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REPORT OF THE EXTERNAL AUDITOR OF THE WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION 

FOR THE FIRST YEAR OF THE FINANCIAL PERIOD 1980-1981 

GENERAL 

1. By virtue of the amendments to the Financial Regulations adopted by the World Health 

Assembly in Hay 1980 (WHA33.8), I am not required to report or express an opinion on the 

financial report and statements which the Director-General submits to the Assembly at the 

end of the first year of a biennial financial period. My audit is continuous, however, 

and matters may arise during the interim year, as they have in 1980, which it is 

appropriate to bring to the attention of the Assembly. 

GRANTS TO A SOUTH AMERICAN INSTITUTE 

2 . In 1980, WHO Internal Audit visited a South American university to review the financial 

and administrative controls applied to grants made by WHO under the Special Programmes 

for Research in Human Reproduction and for Research and Training in Tropical Diseases. 

The grants were made under service agreements with an institute of the university. 

Internal Audit found that in many respects these controls had not been operating 

satisfactorily and that there was prima facie evidence that part of the funds granted by 

WHO had been diverted for the personal use of one of the institute's officers• WHO has 

suspended further payments to the institute and is continuing its investigations. 

3 . As the controls on which this case throws some doubt apply to many other WHO grants 

involving substantial sums of money, I am watching developments and intend to return to 

this subject in my report on the final accounts for the biennium. 

AUDIT OF REGIONAL OFFICES 

4 . During 1980 members of my staff visited the European and South-East Asian Regional Offices 

in continuation of their programme of visits to the regional offices of WHO. As the 

years 1982 to 1991 have been declared by the United Nations to be the International 

Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation Decade, my staff paid particular attention to water-

related projects in the course of their audits. In many cases the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the projects had been adversely affected by the inability of the govern-

ments or third parties concerned to meet their commitments or otherwise to cooperate 

fully in their implementation. The following paragraphs provide examples of such cases 

with my comments upon them. 

APPOINTMENT OF PROJECT MANAGERS 

5 . The European Regional Office (EURO) of W H O , as executing agency for UNDP, has been 

assisting a Government since 1969 with the development of its national water supply 

systems. WHO agreed with the Government in July 1974 to carry out feasibility studies 

and to prepare plans to supply water to eight towns at an estimated cost to UNDP of 

approximately $ 1.1 million. In February 1976 WHO subcontracted the major part of this 

work, which was to be completed in 24 months, for a fixed fee of $ 815 000. 

6. The contractor subsequently complained to WHO of lack of cooperation by the national 

authorities and delay by them in the supply of essential data. He also attributed some 

of the difficulties to the absence for most of the contract period of a resident project 

manager, who had been withdrawn for economic reasons in January 1977 following a joint 

decision by UNDP and the Government• In the light of the contractor's representations 

WHO allowed a series of extensions to the subcontract, which was not completed until 1980 

at a total fee of $ 947 750. 

7. In reply to my enquiries, the Regional Director confirmed that there had been a lack of 

cooperation from some of the municipal authorities. In the light of the difficulties 

and shortcomings experienced on this project, he considered that henceforward EURO would 

have to consider the position seriously before dispensing with a full-time manager for a 

UNDP project which included a large-scale subcontract. 



8 « This case seems to me to underline the importance of close and expert liaison with the 

national authorities participating in development projects and to demonstrate the 

potential cost of dispensing with adequate project supervision. 

PROVISION OF COUNTERPART STAFF 

9 . UNDP approved a project in South-East Asia in 1974， with WHO as executing agency, to help 

a Government provide rural water supplies in one of its provinces. Preparatory field 

work took place from 1975 until December 1977 when UNDP approved a full-scale project at 

an estimated cost of about $ 1.3 million. 

10. The training of counterpart staff was a major objective of the project and the Government 

agreed to provide the necessary personnel w h o , when trained, would become responsible for 

planning, implementing and managing water supply projects in the province when UNDP/wHO 

assistance ended. From the beginning, h o w e v e r , suitable counterpart staff were difficult 

to obtain. This problem was drawn to the attention of the Government on various 

occasions during the life of the project, but was never satisfactorily resolved。 When 

the project came to an end in April 1980， the UNDP Resident Representative concluded that, 

although the project had been successful in other respects, the major training objective 

had been only half attained. 

11. In March 1980 U N D P , with WHO as executing agency, approved a similar water supply project 

for another province. The cost of this project to UNDP over the period 1980-83 is 

estimated to be $ 1.2 million. A WHO progress report indicates that the project has 

already experienced delays because counterpart staff have not been available. 

12• In reply to m y enquiries the Regional Director stated that, although the training 

objective of the first project had been partially achieved through the training of 

12 professional staff, he did not consider that the provision of counterpart staff had 

been fully satisfactory. The experience with this project had been taken into account 

in considering the second project but the provision of counterpart staff was recognized 

as a difficult commitment for developing countries in view of the manpower, organizational 

and financial considerations involved. However, he considered that this should not 

prevent the starting of projects for which reasonable assurances of national participation 

were given. He felt that the importance of the later project fully warranted its 

implementation ； some counterpart staff had already been made available and further 

appointments were proposed from April 1981. 

13• In January 1979， WHO and UNDP agreed a project with another Government in the South-East 

Asia Region to improve the country's safe water and sanitation systems. The duration of 

the project was to be three years and the cost to U N D P , as revised in 1980, was estimated 

at $ 2.6 m i l l i o n , of which $ 2 million had been spent by the end of December 1980. 

14. One of the most important objectives of the project was to help the Government prepare a 

national rural water supply plan for implementation during the Drinking Water Supply and 

Sanitation Decade. The hydrogeological evaluation of each district and inspections of 

village water supplies formed a major part of the planning. A prerequisite of the 

project was that six geologists should be employed by the Department of Health by 

1 April 1979 for on-the-job training as hydrogeologists/instructors. 

15. The Regional Office appointed a short-term consultant but considered that his terminal 

report was disappointing. In particular he had been unable to make progress on training, 

to which UNDP had attached great importance, because the Government had failed to provide 

the necessary trainees in hydrogeology• 

16. In reply to my enquiries, the Regional Office said that the lack of adequate trainees had 

delayed the implementation of the project, but had not materially affected its achieve-

ments ； a WHO consultant/hydrogeologist had been training nationals since July 1980 in the 

use of equipment and progress was expected to improve. 



17. Although the projects m y staff examined m a y have been worthwhile purely as a contribution 

to the development of water systems, they have been clearly less effective than intended 

in providing a lasting benefit through the training of local personnel. I recommend 

that the initial appraisal of all such schemes in future should include consideration of 

the means by which an adequate supply of counterpart staff can be assured. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE 

18. In 1969 WHO agreed with a Government an interregional programme for training environmental 

health engineers. It was envisaged that the Government would establish, with WHO 

cooperation, a Sanitary Engineering Centre to provide courses for national students and 

some 30 other French-speaking countries in the African, Eastern Mediterranean, Western 

Pacific and European Regions of W H O . Between 1969 and the end of 1980 WHO spent almost 

$ 2 million on this project, providing fellowships for foreign students, teaching staff 

and equipment. 

19. From the outset, WHO envisaged that between 1969/70 and 1979/80 WHO fellowships would be 

awarded to 128 foreign students to enable them to graduate from the Centre. In the event 

only 43 foreign students graduated during this period and only two foreign students were 

enrolled for the 1980/81 academic year. 

2 0 . The Regional Director informed me that WHO had considered that the Centre would attract 

students from various French-speaking countries of the developing world, because of the 

international traditions which existed in the host country and UNESCO's support for the 

project. However, during the development of the project, political difficulties in some 

of the countries had reduced the number of students coming forward. Special efforts had 

been made to attract students from A f r i c a , but this had m e t with limited success• 

Proposals to establish permanent international institutes supported by a number of 

countries had seldom been successful. The Regional Director thought that the Centre was 

now a good national institute with something to offer for a limited number of foreign 

students. 

2 1 . WHO intends to continue its support for the Centre, but on a reduced scale； expenditure 

from the regular budget in the 1982-83 biennium is estimated at $ 20 0 0 0 . A project 

proposal for further support for the Centre is under discussion with UNDP. 

2 2 . I recommend that before a proposal is approved in future to establish a permanent inter-

national institute which will require long-term support from W H O , thorough research should 

be carried out to establish whether such an institute is likely to be the most effective 

way of providing the training required. I also suggest that countries on whom the 

success of the project will depend should be asked to confirm their support. 

COORDINATION BETWEEN UNITED NATIONS AGENCIES 

2 3 . At the request of one Government in the European Region, WHO agreed in March 1979 to 

execute a project for strengthening the food control services of its Ministry of Health. 

Shortly afterwards, in May 1979， FA0 agreed with the Ministry of Agriculture of that 

Government to begin a similar project based upon a study of food control made by FA0 in 

1975. Both projects are UNDP-funded and expenditure chargeable to UNDP up to the end of 

1982 is estimated at $ 218 120 for the WHO project and $ 498 620 for the FA0 project. 

2 4 . The WHO project is concerned with control services for food for domestic consumption, 

whereas the FA0 project is concerned with control services for food for export. However, 

the project documents indicate considerable overlapping of these projects, particularly in 

the field of legislation, for which the Ministry of Health currently has the main 

responsibility. FA0 pointed out to WHO in September 1978 that a combined project would 

be consistent with the FA0/wH0 food control strategy developed jointly in 1977 to achieve 

an integrated system of food control at national level. Furthermore, it would lead to a 

more efficient use of limited UNDP funds by avoiding confusion at government level, and 

the overlapping and duplication of international experts' responsibilities. 



2 5 . WHO agreed that a combined project was desirable, but thought that interministerial 

coordination in the host country was difficult to sustain because of the staff changes 

which occurred in government ministries through political circumstances. In the light of 

this, FAO agreed in November 1978 to have separate projects, but recommended close 

collaboration. However, it was not until January 1980 that a coordinating committee of 

national and international representatives was established to recommend changes in the 

two projects to avoid duplication. 

26. In reply to my enquiries, the Regional Director informed me that although informal 

attempts had been made over a long period of time to try to persuade the national 

authorities to agree to the creation of a joint FA0/wH0 project, it was judged more 

important to begin work when there was an opportunity to have an agreement signed rather 

than wait for an uncertain and hypothetical chance of there being a joint project. This 

h a d , inevitably, produced a certain degree of duplication, in particular with regard to 

suggestions for new legislation. He also said that personnel changes in the Ministry 

concerned were the main cause of the delay in establishing a coordinating committee and 

that this problem had interrupted the work of the committee during 1980. In his view, 

however, FAO and WHO had cooperated effectively throughout the life of these projects. 

27. I understand that the Ministry of Health, which was represented on the committee, has now 

proposed an amendment to the public health law to prevent duplication by giving greater 

legislative responsibility in the field of food safety to the Ministry of Agriculture. 

I suggest that this example shows that special care and effort are required when planning 

and executing projects involving other United Nations Agencies if duplication and waste 

of scarce resources are to be avoided； and that persistence in dealing with national 

authorities may prove fruitful. 

28. I wish to record my appreciation of the cooperation and the assistance given to me by the 

Officers of the Organization during my audit. 

9 April 1981 DOUGLAS HENLEY 

(Comptroller and Auditor General, 

United Kingdom) 

External Auditor 
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UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 

REPORT OF THE EXTERNAL AUDITOR, FOR THE YEAR ENDED 

31 DECEMBER 1980， ON THE FUNDS ADVANCED TO THE 

WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION BY THE 

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 

General 

1. The Administrator of UNDP will be seeking the Governing Council's approval at its 

June 1981 Session for revised UNDP financial regulations to permit Agencies whose accounts are 

kept on a biennial basis to submit to UNDP unaudited interim accounts for the first year of 

a biennium. Commencing with the financial period 1980-81， the accounts of the World Health 

Organization are now being prepared on a biennial basis； the year 1980 is thus the first 

year of the biennium. Pending the Governing Council's approval of the revised financial 

regulations, UNDP has informed WHO that no audit certificate or External Auditor's report is 

required in respect of the statement showing as at 31 December 1980， the status of funds 

advanced to WHO by UNDP. 

2 . Nevertheless m y audit, which is carried out in conjunction with m y examination of the 

regular budget and subsidiary funds of the Organization, is continuous； matters m a y a r i s e , 

as they have in 1980， which it is appropriate to bring to the attention of the Governing 

Council. In m y W H O Report for the financial year 1980, I refer to projects in the European 

and South-East Asian regions, the efficiency and effectiveness of which appeared to have 

suffered from the inability of governments or third parties to meet their commitments or 

otherwise to cooperate fully in the execution of the projects. 

3 . I have reported on examples of these projects more fully in m y WHO Report, but for con-

venience I summarise the UNDP-financed cases in the following paragraphs. 

Appointment of Project Managers 

4 . WHO agreed with a Government in 1974 to carry out feasibility studies and to prepare 

plans to supply water to eight towns at an estimated cost to UNDP of approximately 

$ 1.1 million. A major part of the w o r k was done by a contractor and should have been 

completed in 24 months at a cost of $ 815,000. A s a result of poor cooperation by the national 

authorities, the w o r k took over 4 years to complete and the cost increased to $ 947,750. 

Some of the difficulties were attributable to the absence of a resident WHO project manager 

and I have drawn attention to the importance of close supervision and expert liaison with the 

Government for projects of this type. 

Provision of Counterpart Staff 

5. I have drawn attention to three UNDP water supply projects in South-East A s i a , for which 

WHO was the Executing A g e n c y , where the training of counterpart staff w a s a major project 

objective. In all three cases, the Governments concerned failed to meet in full their 

commitments to provide suitable counterpart staff. I have recommended that the initial 

appraisal of all such schemes in future should include consideration of the means by which an 

adequate supply of counterpart staff can be assured. 

6 . I wish to record m y appreciation of the willing cooperation of the officers of the 

Organization during m y audit. 

28 April 1981 DOUGIAS HENLEY 

(Comptroller and Auditor General 

United Kingdom) 

External Auditor 


