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Summary 

 
The Office of Internal Audit and Investigations (OIAI) has conducted an audit of the Kenya 
Country Office. It covered the period from January 2020 to February 2021. The audit was 
conducted remotely in February and March 2021 due to the COVID-19 pandemic-related 
global travel restrictions (see Annex A on Methodology). The audit focused on the 
management of key areas that had been identified as potential risks in a prior risk assessment 
(see Objectives and scope, page 4). 
 
The audit noted several areas that worked well.  The office worked with the Government in 
receiving the country's first one million doses of COVID-19 vaccines from the COVAX facility. 
It supported the national deployment of the vaccine and provided technical guidance. The 
Government of Kenya appreciated the office’s support regarding vaccine supply chain 
planning and forecasting, capacity building and procurement and delivery of routine 
childhood vaccines. In general, the office used the UNICEF COVID-19 emergency procedures 
to expedite the response to the pandemic. 
 
In its broader work, the office integrated development and humanitarian programme 
activities effectively in its workplans. It had also identified strategic shifts to the current 
country programme during 2020. There were productive working relationships with partners, 
and the office’s end-user monitoring system for supplies was functioning well.  
 
The audit did identify a number of areas where further action was needed to better manage 
risks to UNICEF’s activities. The more important ones are given in this report; however, one is 
considered high priority (that is, failure to take action could have major consequences).  The 
issue related to the need to reinforce the office’s assurance activities (see page 4). 
 

Conclusion 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded at the end of the audit that, subject to 
implementation of the agreed actions described, the country office’s governance, risk 
management and internal controls were generally established and functioning during the 
period under audit.  The country office, with the support of the regional office, the Division of 
Financial and Administrative Management (DFAM), and OIAI intend to work together to 
monitor implementation of the measures that have been agreed. 
 

Office of Internal Audit and Investigations                          September 2021 
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Audit objectives and scope  
 
The Office of Internal Audit and Investigations (OIAI) has conducted an audit of the Kenya 
Country Office. The objective of the audit was to provide reasonable assurance as to whether 
the office’s governance, risk management and internal control processes over key activities 
were adequate and effective. The audit was conducted remotely in February and March 2021 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic-related global travel restrictions (see Annex A on 
Methodology). It covered the period from January 2020 to February 2021. 
  
The audit sought to assess key risks to the achievement of the office’s outcomes.  The audit 
focused on the following risk areas: risk management (including fraud risk); simplification of 
processes to achieve efficiencies; implementing and collaborative partnerships; country 
programme document framework and its application; vaccine supply chain management and 
systems strengthening; procurement and contracting for services; and assurance on the use 
of cash transfers. 
 
This report presents the more important risks and issues found by the audit, the measures 
agreed with the client to address them, and the timelines and accountabilities for their 
implementation. It does not include lower-level risks, which have been communicated to the 
client during the audit. 
 

Background  

Kenya is a lower-middle-income country. The 2018-2022 country programme includes four 
components:  reduced mortality and stunting; improved early learning and basic education; 
enhanced child and adolescent protection and HIV prevention; and Improved social 
protection, inclusion and resilience-building.  
 
The overall approved budget for the programme is US$ 268 million. In addition, the office 
requested a further US$ 52 million, of which US $22 million is to respond to the COVID-19 
pandemic, while US $30 million was for humanitarian needs arising from the rainy season, 
desert locust invasion and inter-communal conflict during 2020.   
 
There were 186 approved posts as of February 2021: 36 international professionals, 79 
national officers and 71 general service staff.  The country office is in Nairobi, with four zone 
offices located in Garissa, Kisumu, Dadaab and Lodwar. The office also provides common 
support services to the Regional Office also based in Nairobi. 
 

Observations 
1. Assurance activities  
UNICEF offices carry out a range of activities to obtain assurance on the use of funds by 
partners. These activities include programmatic visits to partners to check on implementation, 
spot checks of their financial management, and scheduled or special audits. The framework 
for these activities is the Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfers (HACT), a risk-based process 
that guides offices on how many such activities they should carry out.   
 
The audit found that a large number of programmatic visits had not been implemented, 
resulting in insufficient assurance that expected results had been achieved.  In 2020, the office 
made direct cash transfers (DCTs) totaling US$ 9.2 million to NGOs, and US$ 5.4 million to 
Government partners. In the same year, it worked with 135 implementing; however, it 
completed 46 (77 percent) of the 60 spot checks, and only 27 (24 percent) of the 113 
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programmatic visits planned.  Only four of the 27 programmatic visits related to activities 
implemented by high-risk implementing partners although UNICEF Covid-19 emergency 
procedures had required country offices to prioritize activities implemented by high-risk 
partners.   
 
The office was unable to complete the majority of its planned programmatic visits mainly due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic that restricted the movement of staff, and because high-risk 
assurance activities were not prioritized. Of the 27 programme visits, 19 (70 percent) were 
conducted in the first three months of 2020, that is prior to the outbreak. Given that the 
determination of implementing partners to be subjected to spot check and programmatic 
visits under the HACT framework was largely influenced by the risks of working with the 
partners, the non-execution of the majority of planned programmatic visits meant that the 
office assumed more risks than UNICEF corporate risk tolerance.   
 
The audit team did not find sufficient evidence of compensatory actions taken by the office to 
achieve the objective of its planned programmatic visits - that is, to verify whether the set 
interventions/activities had been implemented.  Compensatory actions could have included; 
for example, the use of third parties to undertake programmatic visits.  (The office had used  
third parties to conduct spot checks).  The office could have also reached out,  via telephones, 
to community leaders, residents, and other stakeholders at the locations where the activities 
were being implemented to obtain some level of assurance that the set activities had been 
implemented.      
 
The audit also noted that the office did not always rate the significance of findings from 
programmatic visits. Further, it did not always record high-priority recommendations from 
programmatic visits (and from spot checks) in eTools, the UNICEF platform used for this (and 
other) purposes. Only recommendations that are rated high priority in eTools are followed up 
by the office. This increased the risk that key issues identified during programmatic visits and 
spot checks had not been followed up. Therefore, the office could not obtain assurance that 
the implementing partners had effectively addressed key issues to improve their financial and 
programmatic management capacity to use funds for intended purposes and achieve planned 
results. The office explained this was due to staff absence, which required focusing on other 
priorities. 
 
Agreed action 1 (high priority):  The office agrees to: 
 

i. Carry out programme visits for all high-risk partners implementing programme 
activities including in remote insecure and inaccessible areas to manage assurance 
risks within acceptable risk tolerance levels set by UNICEF. In exceptional cases when 
programme visits cannot be carried out, it should minimize the assurance risk through 
the application of appropriate compensating procedures. 
  

ii. Ensure that all recommendations in programme-visit reports are rated and all  high 
priority recommendations are implemented by implementing partners.  

 
Staff responsible: Chief of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation 
Implementation date: 31 December 2021 
 
 

2. Reporting fraud 

The audit’s review of a sample of reports from assurance activities noted that these reports  
referred to several cases of possible forged signatures, altered documents and fictitious fuel 
and allowance expenses from implementing partners. However, the office did not always 
report these to OIAI for investigation. The office said that this was mainly due to misfiling and 
frequent turnover of key staff in the Government’s implementing partners without proper 
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handover. However, the audit noted that insufficient reporting to OIAI might be due to 
insufficient oversight and staff knowledge of the escalation process. Incomplete reporting to 
OIAI increased the risk of delaying possible investigations of potential fraud cases, which can 
address root causes; it could also constrain full and timely recovery of misused funds by 
partners. 
 
Though the cases had not been reported to OIAI, the office had taken action to recover 
misused funds – with partial success. It had also taken some corrective measures to mitigate 
the risk, such as suspension of additional direct cash transfers to these partners.  
 
Agreed action 2 (medium priority):  The office agrees to report all suspected cases of fraud 
arising from assurance activities to OIAI for potential investigation. The office should update 
and communicate the escalation process to staff, and should monitor its implementation.    
 
Staff responsible: Chair of the Risk Committee 
Implementation date: 31 December 2021 
 
 

3. Risk management 
UNICEF offices should have active risk management practices that involve an annual 
assessment of the risks to the achievement of strategic and operational objectives, and the 
recording of all these risks in a risk register. In November 2020, UNICEF issued a revised risk 
management policy which clarifies risk management processes and controls. As part of this 
process, an office should decide which of those risks it should accept to some extent for the 
sake of its programme, and which it should avoid altogether. It should also frame measures 
to mitigate the risks identified, and monitor their implementation through the year.  
 
The Kenya office carried out the annual risk assessment (ARA) in 2020, using the previous 
year’s ARA as starting point and taking into account emerging risks arising from its annual 
planning exercise and its programme strategic reflection (a light mid-term review of the 
country programme). However, where mitigation activities had been identified, some were 
not specific and did not address the root causes of the risks. For example, the mitigating 

actions to address the risk of partners not delivering results were to undertake robust risk 

management, assurance, and capacity-building activities. 
 
Offices upload their risks and mitigation measures to a central UNICEF register, the enterprise 
Governance, Risk, Compliance (eGRC) system. The office had 32 risks in its risk register as of 
January 2021; five were rated high. However, the register was incomplete. It did not include 
an assessment and response to the risk related to private-sector engagement (see observation 
Partnership with the private sector). There were also some risks that had been identified 
through other organizational risk-management processes, such as business continuity and 
emergency preparedness planning, but were not in the register. This meant that there was 
minimal integration between systems, and no single focus for consolidating these risks and 
the measures needed to mitigate them. 
 
The audit attributed these weaknesses partly to insufficient training of staff in the eGRC 
system and enterprise risk management provided by DFAM, and insufficient oversight of the 
completeness and coherence of the information in the risk register during the period covered 
by the audit.  
 
Agreed action 3 (medium priority): The office agrees to ensure all key risks are completely 
and adequately identified, assessed, responded to and reported in eGRC. It should ensure 
mitigating actions properly address the root causes of key risks.  
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Staff responsible: Deputy Representative for Operations with support from the Risk 
Committee 
Implementation date: 31 December 2021 
 
 

4. Simplification of business practices   
The audit looked at whether or not the office’s business practices increased the efficiency of 
operations and programmes. It found that some of the standard operating procedures (SOPs) 
in the Kenya office were too complicated and there was therefore a risk that programming 
and operations could be less efficient and effective than they could be, and less responsive to 
urgent needs.   
 
The SOPs should be concise and brief to simplify their application and reduce administrative 
burdens and identify the potential risks they are meant to mitigate. At the time of the audit, 
the office had 30 SOPs; some were not concise and brief with over 10 pages long. It had drawn 
up its own Kenya-specific SOPs so as to adapt UNICEF mandatory procedures to the local 
context.  However, the rationale for developing a local SOP rather than solely using UNICEF’s 
global policies and procedures was not clearly explained and documented in the SOPs or other 
documents. Six of the 30 SOPs did not identify key potential risks that needed to be mitigated. 
This meant there was a possibility that some risks might not be mitigated, but conversely could 
also lead to inefficiency such as low-value controls that could slow down business processes.  
 
Some of the SOPs did set benchmarks so that performance of business processes could be 
assessed; these were designed to be locally appropriate but also reflect UNICEF global 
guidance. This was good practice; however, the office was not always measuring performance 
against these benchmarks (for instance, 15 of the contracts for services sampled by the audit 
showed gaps against the standards set in the SOP).  The Kenya office was taking steps to rectify 
this, and the audit believes this will help the office review how well its SOPs are working in 
practice to increase efficiency. For this reason, no recommendation is being issued to the 
office itself. However, the audit believes country offices need guidance on developing 
country-specific SOPs. 
 
Agreed action 4 (medium priority):  DFAM, which is responsible to oversee UNICEF regulatory 
framework, agrees to provide clear policy direction to country offices regarding the 
development of local standard operating procedures to minimize the risk of inefficient 
business practices and inconsistency with UNICEF key mandatory policies and procedures.  
 
Staff responsible: Senior Advisor, Office of the Comptroller, DFAM 
Implementation date: 30 September 2021 
 
 

5. Partnership with the private sector 

Country offices are expected to raise most of the funding for their programmes themselves, 
working with donors from the public and private sectors. This has been made harder by the 
economic downturn caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. The Kenya office is no exception in 
this respect. However, the audit also found that it was still heavily dependent on Government 
rather than private-sector donors, which increased the risk of inadequate or unsuitable 
funding for the country programme.  
 
The audit also noted that there was scope for better managing and coordinating the office’s 
joint activities with the private sector; there was a lack of indicators to measure progress on 
private-sector partnerships, and a lack a common office-wide approach and objectives in 
working with the private sector. This risked the office not fully realizing UNICEF’s potential in 
this area. 
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Fundraising: At the end of February 2021, the funding gap amounted to US$ 52.6 million, a 
27 percent shortfall in the total funds required to implement the 2018-2022 regular country 
programme. Further, by the end of 2020, the humanitarian programme activities were 
significantly underfunded by more than 60 percent. The funding sources were not sufficiently 
diverse, relying mainly on Government donors. It had taken steps to change this, and in August 
2020 the office had secured a promise of US$ 2.5 million in funding from a major private-
sector organization to fund water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) activities in schools. Given 
the current COVID19 impacts on the middle-class and businesses in Kenya, the office 
concluded that it was too early to establish a fully-fledged private sector fundraising function 
(including individual giving). However, the audit noted scope to further expand UNICEF’s 
engagement with the private sector.  
 
Business for Results (B4R): The audit also noted that engagement with the private sector for 
B4R1 could have been better coordinated within the office. Partnerships with private-sector 
actors were a priority of the current programme, and the office had engaged in several, for 
example with a major international private sector organization to establish school internet 
connectivity. The office had also initiated a partnership with the Kenya Private Sector Alliance 
(KEPSA), a membership organization of 622 business associations and corporations, to raise 
private-sector awareness of the need to support breastfeeding working mothers (KEPSA 
thought it could help UNICEF engage further with business).  
 
However, the office sometimes lacked the right performance indicators for private-sector 
activities. This meant the office might not be fully tracking its overall progress in working with 
the private sector. This arose in part because the office’s Communication, Advocacy and 
Partnership (CAP) section was responsible for negotiation of new cross-sectoral partnerships 
and exploring further development of existing ones. The CAP’s primary focus was on 
communications and advocacy. There was also a broader cause in that the objectives of, and 
criteria for, partnering with the private sector were not sufficiently clear; the office had not 
set out exactly how business engagement objectives would contribute to programme 
outcomes. The office risked a lack of focus on how partnerships could best be developed. 
 
Meanwhile there was insufficient coordination between the CAP section and programme 
sections, which were responsible for implementation of the individual partnerships in their 
sectors; the CAP lacked a mechanism for keeping abreast of that implementation and taking 
on board any problems that had occurred. In April 2020 the office had hired a partnership 
specialist to establish a partnership hub and advance the private partnership priority. 
However, the partnership hub did not maintain a register of office-wide partnerships with 
details of the status of agreements, due diligence undertaken, performance, etc., and there 
were no common workflows to drive new engagements. 
 
Agreed action 5 (medium priority): The office agrees to: 
 

i. Clarify private-sector partnership objectives, and ensure key performance indicators 
are clearly linked to these objectives so as to measure performance of partnerships 
and hold managers accountable for results. The office should clearly link private-
sector engagement activities to the achievement of resource mobilization, advocacy 
and programme objectives. 

 
1 UNICEF’s Business for Results (B4R) initiative was launched by the Private Fundraising and 
Partnerships (PFP) division in 2018. It is designed as a whole-of-UNICEF approach to boost 
organizational understanding and capacity in working with businesses, creating a UNICEF in which the 
potential and relevance of business is mainstreamed into decisions on how to achieve results for 
children. 
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ii. Review and upgrade resources, tools and processes to ensure cost-effective 

management of significant private sector engagements. 
 
Staff responsible: Chief of Communications, Partnerships Specialist and Deputy 
Representative for Programme.  
Implementation date: 31 January 2022 
 
 

6. Evaluations 
The office had submitted an evaluation plan to the UNICEF Board along with its 2018-2022 
country programme. This included 12 programme evaluations costed at an estimated US$ 2.7 
million. In February 2020, however, the office reduced this to six mainly because of lack of 
funds. The six that remained, costed at about US$ 500,000, covered nutrition, child protection, 
and social policy programmes. They excluded education, health, WASH, and HIV-AIDS 
programmes. A planned evaluation of the overall programme was also cancelled (the office 
now planned to do one during the following programme cycle).  
 
The audit also noted that, more than three years after the start of the country programme, 
those evaluations that had been implemented were at different stages of progress and had 
mostly not been completed; this was mainly due to the pandemic, funding constraints and 
staff resourcing. However, the audit also noted that the office did not use target completion 
dates to monitor progress.  
 
Evaluation is an important function in UNICEF. Programme monitoring assures an office that 
activities are being implemented as planned, but evaluation will tell it whether they were a 
good idea in the first place. They support learning and decision-making, and increase 
accountability for contributing to children’s lives. UNICEF recognizes this and recommends 
that an office conduct at least one country thematic evaluation, and an evaluation of a country 
programme component or project evaluation, per year. It also recommends that offices 
evaluate their overall country programme at least once every two programme cycles, to 
inform future programme design.  
 
Agreed action 6 (medium priority): The office agrees to, with assistance from the regional 
office and HQ, secure sufficient evaluation resources to conduct essential evaluations on time. 
It should also take any steps necessary to expedite the completion of planned evaluations so 
that it has sufficient information to make timely adjustments to programme strategies as 
appropriate.   
 
Staff responsible: Chief of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation 
Implementation date: 28 February 2022 
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Annex A:  Methodology, and definitions 
of priorities and conclusions 

 
The audit team used a combination of methods, including interviews with staff of the office, 
donors and implementing partners; document reviews and testing samples of transactions. It 
conducted the audit remotely because of the COVID-19 pandemic that prevented on-site visit.  
The audit compared actual controls, governance and risk management practices found in the 
office against expected controls established in UNICEF policies, procedures and contractual 
arrangements.  
 
OIAI is firmly committed to working with auditees and helping them to strengthen their 
internal controls, governance and risk management practices in the way that is most practical 
for them. With support from the relevant regional office, the country office reviews and 
comments upon a draft report before the departure of the audit team. The Representative 
and their staff then work with the audit team on agreed action plans to address the 
observations. These plans are presented in the report together with the observations they 
address. OIAI follows up on these actions and reports quarterly to management on the extent 
to which they have been implemented. When appropriate, OIAI may agree an action with, or 
address a recommendation to, an office other than the auditees (for example, a regional office 
or HQ division). 
 
The audit looks for areas where internal controls can be strengthened to reduce exposure to 
fraud or irregularities. It is not looking for fraud itself. This is consistent with normal auditing 
practices. However, UNICEF’s auditors will consider any suspected fraud or mismanagement 
reported before or during an audit and will ensure that the relevant bodies are informed. This 
may include asking the Investigations section to take action if appropriate. 
 
The audit was conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the Professional 
Practice of Internal Auditing of the Institute of Internal Auditors. OIAI also followed the 
reporting standards of International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions. 
 

Priorities attached to agreed actions 
 
High: Action is considered imperative to ensure that the audited entity is not 

exposed to high risks. Failure to take action could result in major 
consequences and issues. 

 
Medium: Action is considered necessary to avoid exposure to significant risks. Failure 

to take action could result in significant consequences. 
 
Low: Action is considered desirable and should result in enhanced control or better 

value for money. Low-priority actions, if any, are agreed with the country-
office management but are not included in the final report. 

 

Conclusions 
 
The conclusions presented in the Summary fall into one of four categories: 
 
[Unqualified (satisfactory) conclusion] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded at the end of the audit that the control 
processes over the office were generally established and functioning during the period under 
audit. 
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[Qualified conclusion, moderate] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded at the end of the audit that, subject to 
implementation of the agreed actions described, the controls and processes over the office 
were generally established and functioning during the period under audit. 
 
[Qualified conclusion, strong] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded that the controls and processes over the 
office needed improvement to be adequately established and functioning.   
 
[Adverse conclusion] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded that the controls and processes over 
the office needed significant improvement to be adequately established and functioning.   


