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FOURTH MEETING 

Monday, 8 May 1995，at 9:00 

Chairman: Professor A. WOJTCZAK (Poland) 

1. EXTERNAL AUDIT MATTERS (Item 23 of the Agenda) 

External audit report on the Regional Office for Africa (Item 23.1 of the Agenda) (Documents A48/25 
and A48/39) ^ 

Mr HIGGINS (representative of the External Auditor), presenting the report of the External Auditor 
on the Regional Office for Africa (document A48/25)，explained that since the External Auditor and his team 
had been unable to complete the necessary missions to the Regional Office for the audit of the 1992-1993 
accounts，for reasons entirely beyond their and WHO'S control, and because the Regional Office for Africa 
accounted for a large proportion of WHO，s resources, the External Auditor's opinion on WHO，s accounts, 
which had not been an adverse one, had had to be limited in scope. Furthermore, the External Auditor had 
given an explicit undertaking to carry out an audit of the Regional Office as soon as circumstances permitted, 
and to report the results to the Health Assembly at the earliest opportunity. The timing of that audit, 
November 1994，had been chosen to avoid clashing with the dates of the internal audit and that of WHO'S 
own consultant, and to be as near as possible to the date of the Forty-eighth World Health Assembly. 

It had been a normal financial audit designed to complete the unfinished work from the previous 
biennium and at the same time to progress the audit work for the 1994-1995 biennium. It had not been 
intended to single out the African Region, which had received no more attention than it had done over the 
years, nor had it covered areas that were not part of the regular audit process. It had been carried out by a 
team with considerable experience in the audit of United Nations bodies, including the lead auditor 
responsible for the WHO external audit and the resident audit manager in Geneva, who had been directly 
responsible for Geneva work, including WHO, since 1990. 

At the conclusion of their audit, the team had held an exhaustive exit meeting with senior Regional 
Office staff to present and discuss findings and obtain comments from the Office prior to the preparation of 
the draft report. Such exit meetings were a routine part of audit missions. The Regional Director had been 
invited to be present but was unable to attend. On return to Geneva, the team had also held an exit meeting 
with headquarters finance staff in order to report on the findings and obtain comments from the Secretariat, 
but had been informed that the findings told the Secretariat nothing it did not already know. The draft report 
had then been prepared and sent to the Secretariat. 

In the past, the draft report stage had proved highly beneficial: in terms of continuing dialogue with 
the Organization; discussion of the audit findings; and confirmation of their accuracy and presentation of 
findings before a revised draft was put more formally to the Director-General for comments, prior to 
submission to the Health Assembly. Consultation with the Director-General before finalizing the report was, 
moreover, provided for in the relevant provisions of the Financial Regulations. However, contrary to all past 
practice, no substantive comment had been received from the Secretariat, despite repeated oral and written 
enquiries: the Secretariat merely stated that it saw no useful purpose in discussing the draft report and invited 
the External Auditor to send the report to the Director-General. The Secretariat had offered to provide 
written comments if the findings of the External Auditor were treated as a management letter rather than a 
draft report for the Health Assembly. Since management letters to the Secretariat were not published or 
transmitted to the Health Assembly, and the External Auditor had undertaken explicitly to report the results 
of the audit to it, the External Auditor had considered that it would have been a discourtesy to the Health 
Assembly to have failed to provide a full report. Meanwhile, the draft report had been revised, ensuring that 
all findings were fully supported by audit evidence; that full account was taken of the representations made 
at the Regional Office to the extent consistent with the audit evidence; and that the text represented a fair, 



balanced and accurate report of the audit findings and conclusions. It was that report that was now before 
the Committee. 

A high degree of cooperation and trust between an organization and its External Auditor was essential, 
if the external audit function was to operate to the benefit of that organization and its Member States. The 
Secretariat's lack of cooperation on the report before the Health Assembly represented a serious breakdown 
of that relationship. In those circumstances, the External Auditor had concluded that he would be unable 
properly to carry out his professional responsibilities in future bienniums, and with very great regret, had 
withdrawn his candidature for reappointment beyond the current biennium. He would fulfil his existing 
appointment for the 1994-1995 biennium with the same commitment and to the same high professional 
standards as in the past. 

Turning to the substance of the report, he said that Part One set out the background to the audit work, 
with particular reference to the serious disturbances which had disrupted normal life in Brazzaville in late 
1993 and early 1994. The difficulties suffered by those working at the Regional Office were fully appreciated 
and had clearly contributed to the shortcomings found in the audit. The audit had taken account of two 
reports produced by WHO，s internal auditors and a consultant who had been appointed to assist Regional 
Office staff in reviewing and improving the Office's accounting environment; the latter's report, dated 
August 1994，accorded with many of the External Auditor's findings. It was normal for an external auditor 
to draw on the work of others in order to ensure cost-effectiveness, avoid duplication and take account of the 
Organization's own efforts to improve its work. Part Two of the report set out the conclusions and 
recommendations, and Part Three the detailed findings. 

Paragraphs 3.1 to 3.7 dealt with imprest accounts. Such accounts, prepared by all country offices and 
others to whom money was provided by the Regional Office, were required by the WHO Manual to be 
reported monthly to the Regional Office so that they could be posted to WHO's main accounts. A significant 
backlog had been found in the processing of imprest accounts at the end of the 1992-1993 biennium, with 
the result that over US$ 6 million of disbursements had not been properly reflected in WHO's financial 
statements. It was appreciated that the backlogs had arisen because of the severe operational problems caused 
at the Regional Office by the civil unrest, and it was encouraging to note that most of the delays had been 
reduced to acceptable levels in 1994. The examination had also shown significant deficiencies in the imprest 
accounts themselves, with sometimes poor quality documentation and large numbers of unverified and 
uncleared transactions. Shortcomings in imprest keeping in country offices had indeed been revealed by the 
Regional Office's own reviews. The External Auditor had consequently recommended that steps should be 
taken to improve the quality of imprest accounts, for example by visiting country offices more frequently to 
assess training needs, although it was appreciated that there might be time and money constraints. 

Paragraphs 3.8 to 3.13 dealt in detail with cash at bank and in hand. The audit had found that no bank 
reconciliations - i.e matching of transactions in a bank account with corresponding entries in WHO's books -
had been carried out on the Regional Office's main payments account for 1994，up to the time of the audit 
in November 1994. Altogether, sums amounting to US$ 8 million had been involved. The reconciliation 
prepared for December 1993 had been unsatisfactory on account of the large number of unverified and 
unmatched items, and it had been impossible to corroborate the balances making up the reconciliation. Work 
undertaken by the Regional Office during the audit visit to match those entries had not been completed by 
the end of the audit. It had therefore been recommended that the Regional Office should keep all bank 
reconciliation work up to date, as required by the Manual. Time could be the enemy of good financial 
control. It was gratifying to note the improvements reported by the Secretariat. The External Auditor had 
also recommended that surprise cash counts should be carried out from time to time, noting that the Regional 
Office held large amounts of cash and travellers' cheques. 

Under the heading "Accounts Receivable", covered in paragraphs 3.14 to 3.18 of the report, he said that 
the largest category of money due to the Regional Office concerned advances made to individual staff 
members for education grants, travel costs, salary and other purposes. It was important for the relevant 
documentation, such as authenticated travel claims, to be provided as soon as possible. Those personal 
accounts included large numbers of long outstanding items, some going back to the 1990-1991 biennium. 
It had therefore been encouraging to note that the total amount owed to WHO under that heading had been 
reduced by US$ 0.5 million following a review carried out by a WHO consultant - an encouraging trend in 



view of the importance of the time factor in recovering debts. It had therefore been recommended that 
personal and other account balances due to WHO should be regularly reviewed and systematically followed 
up. 

Unliquidated obligations arose when WHO had entered into a financial commitment but where the 
money had yet to be paid: the audit teams test of large-value unliquidated obligations had revealed some 
errors in the recording of those obligations. It had been recommended that all such obligations should be 
reviewed monthly, as required by the Manual. 

With regard to procurement and contracting (paragraphs 3.21 to 3.24)，the basic principle was that all 
purchases from third parties should be made in competition. It had been gratifying to note that a number of 
firms had been asked to bid for the upgrading of the Regional Office's telecommunications system, although 
only one tender had resulted. The auditors had been informed that there had not been enough time to seek 
further bids. The contract for the radio link part of the project had been placed three months before the 
Contracts Review Committee had considered the matter. Although unforeseen events might preclude that 
stage in the procedure, as had reportedly been the case in that instance, the External Auditor had 
recommended approval by the Contracts Review Committee in future, noting that that was required by the 
Manual for all purchases over US$ 70 000. 

With regard to staffing matters, covered by paragraphs 3.25 to 3.34, the audit had revealed that two 
apparently unsuitable appointments had been made, some children's education grants had not been properly 
supported by evidence, and rents charged to staff were out of date and in two cases had not been deducted 
at all. It had therefore been recommended that the prescribed procedures should be complied with, that 
claims should be properly evidenced and that housing guidelines and rents should be reviewed. 

Regarding physical assets (paragraphs 3.35 to 3.40), details should be recorded in inventories. A variety 
of records had been found at the Regional Office, but key inventories had not been sufficiently detailed to 
enable each item to be identified. The Regional Office also kept inventory records for items held by country 
offices, which were required to confirm the accuracy of those records periodically. At the time of the audit 
visit in November 1994，30% of the inventory cards sent out in April and May 1994 to check the position 
at 31 December 1993 had not been returned. Although the return rate was now reported to have reached 
81%, it had been recommended that firmer action should be taken to expedite the response. 

There had been some critical comments in the report, and he had been very glad to note the 
improvements brought about by the Regional Office in a number of areas, some of which had been referred 
to in the report by the Director-General (document A48/39). At the same time, the External Auditor did not 
accept that the Director-General's report effectively refuted the External Audit findings, and the External 
Auditor stood by the contents of his own report. The scope limitation which the External Auditor had applied 
to his opinion on WHO's financial statements for 1992-1993，was justified by the backlog which had arisen 
on imprest accounting and on bank reconciliations, coupled with the shortcomings in financial control in areas 
such as accounts receivable. If the External Auditor had been able to do the work a year earlier, he would 
undoubtedly have asked for a number of changes to be made to the draft accounts; and only if they had been 
incorporated could he have been in a position to provide an unqualified opinion. That, however, was 
conjecture, and the situation could not be recreated. Among the points made in the report by the Director-
General on the External Auditor's report which he could not accept were the comments that the External 
Auditor lacked knowledge of WHO's policies and procedures, notably the provisions of the Manual; that he 
had failed to take account of the views and representations expressed in the Regional Office; and that he had 
focused only on transactions of known dubiety. For those reasons, he stood by what had been stated in the 
report. 

Dr SAMBA (Regional Director for Africa) said that he had been extremely annoyed on initial perusal 
of the External Auditor's report on the Regional Office for Africa for 1992-1993，a few weeks after taking 
over the Regional Office. It was standard practice to conduct an audit before transferring any office to a new 
incumbent. After discussing the matter with the external auditors and staff at headquarters, however, he was 
satisfied that the report could not have been sent earlier and that there had been no intention of discrediting 
anyone or of engaging in "Africa-bashing". 



Regarding the substance of the audit, he was happy to announce that it was clear from the report and 
from discussions he had had with the external audit staff and at headquarters that there was no fraud. 
Regarding the backlog on claims, imprest accounts, bank reconciliations, etc.，steps had been taken to reduce 
them, a process which he had accelerated after taking office on 3 February 1995，with the result that the 
backlog had now been absorbed. It was true that large amounts of cash were kept at the Regional Office, 
the reason being that there was no functioning bank in Brazzaville. All staff salaries, including his own, were 
paid in cash, a procedure that was of course most inconvenient, as well as being time-consuming for finance 
staff, but was common in some countries in Africa. 

He paid special tribute to the staff in the Regional Office, who had to cope with conditions whose 
difficulty was not sufficiently reported to the outside world, including physical abduction and resulting shock 
(from which some had not yet fully recovered). Some had had to come to work by boat through rapids due 
to blocked roads. It was little wonder that some of them had not been functioning as they should normally 
have done. They deserved a public tribute because, despite everything, the Regional Office never stopped 
functioning. 

In order to reduce the backlog, computers would be installed in a few weeks' time, and he had taken 
steps to improve the quality of staff so as better to cope with the workload and delays. In other parts of the 
world, documents were normally posted monthly and one worried if they were not received within 2 or 3 
weeks. In Africa, receipt within 2 or 3 months was a good achievement. Thus backlog in time was relative 
to the situation. 

However, the Regional Office would be installing E-mail, and had repeatedly requested headquarters, 
including Mr Aitken, for E-mail to be installed in Brazzaville. He had personally requested and expected the 
approval of the Government for the installation of E-mail to facilitate the transfer of documentation. An 
internal audit mechanism had also been established in accordance with the External Auditor's recommendation 
so that both country offices and headquarters would be audited regularly. He had already used this 
mechanism successfully in the Onchocerciasis Control Programme in West Africa. Payments for overtime 
had been stopped definitively, and replaced by compensatory time off where necessary. Rents for houses in 
the campus had been increased in line with the recommendations of the External Auditor. Furthermore, a 
mechanism had been introduced to ensure that procurements, contracts and recruitment were strictly in 
accordance with the rules, and advances would be reduced, again in strict accordance with the rules. 
Countries had been asked to collaborate with the Regional Office for Africa so that scholarships were handled 
in accordance with agreed resolutions. 

In spite of the initial embarrassment, he could promise the Health Assembly that from now on 
everything possible would be done by the Regional Office for Africa to ensure that future audits would not 
give rise to the acrimony that the present one had done. 

Mr AITKEN (Assistant Director-General) said that the Secretariat did not consider the External 
Auditor's report as indicative of the normal situation in the Regional Office for Africa, because of the civil 
unrest which had taken place in the area. It felt that that question should be part of the internal 
communication mechanism between the Secretariat and the External Auditor, namely, the management letter. 
However, that view was not shared and although he understood why, it remained the view of the Secretariat. 

The Secretariat did have differences on points of the report, and felt that any discussion might lead to 
the risk of negotiating over the report, which would be inadvisable. 

Turning to more positive matters, he stressed that the Secretariat would continue to make all facilities 
available to the External Auditor to conduct his audit work, and invited Mr Higgins to alert the Director-
General or himself to any difficulties encountered in future. He did not expect any similar problems in the 
conduct of the normal biennial audit of the accounts, and said that the audit of the Regional Office for Africa 
was a special case. The Secretariat was fully committed, as Dr Samba had already indicated, to the highest 
standards in WHO，s financial and accounting affairs. 

Mr UHDE (Comptroller and Director, Division of Budget and Finance) informed the Committee that 
his Division had, in line with the need for transparency and the suggestions of past Health Assemblies, given 
written comments on the External Auditor's report in the form of document A48/39，as well as in document 



BFI/95.1 in English and French. Those comments covered all of Mr Higgins，points; however, he wished 
to make some additional remarks which might assist the review of the agenda item. 

Paragraph 9 of the Appendix to the Financial Regulations obliged the External Auditor to afford the 
Director-General an adequate opportunity of explanation on any matter which was the subject of criticism 
in the report. However, the Organization was not obliged to hold discussions with the External Auditor or 
correct his report, although that had been the practice in the past and his Division had supported and followed 
that practice since WHO'S inception. In the case of the audit of the Regional Office for Africa, it could not 
follow it for reasons to be explained hereafter. 

He stressed that WHO had violated no rule or regulation by not having detailed discussions with the 
External Auditor, although contacts were made by the Secretariat with the External Auditor as described in 
paragraph 3(i) of document A48/39. It was, in fact, the External Auditor himself who had declined to listen 
appropriately to the staff of the Regional Office for Africa. 

He reminded the Committee that senior officials in the Division of Budget and Finance had extensive 
accounting and auditing experience with a combined total of 45 years of professional and living experience 
in Brazzaville, Congo. Thus they understood the African Region. The Division would never complain of 
any overauditing，but would vigorously challenge any poor auditing procedures and incorrect audit findings, 
as in the case of the African Region. 

In the Regional Office for Africa, the books of account had been properly maintained and balanced, 
submissions of financial data to headquarters had been timely, and no fraud had been found as a result of the 
External Audit, nor was there any negligent loss of assets. However, paragraphs 1.7 and 2.15 of the External 
Auditor's report painted a rather pathetic picture of the African Region to which his Division could not agree. 
Of the 64 recommendations made since 1988 by the External Auditor, 56 had been either accepted, 
implemented or considered, and only eight had never been implemented. That showed that the 
recommendations were appreciated and implemented when relevant for WHO. 

He pointed out that his Division had had difficulties with many of the 66 paragraphs of the External 
Auditor's report, of which some contained significant errors in figures. In his Division's opinion, the report 
would have been more accurate if the field work had been carried out properly in Brazzaville, and the 
Regional Office staff consulted and listened to by the External Auditor. 

Referring to document A48/39，he drew attention to the Director-General's basic comments in 
paragraphs 1，2 and 3. He pointed out that, when the chain of trust and cooperation between both parties to 
an audit was broken, then it could no longer serve its purpose. In the case of the Regional Office for Africa, 
the chain had been broken by the External Auditor in Brazzaville in November, 1994，as evidenced by the 
fact that on 4 November a member of the external audit team had asked the Regional finance officer directly 
if the accounts and obligations had been manipulated to show higher performance than was actually the case. 
The Regional Office had protested against that remark, and while another member of the audit team had 
apologized for it, the damage had been done and the attitude of the External Auditor to the audit had been 
fixed from then on. 

Dr Monekosso had written a letter to the External Auditor in December 1994 (reproduced in the Annex 
of document BFI/95.1) stating that the External Auditor had not given due respect to the WHO Manual, and 
that the Regional Office staff had ended up defending it. Language difficulties had been experienced, and 
there had been a feeling that Regional Office was being probed rather than audited, in order to support a 
predetermined conclusion. Dr Monekosso had not been given an opportunity to comment on a written draft 
report, despite a promise to that effect by the External Auditor; the Director-General had therefore been 
deprived of the chance to benefit from a critical review by Dr Monekosso. 

A senior finance officer in the Regional Office had written that "in future there was no need for 
discussions during the audit and exit meetings since explanations were not taken into account, no matter how 
valid they were. Two of the auditors had had no working knowledge of French and all had had difficulty 
understanding AFRO'S accounting system." 

Two Directors of the Regional Office for Africa had felt that the External Auditor had come with 
preconceived ideas and objectives, that the auditors were not familiar with the working procedures of WHO, 
that there were real communication problems, and that the attitude of some auditors had hurt the feelings of 
some of the Regional Office administrative staff. Consequently the Regional Office had not been able on 



that occasion to look to the External Auditor for help in making improvements, as had been the case in the 
past. 

He pointed out that the WHO consultant whose work had been quoted by the External Auditor in 
paragraphs 1.2, 1.4, 1.6 and 3.15 of document A48/25, was a retired WHO staff member who had said that 
he had been directly involved in answering the External Auditor's questions and had attended meetings with 
the External Auditor's team. He had also expressed surprise at how and why his in-house notes had been 
used by the External Auditor totally out of their original context. He had further said that the auditors had 
not heeded the explanations given by the Regional Office staff including himself. 

He stressed that the staff of the African Regional Office had been eager and willing to provide answers 
to the auditors, but they had not been seriously listened to or consulted. Consequently the Secretariat, located 
thousands of miles away, had not been in a practical position to discuss the external audit draft report after 
the basic breakdown in Brazzaville. 

In document A48/39, paragraph 3，subsections (i), (ii)，(iii) and (iv) were self-explanatory, but in 
subsection 3(iii) it had been noted that the usual practice of issuing a management letter (a letter addressed 
to the Regional Director) had not been followed. 

In summary, discussions at headquarters had not been deemed useful, due to the External Auditor's 
failure to listen to or consult appropriately with the Regional Office staff, refusal to change the substance of 
his report even if there had been a meeting (see paragraph 3(ii) of document A48/39) and finally his decision 
not to issue the usual management letter, as was done for other regional offices. 

He reminded the Committee that document BFI/95.1 gave an in-depth response to document A48/25, 
including a summary of 14 major observations and comments on each paragraph of the External Auditor's 
report, which hopefully would help to clarify the Secretariat's position. His Division appreciated the work 
of both the External Auditor and the internal auditors and looked forward to a continued good working 
relationship with them. 

Dr PRETORIUS (South Africa) pointed out that, since WHO was the trustee of money given worldwide 
for improving the health of all people, every cent not used appropriately denied a child the opportunity to 
be vaccinated or treated. Such "emotional" money therefore necessitated unemotional financial administration. 
In addition, the media reaction to any possible mismanagement of public funds in an organization such as 
WHO did not advance the Organization's goals; on the contrary it negatively affected the potential for 
external donor funding. The withdrawal by the present External Auditor of his candidature for the next 
financial biennium underlined the seriousness of the problem. However, judging from the External Auditor's 
report, there did not appear to be any serious shortcomings in the existing WHO rules and regulations. The 
key problems identified by the External Auditor had been insufficient capacity and unacceptable attitudes in 
implementing the rules and regulations. There was now a new Regional Director for Africa at the helm, who 
would need all the support possible. 

In view of the foregoing, his delegation called on the entire Organization, its Member States, governing 
bodies and Secretariat to recommit themselves to sound financial practices, and to the strengthening of 
technical support to the regions and country offices to ensure proper financial management. 

Mr MUTISO (Kenya) after reminding the Committee that, during the Forty-seventh World Health 
Assembly, his delegation had expressed dissatisfaction at the inability of the External Auditor to visit the 
Regional Office and carry out the audit, said that the reasons given then by the External Auditor had been 
far from satisfactory. Today the report just presented painted a bleak picture of the Regional Office for 
Africa and did not recognize the good work done by the Staff, something that might have serious implications 
for the Regional Office. The External Auditor had no doubt been intent on criticizing the work of the 
Regional Office staff, but with the election of a new External Auditor, it was to be hoped that that would 
change. 

His delegation had noted the communications problems in Brazzaville which rendered access to the 
Regional Office difficult. Kenya would be happy to host the Regional Office in Nairobi. He commended 
the work of the internal auditor and the staff of the Regional Office for Africa. 



Professor AGBOTON (Benin) said that his delegation was particularly concerned with the fact that the 
Regional Office for Africa had for some years been under the scrutiny of the financial officials. Strangely 
enough, it was only that Regional Office that was in that unenviable position. Intellectual honesty dictated 
that they should listen attentively to the explanations of the Regional Director, as it was clear that the 
situation in Africa and especially in Brazzaville had been extremely difficult during the past few years. 

Nevertheless, that situation appeared capable of improvement, particularly in view of the progress 
already made and the commitments of the Regional Director. However, one question still remained 
unanswered and should now be asked: Why was it that the Committee was now faced by an External Auditor 
who did not understand fully the Financial Regulations of WHO in the context of external audits? Did those 
Regulations differ from one region to another? The socioeconomic situation of the world in general and 
Africa in particular required that all those involved in decision making in WHO, at both regional and 
headquarters levels, made every possible effort to ensure the healthy and transparent management of the 
Organization. That was extremely important for the African countries as the crucial issue was the state of 
health of the African peoples. 

Dr SHRESTHA (Nepal), referring to the External Auditor's report on the Regional Office for Africa 
(document A48/25), said that it was neither factual nor fair nor in accordance with recognized audit standards. 
It was neither concise nor clear, and was confusing as compared with earlier reports. It ignored the 
representations made by the staff in Brazzaville, although it might have been expected that the External 
Auditor would at least have taken their advice into account. However, they had been completely ignored and 
had not even been referred to in the report. 

In his view the audit had been more like a probe, and information had been sought in order to support 
a predetermined conclusion. The report showed that the External Auditor had relied extensively on the notes 
of the WHO consultant who had visited the Regional Office in 1994 for operational work, not for audit 
purposes. The External Auditor had also quoted from the report on the internal audit, but at the same time 
had not reviewed audit working papers. In 1994 the audit of the Regional Office had not been severely 
disrupted, and the External Auditor should have gone to Brazzaville in 1993 or immediately after mid-May 
1994. The internal auditor had visited the Regional Office three times in a period of 12 months while the 
External Auditor had visited it only once. He congratulated the Director-General on the dynamic internal 
audit staff at headquarters, whose work had been heavily used by the External Auditor. 

The External Auditor had failed to appreciate the seriousness of the unrest in the Brazzaville area. In 
fact, despite very difficult circumstances and staff shortages, internal controls had never broken down during 
those difficult times, and the health programme had been kept going throughout, often on the basis of 
emergency decisions. Now the External Auditor had criticized the Regional Office while he himself had been 
unnecessarily afraid to go to Brazzaville for well over a year. 

Many of the findings of the External Auditor were incorrect, and he had shown a lack of understanding 
of established WHO budget and finance procedures. There were inaccuracies in the report, and too much 
emphasis had been placed on minor administrative issues; there had also been undue use of the work of 
others. 

Under those circumstances, his delegation totally disagreed with the External Auditor's report on the 
Regional Office for Africa. 

Mr VAIMILI (Samoa) pointed out that, in the Western Pacific Region, the Regional Director had given 
strict instructions that every cent spent should be accounted for, and that this instruction had been obeyed. 
At the end of the twentieth century the most modern methods of control were available, but he did not wish 
to condemn any party at the present stage. It was better to look forward, not back, and in the spirit of equity 
and solidarity a destructive fight between two parties should be avoided in the interests of all. 

Mr ORR (Canada) said that his delegation found the report of the External Auditor an unexciting 
document that failed to reflect the extremely difficult circumstances in which the Regional Office for Africa 
had been compelled to operate. An appropriate response on the part of the Secretariat would have been to 
state that it recognized the problem and was endeavouring to solve it, but communications between the 



External Auditor and the Secretariat seemed to have broken down, particularly at headquarters. Moreover, 
there seemed to be some difference of opinion within the Secretariat itself. While Mr Aitken had said that 
he expected no further problems with the external audit, Mr Uhde had given the impression that there were 
serious problems throughout the system. It was clearly in the spirit of the Organization's Financial 
Regulations for the Director-General to respond to any concerns expressed by the External Auditor in order 
to avoid a situation in which two separate reports were submitted to the Health Assembly. His delegation 
was encouraged, on the other hand, by the approach that had been adopted by the new Regional Director for 
Africa. He suggested that some form of resolution or statement might be issued at the close of the discussion 
in which the External Auditor and the Secretariat were encouraged to maintain an open and free-flowing 
dialogue for the benefit of Member States. 

Mr BOYER (United States of America) said that Member States depended on the External Auditor for 
information on the Organization's accounts and an understanding of the issues involved. The Secretariat 
therefore had a duty to listen and respond to his comments. The breakdown in communication reflected in 
the submission of separate documents to the Health Assembly and the continued bickering in public at the 
current meeting did not reflect well on the Organization. However, he commended the attitude of the new 
Regional Director, who was clearly determined to rise above existing differences, to maintain cooperative 
relations with the External Auditor and to improve the financial situation of the Regional Office for Africa. 

Dr CHATORA (Zimbabwe) said that his delegation understood from the report of the External Auditor 
(document A48/25) and from the Secretariat's comments in document BFI/95.1 and at the current meeting 
that there had been inadequate consultations between the two parties. For example, the Secretariat's response 
to the External Auditor's reference to over reliance on education grants was to claim that its comments had 
been ignored. 

The civil unrest that had impeded the functioning of the Regional Office for Africa and the difficulties 
that Member States had encountered in communicating with the Office were issues of serious concern. The 
civil unrest had abated but if the communication problems persisted the location of the Regional Office might 
have to be reconsidered. 

Dr METTERS (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that his delegation believed 
that the recommendations contained in the report of the External Auditor deserved to be considered and acted 
upon in the interest of Member States. It failed to understand why the Secretariat had chosen to ignore its 
obligation to cooperate with the External Auditor, adopting the somewhat negative approach reflected in 
document A48/39. It was also concerned by the criticisms of the External Auditor made by Mr Uhde, which 
seemed to be at variance with the more constructive remarks made by Mr Aitken, who had affirmed that 
cooperation with the External Auditor would be maintained in the future. 

His delegation was also greatly reassured by the progress reported by the new Regional Director. 
Nobody who listened to his description of the hardships suffered by the Regional Office during the civil strife 
could fail to be impressed by the dedication of its staff, who had kept the Office functioning at considerable 
personal risk. 

Dr WETZ (Germany), referring to the Director-General's summary of comments on the External 
Auditor's recommendations (document A48/39), said that he had been surprised to find a series of references 
to the Organization's Manual instead of an account of proposed action to remedy any shortcomings. He 
hoped that the detailed response referred to in paragraph 8 of document A48/39, which in his view should 
have been issued as an official document, would contain the missing information. 

He deplored the lack of cooperation between the Secretariat and the External Auditor, as shown by the 
two contradictory reports submitted to the Health Assembly and the conflicting statements made by Mr Aitken 
and Mr Uhde. He understood from paragraph 3 of document A48/39 that the Secretariat had not even 
attempted to engage in a discussion with the External Auditor on his report. That kind of procedure was not 
acceptable to Member States, who relied on the administration to make the best possible use of their financial 
contributions. If the existing system of checks and balances broke down, the financial credibility of the 



Organization would be jeopardized. He therefore urged the Director-General to return to the former practice 
of close cooperation with the External Auditor. 

Mr MUYLLE (Belgium) thanked the External Auditor and his assistants for their valuable services over 
the years to the Organization and its Member States. His delegation deeply regretted the External Auditor's 
decision to withdraw his bid for reappointment. Member States, who paid very large financial contributions 
each year, had every right to be kept informed of the Organization's financial situation. The Secretariat was 
therefore duty bound to cooperate fully with the External Auditor and was indirectly depriving Member States 
of their right to information by making his life so difficult that he had to withdraw his services. His country 
deeply regretted such an unacceptable turn of events and hoped that the new External Auditor would be 
offered full support and cooperation. 

Mr YAMBAO (Philippines), referring to paragraphs 1.5, 1.6 and 1.7 of the report of the External 
Auditor on the Regional Office for Africa concerning the objectives of the audit, the audit approach and the 
overall results, said that his delegation was as yet unsure of the exact opinion expressed by the External 
Auditor. How did the result of the audit affect the qualified opinion previously expressed on the consolidated 
statements for 1992-1993? 

His delegation agreed with previous speakers on the need for closer dialogue between the Secretariat 
and the External Auditor. The lack of such a cooperative relationship could defeat the purpose of the external 
audit, which was to contribute to the efficiency with which the Organization pursued and accomplished its 
mission. 

Mr GONZALEZ DE LINARES (Spain) said that it was particularly unfortunate that the region whose 
external audit had given rise to such problems, dissension and misunderstandings was the one whose needs 
were greatest and whose health problems were most pressing. It was time to turn over a new leaf. A new 
External Auditor would shortly be elected. His delegation had been very favourably impressed by the 
statement of the new Regional Director for Africa, and Mr Aitken had given a firm undertaking that the 
Secretariat would work to ensure maximum efficiency and transparency in the management of financial 
resources. He trusted that the new era would be one of dialogue and cooperation, so that the prestige and 
general health of the Organization would be maintained. 

Mr HIGGINS (representative of the External Auditor), replying to the debate, said that the restricted 
opinion delivered in 1994 had not been an adverse one but had been occasioned by the inability of the 
External Auditor to travel to the Regional Office at the time. He was very heartened by the statement of the 
new Regional Director. The fact that there were now said to be no backlogs of work at the Regional Office 
augured well for the future, and he congratulated the staff of the Office on its achievements under such 
difficult circumstances. 

The External Auditor's perspective on the Organization was unique inasmuch as he was an outsider 
with an insider's view of its financial operations. The best way to use his services was to adopt a 
constructive approach to his recommendations. Mr Aitken had said that all facilities would be provided for 
the 1994-1995 audit, and he could rest assured that the External Auditor and his team would do their utmost 
to promote a constructive dialogue until the 1994-1995 audit was completed. 

He regretted the negative attitude adopted by Mr Uhde. At the end of the audit in the Regional Office 
for Africa, an intensive four-hour consultation had been held with the staff, the results of which had been 
reflected in the report. The field work had been carried out to the best professional standards. The basic 
approach had been that of random sampling, using monetary unit samples under which every transaction had 
an equal chance of being selected for audit. All the supporting evidence was available for consultation. 

It had been suggested that the Regional Office for Africa had been made to feel somewhat 
uncomfortable, having been given the impression that they were being probed rather than audited. He would 
hope that his staff were probing and they ought to get to the root of the matter that they were investigating, 
but he would not wish them to be gratuitously offensive or aggressive, and he was quite confident that they 
had not been. By the time that the report had been prepared, Dr Monekosso had completed his term of office 



as Regional Director but had been fully informed on what the contents of the report would be. By the time 
that the draft report was ready in February 1995, Dr Samba had succeeded him. 

He resented the accusation that his staff had gone to Africa with preconceived ideas of what they would 
find there; in fact they had gone there with open minds. He appreciated the comment made by the delegate 
of South Africa, who had suggested that the Health Assembly should recommit itself to the principle of sound 
financial management; and that was an approach that could certainly be endorsed by everyone. 

He regarded as extraordinary the suggestion that the External Auditor had seemed unaware of the 
Organization's Financial Regulations on the external audit. Those Regulations and specifically Regulation 9 
of the Appendix to the Financial Regulations, required the External Auditor to give the Director-General the 
opportunity to see what was to be said in the auditor's report. As others had observed, the implication was 
that, not only should the External Auditor himself deliver a draft to the Director-General but that at various 
times leading up to that point there should also be consultations at the staff or working level. It was at that 
juncture that the consultation process had broken down. 

The delegate of Canada had expressed the hope that the audit for 1994-1995 would be completed 
without problems. He could give an undertaking that the External Auditor would be as open as usual in 
dealing with the Secretariat snd others in completing that report. There was no desire to spring surprises on 
the Secretariat or the Health Assembly by presenting them with a report that they had not seen or a problem 
that could have been more easily dealt with at an earlier stage. 

The delegate of the Philippines had asked what impact the audit had had on the biennial accounts for 
1992-1993. If the audit had been undertaken in 1993 the External Auditor would have been asking the 
Secretariat to amend the accounts in a number of ways, and if that had been done and the outcome of the 
audit was otherwise satisfactory there could have been an unqualified opinion at that time. 

Turning to the question of the appointment of a successor, he said that the External Auditor was in a 
very privileged position, being an outsider who was on the inside, the Member States' eyes and ears through 
which they were given an indication of what was going on in the management of the Organization by 
someone who was independent of it. He trusted that whichever organization succeeded the National Audit 
Office would enjoy an unimpeded cooperation with the Secretariat in the future. For the rest of their term 
of office, he and his staff would do all they could to maintain that productive dialogue. 

Dr SAMBA (Regional Director for Africa) thanked those speakers who had commended the attitude 
that he had adopted during what had been a very unpleasant episode. The audit for 1992-1993 had reported 
no case of fraud, and he emphasized that, in 14 of years handling millions of dollars in the Onchocerciasis 
Control Programme in West Africa, he had never once received a negative audit report. On many occasions 
the auditors had not regarded it as necessary to attend meetings where the audit report on that Programme 
was discussed and the budget approved. He realized that the Regional Office for Africa was a more 
complicated operation than the Onchocerciasis Programme, but he would do everything he could to prevent 
the recurrence of such an episode. He regarded the External Auditor not as an enemy but as someone whose 
job it was to help the Regional Office for Africa to do its job better. It was his intention to continue to 
implement the recommendations of the External Auditor immediately. 

If any region needed WHO and donor support it was Africa, which contained the majority of the least 
developed countries and the biggest of the world's health problems. It needed that international support to 
continue, and he assured Member States that their money was safe and that the Regional Office would 
endeavour to solve any problems that remained as soon as possible. 

Mr AITKEN (Assistant Director-General) said that there had clearly been strong differences of view 
between the staff of the Budget and Finance Division and some staff of the Regional Office for Africa at the 
time and the External Auditor, but the need now was to move forward by ensuring the closest cooperation 
between the Secretariat and the External Auditor. He did not envisage any problems for the 1994-1995 
biennium or for the new External Auditor whoever he or she might be. 

The CHAIRMAN said that if there were no objections he would take it that the Committee wished to 
note the report of the External Auditor on the Regional Office for Africa, and the comments made by the 



Director-General, and to encourage close collaboration and dialogue between the External Auditor and the 
Secretariat. 

It was so decided. 

Report on the implementation of the recommendations of the External Auditor: Item 23.2 of the 
Agenda (Document A48/26) 

Dr KUMATE (representative of the Executive Board) said that the Director-General's report on the 
progress made in implementing the recommendations of the External Auditor, contained in his report to the 
Forty-seventh World Health Assembly, had been reviewed by the Executive Board at its ninety-fifth session 
in January 1995. The Board had considered and noted the Director-General ' s report, as mentioned in 
paragraph 2 of document A48/26. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, if there were no objections, he would take it that the Committee wished 
to take note of the action taken to implement the recommendations of the External Auditor concerning the 
financial report for 1992-1993. 

It was so decided. 

2. APPOINTMENT OF THE EXTERNAL AUDITOR: Item 24 of the Agenda (Documents A48/27 
and Corrs.l and 2，and Add.l) 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the fact that document A48/27 had a number of annexes containing 
proposals from the candidates for the position of External Auditor. It was the first occasion on which WHO 
had invited nominations in accordance with the practice recently established in a number of other 
organizations of the United Nations system. 

Mr ORTENDAHL (Sweden) said that external auditing of high quality, unquestioned independence and 
total candour in its communications with WHO was now of very great importance to the Organization. Both 
Member States and the Secretariat must give external auditing their wholehearted support. The Swedish 
National Audit Office could assist the Organization by serving as External Auditor, and its professionalism 
and independence would be an asset of great value. There were, however, other candidates with such 
qualities, and Swedish auditors had performed the task in the past. To assist in the rapid achievement of a 
consensus, therefore, the Swedish National Audit Office was withdrawing its candidacy for the position of 
External Auditor. 

The CHAIRMAN said that following the withdrawal of the candidacy of the Swedish National Audit 
Office, there remained four candidates for the appointment of External Auditor, namely, the Australian 
National Audit Office, the Commission on Audit of the Republic of the Philippines, the Auditor-General of 
the Republic of South Africa, and the Auditor to the Mutual Aid Association of State Civil Servants of Spain. 
He invited the remaining candidates to make brief presentations in alphabetical order of their countries. 

Mrs WENSLEY (Australia) said that the accounting and auditing skills of the Australian National Audit 
Office were among the best in the world, and through its involvement with the International Organization of 
Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI) it was highly respected in the international audit community. It was 
a recognized leader in the development of modern audit methodologies and practices, and the use of 
technology. It had developed and refined its approach to financial statements and value-for-money auditing, 
and its client service philosophy involved talking to all levels of management within an organization. It was 
committed to understanding its client, and the sincerity of that commitment was demonstrated by its visits 
to WHO headquarters and regional offices during and since the preparation and submission of its proposal. 



It had had discussions with the Director-General, senior finance staff, programme managers and all regional 
directors. 

The Australian National Audit Office would add value to WHO. It ensured that all its commitments 
were met, potential problems anticipated and surprises avoided. It provided senior management with insights 
into the condition of their organization and suggestions for improvement; it also obtained a regular assessment 
of its own performance from senior management. Like WHO, it operated in many and varied locations and 
was required to deliver the best possible results in an environment of change and scarce resources. It was 
a multicultural employer, and was accustomed to exercising the necessary flexibility to assist rather than 
hinder management and staff. It had a history of open, honest and objective analysis which was valued by 
its clients. It offered WHO a fresh, modern approach consistent with the best international practice at the 
most competitive price, with the assurance that it would work together with management to improve the 
Organization. It had been the first to submit a bid, and its cost was the lowest. Its risk-based auditing 
approach was a modern one which provided sufficient, balanced coverage most efficiently, enabling it to form 
an audit opinion without giving rise to additional or unnecessary work that would result in increased costs 
for the body being audited. 

Mr GANGAN (Philippines) said that the Philippine Commission on Audit would conduct a value-for-
money audit in accordance with the provisions of WHO's Financial Regulations concerning External Auditors. 
The Commission would devote 85% of its time to the audit of the Organization's financial statements and 
15% to value-for-money audits in which its operations would be reviewed from the point of view of cost-
effectiveness, efficiency and economy. The Commission's estimated cost was the lowest and was based on 
the estimated maximum time needed to complete the audit; if less time was taken,the cost to WHO would 
be reduced. 

The Commission would employ highly trained, competent and experienced auditors，who had had 
substantial experience in the audit of international organizations; the Commission had served for nine years 
as a member of the United Nations Board of Audit. Its staff also had considerable experience in the use of 
computerized systems. 

The audit programme provided for visits to WHO regional offices wherever necessary. A Director of 
Audit would be assigned to headquarters to be available for consultations and dialogue. The Commission 
would strictly observe the reporting protocols specified in the WHO Financial Regulations. 

The Commission was an independent body and could therefore act professionally with independence, 
objectivity, fairness and impartiality. Its staff were fully aware of the shared problems, needs and aspirations 
of the peoples of developing countries, and hoped to be able to contribute to the success of the Organization 
if awarded the mandate. 

Mr KLUEVER (South Africa) said that an independent, external audit was essential to ensure 
accountability and facilitate proper management of WHO's resources. Extensive discussions at the present 
and prior Health Assemblies had highlighted the budgetary constraints under which WHO would have to 
operate and the need for budgetary reforms and greater openness and transparency. 

The Office of the Auditor-General of South Africa could play a major role in strengthening the reform 
process. Although located in a developing country it had world-class capabilities; the Office had been a part 
of the process of dramatic change in South Africa, setting an example for the world. 

The Office had gained its knowledge of WHO from a study of the literature, and from visits to Geneva, 
Lyon and Brazzaville, enabling it to form a sound basis for its proposals. If awarded a contract, he was 
confident that its contribution would be of great importance to many countries around the world. 

The Office would maintain a permanent presence in Geneva and would keep the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the audit process continually under review. Its record of independence was an example to many, 
and it was able to provide a highly professional service at a competitive cost. Professionalism, independence, 
impartiality, technical competence and the ability to report in plain language without fear or favour were the 
essential characteristics that the External Auditor of WHO needed to possess, as explicitly laid down in the 
Financial Regulations. 



There was a need to strengthen the involvement of Member States in the financial oversight of the 
Organization to facilitate timely communication and corrective action at an appropriate level. South Africa 
would consult all relevant players to examine how best such involvement can be achieved in practice. 

Mr ADAN, speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that he had trained as an economist. He 
now sought to use his auditing skills to increase the prestige of WHO and to ensure that its funds were used 
effectively. 

He was a State finance inspector in Spain. Auditing was not a purely theoretical procedure; it was in 
its practical aspects that it found its truest expression, and it was in those aspects that he had specialized, 
having worked in the Spanish administration since 1963. He had had experience of all aspects of auditing, 
as financial comptroller in the legal aspects, and as internal and external auditor working in all relevant areas, 
including economic aspects, efficiency and effectiveness, both in operative auditing and computerized 
auditing. He had held many posts in international organizations including those of chairman of the Court of 
Audit of the European Space Agency, internal auditor of EUROCONTROL, and auditor of the Spanish 
Presidency for the Schengen Agreement. 

As well as the technical programme that his team had drawn up, he would encourage all Member States 
to send all matters of concern to them to the internal auditor so that they could be included in the auditing 
programme. A report would then be sent to the Member State in question. If the matter was of major 
importance it could be included in the final auditor's report. The weak points revealed in previous audits 
would thus be the starting point. Logically, the most important part would be the overall examination of the 
budget, for which purpose the most modern auditing techniques and computer programmes would be used 
so as to reflect in much greater depth the state of the Organization's finances. The independence of the audit 
team should be clearly established, which would lead to good relationships with, and the respect of all 
delegations. Thus his appointment would increase WHO's prestige and take account of the concerns of 
Member States, while the most important parts of the budget would be examined by means of the most 
advanced computer techniques. 

Mr MANDANI (Qatar) asked whether, since all Member States had been invited to nominate a 
candidate for the position of External Auditor, it might be advisable for an ad hoc committee to examine the 
various proposals to assess competence and cost. 

Mrs MANYENENG (Botswana) said that her delegation supported the appointment of the Auditor-
General of the Republic of South Africa as External Auditor, enabling WHO to benefit from the experience 
and professionalism of the African continent. 

Mr SATA (Zambia) said that, although all four candidates were without question distinguished and 
competent, his delegation considered that there was a lack of equity in the distribution of posts. Although 
all the candidates were undoubtedly of high quality it was essential to avoid a monopoly. 

Mr MUTISO (Kenya) said that it was not clear whether the candidates were individuals or countries. 
Thus Australia's presentation had been made by that country's ambassador rather than the individual 
concerned. 

Mr VIGNES (Legal Counsel) said that Article 12.1 of the WHO Financial Regulations specified that, 
although the External Auditor was a personal appointment, he had to be the Auditor-General of a Member 
Government. 

Mrs WENSLEY (Australia) said that she had presented the bid on behalf of the Australian National 
Audit Office because the National Auditor had only recently been appointed and was unable to be present 
at the Health Assembly. In addition, her delegation had been advised by the Secretariat and the Legal 
Council that the presentation had to be made by a member of the delegation to the Health Assembly. 



Mr VAIMILI (Samoa) proposed that the discussion should be closed and a vote taken. 

Mr VIGNES (Legal Counsel) in reply to the delegate of Qatar said that it was laid down in the 
Financial Regulations that it was the Health Assembly which appointed the External Auditor. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention to the fact that in similar circumstances in 1993，at 
another specialized agency, namely UNESCO, the decision had been made by holding an election. Rules 80 
and 81 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly described the procedure to be followed in an 
election, which would necessarily be by secret ballot. 

Mr VIGNES (Legal Counsel) read out the relevant Rules of Procedure. In order to simplify matters, 
voting would be for the country which had proposed a candidate. 

Professor L. Agboton (Benin) and Professor Li Shichuo (China) were appointed tellers. 
A vote was taken by secret ballot. The result was as follows: 

As no candidate had obtained the required majority, it was decided that a second ballot would be held 

Members entitled to vote 
Members absent 
Votes cast 
South Africa 
Australia 
Philippines 
Spain 

159 
30 

129 
59 
35 
20 
15 

at 14:30, 

The meeting rose at 13:25. 


