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Summary

As decided by the Committee for Programme and Coordination at its forty-
sixth session, the Office of Internal Oversight Services (OlOS) undertook an in-depth
evaluation of the Office of Human Resources Management (OHRM). The present
report assesses the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and impact of human
resources activities in the United Nations Secretariat led by OHRM. The report has
been reviewed by OHRM, and its comments have been incorporated, as appropriate,
and appear in italics. OHRM isin general agreement with the recommendations.

OHRM faces significant challenges as the central authority responsible for:
« Performing strategic human resources planning and policy development
 Delegating human resources authority throughout the Secretariat
« Directly providing many human resources services

OlOS commends OHRM for its current efforts to lead the Secretariat towards
highly effective human resources management in an environment with multifaceted
challenges, complex interrelationships and an ambitious reform agenda, but notes,
however, that the enormity of the Organization’s human resources demands has
hampered its capacity to meet them effectively.
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OHRM s striving to be highly effective, but desired results have not been fully
achieved. For example:

» While staff selection time frames have improved significantly over the course
of the last five years (from 351 days, on average, to 187 days) the length of the
current time frame is still perceived to have a negative impact on the ability of
departments of the Secretariat to achieve their mandates

» The credibility of the staff selection processis not highly rated by stakeholders

with regard to facilitating promotional opportunities, identifying highly
qualified external candidates and fully supporting gender balance and
geographical representation goals

* The results of the mobility programme initiative also fall far short of desired
outcomes

* While learning programmes are rated positively, they are not reaching all staff,
and an integrated approach to the career development of the staff of the
Organization is lacking.

Human resources planning, policy development and interpretative guidance
provided by OHRM also need improvement. In addition, the Office must define the
delegation of authority throughout the Secretariat more clearly. For example, more
explicit information is needed on what given departments can decide and what
decision-making authority OHRM retains. This lack of clarity is of concern because
the Office is carrying out only very limited monitoring of those entities to whom
delegated authority has been granted. OIOS also found that there were very limited
resources available within OHRM for policy development and the provision of
interpretative guidance. At the present time, and with the current level of resources,
with no clear prioritization of human resources initiatives and the absence of fully
transparent policies available to Secretariat management and staff, OHRM is
overloaded with work. The burden of the work is affecting OHRM staff and others
throughout the Secretariat who are performing human resources management
functions.

OIOS acknowledges that development and communication of well-conceived,
easy to understand human resources policies and delegated authorities is no easy
task. While the human resources management challenges faced by OHRM and the
Organization as a whole defy a simple solution, OIOS submits the following five
recommendations:

* Develop an integrated framework to enhance the staff selection process,
provide better support for career development and promote staff mobility

* Strengthen policy development and corresponding interpretative guidance
functions

* Prioritize the implementation of human resources reform initiatives
* Clarify and streamline the delegation of authority

* Strengthen the monitoring function
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I ntroduction

1. At its forty-sixth session, the Committee for Programme Coordination
requested the Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) to conduct an in-depth
evaluation of the Office of Human Resources Management (OHRM), to be
presented to the General Assembly, for consideration by the Fifth Committee, at its
sixty-third session in September 2008 (A/61/16 and Corr.1, para. 369). That request
was endorsed by the General Assembly in its resolution 61/235. In another
resolution the Assembly further requested the Secretary-General to entrust OIOS to
include in the evaluation of OHRM a review of the recruitment, promotion and
mobility policies of the past five years (resolution 62/236, para. 36). Both mandates
are addressed in the present report. The report has been reviewed by OHRM, whose
comments were incorporated, as appropriate, and appear in italics. The Office
generally concurs with the OIOS recommendations.

2. The overall objective of the evaluation was to assess, as systematically and
objectively as possible, the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and impact of the
activities of OHRM in relation to its objectives (see ST/SGB/2000/8, regulation
7.1). When determining the scope of the present in-depth evaluation, OlIOS factored
in reviews that were recently completed or currently under way. Because a
comprehensive review of the United Nations internal administrative justice system
is under way, the evaluation did not include any in-depth analysis of that function.

M ethodology

3. To conduct the evaluation of OHRM, OIOS utilized the following 16
qualitative and quantitative methods: (a) a self-administered, web-based survey of
Secretariat managers;t (b) a self-administered, web-based survey of Secretariat
international staff;2 (c) a self-administered, web-based survey of Secretariat local
staff;3 (d) a self-administered, web-based survey of human resources officers and
executive officers;4 (e) a self-administered, web-based survey of human resources
managers in peacekeeping missions;s (f) a self-administered, web-based survey of
OHRM staff;6 (g) 35 in-depth interviews with OHRM managers; (h) 17 in-depth
interviews with human resources management partners located in New York and

1 Survey conducted from 2 to 19 May 2008. From a total of 1,814 Secretariat managers, it was
sent to a random sample of 612; 250 responses were received, for a 41 per cent response rate.

2 Survey conducted from 5 to 16 May 2008. From atotal of 17,571 international staff, it was sent
to arandom sample of 816; 335 responses were received, for a 41 per cent response rate.

3 Survey conducted from 6 to 16 May 2008. From atotal of 13,764 local staff, it was sent to a
random sample of 411; 90 responses were received, for a 22 per cent response rate.

4 Survey conducted from 2 to 18 April 2008. It was sent to all 29 executive officers and human
resources officers identified by the Office of Human Resources Management; a total of
19 responses were received, for a 65 per cent response rate.

5 Survey conducted from 20 March to 30 April 2008. It was sent to all human resources officers at
52 peacekeeping missions identified by the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field
Support, including chiefs of staff, chiefs of administration, chief civilian personnel officers and
administration officers; 42 responses were received, for an 81 per cent response rate.

6 Survey conducted from 28 January to 27 February 2008. It was sent to all 260 staff members of
the Office of Human Resources Management; 112 responses were received, for a 43 per cent
response rate.
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offices away from Headquarters;” (i) site visits to the United Nations Offices at
Geneva and Nairobi (a total of 25 interviews were conducted); (j) a site visit to a
peacekeeping mission where 25 interviews and four focus groups with international
and local staff were conducted;8 (k) a focus group with departmental focal points
for women;® (1) an analysis of five years of OHRM Galaxy-based recruitment and
promotion data;1© (m) an analysis of available aggregated recruitment and
promotion data from the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field
Support; (n) an analysis of OHRM mandatory mobility programme data and a
survey of programme participants;11 (o) an analysis of OHRM Performance
Assessment System (e-PAS) data; and (p) a desk review of recent reports on the
human resources management function within the Secretariat.

4.  Given the broad scope of the human resources function within the Secretariat,
OIOS did not conduct an exhaustive in-depth review of all OHRM activities, but
rather focused on its primary functions and an analysis of recruitment, promotion
and mobility data for the past five years. OIOS did not independently verify the
accuracy of all such data; while the data was found reliable overall, some
vulnerabilities exist owing to the non-integrated nature of human resources-related
information technology (IT) systems at the Secretariat. In addition, since reliable
recruitment, promotion and mobility data for peacekeeping missions was found to
be very limited, the present evaluation does not contain a significant amount of that
data.

Background and mandate of the Office of Human
Resour ces M anagement

5. OHRM is the central authority for all matters relating to human resources
management in the Secretariat. According to the Secretary-General’s bulletin, the
Office:

“seeks to align the Organization’s human resources capacity with its mission
and changing mandates and to ensure that the Secretariat can carry out its
functions effectively and efficiently. It endeavours to act with sensitivity and
appropriate flexibility, taking into account the provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations, the mandates of the General Assembly, the Staff Regulations
and the Staff Rules, as well as the principles and practices of a good employer.
In developing solutions, it addresses strategic organizational needs as well as
those of individual staff.” 12

7 Human resources partners are those entities with delegated human resources authority, including

some that do not have such delegated authority.

8 Recognizing that all peacekeeping missions face different challenges, Ol OS sought input from

the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field Support to identify alarger, more
established mission to visit.

9 Survey conducted on 30 April 2008 in New York; of 14 departments/offices with a focal point,

6 participated (43 per cent).

10 Includes staff in the Professional and higher categories and in the General Service and related

categories.

11 Survey conducted in May 2008. It was sent to 124 staff (at the P-3 and G-7 levels) who

participated in the managed reassignment programme; 45 staff responded (36 per cent).

12 ST/SGB/2004/8, para. 2.1.
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6. While OHRM has delegated a significant amount of authority to programme
managers, OlOS notes that it is directly responsible for the following functions:

e Formulating, implementing and monitoring all human resources policies
within the Secretariat

« Administering the staff selection process

e Primary responsibility for the staff development programme, performance
appraisal process and implementation of staff mobility policies

« Supporting efforts to achieve the mandate of geographical representation with
regard to the composition of Secretariat staff

* Supporting efforts to meet the gender balance mandate

* Administering medical services

A. Organizational structure

7. A modified organizational structure for OHRM is to be comprised of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary-General, three divisions and one autonomous
service, as outlined below: 13

(@ Human Resources Policy Service: responsible for policy development,
interpretation and provision of advice, conditions of service and administrative law;

(b) Strategic Planning and Staffing Division: responsible for recruitment,
staffing and administration of examinations, as well as human resources planning,
monitoring and reporting;

(c) Learning, Development and Human Resources Services Division:
responsible for development and learning; career support, performance management
and mobility; staff counselling; and administrative responsibilities;

(d) Medical Services Division: responsible for Secretariat-wide medical
policy setting, providing medical clearances, raising staff awareness on various
health topics and assuring that staff have access to health awareness programmes
and health care.

Under its previous organizational structure, OHRM was comprised of three
divisions (number of staff assigned to each division is indicated in parentheses): the
Operational Services Division (84); the Division for Organizational Development
(77); and the Medical Services Division (35). For the biennium 2006-2007, the
overall budget of the Office was $73,756,500, with atotal staff of 206.

B. Recent reformsand challenges

8. The need for a highly qualified, independent and international civil service is
clearly stated in Article 101 of the Charter of the United Nations. In this regard,
OHRM plays a key role in ensuring that United Nations entities have the human
resources to achieve their mandated objectives. In an effort to adapt the human

13 The reorganization will be reported on in the context of the first performance report (see
ST/SGB/2004/8, para. 2.1, for the previous organizational structure).
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resources function of the Secretariat to the changing organizational environment,
Member States have endorsed a number of important human resources reform
initiatives,14 emphasizing the need to maximize the institutional effectiveness of the
Organization and highlighting the importance of multi-skilled, versatile and mobile
staff, able to work in all areas of the Secretariat. A paradigm shift to a new culture
of empowerment, responsibility, accountability and continuous learning has been
called for and the importance of strategic human resources management has been
emphasized. Progress on these initiatives has been documented in a number of
reports.15

9. Research literature identifies certain human resources functions as being
critical to the long-term success of organizations. Highly effective human resources
management begins with selective recruitment, that is, proactive attention to the
recruitment of the best available candidates. Significant and continuous attention
must be paid to the training and development of an organization’s staff, including
attention to traditional training, strategic attention to performance assessment, the
identification of promotional opportunities that match organizational needs and a
focus on succession planning. Research on human resources management also
reveals the need for organizations to promote teamwork, emphasize empowerment
and proactively manage diversity, as well as to focus on staff as clients.
Organizations are also encouraged to structure jobs in a way that promotes
flexibility. Finally, knowledge management and increased communication with all
staff members are acknowledged as crucial to highly effective human resources
management. Simultaneous, effective execution of these functions is an enormously
challenging task.

10. A strong human resources management infrastructure at the Secretariat is
necessary in order to meet the significant challenges in this area. Four pillars of the
infrastructure include: (a) sufficient human resources capacity; (b) a clear and
effective accountability structure; (c) an organizational environment that supports
and promotes a highly effective human resources management function; and
(d) robust centralized systems for human resources data. Organizations without a
solid foundation in these areas cannot effectively utilize their important human
resources to achieve their mandates.

Evaluation findings

While OHRM is striving for highly effective human resources
management, significant challenges remain and desired results are
not yet fully achieved

11. OIOS commends OHRM for its current efforts to lead the Secretariat towards
highly effective human resources management in an environment with multifaceted
challenges, complex interrelationships and an ambitious reform agenda. OHRM is

14 Important General Assembly resolutions on human resources reform since 1997 include: 51/266;

59/266; 57/305; 60/238; 61/659 and 61/244. Reform initiatives prior to 1997 include: the 1997
report of the Secretary-General “Renewing the United Nations: A Programme for Reform”
(A/51/950) and subsequent reports (A/57/387 and Corr.1; A/59/2005; A/60/692; and A/61/255).

15 See, e.g., A/61/228, A/60/692, A/61/319, A/61/257, resolution 60/238 and various oversight

reports.
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the central authority within the Secretariat for all matters relating to human
resources management. In that capacity, it seeks to ensure: the selection of the most
qualified candidates for posts; the development of multi-skilled and mobile staff;
and the achievement of mandates requiring gender balance and geographical
representation. The Office, as a service delivery function, also seeks to achieve a
high degree of client satisfaction. OlOS acknowledges two important points with
regard to the role of OHRM in achieving those results. First, the Office delegates
human resources authority throughout the Secretariat. As a result, many such
functions are not performed directly by OHRM, although it is responsible for
monitoring their implementation. In particular, significant authority has been
delegated to the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field Support.
Secondly, effective strategic planning and policy development are crucial to the
achievement of the human resources management results identified above; OHRM
has Secretariat-wide responsibility for these planning and policy development
functions. The present evaluation report presents, inter alia, findings related to
planning and policy development (see finding B, paras. 55-64); and delegation of
authority and monitoring (see finding C, paras. 65-71 below).

Current staff selection process does not facilitate strategic talent management,
despite recent improvements

12. OIOS notes that strategic talent management depends on a staff selection
process that: identifies the most qualified candidate for a given post; is timely; and
promotes identification of well qualified internal candidates with a proven track
record, experience and skills so that they can be promoted to key positions that
utilize their skills. An organization’s staff selection process should be credible in the
eyes of staff, management and other stakeholders. In the case of the United Nations
Secretariat, this includes facilitating the implementation of the mandate to achieve
gender balance and geographical representation among its staff.

Saff selection time frames have improved but are still perceived to take too long

13. The OIOS analysis of OHRM Galaxy data reveals that recruitment and
promotion time frames for Galaxy-based staff selections have improved over the
past five years (see table 1). In 2003, it took an average of 351 days for a Galaxy
staff selection. By 2007, the time had been shortened to 187 days. By 2007, staff
selections involving “lateral” movements took the shortest period of time — 144
days on average. Initial recruitments took the longest — 247 days on average. OlOS
also notes that the selection of rostered candidates, involving a new recruit or
promotion of an internal candidate, took 152 days. This is shorter than the overall
staff selection average of 187 days, indicating that rosters do shorten hiring and
promotion time frames. In 2003 and 2004, before the introduction of the roster
system, the average number of days to select a candidate was 351 and 290,
respectively. Clearly rosters have contributed to the goal of a shorter time frame for
the staff selection process. OHRM states that the main reasons for the reduction in
the time frames for selection are the change from the previous paper-based process
to the current one that uses an electronic staffing tool based on fewer steps.
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Table 1
Average number of days from the creation of a vacancy announcement to start
date on thejob

Recruitments/  Recruitments/ Lateral Total

Promotions® initial® other® movements" Rostered® average days

2003 400 398 398 208 n/a 351
2004 207 372 331 252 n/a 290
2005 207 394 332 252 245 286
2006 397 343 285 198 177 280
2007 164 247 227 144 152 187

Note: Based on data from the Integrated Management Information System
& Promotions (n=3262): internal candidates promoted to a higher level.
P Recruitments/initial (n=393): external candidates.
¢ Recruitment/other (n=588): external candidates with a previous appointment.
9 Lateral movements (n=214): internal candidates.
¢ Rostered (n=62): all candidates, internal or external, who were selected from a roster.

14. In the case of Secretariat positions advertised in Galaxy, some steps in the
process have consistently taken longer than others. As seen in figure I, during most
of the last five years the following steps took the longest: the period between the
30- and 60-day release of eligible candidate lists, which involves eligibility
determinations by OHRM; the period between the 60-day release and approval of
the recommended list by the department head, a step that is primarily in the hands of
the department and involves evaluating, interviewing and creating the recommended
list; and the period between the approval by the department head and the selected
candidate’s start date on the job, which involves multiple processes and decision
makers.

15. By 2007, the average number of days to perform two of these longer staff
selection steps had been significantly reduced, including, impressively, a reduction
in the period between the 30- and 60-day release from an average high of 93 daysin
2004 to 20 days in 2007. In addition, the average number of days from the time of
the final approval by the department head to the selected candidate’'s start date on
the job was reduced from 90 days in 2003 to 43 in 2007. OHRM states that it should
be clarified what is meant by the reduction of the time between the 30- and 60-day
releases from 93 to 20 days. It seems that the average numbers used by OIOS
include posts in the General Service and related categories, which have a deadline
at the 30-day mark and would, therefore, not have any releases at the 60-day mark.
As a result, the inclusion of General Service posts would severely skew the result
towards a lower number. OIOS acknowledges that both General Service and
Professional level posts were used for this analysis. However, there is evidence that
the reduction may also be due to the larger proportion of lateral movements and
rostered candidate selections.
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Figurel
Cumulative summary by year (promotions, initial recruitment, recruitment
other, lateral and rostered)
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16. Comparable data on recruitment and promotion time frames were not available
from the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field Support for
peacekeeping missions. Based on a sample of 50 recruitment exercises performed in
2007, utilizing mission-specific vacancy announcements, the average number of
days from the issuance of a vacancy announcement to the entry-on-duty of a staff
member, as recorded in IMIS, was 139. OIOS found no fully reliable data on the
length of different steps for recruitment for peacekeeping posts. There is some
evidence that, after the selection process is completed, medical clearance of new
staff members is the most time-consuming aspect of recruitment procedures.16

17. OIOS was unable to identify recruitment timeline benchmarks for an
organization comparable to the United Nations Secretariat. Despite recent
improvements in Secretariat recruitment and promotion time frames, perceptions
persist that the staff selection process takes too long. A majority of Secretariat
managers (66 per cent), including those in peacekeeping missions, rated the
timeliness of this process as “very poor” or “poor”. Additionally, Secretariat
managers identified the length of the staff selection process as the biggest human

16

May 2008 data provided to OlIOS by the Field Personnel Division; based on November 2006-
December 2007 supertrack system data, the initiation of medical clearance process took 21 days,
on average.
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resources challenge they face. Human resources officers and executive officers also
gave timeliness a low rating, with 7 of 19 respondents assigning a rating of “very
poor”. Finally, Secretariat staff, including peacekeeping mission staff, rated
timeliness of the selection process similarly, with 60 per cent rating it “very poor”
or “poor”. While senior management compacts and human resources action plans
contain vacancy rate reduction goals, they do not establish any timeliness targets for
the staff selection process. OHRM states that it is working on measures to further
reduce the time frames for recruitment. At its twenty-ninth session, the aff-
Management Coordination Committee agreed to such measures in relation to the
current staff selection system. In addition, a different process of recruitment has
been proposed by the General Assembly and is currently under review. The Assembly
has mandated a period of 60 days for the announcement of vacancies, as confirmed
in its resolution 59/266.

18. Throughout the Secretariat, managers cited the length of the staff selection
process as negatively impacting their ability to fulfil departmental mandates. O1OS
notes that the 2007 average staff selection time frame of 187 days for Galaxy-based
selections does not include time prior to the creation of the vacancy announcement
in the Galaxy system, and managers surveyed by OIOS reported that this
preliminary step of classifying a job, when necessary, can be one of the most time-
consuming parts of the process. Another step that constitutes one of the longest
delays for Galaxy-based selections is between the 60-day release and the approval
of the recommended list by the department head prior to submission to the central
review body. As indicated above, during this step the department has full control
over the process. Managers and others to whom staff selection authority has been
delegated offered the following reasons for delays at this stage: the role managers
have been delegated involves multiple time-consuming steps; managers are asked to
perform these functions in addition to their primary responsibilities; and there is a
lack of clear policies and procedures, leading to different interpretations that take
time to reconcile. OIOS finds it likely that some combination of these factors is
leading to delays associated with this time-consuming step in the
recruitment/promotion process. OHRM states that guidelines have been issued on
how programme managers should conduct the reviews of candidates, and that they
will be updated. Savings in time could be found at that step, too, in particular by
designing and using the new talent management support tool to provide more
sophisticated support for the review of candidates and assist in identifying the best
candidates for each vacancy.

Shortcomings associated with Galaxy tools, the Integrated M anagement
Information System and peacekeeping mission information technology systems

19. OIOS found that IT systems for human resources functions do not support
efficient processing of human resources transactions and that planning for the new
enterprise resource planning system requires the investment of significant OHRM
resources. While this forward planning is both appropriate and necessary, staff
members engaged in the development of the new system are the same staff
responsible for maintaining and updating current systems. Given both the
complexities of the old IT systems, as well as those associated with the new system,
the question arises as to whether sufficient resources are available to properly
maintain current systems and provide sufficient input into the design process for the
new one. Both activities are labour intensive and require attention by individuals

11
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with significant institutional knowledge, but interview and survey data reveal
insufficient resources to perform both functions simultaneously.

20. Current human resources IT systems users do not report high levels of
satisfaction. Many human resources officers and executive officers rated Galaxy and
IMIS only “fair” in supporting their department’s work. The OHRM help desk that
provides support for Galaxy and IMIS, including the issuance of index numbers, is
rated even less favourably. Close to half of the survey respondents rated this
function as “poor” or “very poor”, stating that the human resources help desk needs
to improve, that IMIS is not functional as a support tool and that Galaxy does not
support efficient human resources management. Many Secretariat managers, who
also rely on these IT systems for support, provided negative feedback, indicating
that they were either “somewhat dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” with the Galaxy
and IMIS systems, as well as with the OHRM IT help desk. Finally, one fifth of
OHRM management and staff volunteer that the IT infrastructure is the human
resources function needing most improvement.

21. OIOS found several problems with both IMIS and Galaxy. One IMIS-related
problem involves transferring employee scripts. When staff members transfer
between duty stations, their electronic data cannot be transferred without human
intervention. Therefore, significant OHRM resources are needed to perform this
work, backlogs accumulate and staff members frequently go without timely salary
and entitlement payments. The eligibility checks OHRM performs provide an
example of Galaxy limitations. Survey and interview data reveal that Galaxy does
not offer sufficient functionality to efficiently perform the very large humber of
eligibility checks necessary, resulting in a lengthy process that contributes to staff
selection delays. One OHRM manager stated, in reference to the current staff
selection process, that “OHRM has to spend half of its time performing eligibility
checks because Galaxy was not designed to show the things that we want to see”.
OIOS notes that complicated eligibility rules also contribute to inefficiencies
associated with the eligibility checking process. OHRM states that Galaxy will be
replaced by a new talent management support tool that will address the deficiencies
of the current tool.

22. OIOS attempted to obtain peacekeeping mission recruitment, promotion and
mobility statistics for 2002-2007 and found significant gaps in the information that
the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field Support could provide.
Current IT systems for supporting and tracking peacekeeping mission human
resources management functions can only produce fragmented, inconsistent data
For example, universal, reliable data on staff recruited and the average time for
recruiting or moving staff member to higher levels are not available. This leaves
peacekeeping staff in a challenging position. They are without the information they
need to manage peacekeeping human resources effectively. Also, the Field
Personnel Division and mission staff spend significant amounts of time and effort in
tracking and retrieving statistical information that does not fully meet either their
needs or those of the Organization.

Staff selection processisnot perceived by management or staff to be fully
effective in facilitating promotional opportunities

23. Highly effective human resources management also requires strong talent
management. The OHRM mandate to support the achievement of a multi-skilled and
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mobile staff necessitates that it identify well-qualified, experienced internal staff
who can be promoted, or moved laterally, to meet the needs of the Organization,
while at the same time recruiting external candidates, who bring valuable skills and
new perspectives to the Organization. Organizational benefits associated with the
promotion of internal staff include the following: they have a track record with the
Organization that can be assessed in line with required core competencies; they
possess significant institutional knowledge; and the internal promotion of qualified
candidates serves to motivate other staff. Conversely, if qualified staff members
perceive that promotional opportunities do not exist, or are decided unfairly, the
result may be a disenfranchised, potentially less effective staff.

24. Promotion outcomes associated with the current Secretariat staff selection
process are not highly effective from the perspective of managers and staff. OlOS
asked Secretariat managers to rate the staff selection process in terms of the degree
to which it supports their efforts to promote qualified internal candidates. Only 2 per
cent of management respondents rated the ability of the staff selection process to
promote good internal candidates as “excellent”, 27 per cent as “good”, 27 per cent
as “fair”, 24 per cent as “poor”, and 14 per cent as “very poor”. Furthermore, a
number of managers volunteered that their biggest human resources challenge is the
fact that current Secretariat systems do not allow them to reward or promote high
performers. OlOS notes that “reward” does not necessarily mean promotion.

25. Feedback from Secretariat staff on promotional opportunities was also not
favourable. Over half of Secretariat staff rated the staff selection process as “poor”
or “very poor” in terms of supporting their efforts to identify promotion
opportunities that matched their skills and experiences. Furthermore, Secretariat
staff reported negative perceptions of promotional outcomes. Fifty-one per cent of
Secretariat staff members did not believe that hard work and skills development
would result in promotion.

26. However, an OIOS analysis of Galaxy data indicated that, for the five-year
period between 2002 and 2007, approximately 78 per cent of staff selections
resulted in the selection of internal candidates and 22 per cent resulted in selection
of external candidates (see table 1).17 The data indicated that significant numbers of
internal candidates are getting promoted and moving laterally. At the same time,
based on OIOS survey and interview data, the staff selection system is not perceived
by either group of critical stakeholders, management or staff, to be effective in
supporting the Organization’s needs or the career aspirations of its staff. These
negative perceptions raise questions about the degree to which the staff selection
process effectively supports the achievement of a multi-skilled, mobile Secretariat
staff. OlOS notes that a number of factors may contribute to this situation. Given
that the number of promotional opportunities decreases at the higher post levels,
tension resulting from the gap between staff expectations and available posts may
contribute to negative staff perceptions. Lack of effective communication between
staff, management and OHRM may also be a factor. Negative management
perspectives (see para. 27 below) may aso be influenced by the perceived
accountability of managers for gender balance, geographical representation and
meritocracy mandates, as well as their ultimate accountability for achieving their

17 Percentages are calculated without rostered candidates because an internal/external designation

was not available for them.
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programme mandates. Survey and interview data results outlined in the section
below provide additional insights.

Credibility of the Secretariat staff selection system islow: remaining challenges
in achieving gender and geographical representation goals

27. Credibility of the staff selection process is low. Key stakeholders, including
staff and managers, perceive alack of transparency and question the fairness of staff
selection outcomes. Over half of Secretariat staff rated transparency of the selection
process as “very poor” or “poor” and only 2 per cent as “excellent”. Staff ratings on
the application of competency-based interviews were only slightly more favourable,
with most respondents rating this as only “fair” and the remainder equally split
between negative and positive perceptions. The majority of Secretariat staff reported
that they did not perceive the selection process resulting in selection of the most
qualified candidate. Twenty-seven per cent of managers rated transparency as “fair”,
with the remaining respondents split equally between negative and positive
perceptions. OlIOS notes that, despite OHRM initiatives such as the promotion of
competency-based interviewing, desired outcomes are not being fully achieved.

28. OIOS notes more positive results with regard to staff perceptions related to
non-discrimination. The majority of both international and local Secretariat staff
perceived the selection process to be non-discriminatory with regard to ethnicity,
race and gender.

29. In a focus group discussion, most departmental focal points for women
reported their perception that the current staff selection process may not be the
strongest vehicle for the achievement of gender balance and geographical
representation. They stated that the current mandated role of the central review
board does not significantly contribute to the better achievement of those goals.
Departmental focal points for women and other stakeholders also perceived that
departments were not being held accountable for senior management compacts and
human resources action plans including gender and geographical representation
targets. Many managers cited a different viewpoint, arguing that meeting these
targets was not always realistic when factoring in the different levels of skill,
geographical status and gender of available candidates. They report that it is often
difficult to simultaneously comply with gender balance, geographical distribution,
meritocracy and non-discrimination mandates. Some stakeholders suggested that
OHRM needed to increase recruitment outreach to women and nationals of
underrepresented countries in order to increase applicants possessing the desired
skills. The Office of the Specia Adviser on Gender Issues and Advancement of
Women is located outside OHRM and has no explicit decision-making role in the
staff selection process.

30. The OIOS analysis of OHRM Galaxy recruitment, promotion and lateral
movements data for 2003-2007 shows gender differences. As shown in table 2, the
proportion of newly recruited males at the Director (D) level was significantly
higher than that of females (69 per cent versus 31 per cent).1® Promotions to that
level were also much more likely to go to male candidates (65 per cent male versus
35 per cent female). However, lateral movements at the Director level were more

18 Of 49 new recruitments in 2003-2007, 34 (69 per cent) were male and 15 (31 per cent) were

female. Data on the percentage applicants that were male/female was not available.
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likely to affect female candidates. As seen in the table, that pattern is generally the
same at the P-5 level, with recruitments and promotions more likely to go to men.
The trend changes somewhat at the P-3 level. While recruitments of new staff were
still more likely to be males, more females were promoted to the P-3 level (57 per
cent versus 43 per cent). OlIOS performed a trend analysis and found no notable
changes in this pattern over the course of the last five years. In the case of General
Service and Trades and Crafts posts (GS and TC), the analysis results need to be
viewed factoring in the disproportionately female composition of General Service
staff and the disproportionately male composition of staff in the Trades and Crafts
category. The OIOS analysis shows disproportionately female movements across the
board for General Service staff and disproportionately male movements for posts in
the Trades and Crafts category.

Table 2
Aggregated recruitment, promotion and lateral move data 2003-2007
(Percentage)

New recruitments Promotions Lateral moves

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Director (all) 69 31 65 35 62 38
Professional and higher
category (al) 72 28 50 50 54 46
P-5 84 16 58 42 75 25
P-4 78 22 47 53 51 49
P-3 62 38 43 57 48 52
General Service (all) 45 55 32 68 24 76
Trades and Crafts (all) 100 0 97 3 100 0

31. OIOS did not independently analyse recruitment, promotion and lateral
movement data to assess progress towards the achievement of geographical
representation (for complete data on Secretariat progress in this area, see A/62/315).
Analysis contained in a report of the Secretary-General on the composition of the
Secretariat indicates that

“During the period from 1 July 2005 to 30 June 2006, 219 appointments were
made under the system of desirable ranges ... Of that total, 4 appointments
(1.8 per cent) were of nationals of unrepresented Member States, 19 (8.7 per
cent) were of nationals of underrepresented Member States, 146 (66.6 per
cent) were nationals of Member States that were within the desirable range and
49 (22.4 per cent) were nationals of Member States that were overrepresented
as at 30 June 2005.” 19

The managed reassignment programme has not resulted in a more maobile
Secretariat staff: concerns exist about its effectiveness

32. The goa of the mobility policy, set out in multiple mandates, is to develop a
more versatile, multi-skilled and experienced international civil service and to

19 A/61/257 and Corr.1, para. 74.
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promote greater integration among staff throughout the Secretariat.20 Beginning
with a mobility initiative communication programme in 2005, OHRM sought to
make this mandate operational. OHRM also expanded the career development
programme, offering special career development workshops and establishing career
resource centres at major duty stations.

33. As noted in the report of the Secretary-General on implementation of the
mobility policy (A/62/215), the policy encourages staff movement both through the
managed reassignment programme and voluntary application by staff for posts
under the staff selection system. In addition, the policy encourages staff to seek
opportunities for mission assignments, other temporary assignments and service
opportunities with organizations of the common system.21 OIOS analysed OHRM
data on managed reassignment programme results to date. This analysis, including
survey and interview data from participants in the managed reassignment
programme and other Secretariat staff and managers, is provided below. OIOS
acknowledges that additional Secretariat staff may have moved proactively in
response to mobility requirements and OHRM activities and that the Secretary-
General, in conjunction with OHRM, has established benchmark data on the
following indicators: “all promotions’; “all reassignments within department/
office”; “all transfers between departments/offices’; “all assignments other than a
field mission”; “all assignments to a field mission”; and “all inter-agency
mobility”.22 OHRM has indicated that 2002 and 2006 benchmark mobility data will
be utilized as the baseline for future reviews.

34. OIOS acknowledges the significant challenges OHRM faces in its efforts to
achieve desired mobility outcomes, including: work-life issues, such as the
difficulty faced by dual-career families; the need to maintain institutional capacity;
limitations of human resources IT systems, including inaccurate employee records;
and leading Organizational change in a large, complex environment. In addition,
since United Nations staff members are employed in many different occupational
groups, not all of which are relevant in all duty stations, OHRM needs to match staff
skills with job requirements through the creation of a compendium of possible
movements. OHRM states that an intersessional working group on mobility,
comprising staff and management, was established following the meeting of the
Saff-Management Coordination Committee in June 2007 in order to monitor the
implementation of the mobility policy. Its findings, conclusions and
recommendations will be included in the report of the Secretary-General on
implementation of the mobility policy to the sixty-third session of the General
Assembly.

Participation in the managed reassignment programme has been very low

35. Based on OHRM data, the number of staff moving to new posts as a result of
the managed reassignment programme has been low (see table 3). Including
mandated participants and voluntary participants, only 100 staff members moved to
new posts between February 2006 and July 2008, and of that number, only 39 staff
in the Professional and higher category moved to posts at a new duty station. No

20 See resolutions 49/222, 51/226 and 53/221; ST/SGB/2002/5; ST/A1/2002/4; and resolutions

57/305, sect. |, paras. 47-53, and 59/266, sect. V1II.

21 A/62/215, para. 53.
22 |bid., paras. 45-52.
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staff moved from a Headquarters post to a post in the field. OHRM acknowledges
that required participation in the managed reassignment programmes has been very
low. However, this is directly attributable to the increase in the mobility index from
2002 to present. According to data derived from human resources action plans, staff
mobility increased from 10.8 per cent in 2002 to 21 per cent in 2006, and to
27.6 per cent in 2007.

Table 3
OHRM mobility programme’s participation and results

Voluntary reassignment programme Managed reassignment programme
No. of participants Percentage of No. of participants Percentage of
in the programme/ participants in the programme/ participants
No. of participants assigned to No. of participants assigned to
assigned to a new post a new post assigned to a new post a new post
P-2 35/13 37 65/38 58
P-3 68/0 0 44/16 36
P-4 46/0 0 317 23
G-6 13/0 0 97/20 21
G-7 3/0 0 37/10 27
Total 165/13 8 274/87 32

36. OIOS notes that, while data on participation in the managed mobility
programme is available, OHRM mechanisms for identifying and tracking
self-initiated mobility movements have limitations. OIOS acknowledges the
challenges associated with quantifying all mobility results, but considers that the
current plan, that is, to use all 2002 and 2006 movements Secretariat-wide as a
benchmark to measure mobility policy results, including the use of senior
management compacts and human resources action plan mobility indices, needs
further development. Consideration should be given as to whether this all
encompassing movement data provides an appropriate indicator of the results of the
mobility policy and of how causality for changes in comprehensive Secretariat-wide
staff movement data can be identified.

Many participantsin the managed reassignment programme cite
negative experiences

37. OIOS surveyed the 124 staff members (P-3 and G-7 levels) who participated in
the managed reassignment programme. An overall response rate of 36 per cent was
achieved, although not all respondents answered al questions. The mgjority of
respondents reported their overall satisfaction level as negative, with a full 63 per
cent rating their overall satisfaction as “very negative”. The staff members described
their experiences as: “deeply disappointing”; “traumatic”; and “unrealistic’. One
staff member wrote that “the programme has wasted time and resulted in division
and confusion among Secretariat staff and managers’. OIOS found this particularly
worrisome, given that many participants expressed a commitment to the principles
of the mobility programme or indicated that they approached the exercise with a
positive outlook.
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38. Many of the respondents (14 of 22) also reported that the mobility programme
had had a negative impact on their careers. In particular, participants reported that
their professional knowledge, capabilities and qualifications were not duly
considered. The very limited number of posts available to move to was also cited as
problematic by many respondents, and a few shared the perception that their
supervisor’s interests and actions were not aligned with their own.

39. Finally, approximately one third of the respondents (11 of 38) reported
receiving inadequate support from OHRM, citing incorrect OHRM data (e-fact
sheets), significant time spent in attempting to correct such data, confusion about
mobility policies and inquiries to OHRM that went unanswered. OlOS notes that,
given the potential life changes associated with job movements, the stress associated
with a lack of effective communication should not be underestimated. A few
respondents also volunteered that the managed mobility programme had a negative
impact on their productivity.

Other stakeholdersraise questions about the effectiveness of the current
mobility programme

40. Secretariat managers share the perceptions of staff directly involved in the
managed mobility programme initiative. Almost 70 per cent of managers with an
opinion on the subject rated the overall effectiveness of the programme negatively.
The impact of the programme on increasing the number of multi-skilled staff and
increasing the numbers of staff with field and Headquarters experience were both
rated negatively. In addition, managers did not believe that the programme
contributes to increasing institutional knowledge. These negative perceptions are in
contrast, however, to their commitment to the principles behind the mobility
initiative. Thirty-five percent of Secretariat managers responded that a mobility
programme was a good idea. One mgjor concern expressed is that the programme is
not tailored enough: it does not allow for sufficient matching of skill requirements
and staff skills. Another concern is that the programme has the potential to result in
a loss of institutional knowledge. Concerns about the degree to which the
programme is being applied consistently to different departments and staff members
were also expressed.

41. OHRM managers expressed similar reservations, reporting that the current
mandate makes it difficult to simultaneously promote thoughtful, appropriately
tailored career development and to implement the mobility initiative mandate.
OHRM managers also reported that large amounts of time are needed to implement
the current mobility initiative, diverting them from carrying out other mandated
activities.

The success of some OHRM learning programmesis noted, but several
challenges remain for effective career development

L earning programmes arerated positively, but lear ning programmes do not
reach all staff

42. Staff members, managers, human resources officers and executive officers
generaly rated the OHRM learning programme highly. Over 70 per cent of
Secretariat staff and almost 60 per cent of managers reported that they were
“satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the overall effectiveness of OHRM training
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courses. In particular, core competency skills courses were given high ratings.
Managers also rated managerial competency training courses positively.

43. OIOS notes with concern, however, that most Secretariat staff members are not
spending any appreciable amount of time in OHRM training courses. Of the
managers who provided feedback, 46 per cent reported that they spent no days
during the last year in OHRM training, 19 per cent spent 1 to 3 days, 20 per cent
spent 4 or 5 days, 10 per cent spent 6 to 10 days and 5 per cent spent 11 to 15 days.
In the case of non-managerial Secretariat staff, 43 per cent spent no days during the
last year, 24 per cent spent 1 to 3 days, 13 per cent spent 4 to 5 days, 8 per cent
spent 6 to 10 days, 10 per cent spent 11 to 15 days and 2 per cent spent more than 20
days in OHRM training. Both managers and staff cited lack of time and workload
demands as the main reasons for the low level of participation, followed by
insufficient knowledge of and lack of interest in the training courses offered.

44. International and local staff at peacekeeping missions who participated in
Ol OS focus groups reported that learning programme opportunities at missions were
insufficient. The staff expressed concern that there was not enough training and that
training offered was not sufficiently specific to their needs.23

L ear ning programme challenges remain

45. Over the course of the 2008-2009 biennium, financial resources for training at
the Secretariat became more limited owing, specifically, to a $3 million increase for
training approved in 2006 that has not been renewed to date.24 OHRM managers
perceive this as a very significant cut in the training budget funds. They point out
that training investment benefits cannot be fully realized in one year and that
ongoing investment is needed to support the staff development mandates that
OHRM has been tasked with. In addition, most managers, human resources officers
and executive officers reported dissatisfaction with the adequacy of current learning
programme resources. OlOS finds that the current funding level leaves OHRM with
the significant and challenging task of improving the skills level of the workforce
Secretariat-wide and ensuring a mobile, multi-skilled and versatile staff, in line with
mandated Secretariat human resources reform, with limited resources.

Career development is considered less effective and lacks linkages with the
per formance management system

46. Key components of career development support include: learning programmes;
clear and flexible career paths; career counselling; and a performance appraisal
system that promotes dialogue on career aspirations. Organizations with highly
effective career development support perform each function well and ensure they
are fully integrated.

47. A recent evaluation conducted for the OHRM Learning Section concluded that
a gap exists between individual staff development programmes and a coherent

23 OIOS notes training budgets for peacekeeping missions are not part of the regular training

budget. They are managed by the Department of Field Service and the Department of
Peacekeeping Operations through extrabudgetary resources.

24 See resolution 61/244, sect. V, para. 4.
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career development strategy, including tools to leverage impact.2> That evaluation
found that learning programmes were “mandatory but not linked to anything”. The
OIOS survey and interview data confirm this;, over 60 per cent of Secretariat
managers do not think that OHRM is effective in promoting career development and
over half of the respondents reported that OHRM activities in this area are “not at
all effective’”. Managers and other human resources partners point to career
development shortcomings, including the lack of clearly defined career paths that
support organizational needs and the development of a multi-skilled, mobile
Secretariat workforce. OHRM management staff acknowledge that current job
classifications are constraining and do not support flexible career paths for
Secretariat staff. In addition, some managers state they should have a clearer, more
explicit role in their staff’s career development, noting that the current framework
does not fully promote such activity. OIOS acknowledges the challenges OHRM
faces in the area of career development; a natural tension exists between good
organizational career development planning and the need to avoid building up
promotion expectations.

48. Employee performance appraisal systems that are fully integrated into other
career development mechanisms can be important tools, both for managing
performance and supporting staff skill and career development. OHRM managers
acknowledge, however, that a strong link between the Secretariat Performance
Appraisal System (e-PAS), participation in learning programmes and strategic
development of staff skills and career paths has not yet been fully established. For
example, staff performance appraisal information is not consistently considered
during the staff selection process, and almost half of staff respondents reported that
they do not see the e-PAS as an effective tool for career development. In addition,
more than half do not see any relationship between their performance appraisal and
promotion opportunities. More than half of Secretariat managers either “disagree”
or “strongly disagree” that e-PAS is being used effectively to support departmental
efforts to promote the most qualified candidate.

e-PAS isuseful asawork planning tool

49. Regarding e-PAS as a tool for setting expectations, many respondents
considered it useful. More than 50 per cent indicated that their e-PAS experiences
have provided them with useful knowledge about their manager’s performance
expectations. Similarly, more than 50 per cent reported that their e-PAS experiences
have included a useful two-way dialogue with their managers.

e-PAS challenges remain, including perception that ratings are unfair

50. OHRM data indicates that the e-PAS compliance rate for Secretariat staff has
been 81 per cent for the past three cycles.26 Thus, for 19 per cent of Secretariat
staff, the opportunity to plan assignments, agree on performance expectations and
receive formal feedback was missed altogether. There is also room for improvement
in the area of timeliness. OHRM data for the same three cycle period shows that less
than half of e-PAS evaluations were submitted by the required deadline.

25 External evaluation of staff development programmes, 2000-2003 and 2004-2007, conducted by

QED Consulting, July 2004 and January 2008.

26 2004-2005, 2005-2006 and 2006-2007.
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51. Significant numbers of respondents to the management and staff surveys
identified a lack of fairness, a perception that e-PAS appraisals do not accurately
reflect performance, as the biggest challenge. Almost half of management survey
respondents stated that e-PAS was not being used effectively to rate performance.
Staff perceptions were more favourable than those of managers, with only 21 per
cent of staff reporting that their individual e-PAS experiences did not result in fair
performance appraisals.

52. OIOS analysis of OHRM e-PAS data shows a higher proportion of positive
ratings. For the 2006-2007 performance period, 7 per cent of staff members received
a category 1 rating (consistently exceeds performance expectations), 38 per cent
received a category 2 rating (frequently exceeds performance expectations), 53 per
cent received a category 3 rating (fully meets performance expectations), only 1 per
cent received a category 4 rating (partially meets performance expectations) and
amost no staff (0.1 per cent) received a category 5 rating (does not meet
performance expectations).

53. Variability of e-PAS ratings exists across departments and post levels. Data for
the past three e-PAS cycles raise questions about consistency. In some departments
almost all staff members received a 1, 2 or 3 rating, while in other departments
performance ratings were distributed across all five rating categories. With regard to
variation by post level, higher level staff members across all post categories
received a larger proportion of higher ratings. Larger proportions of Director level,
Professional and higher-level and higher level General Service and Field Service
staff were assigned category 2 ratings, while larger proportions of lower level staff
received more category 3 ratings.

54. Utilizing OHRM data, OIOS also performed an analysis of e-PAS ratings by
gender. An analysis of the last three e-PAS cycles (see table 4) shows that a higher
proportion of females were assigned category 1 and 2 ratings. No definitive
conclusion should be drawn from the limited e-PAS gender analysis of OIOS.

Table 4
Distribution of Performance Appraisal System ratings
(Percentage)

Aggregated data for three cycles (2004-2005, 2005-2006 and 2006-2007)
Gender 5 4 3 2 1 Total by gender
Female 0.0 0.8 48.2 41.3 9.7 100.0
Male 0.1 1.3 55.9 36.0 6.7 100.0

OHRM’s human resour ces management planning and policy
development are not fully effective

Continuous reform efforts have overburdened OHRM and diminished its ability
to plan, prioritize and provide guidance

55. Inresponse to General Assembly mandates and other initiatives, the Secretariat
human resources function has been undergoing continuous reform. In his report
“Investing in people” (A/61/255), the Secretary-General set out numerous reform
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efforts, all of which OHRM is leading simultaneously. OlIOS notes these reform
efforts require significant planning and policy development by OHRM in order to
achieve Secretariat-wide success.

56. Ongoing reform efforts have increased the need to plan and prioritize beyond
current OHRM capacity. In a recent note to the Secretary-General entitled “Human
resources management: recommended actions’, the Deputy Secretary-General
underlined the broad and continuous reform mode that OHRM is responsible for
implementing.2? The document, which was distributed to Secretariat departments,
included a long list of resource-intensive human resources actions they were
expected to implement. OlOS notes with concern that almost no guidance on how
departments should perform these human resources management actions was
provided by OHRM, despite the fact that almost all actions were to be started
“immediately”. OlIOS also notes with concern the lack of prioritization associated
with this human resources management directive, particularly in light of the
numerous survey and interview respondents, to whom human resources authority
has been delegated, who have indicated that they have insufficient guidance from
OHRM to carry out their current authorities in an effective and timely manner. In
addition, many OHRM managers report that they and their staff do not have time to
perform the regular work on their desks, even without the time-consuming planning
needed to effectively direct implementation of human resources management reform
initiatives.

OHRM’s human resour ces management planning, including succession planning,
islimited: vacancy rates, particularly in thefield, remain high

57. Senior management compacts and human resources action plans are the
primary vehicle that OHRM has used to support regular, ongoing strategic human
resources planning. These are intended to establish human resources goals for the
Secretariat and to provide a tool to measure progress towards their achievement.
They include indicators such as vacancy rates, female staff representation and
geographical recruitments from unrepresented and underrepresented Member States.
Based on interview data, OlOS found that senior management compacts and human
resources action plans are considered to be only somewhat useful as planning tools.
Both OHRM managers and their Secretariat partners cite challenges associated with
tailoring human resources goals to the realities of different departments. For
example, managers at peacekeeping missions state that they face bigger challenges
in reducing vacancy rates than do Headquarters operations and that they should not
be held accountable if they cannot achieve unredlistic goals. In addition, OIOS
found that OHRM has not allocated sufficient resources to support effective
implementation of senior management compacts and human resources action plans.
As discussed below (see para. 60), very limited OHRM resources have been
allocated for planning, reporting and monitoring.

58. To date, OHRM efforts have not resulted in a fully developed succession
planning process nor in fully developed succession plans for the Secretariat.
Respondents to the OHRM staff survey rated OHRM capacity planning as “poor” to
“very poor” (34 per cent) or “fair” (29 per cent) — not a single respondent chose
“excellent” and just 37 per cent rated it as “good”. OHRM respondents rated their
performance on preparing the annual staffing plan for the Secretariat mainly as

27 Deputy Secretary-General, note to the Secretary-General, 31 March 2008.
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“fair” (42 per cent). OHRM acknowledges a lack of annual staffing plans, but notes
that is has introduced an annual early warning system.

59. Stakeholders concur with the OHRM self-assessment. Most human resources
officers and executive officers surveyed rated human resources planning, including
succession planning, as only “fair” to “good”. Many volunteered that their
departments were in need of better succession planning. Over 40 per cent of
Secretariat managers rated OHRM as either “poor” or “very poor” with regard to
supporting efforts to decrease vacancy rates. For example, the peacekeeping
vacancy rate is 23 per cent.28 OIOS welcomes the recent initiative to introduce the
use of senior management compacts and human resources action plans, which
include vacancy rate indicators, in peacekeeping missions. However, peacekeeping
staff, other Secretariat managers and some OHRM managers told OIOS that while
such compacts and action plans establish targets they provide no tools to assist
managers in overcoming the hurdles they face in their efforts to reduce vacancy
rates. Furthermore, they commented that peacekeeping missions and other
departments have limited control over many of the variables that affect vacancy
rates.22 OHRM states that senior management compacts and human resources
action plans were not conceived as tools to improve anything, but rather as systems
of establishing goals and targets and monitoring departmental performance.

60. OHRM resources allocated for Secretariat-wide human resources planning and
monitoring are extremely limited. At the time of the evaluation, the Planning,
Monitoring and Reporting Section (within the Planning, Administration and
Monitoring Service) included only five staff members (1 P-5, 1 P-2 for planning,
1 P-4 for monitoring, 1 P-4 for reporting and 1 GS staff member).

Current information technology tools do not facilitate a robust planning process

61. Information technology systems such as IMIS and Galaxy, in addition to
supporting processing functions, are tools intended to support human resources
planning functions, such as succession planning. However, Secretariat managers,
human resources officers, executive officers and OHRM staff all expressed
dissatisfaction with these tools. For example, they reported that IMIS contains
significant amounts of incorrect staff data, which requires OHRM staff and others to
spend time verifying and correcting records before even basic numbers can be used
for planning purposes. In addition, IMIS lacks integration and some functions
covered by IMIS in one duty station are not automated in other duty stations.
Offices away from Headquarters cannot fully access and update data. As indicated
above (see para. 20), human resources partners cite Galaxy shortcomings that
negatively affect the staff selection process. These same Galaxy shortcomings also
negatively affect aspects of human resources planning.

28 Vacancy rate for all field missions for the period May 2007 to April 2008; data provided by the

Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field Support at the request of OIOS: May 2008
and 29 July 2008 e-mail update (origin of datais the Nucleus system).

29 OIOS notes that vacancy rates are affected by turnover rates, hiring time frames and the degree

to which proactive, timely succession planning occurs.
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Secretariat manager s, staff and other stakeholders cite the need for clearer
human resources policies

62. To be a credible leader in human resources management, OHRM needs
well-conceived, easy to understand policies supporting the work of Secretariat
managers and staff at all duty stations. OHRM also needs to provide ongoing
interpretative guidance that meets the needs of management, human resources
officers, executive officers and staff. Less than 40 per cent of Secretariat managers
report that they are able to obtain clear guidance from OHRM on human resources
polices. Most Secretariat managers reported relying on their human resources
officers and executive officers for interpretation of human resources rules. Those
officers find themselves in a challenging position, reporting that human resources
policies, which lend themselves to many different interpretations, are the biggest
challenge they face in performing their work. They report that policies are not
interpreted in a consistent manner even within OHRM. OHRM states that in 2008 it
has organized standardization of such interpretations across OHRM. The second
biggest challenge they report facing is holding managers accountable for consistent
application of human resources rules. Human resources officers and executive
officers commented that policies are not practical, not flexible enough to
accommodate different circumstances and not clear enough to hold managers and
staff fully accountable. Asked to consider the clarity of all Secretariat human
resources policies, only 25 per cent of Secretariat staff reported that human
resources policies provide clear guidance.

63. The 2003 flexible working arrangements policy illustrates the points made
above.30 The policy is widely known and a majority of staff and managers reported
that they are optimistic about achieving a positive work-life balance. However,
human resources officers and executive officers and peacekeeping mission data
reveal some poor perceptions of the Secretariat’s capacity to offer work-life balance
to staff. Various challenges are mentioned, including inconsistent implementation of
the policy. Management survey data further underline that the flexible working
arrangements policy is not, largely, being followed, with most managers indicating
that OHRM does not provide sufficient guidance regarding policy implementation.

64. The OHRM Policy Support Unit is responsible for human resources policy
development and interpretative guidance. Similar to the OHRM planning function,
the Policy Support Unit operates with extremely limited resources. At the time of
the evaluation, only three Professional level staff were working in the Unit. As a
consequence, the Policy Support Unit and the Planning, Monitoring and Reporting
Section do not have sufficient resources to coherently link work being performed on
planning, policy development and current reform initiatives. OHRM management
acknowledges this problem. OIOS notes that OHRM plans to address this
shortcoming, in part, through implementation of a new organizational structure, (see
para. 7 above).

30 See ST/SGB/2003/4.
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A lack of clarity surrounding delegations of human resour ces
authority and very limited OHRM monitoring decreases
accountability for human resourcesresults

65. OHRM delegates significant decision-making authority to Secretariat partners.
Examples include: decision-making at multiple stages of the staff selection process;
determination of some staff entitlements; and guidance on interpretation of human
resources rules. Such a delegation of authority often carries with it responsibility for
the performance of processing functions. Specific authorities delegated to
Secretariat departments differ, depending on a number of factors, including the
OHRM assessment of a department’s capacity to perform different human resources
functions. Currently, the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field
Support (formerly part of the Department of Peacekeeping Operations) has the most
authority delegated from OHRM.

Weaknesses in current delegation of authority structure identified

66. Based on interviews and surveys, OlIOS found several problems related to
delegation of authority. Partners to whom authority is delegated welcomed the
opportunity to have more control over human resources decision-making, but also
identified weaknesses in the current delegation of authority framework. Most human
resources officers and executive officers reported that the delegation of authority
from OHRM to their departments is working only “somewhat effectively”. Ratings
from peacekeeping mission officers were even lower. Human resources management
staff in offices away from Headquarters were also more likely to rate this negatively.
At the United Nations Office at Geneva, for example, 9 of 16 human resources
managers interviewed by OIOS identified significant problems with the delegation
of authority framework.

67. Many respondents cited problems hindering their ability to perform human
resources functions delegated to them. They suggested that more streamlined rules
that factor in differing staff circumstances without unnecessarily complicating
matters would be beneficial and pointed out the need for more guidance in
interpreting rules from OHRM. Additionally, respondents cited the need for further
clarification of roles, including more explicit information on what departments can
decide on and what decision-making authority is retained by OHRM. For example,
peacekeeping managers faced with a difficult question in the interpretation of a
human resources rule must vet it through the human resources officer at the
headquarters of the peacekeeping mission, who may be dependent on the Field
Personnel Division of the Department of Field Support in New York, who may be
unclear on whether it has authority to make a determination or whether it needs to
confer with OHRM before doing so. Interviewees noted that this process can take
weeks, even months, and that it is most often not an efficient process. A related
problem is the issue of real decision-making authority versus authority to process
transactions only, or, as one interviewee put it, “delegation without authority”. A
high-level interviewee commented that “peacekeeping missions are entrusted to
implement a peace agreement, but are not trusted to hire a P-4". Finally, many
respondents to whom human resources authority is being delegated cite the need for
OHRM to provide sufficient instructions and training to assist them in gaining the
information and skills needed to perform the duties expected of them.
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68. OHRM acknowledges the problems cited above. Approximately half of OHRM
survey respondents expressing an opinion reported that they did not think authority
over human resources was being delegated in a consistent and appropriate manner.
Furthermore, almost half also reported that OHRM staff members are unclear about
their own roles and responsibilities as they relate to human resources authorities
delegated to staff outside OHRM.

Very limited OHRM monitoring of human resour ces processes being perfor med

69. OIOS notes with great concern a significant lack of sufficient OHRM
monitoring of the human resources authority delegated to other departments. Large
numbers of staff with differing levels of experience and skills have been delegated
authority, involving various implementation problems, which are noted above.
Those problems make effective monitoring by OHRM of paramount importance.
Examples of the risks associated with a lack of sufficient monitoring include the
hiring of unqualified staff and improper payment of entitlements. Despite this, OIOS
found an almost inconsequential amount of monitoring being performed by OHRM.
Only three to four OHRM monitoring missions to offices away from Headquarters
take place per year, and those missions are performed by a small team of OHRM
staff assembled on an ad hoc basis. OHRM states that these missions constitute only
a part of the monitoring work done by OHRM. In addition, as noted above, the only
OHRM staff assigned exclusively to monitoring is one Professional level officer
(P-4). At the time of the evaluation, that staff member was performing monitoring
duties with input from the head of the Planning, Monitoring and Reporting Section
(P-5) and one General Service staff member. Given this very limited monitoring
capacity, it is not surprising that a number of OHRM managers interviewed by
OI0S volunteered the following statements: “at present, there is authority without
accountability”; “the monitoring function within OHRM is barely surviving”; and
“OHRM cannot do substantive monitoring so when something is reported from a
department, we try to look into it”. OIOS concerns are in line with those expressed
in the report of the Secretary-General on accountability findings, which found that
“the Secretariat does not systematically monitor delegation of authority”.31

As accountability tools, human resour ces action plans and senior management
compacts are not fully adequate

70. In addition to being strategic planning vehicles, senior management compacts
and human resources action plans are intended to ensure accountability. OIOS
commends OHRM and the Department of Management for their recent initiative in
making those compacts and action plans available on the United Nations Intranet,
thus increasing transparency and promoting further accountability, and for
establishing and training focal points for the action plans in all departments.
Questions remain, however, about the effectiveness of the compacts and plans in
achieving accountability and success in meeting Secretariat human resources
management goals. OIOS found that many stakeholders are not familiar with either
the compacts or the action plans. Among Secretariat managers and other OHRM
partners familiar with them, there is, as yet, no full confidence that these tools will
assist the Secretariat in meeting its human resources goals. Many human resources
partners, as well as OHRM management and staff, do not think that senior

31 A/62/701 and Corr.1, para. 29.
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management compacts and human resources action plans are bringing about
improved accountability. For example, 36 per cent of Secretariat managers reporting
did not think that use of the compacts and action plans had resulted in improved
accountability, while 25 per cent believed that they were useful tools. Shortcomings
frequently identified included: a lack of tailoring the targets to the realities of
different departments; statistics being “cosmetic” in nature rather than reflecting the
reality of what is being achieved; departments being held accountable for meeting
targets that they do not have sufficient control over (gender and geographical
representation was most often referred to); no sanctions resulting when departments
do not meet their human resources management goals, and the fact that senior
management compacts and human resources action plans do not measure the
performance of results.32

71. OIOS notes that a lack of monitoring and effective accountability mechanisms
increases five significant organizational risks: (@) inefficient human resources
processes; (b) actions not taken in line with Secretariat-wide human resources rules;
(c) demoralization of high performing staff; (d) departments not able to achieve
their mandates because they do not have the proper human resources capacity to do
so; and (e) increased organizational liability.

Medical services are rated favourably, but the growing demand for
field-based services presents challenges

72. The mandate of the Medical Services Division is to provide medical services
and system-wide coordination of health-related policies at all United Nations duty
stations and peacekeeping missions. Its network is comprised of more than 76
clinics operated by the Department of Peacekeeping Operations of the Secretariat
and 46 United Nations-sponsored dispensaries worldwide. Owing in large part to the
expanding number and size of peacekeeping operations in recent years, the Medical
Services Division has faced continuous growth in the services required by its
clients.

Core medical and administrative services are perceived as effective, but littleis
done for health awareness activities

73. Survey data show that staff and managers across duty stations perceive the
effectiveness of the Medical Services Division as largely positive. Managers of the
Division at Headquarters indicate that resources are sufficient for providing core
medical and administrative services at Headquarters in New York.33 However, given
the high workload, most medical staff members spend the majority of their time on
medical clearances and other primarily administrative medical matters, including the
administration of sick leave. Interview data from staff of the Division and OHRM
survey data reveal that other important services such as psychological assistance,
health awareness activities and activities that promote a safe work environment
cannot be given the attention required.

32

33

Results from the accountability survey published in A/62/701 indicated the following
shortcomings: to the question “I feel that | may be held responsible for something that is not in
my control”, 14 per cent strongly agreed and 34 per cent agreed.

Currently, the Medical Services Division in New York operates with 8 doctors, 11 nurses and

1 psychologist. It has 35 staff members overall.

27



A/63/221

28

A clear structurefor coordinating and monitoring a system-wide health-care
serviceis missing, creating vulnerabilities, particularly in the field

74. The Medical Services Division at Headquarters has limited ability to build and
develop ongoing supportive relationships with the increasing number of medical
facilities away from headquarters. As the focus of services shifts to the field, clearer
accountability and reporting mechanisms and effective monitoring and support
systems are needed. Based on a limited review of the OHRM medical services
function, OIOS found evidence that the current organizational structure has
limitations in terms of providing a clear hierarchical structure for coordinating a
worldwide health-care service.

75. Medical services field staff usually report to and consult with OHRM for
medical advice, and contact the Medical Services Section of the Department of Field
Support on logistical matters. However, these lines of responsibility are not clearly
spelled out, leading to some duplication of work and confusion. In the field, medical
services representatives work with the medical officers of the forces of the
troop-contributing countries and, in many instances, have some responsibility for
providing services to both United Nations staff and troops. However, responsibilities
and accountability are not entirely clear. OHRM states that the roles and
responsibilities of both the Medical Services Division and the Medical Services
Section, although clearly delineated, at times overlap owing to the nature of the
work of peacekeeping missions. These issues have been and are being discussed
between the Medical Services Division and the Medical Services Section.

OHRM isnot perceived as being highly client-focused

76. OHRM clients do not perceive the human resources function as being highly
effective nor do they perceive OHRM as being client-focused. At the present time,
human resources officers and executive officers, management and staff, including
staff at peacekeeping missions, do not rate the human resources function as highly
effective overall. Across stakeholder groups, amost half report that the function is
working “somewhat ineffectively” or “not at all effectively”. The objective of
OHRM, to be “client focused”, has not been fully achieved, with one third of
Secretariat managers and staff reporting that it is “not at all customer-oriented”.
Both managers and staff members cite difficulty in obtaining clear, consistent,
timely answers to their human resources-related questions as a main reason for their
dissatisfaction.

Conclusion

77. OHRM faces significant challenges as the central authority responsible for
simultaneously performing strategic human resources planning and policy
development, delegating human resources authority throughout the Secretariat and
directly providing many human resources services. OHRM is required to perform
these functions in a complex environment and within the context of continuous,
ambitious reform efforts. In addition, the human resources challenges faced by both
OHRM and the Organization at large defy simple solutions. In each functional
human resources area, there is a different set of multifaceted challenges, including
complex interrelationships. In this environment, effective human resources
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VI.

management requires strategic prioritization, focus and a significant investment of
resources. OlOS commends OHRM for its effort to lead the Secretariat towards
highly effective human resources management, but notes, however, that the
enormity of the Organization’s human resources demands has hampered the
effective capacity of OHRM to meet them fully.

78. In order to be more effective and to achieve the desired human resources
results, OHRM and the United Nations need to prioritize and to identify which
human resources initiatives need to be emphasized. Additional human resources
management resources may also be needed. There is a need to better communicate
human resources policies and more clearly define delegated authority in this area
throughout the Secretariat. More streamlined processes to increase clarity and
efficiency as required. The current level of resources, lack of prioritization and clear
policies has resulted in awork overload for both OHRM staff and others performing
human resources management functions. Improvements along these lines are needed
to enable the United Nations to recruit, retain and develop a worldwide staff that is
capable of meeting the many challenges the Organization faces.

79. OIOS wishes to acknowledge the excellent cooperation and the diligent work
of OHRM and the staff of the Field Personnel Division of the Department of Field
Support who took time out of their already full schedules to provide valuable
interview, survey and programme data.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Develop an integrated framework to enhance the staff
selection process, improve support for career development and promote
staff mobility

(Seefinding A, paras. 42-54 and paras. 23-41)

80. OHRM should develop an integrated framework and strategy to enhance
selection, career development and mobility of Secretariat staff. Specifically, a task
force or other appropriate body should be set up to propose improvements to current
Secretariat policies and procedures and to the services offered by OHRM. The work
of the task force should address questions such as:

1. What changes can be enacted to promote more fluid, effective career
paths that facilitate staffing needs and staff members career
advancement plans?

2. How do the conditions of service changes currently under review fit into
a larger framework for the career development of Secretariat staff?
OHRM states that it is in the process of preparing one set of staff rules to
cover all staff, which will streamline the current 100, 200 and 300 series
of the staff rules. In this context, OHRM will undertake a comprehensive
review of all administrative circulars to identify problem areas and
streamline the rules to the greatest extent possible.

3.  Where is the current staff selection process falling short with regard to:
meeting the Organization’s need for qualified managers and staff to
perform the functions necessary to achieve Secretariat mandates;
rewarding meritorious work performed by current staff; and identifying
highly qualified external staff?
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4. How can the IT systems that support the staff selection process be
improved? How can the integration of the systems of the Field Personnel
Division of the Department of Field Support and OHRM be improved?

5.  Should the Secretariat develop a more tailored, possibly non-mandatory
and more incentive-based mobility programme to achieve better outcomes
with regard to development of a multi-skilled, versatile and mobile
Secretariat staff? If so, what is the best way to restructure the mobility
programme? What reporting system should be put in place to track and
quantify self-initiated voluntary staff movements? OHRM states that the
Assistant Secretary-General of OHRM has convened a working group on
a talent management system with representatives of offices away from
headquarters, executive offices, the Department of Management, OHRM
and others. The working group will set strategies for business elements of
the talent management system and address policy-related issues.

6. What actions can be taken to improve the credibility of the staff selection
process?

Recommendation 2: Strengthen policy development and corresponding
inter pretative guidance functions
(Seefinding B, paras. 55-64)

81. OHRM should strengthen its policy development function, as well as the
corresponding interpretative guidance function in order to counter significant risks
associated with negative human resources outcomes, such as the inconsistent
application of policies.34 Specifically:

1. Additional resources should be utilized to perform policy development
and guidance functions.

2. OHRM should take additional steps to ensure that staff within OHRM and
throughout the Secretariat know where to get policy interpretation guidance.

3.  OHRM should identify the human resources policies that are posing the
greatest risk of not achieving desired outcomes, priorities should be
established and OHRM should then work to improve policy guidancein a
manner that will mitigate risk.

Recommendation 3: Prioritize implementation of human resources
reform initiatives
(Seefinding B, paras. 55 and 56 and paras. 77-79)

82. Given the enormity of the Organization’s human resources demands, including
continuous, ambitious reform efforts, OHRM and the Deputy Secretary-General
should prioritize the implementation of human resources reform initiatives.
Specifically:

1. Recommended actions contained in the recent note to the Secretary-
General®” should be prioritized and implementation time frames should
be revisited in order to ensure that they reflect realistic timetables.

34 Ol OS recognizes that subsequent to its July 2008 data collection OHRM began to implement a

restructuring process that increases the emphasis on policy development.
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2. OHRM should perform an analysis of the resources needed to implement
these actions.

3.  OHRM should provide departments with additional guidance on how
these human resources management actions should be implemented.

Recommendation 4: Clarify and streamline delegation of authority
(Seefinding C, paras. 65-71)

83. OHRM should review the current delegation of authority structure and
establish a systematic and comprehensive compendium of responsibilities that lists,
in detail, all human resources areas where authority has been delegated.35 OIOS
encourages OHRM to do thisin consultation with its strategic Secretariat partners so
as to clarify roles and responsibilities, improve consistency of policy
implementation and reduce time for implementing human resources decisions. More
specifically, such a compendium shall:

1.  Specify the responsible entity and provide specific guidance on how to
interpret the rules for which implementation authority is being delegated.

2. Be updated by the Office of Human Resources Management every
biennium.

3. Be accessible on the United Nations | ntranet.

OHRM states that a review and rationalization of delegation of authority will be
conducted in consultation with the Office’s strategic partners.

Recommendation 5: Strengthen monitoring function
(Seefinding C, paras. 65-71)

84. OHRM should strengthen its monitoring function in order to counter
significant risk associated with negative human resources management outcomes. 36
Specifically:

1. Additional resources should be utilized to perform monitoring functions.

2. Monitoring should focus its capacity and resources on coherent and
effective implementation of the delegation of authority.

3. Monitoring efforts should also include the identification of those policies
that result in inconsistent implementation or considerable time lags and
work in closer relationship with policy development and planning
services towards improvements.

(Signed) Inga-Britt Ahlenius
Under-Secretary-General for Internal Oversight Services

35 Ol OS recognizes that a similar request was made by the OIOS audit report (AH2007/510/1,

recommendation 13). However, OIOS did not find evidence of action being taken in this
direction and therefore formulated this recommendation.

36 Ol OS recognizes that subsequent to the data collection phase of the evaluation (July 2008)

OHRM began implementing a restructuring process that increases the emphasis on monitoring.
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