forecasts were not consistently prepared and tickets were also 
not always booked in a timely manner.  For example, in one office, about 20 per cent of travel tickets 
checked were booked less than 14 days before the date of travel.  This was mainly because the FOM and 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) on travel titled “Approval of official staff travel and leave in field 
presences” did not include requirements for preparing travel forecasts and timely issuance of travel tickets 
at least two weeks in advance of travel.  These requirements were made mandatory for all OHCHR staff 
based in Geneva and in New York Office, and are also relevant to field offices.  They are essential in 
ensuring that tickets are issued in a timely manner and costs of the tickets are minimized and that 
adequate time is provided to the administrative staff to process the travel and visas where appropriate.  In 
addition, preparing travel forecasts will ensure compliance with the United Nations administrative 
instruction on travel (ST/AI/2004/6) requirement that heads of offices send quarterly reports of their 
travel forecasts to their Headquarters.  For OHCHR field offices, this would be FOTCD.  The requirement 
could be incorporated in the monthly reports that the field offices submit to FOTCD. 

21. The FOM also did not have guidance on whether field offices should use the UNDP or the United 
Nations Secretariat approach to determining travel entitlements in cases where the approaches differ.  As 
a result, there were inconsistencies in the approaches followed by ROE and ROCA with regard to 
determining travel allowances for participants attending seminars and workshops.  OHCHR HQ indicated 
that its policy is to reserve the right to review the DSA in cases where the UNDP approach differs.  There 
is a need for this policy to be reflected in the SOP on travel as field staff were not aware that they needed 
to always refer such cases to PSMS at HQ for guidance. 

(2) OHCHR should update the Standard Operating Procedures on travel to include: (a) 
requirements for travel forecasts and timeliness of ticket issuance; and (b) guidance on 
how to deal with cases where the UNDP approach to determining travel entitlements 
differs from the OHCHR approach. 

OHCHR accepted recommendation 2, which will remain open pending receipt of the revised SOP or 
instructions on travel issued to field offices regarding preparation of travel forecasts and timeliness 
of ticket issuance. 

Controls over processing and financial monitoring of grants were in place and a review of the SOP was 
ongoing to further clarify and strengthen controls over grants

22. There was an SOP on grants that outlined the roles of the grants committee and procedures for 
processing grants.  The field offices submitted reports outlining the rationale for the grant and justification 
for the selection of the organizations being offered the grant.  Grants were only approved once all the 
queries raised by the committee members were addressed and the minutes of the committee meeting 
approved.  The need to submit financial and audit reports was reflected in the grants agreements and the 
grantees submitted the reports as required.  The reports were reviewed by the field offices before the final 
installments of the grants were approved for payment.  Further, in the case of ROCA, supporting 
documents had been submitted by grantees for all expenditures related to the grants which were reviewed 
by the Project Finance Assistants.    

23. At the time of the audit, OHCHR was undertaking a review of the SOP on grants to further clarify 
and strengthen the related controls.  OHCHR indicated that in the process of this review it would address 
suggestions made by OIOS to improve clarity of the grants selection requirements, procedures for 
expediting the processing of grants during emergencies and the minimum level of details that should be 
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included in grant audit reports.  As the review of the SOP was ongoing, no recommendation is being 
raised.        

Work was in progress to ensure that obligations that are not required are minimized or reversed 

24. Expenditures were appropriately monitored in compliance with the FOM.  However, the existing 
practice of recording financial authorizations issued to UNDP to disburse expenses on behalf of the field 
offices as obligations and, therefore, as expenditures in the financial statements resulted in overstatement 
of field office expenditures.  This is because the financial authorizations were issued based on budgeted 
amounts and not on any firm commitments to spend and did not qualify to be defined as obligations as per 
the United Nations System Accounting Standards (UNSAS).   For the 2010-2011 biennium, there were 
outstanding unspent financial authorizations (obligations) of almost $1 million for the field offices in the 
ECA region, which meant that the 2012 expenditure was overstated by about that amount.  The Board of 
Auditors (BOA) in its management letter of 2011 recommended that OHCHR develop a suitable 
methodology to ensure the expenditures of its field offices are accurately reported in the HQ financial 
statements.  Since it may be inefficient for OHCHR to issue financial authorization to UNDP based on 
actual contractual commitments, OIOS was of the view that OHCHR needed to consider other mitigating 
controls to address the issue, especially in view of the planned implementation of the International Public 
Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS) in 2014.  For example, strengthening the budget monitoring 
particularly towards the end of the year to minimize unused financial authorizations is one option.  While 
the field offices monitored their budgets, they were not always sensitive to the need to not request for 
additional funds they did not need in the last quarter of the year.  As the BOA recommendation was in the 
process of being implemented no recommendation is being raised. 

Controls over recruitment and administration of field staff were satisfactory

25. Recruitment and administration of National staff in the field were carried out in accordance with 
UNDP as well as OHCHR procedures.  Posts were advertised and the criteria used in short listing and 
evaluating the candidates including written tests and interviews were clearly documented.  The summary 
report of the evaluation and selection process was documented and submitted to both OHCHR HQ, i.e., 
FOTCD and the Human Resources Section of PSMS, and UNDP for approval.  Although there were 
delays in recruiting substantive staff in ROCA, the factors that were causing bottlenecks were 
subsequently addressed in 2012.  A major source of delay was the fact that the OHCHR recruitments for 
short term staff were reviewed by the UNDP Bishkek Procurements and Contracts Committee.  This was 
subsequently changed after OHCHR raised concerns over the delays, and the review is now done by the 
UNDP administrative officers.  

B. Oversight mechanisms 

Need for specific goals and success criteria on administrative issues in the performance appraisals of 
heads of field offices 

26. Oversight mechanisms in place to support field offices included a one-week orientation 
programme for new heads of offices, an annual training programme for administrative staff and 
backstopping arrangements by FOTCD and PSMS.  Supervision and oversight were exercised internally 
through the performance appraisal mechanism.  However, it was not effective because the performance 
appraisals of heads of field offices did not have specific goals or success criteria on administrative issues 
similar to those that could be found in the High Commissioner’s Compact with the Secretary-General.   
Examples of performance measures and success criteria in the compact that would be relevant for ECA 
heads of field offices include goals relating to supervision of staff to ensure compliance with established 





A
N

N
E

X
 I 

ST
A

T
U

S 
O

F 
A

U
D

IT
 R

E
C

O
M

M
E

N
D

A
T

IO
N

S 

A
ud

it 
of

 a
dm

in
is

tr
at

iv
e 

m
an

ag
em

en
t i

n 
O

H
C

H
R

 fi
el

d 
of

fic
es

 in
 th

e 
 

E
ur

op
e 

an
d 

C
en

tr
al

 A
si

a 
R

eg
io

n 

R
ec

om
. 

no
. 

R
ec

om
m

en
da

tio
n 

C
ri

tic
al

1 / 
Im

po
rt

an
t2

C
/ 

O
3

A
ct

io
ns

 n
ee

de
d 

to
 c

lo
se

 r
ec

om
m

en
da

tio
n 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
da

te
4

1 
O

H
C

H
R

 sh
ou

ld
 e

st
ab

lis
h 

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 
m

ec
ha

ni
sm

s f
or

 fi
el

d 
of

fic
es

 to
 a

gr
ee

 a
nd

 d
oc

um
en

t 
th

e 
ro

le
 o

f U
N

D
P 

in
 th

e 
pr

ov
is

io
n 

of
 a

dm
in

is
tra

tiv
e 

se
rv

ic
es

 a
nd

 a
dd

re
ss

 a
ny

 g
ap

s i
n 

se
rv

ic
es

 th
at

 
U

N
D

P 
ca

nn
ot

 p
ro

vi
de

 a
s e

nv
is

ag
ed

 in
 th

e 
Fi

el
d 

O
ff

ic
e 

M
an

ua
l. 

Im
po

rta
nt

 
O

 
Su

bm
is

si
on

 to
 O

IO
S 

of
 d

oc
um

en
ta

tio
n 

sh
ow

in
g 

th
at

 O
H

C
H

R
 h

as
 in

st
ru

ct
ed

 th
e 

fie
ld

 o
ff

ic
es

 to
 

ag
re

e 
an

d 
do

cu
m

en
t t

he
 ro

le
 o

f U
N

D
P 

in
 th

e 
pr

ov
is

io
n 

of
 a

dm
in

is
tra

tiv
e 

se
rv

ic
es

 a
nd

 
es

ta
bl

is
h 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 c

on
tro

ls
 to

 a
dd

re
ss

 a
ny

 
ga

ps
 in

 se
rv

ic
es

 th
at

 U
N

D
P 

ca
nn

ot
 p

ro
vi

de
.  

Th
is

 sh
ou

ld
 in

cl
ud

e 
ev

id
en

ce
 th

at
 th

e 
un

ce
rta

in
tie

s r
eg

ar
di

ng
 th

e 
ro

le
 o

f U
N

D
P 

in
 th

e 
O

H
C

H
R

 R
eg

io
na

l O
ff

ic
e 

fo
r E

ur
op

e 
ha

ve
 b

ee
n 

ad
dr

es
se

d.
 

30
 Ju

ne
 2

01
3 

2 
O

H
C

H
R

 sh
ou

ld
 u

pd
at

e 
th

e 
St

an
da

rd
 O

pe
ra

tin
g 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

es
 o

n 
tra

ve
l t

o 
in

cl
ud

e:
 (a

) r
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
 

fo
r t

ra
ve

l f
or

ec
as

ts
 a

nd
 ti

m
el

in
es

s o
f t

ic
ke

t 
is

su
an

ce
; a

nd
 (b

) g
ui

da
nc

e 
on

 h
ow

 to
 d

ea
l w

ith
 

ca
se

s w
he

re
 U

N
D

P 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 d
et

er
m

in
in

g 
tra

ve
l 

en
tit

le
m

en
ts

 d
iff

er
s f

ro
m

 th
e 

O
H

C
H

R
 a

pp
ro

ac
h.

 

Im
po

rta
nt

 
O

 
Su

bm
is

si
on

 to
 O

IO
S 

of
 th

e 
re

vi
se

d 
SO

P 
or

 
in

st
ru

ct
io

ns
 o

n 
tra

ve
l i

ss
ue

d 
to

 fi
el

d 
of

fic
es

 
re

ga
rd

in
g 

pr
ep

ar
at

io
n 

of
 tr

av
el

 fo
re

ca
st

s a
nd

 
tim

el
in

es
s o

f t
ic

ke
t i

ss
ua

nc
e.

 

30
 Ju

ne
 2

01
3 

3 
O

H
C

H
R

 sh
ou

ld
 e

st
ab

lis
h 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

go
al

s a
nd

 
su

cc
es

s c
rit

er
ia

 o
n 

ad
m

in
is

tra
tiv

e 
is

su
es

 fo
r h

ea
ds

 
of

 fi
el

d 
of

fic
es

 in
 th

ei
r p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 a

pp
ra

is
al

s 
us

in
g 

th
e 

H
ig

h 
C

om
m

is
si

on
er

’s
 C

om
pa

ct
 w

ith
 th

e 
Se

cr
et

ar
y-

G
en

er
al

 a
s g

ui
da

nc
e.

 

Im
po

rta
nt

 
O

 
Su

bm
is

si
on

 to
 O

IO
S 

of
 a

 c
op

y 
of

 th
e 

gu
id

an
ce

 
is

su
ed

 to
 h

ea
ds

 o
f f

ie
ld

 o
ff

ic
es

 to
 e

st
ab

lis
h 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

go
al

s a
nd

 su
cc

es
s c

rit
er

ia
 in

 th
ei

r 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 a

pp
ra

is
al

s .

31
 M

ar
ch

 2
01

3 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

1  C
rit

ic
al

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

 a
dd

re
ss

 si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 a

nd
/o

r p
er

va
si

ve
 d

ef
ic

ie
nc

ie
s o

r w
ea

kn
es

se
s i

n 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

, r
is

k 
m

an
ag

em
en

t o
r i

nt
er

na
l c

on
tro

l p
ro

ce
ss

es
, s

uc
h 

th
at

 re
as

on
ab

le
 a

ss
ur

an
ce

 c
an

no
t b

e 
pr

ov
id

ed
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

th
e 

ac
hi

ev
em

en
t o

f c
on

tro
l a

nd
/o

r b
us

in
es

s o
bj

ec
tiv

es
 u

nd
er

 re
vi

ew
. 

2  Im
po

rta
nt

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

 a
dd

re
ss

 im
po

rta
nt

 d
ef

ic
ie

nc
ie

s o
r w

ea
kn

es
se

s i
n 

go
ve

rn
an

ce
, r

is
k 

m
an

ag
em

en
t o

r i
nt

er
na

l c
on

tro
l p

ro
ce

ss
es

, s
uc

h 
th

at
 re

as
on

ab
le

 
as

su
ra

nc
e 

m
ay

 b
e 

at
 ri

sk
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

th
e 

ac
hi

ev
em

en
t o

f c
on

tro
l a

nd
/o

r b
us

in
es

s o
bj

ec
tiv

es
 u

nd
er

 re
vi

ew
.

3  C
 =

 c
lo

se
d,

 O
 =

 o
pe

n 
 

4  D
at

e 
pr

ov
id

ed
 b

y 
O

H
C

H
R

 in
 re

sp
on

se
 to

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

 


