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1 The chart entitled ‘‘Capitol Master Plan Funding (in millions) appears in the Appendix on 
page 94. 

U.N. HEADQUARTERS RENOVATION: NO 
ACCOUNTABILITY WITHOUT TRANSPARENCY 

TUESDAY, JUNE 20, 2006

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT,

GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY

AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC. 

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:30 p.m., in room 
SD–342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Tom Coburn, Chair-
man of the Subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Coburn and Collins. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COBURN 

Senator COBURN. The Subcommittee on Federal Financial Man-
agement of the Governmental Affairs and Homeland Security Com-
mittee will now come to order. 

I would announce at this time that the Senate has scheduled two 
votes at 2:45 p.m. We will make every effort to get through with 
our first panel, and then hold thereafter, and then vote, and then 
come back and resume. 

Less than a year ago, we had a hearing on this same topic con-
cerning the $1.2 billion renovation fee concerning the United Na-
tions Headquarters in New York City. Since that time, the price of 
the proposal, referred to as the capital master plan, has increased 
in price by 45 percent, is now at $1.7 million, and it comes in at 
almost $700 per square foot for renovation.1 

To put it in perspective, the Ronald Reagan Building in Wash-
ington, DC, ground, land, every cost associated with it cost $263 a 
square foot. As you can see on our poster transparencies, the first 
principle of accountability, it has been almost impossible to get an 
itemized accounting on the money that has been spent thus far, as 
well as the cost projections that are coming from that. 

I would give credit to Fritz Reuter, in terms of the work he has 
done on materials, and costs associated with that. The people who 
have been advising this Subcommittee has felt that he has done a 
marvelous job in terms of his assessment of that. He pointed out, 
in addition to the already astronomical price, there are hidden exe-
cution costs that the United Nations has yet to consider. 
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For example, there is no plan for the increased flow of traffic for 
security for hundreds of security workers. There is no plan for set-
ting up a base of operations within the limited grounds areas. And 
there are no plans for inevitable delays in the nature of floor-by-
floor renovations. 

In short, there is a lot missing from the proposal that could cause 
the project to take up to three times as long and cost at least twice 
as much. Even if the capital master plan price tag remains con-
stant, and that is a big if, the U.S. share of the cost is going to 
be a half a billion dollars. That is on top of the regular dues of 
$423 million annually, plus all special contributions on the order 
of $2.4 billion. What is more, the United Nations is putting the cart 
before the horse a little bit. Despite the fact that the U.N. General 
Assembly has yet to formally approve the renovation proposal, the 
U.N. Budget Committee has gone ahead and asked for another 
$100 million to start the project. 

Even if the capital master plan is workable, it will still be carried 
out by the same system that is responsible for the Oil-for-Food 
scandal, the largest financial scandal in history. Not one thing has 
changed in the U.N. procurement system since the world learned 
about the horrific and criminal misuse of funds intended to feed 
and medicate desperate Iraqis suffering under Saddam Hussein. 
Instead, the funds were diverted to kickbacks, illegal oil vouchers, 
corrupt officials, Saddam’s palaces and cronies, and a slew of U.N. 
officials and vendors. 

You would expect with revelations of this nature, the United Na-
tions would have fired those responsible, that all involved would 
have been indicted and prosecuted, and that massive reform would 
have been undertaken internally. Instead, the United Nations has 
not changed anything about how it does its business. 

The United Nations has not fired anyone responsible for the mas-
sive abuse of power, and global taxpayer dollars associated with 
the Oil-for-Food program. To make matters worse, recent media re-
ports and internal U.N. audits suggest the entire U.N. procurement 
system is plagued by corruption. In fact, as of last month, some of 
the vendors involved in the unfolding scandal are still doing busi-
ness with the United Nations. Incredibly, a majority of the U.N. 
Member States have dug in to maintain the inexcusable status quo. 
Ironically, on the same day in April when the U.N. Budget Com-
mittee authorized more spending on the renovation project, the 
committee also voted down Secretary Kofi Annan’s very modest and 
meager reform package. 

I note that the countries who voted down these reforms con-
tribute 12 percent of the U.N. budget. The 50 nations who voted 
for the reforms contribute 87 percent. Those of us who pay most 
of the bills were outvoted by those who contribute much less to 
U.N. operations. 

And yet, some of these developing countries are the very ones 
that are most dependent on U.N. programs and who, in theory, 
should most want efficient, transparent, effective, and honest 
United Nations operations. For planning, design, and pre-construc-
tion of the renovation project, the United Nations has appropriated 
$152 million, and spent $36 million to date. It has been impossible 
to find out where that money has been spent. 
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We were here last year asking the same questions about the $20 
million or so that was supposedly spent on planning and design. 
We have now spent twice that and we cannot get access to the con-
tracts, the actual outlay, the disbursements, telling us what we 
bought for this money. 

I would note that all industry experts tell us that planning and 
design should never exceed 6 percent of the total cost of the budget. 
We are at that. And we are not anywhere near beginning. 

Lack of transparency with spending on the capital master plan 
is only an example. From the little we do know from leaked audit 
documents and investigative reporting, internal U.N. auditors 
themselves have complained that the lack of transparency in pro-
curement and management is leading to gross problems and waste, 
fraud, and other criminal activity. 

They have found that nearly a third of the $1 billion in contracts 
that they looked at—they only looked at $1 billion—was lost to 
mismanagement and corruption. The equivalent of the entire U.S. 
portion of this procurement was lost to corruption. If we could save 
our peacekeeping donations to this waste and fraud in just 2 years, 
it would more than fund the U.S. portion of the capital master 
plan. 

Thanks in large part to our witness, Ambassador John Bolton, 
we have a window of opportunity to bring about reform in the 
United Nations. The Ambassador and our allies insist that the 
United Nations adopt important reforms before the entire biannual 
budget is approved. The deadline is fast approaching when the 
money will run out, and instead of passing the reforms required to 
improve the rest of the budget, the United Nations has voted down 
the reforms. 

Mr. Ambassador, I have to tell you, I am not sure how I can go 
back to Oklahoma and tell the people that we should just let it go 
and send more of their hard earned money to a system that is 
plagued by corruption, waste, and fraud. 

Monday, I traveled to the United Nations and met with Rep-
resentatives from G–77 countries, including Chile, Egypt, India, 
Pakistan, Singapore, and Thailand. When I made the case for full 
transparency within the entire U.N. system, something similar to 
the Freedom of Information Act, and online availability of con-
tracts, each of these Representatives wholeheartedly agreed that 
the United Nations must become transparent. 

This position was especially heartening, considering that the G–
77 represents the overwhelming majority of the U.N. Budget Com-
mittee where such changes originate. On this same trip, I met with 
U.N. Deputy Secretary, General Mark Malloch Brown. Mr. Brown 
not only fully endorsed my call for transparency, but he also stated 
that he believes that the United Nations is well on its why to this 
type of accountability. 

Before I traveled to the United Nations, I met with the Ambas-
sadors of the top donors of the United Nations, Japan, Germany, 
and Great Britain. These countries, combined with the United 
States, contribute over 56 percent of the operating budget, and 
each represented and agreed that the United Nations must become 
transparent. 
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With such overwhelming agreement from the U.N. Secretariat, 
the top U.N. contributors, and key representative of the largest 
block of the United Nations, it is possible to immediately enact a 
resolution that would completely bring a full and complete trans-
parency to the United Nations. 

I hope that officials that I met with are true to their word at 
next week’s U.N. budget meeting. And despite the possibility that 
reforms are undermined again, it will, at the very least, enact some 
type of freedom of information. 

Without full transparency, there will never be full accountability 
at the United Nations. There is a rumble growing outside of Wash-
ington. People are fed up with this Congress, writing blank checks 
and not demanding performance and accountability. American peo-
ple are demanding that elected officials safeguard their money bet-
ter than we have done thus far. 

Today, a year after our hearing on this topic, there has been a 
little bit of improvement on transparency, for how money gets 
spent. The U.S. taxpayer is the largest donor to the United Na-
tions, and Congress must demand the following: First post every 
contract and disbursement related to every contract for the capital 
master plan on a publicly accessible website. 

Second, publicly commit to and begin working on expanding that 
level of transparency to all U.N. contracts, grants, and internal 
procurement. 

Once we see a commitment to transparency, we can talk about 
approving the capital master plan and the rest of the U.N. budget. 
We are not even asking it for reform, or to clean up the mess, or 
prosecution of corrupt individuals or vendors at this point. All that 
we expect to come. 

All that we are asking today is for sunshine. Transparency, open-
ing up the books so that the public, the press, the Member States, 
and the United Nations itself can see and know what is going on. 

In my field of medicine, we cannot treat a disease until we diag-
nose it. That is just the first step. And without this fundamental 
commitment to accountability, Americans and indeed, all global 
taxpayers cannot, in good conscience, continue writing blank checks 
to the U.N. system. 

We will work with the U.N. Appropriations Committee as well in 
the future. I want to thank all of the witnesses to being here today, 
and I look forward to hearing your testimony, and I would recog-
nize now our Chairman of our full Committee, the Hon. Senator 
Collins. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Coburn follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR COBURN 

Last July, this subcommittee held a hearing concerning the then $1.2 billion ren-
ovation proposal for the United Nations headquarters in New York City. Since that 
hearing, the price of the proposal, referred to as the Capital Master Plan, has grown 
45 percent and is now priced at $1.7 billion. For a worksite that is over 2.5 million 
square feet, this would be $697/sq. ft. To put this into perspective, the Ronald 
Reagan Building here in Washington, DC only cost $263/sq. ft., but this was for a 
brand new building—not what should be a cheaper renovation. 

As you can see on our poster, transparency is the first principle of accountability. 
It has been almost impossible to get an itemized accounting for where these cost 
projections come from. So I have sought advice from construction experts in New 
York City to get their take on the project. They have pointed out that, in addition 
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to the already astronomical price tag, there are hidden execution costs that the 
United Nations has yet to consider. For example, there is no plan for the increased 
flow of traffic through security for the hundreds of construction workers, there is 
no plan for setting up a base of operations within the limited grounds area, and 
there is no plan for inevitable delays due to the nature of floor-by-floor renovations. 
In short, there is a lot missing from the current proposal that could cause the 
project to take up to 3 times as long to complete at a cost many times higher than 
the current $1.7 billion price tag. 

Even if the Capital Master Plan’s price tag remains constant—and that’s a big 
‘‘if’’—the U.S. share of the cost would be $485 million. That’s on top of regular dues 
of $423 million annually plus all the special contributions, on the order of $2.4 bil-
lion. What’s more, the United Nations is putting the cart before the horse a bit—
despite the fact the U.N. General Assembly has yet to formally approve the renova-
tion proposal, the U.N. budget committee has gone ahead and asked for another 
hundred million dollars to start the project. 

Even if the Capital Master Plan were workable—it will still be carried out by the 
same system responsible for the Oil for Food scandal—the largest financial scandal 
in history. Not one thing has changed in the U.N. procurement system since the 
world learned about the horrific and criminal misuse of funds intended to feed and 
medicate desperate Iraqis suffering under Saddam Hussein. Instead, the funds were 
diverted to kickbacks, illegal oil vouchers, corrupt officials, Saddam’s palaces and 
cronies, and a slew of U.N. officials and vendors. 

You would expect with revelations of this nature, the United Nations would have 
fired those responsible, that all involved would have been indicted and prosecuted 
and that massive reform would have been undertaken internally. Instead, the 
United Nations has not changed a thing about how it does business. Not a thing. 
The United Nations has not fired anyone responsible for the massive abuse of power 
and global taxpayer dollars associated with the Oil For Food program. To make 
matters worse, recent media reports and internal U.N. audits suggest the entire 
U.N. procurement system is plagued by corruption. In fact, as of last month, some 
of the vendors involved in the unfolding scandal are still doing business with the 
United Nations. 

Incredibly, a majority of U.N. member states have ‘‘dug in’’ to maintain the inex-
cusable status quo. Ironically, on the same day in April when the U.N. Budget Com-
mittee authorized more spending on the renovation project, the committee also 
voted down Secretary General Kofi Annan’s modest management reform package. 
I note that the countries who voted down these reforms contribute 12 percent of the 
U.N. budget. The 50 nations that voted for the reforms contribute 87 percent. Those 
of us paying most of the bills were outvoted by those who contribute much less to 
U.N. operations. And yet some of these developing countries are the very same ones 
most dependent on U.N. programs, and who in theory should most want efficient, 
transparent, effective and honest United Nations operations. 

For planning, design, and pre-construction of the renovation project, the United 
Nations has appropriated $152 million and spent $36 million to date. You would not 
believe how difficult it is to find out how that money has been spent. We were here 
last year, asking the same questions about the then-$20 million or so which was 
supposedly spent on planning and design. Now it’s twice that, still being spent on 
planning and design, and we can’t get access to the contracts, the actual outlays and 
disbursements telling us what we bought for this money. I note that industry ex-
perts tell us, as they told us a year ago, that design work should cost no more than 
6 percent. 

Lack of transparency with spending on the Capital Master Plan is only an exam-
ple. From the little we do know through leaked audit documents and investigative 
reporting, internal U.N. auditors themselves have complained that the lack of trans-
parency in procurement and management is leading to gross problems with waste, 
fraud, and other criminal activity. They found that nearly a third of the $1 billion 
in contracts that they reviewed was lost to mismanagement and corruption—the 
equivalent of the entire U.S.-paid portion of this procurement was lost to corruption. 
If we could save our peacekeeping donations from this waste and fraud for just two 
years, it would more than fund the U.S. portion of the Capital Master Plan. 

Thanks in large part to the hard work of our witness, Ambassador John Bolton, 
we have a window of opportunity to bring reforms. The Ambassador and our allies 
insisted that the United Nations adopt important reforms before the entire biennial 
budget is approved. The deadline is fast approaching when the money will run out, 
and instead of passing the reforms required to approve the rest of the budget, the 
United Nations has voted DOWN the reforms. I have to tell you, Mr. Ambassador, 
I’m not sure how I go back to Oklahoma and tell people that we should just let that 
go, and send more of their hard-earned money into a black hole. 
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Last Monday, I traveled to the United Nations and met with representatives from 
G77 countries including Chile, Egypt, India, Pakistan, Singapore and Thailand. 
When I made the case for full transparency within the entire U.N. system—similar 
to the Freedom of Information Act here in the United States—each of these rep-
resentatives wholeheartedly agreed that the United Nations must become trans-
parent. This admission was especially heartening considering the G77 represents 
the overwhelming majority on the U.N. budget committee where such changes origi-
nate. 

On this same trip, I also met with U.N. Deputy Secretary-General Mark Malloch 
Brown. Mr. Brown not only fully endorsed my call for transparency, but he also 
stated that he believes the United Nations is well on its way to this type of account-
ability. Furthermore, before I traveled to the United Nations, I met with the ambas-
sadors of top donors to the United Nations—Japan, Germany, and Great Britain. 
These countries, combined with the United States, contribute over 56 percent of the 
U.N. operating budget, and each representative agreed that the United Nations 
must become transparent. 

With such overwhelming agreement from the U.N. Secretariat, the top U.N. con-
tributors, and key representatives of the largest voting block at the United Nations, 
it is possible to immediately enact a resolution that would bring complete trans-
parency to the United Nations—a Freedom of Information resolution where member 
states, the press, and the general public have the right and ability to see exactly 
how the U.N. system is spending its money and conducting its business. I hope that 
the officials I met with are true to their word in next week’s U.N. budget meetings 
and, despite the possibility that reforms are undermined again, will at the very 
least enact a Freedom of Information resolution. 

Without full transparency, there will never be accountability at the United Na-
tions. There is a rumble growing outside the Beltway. People are fed up with Con-
gress writing blank checks and not demanding performance and accountability. 
American people are demanding that their elected officials safeguard their money 
better than we have been. Today, a year after our first hearing on this topic, there 
has been little improvement in transparency for how money gets spent. The United 
States tax payer is the largest donor to the United Nations, and Congress must de-
mand the following:

• First, post every contract and disbursement related to every contract for the 
Capital Master Plan on a publicly-accessible web site. 

• Second, publicly commit to and begin work on expanding that level of trans-
parency to all U.N. contracts, grants, and internal procurement.

Once we see a commitment to transparency, we can talk about approving the Cap-
ital Master Plan and the rest of the U.N. budget. We’re not even asking yet for a 
reform or clean-up of the mess or prosecutions of corrupt individuals or vendors at 
this point—although we expect that to come. All we’re asking for today is sun-
shine—opening up the books so that the public, the press, Member States and even 
the United Nations, itself, can see what is going on. 

In my field of medicine, we can’t treat a disease until we diagnose it. This is just 
a first step, and without this fundamental commitment to accountability, Ameri-
cans, and indeed, all global taxpayers, can not, in good conscience, continue writing 
blank checks to the U.N. system. We will be working with the Appropriations Com-
mittee on this problem as well. I want to thank all the witnesses for being with us 
here today. I look forward to hearing your testimony.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COLLINS 

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, let me thank 
you for convening this hearing today and giving us the opportunity 
to further examine how American tax dollars are being spent and, 
in some cases, misspent, by the United Nations. 

Given that the United States contributes so much to the U.N. 
budget, it is our responsibility to continually push for management 
reforms and transparency in U.N. processes and spending. 

Senator Coburn, I know that you share my fondness for Justice 
Brandeis’ quote about ‘‘sunshine being the best disinfectant.’’ And 
I think that the work that you are doing is trying to shine more 
light into the dark corners of the United Nations. I hope that this 
hearing will help keep the pressure on the United Nations to be 
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more transparent in its actions because a lack of transparency and 
a lack of oversight provide fertile ground for waste, corruption, and 
scandal, which will in turn further undermine the credibility of the 
United Nations at a time when we need to work to restore it. 

Let me indicate that I understand that the 54-year-old head-
quarters is badly in need of renovation. That is not the issue. I 
know that it is riddled with asbestos, that it lacks fire detectors, 
a sprinkler system, and other emergency safety devices. I know the 
United Nations has been working for some 6 years on a renovation 
plan for the building. But I am very concerned about the escalation 
of cost and I am particularly concerned by the Subcommittee’s find-
ings that the square foot cost for the U.N. renovation is in the 
neighborhood of $697 per square foot, nearly three times the cost 
per square foot of building new State Department offices across the 
street from the U.N. building in New York. 

I am also concerned when I hear well-known developers tell us 
that the U.N. renovations can be accomplished at a fraction of the 
current cost estimate. So those are very troubling to me. I do not 
dispute that the building is in need of substantial renovations, but 
I am very troubled when I hear of escalating, apparently out of 
control, cost estimates, the difficulty in finding out exactly what is 
going on, which the Chairman has alluded to, and the fact that the 
cost estimates seem so high when compared to other building 
projects. 

So, I very much appreciate that the Ambassador is here person-
ally today to shed some light on these very troubling issues. And 
I commend you, Mr. Chairman for pursuing this issue. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Collins follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COLLINS 

Senator Coburn and Senator Carper, I would like to thank you for convening this 
hearing today, giving us an opportunity to further examine how American tax dol-
lars are spent—and sometimes misspent—by the United Nations. Given that the 
United States contributes so much to the United Nation’s budget, it is our responsi-
bility to continually push for management reforms and transparency in U.N. proc-
esses and spending. 

Senator Coburn, I know you share my fondness for Justice Brandeis’ quote that 
a little ‘‘sunshine is the best disinfectant.’’ I appreciate the work from you and Sen-
ator Carper in trying to shine more light in the dark corners of the United Nations. 

I hope that this hearing will help keep pressure on the United Nations to be more 
transparent in its actions, because a lack of transparency and oversight provides fer-
tile ground for corruption and scandal, which will further undermine the credibility 
of the United Nations, rather than restore it. 

Let me indicate that I understand the United Nations headquarters is badly in 
need of renovation. I know that it is riddled with asbestos, and that it lacks fire 
detectors, a sprinkler system, and other emergency safety devices. I know the 
United Nations has been working on a renovation plan. But I am very concerned 
about the escalation of cost. I do not dispute that the building is in need of substan-
tial renovations, but I am very troubled when I hear of escalating cost estimates, 
the difficulty in finding out exactly what is going on, and the fact that the cost esti-
mates seem so high when compared to other building projects. 

I thank you again for holding this hearing. I look forward to the light our wit-
nesses can shine on management practices at the United Nations, particularly con-
cerning the renovation of the U.N. headquarters.

Senator COBURN. Thank you, Senator Collins. I should make 
something clear. It has been stated that Secretary Mark Malloch 
Brown stated that Americans do not value the positive contribu-
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1 The prepared statement of Ambassador Bolton appears in the Appendix on page 34. 

tions that the United Nations makes. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

We recognize this, but that is not an excuse to not ask that our 
money be spent wisely, appropriately, so that the things that the 
United Nations can do, in terms of making a difference in millions 
of peoples lives all over the world, will be more effective. And so 
that statement I took both personally as in error, but also some-
what insulting to the people of this country. We want the United 
Nations to be effective. We value its purposes and its goals. 

Let me introduce our first witness, Ambassador John Bolton was 
appointed by President Bush as the U.S. Permanent Representa-
tive to the United Nations on August 1, 2005. Prior to his appoint-
ment, he served as Under Secretary for Arms Control and Inter-
national Security from May 2001, to May 2005. 

He spent many years of his career in public service with the De-
partments of State and Justice, as well as the USAID. 

Ambassador Bolton, we welcome you to the Subcommittee. As I 
said, we will try to get through with your testimony and you are 
now recognized. 

TESTIMONY OF THE HON. JOHN R. BOLTON,1 U.S. PERMANENT 
REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

Ambassador BOLTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for 
holding this hearing today, and the opportunity to testify today and 
Madam Chairman, I appreciate your coming by, as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a written statement, if I could submit that 
for the record, and try and summarize it. 

I have to say, starting off, that I am very pleased with your chart 
up there, starting with the word accountability and going down 
through transparency and some of the other words that are exactly 
what we have in mind for our overall U.N. reform program, and 
I appreciate the Committee’s and the Subcommittee’s interest in 
the subject because it is entirely legitimate and we welcome the 
oversight and scrutiny that we get in support of this reform effort. 

Specifically, today, with respect to the capital master plan, there 
is no question that the existing U.N. buildings are in need of ren-
ovation. They do not meet the health and safety and fire standards 
that are required of other buildings in the State of New York, 4,300 
people, roughly, work in the complex, and there are some 300,000 
tourists a year that go through, 40 percent of them are Americans. 
So, I think the case is made for the renovation. We are the U.N. 
largest contributor. We are the host country, so we have a lot of 
direct interest in insuring that what the United Nations calls the 
capital master plan, which is the name for the renovation, is car-
ried out expeditiously and in a cost effective and transparent man-
ner. 

The U.N. General Assembly is currently debating a number of 
proposed strategies as to how to accomplish the renovation of the 
existing buildings and we favor what is called Strategy IV, which 
involves building a temporary structure on the North Lawn of the 
U.N. Building and premises, so that the renovation of the office 
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building and the conference space can be accomplished several 
floors at a time over a defined period. 

The estimate, as you said, for this Strategy IV, is approximately 
$1.8 billion, which we would bear 22 percent. What we did in eval-
uating the United Nations estimates was set up a U.S. Govern-
ment-wide task force with representatives from the State Depart-
ment, including the overseas building office, which is the entity 
within the State Department which has expertise on these matters, 
to evaluate the estimates and the task force’s conclusion was that 
option 4 was the option to support. 

Now, we have worked within the General Assembly to try and 
provide the initial funds that the United Nations has needed to 
begin pre-construction work on the renovation. Approximately $20 
million has been spent from the funds authorized by the General 
Assembly last month. Before further expenditure is allowed we 
think we need a decision from the General Assembly on which 
strategy to pursue. 

Our sense, as of this day, and literally, the Fifth Committee is 
meeting this week on this subject, but our sense as of today is that 
Strategy IV will be the one that is accepted. What we can and will 
do during the implementation of the renovation is to watch closely 
how the process unfolds, work with experts in our overseas build-
ing office and Members of Congress to try and provide the kind of 
transparency that I think would be necessary to insure that esti-
mate is not exceeded. 

And that is a concern that we have and that we have expressed 
because we feel that it is important to try and accomplish this 
work in a cost effective manner. It is also, I might say, Mr. Chair-
man, consistent with our overall U.N. reform efforts. We are in the 
middle, right now, of a substantial effort on both management re-
form and on reviewing all of the U.N. actual programs, the so-
called mandate review. 

We have not had success, to date, in the management reform 
area. A number of reforms, as I think you mentioned, proposed by 
the Secretary-General were defeated in a vote by the Fifth Com-
mittee a few months ago. But we continue to reach out to the coun-
tries within the G–77. We think that this is important to try and 
explain to them that reform is not simply a U.S. interest, but that 
it is in the interest of all of the member governments of the United 
Nations, because if the organization can become more effective, 
more efficient, more agile, more able to deal with contemporary 
problems, we and other countries are more likely to turn to it for 
the solution of those problems. 

We have also reached out in some unprecedented directions to 
try and get a better understanding on how these reforms will play 
out. Last week, I met with the leadership of the United Nations 
Staff Union, the first time to our knowledge that an American Am-
bassador has met with representatives at the Staff Union. They 
had some very interesting things to say that tied directly into con-
cerns that we had about procurement reform and the like. 

The Staff Union is very concerned that the new whistle blower 
protection regulations and the new ethics office that has been cre-
ated by the Secretary are not sufficient to provide real protection 
for potential whistle blowers. And the point they made was entirely 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 09:37 Aug 27, 2007 Jkt 029504 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 C:\DOCS\29504.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT



10

congruent with our own thinking, and I think the thinking of the 
Committee and the Subcommittee, is that, at bottom, the problem 
with the procedure is that there simply is not enough transparency 
to protect U.N. Staff employees who might come forward with 
whistle blowing kinds of suggestions. 

The reforms that we are talking about are far reaching, there is 
no question about it. But let me just read, very briefly, a couple of 
sentences from Secretary-General Kofi Annan that I think exactly 
summarize our views. The Secretary-General, in presenting his 
management reform suggestion, said, ‘‘The earlier reforms address 
the symptoms more than the causes, of our shortcomings. It is now 
time to reach for deeper, more fundamental change. What is need-
ed, and what we now have a precious opportunity to undertake, is 
a radical overhaul of the entire Secretariat—its rules, its struc-
tures, its systems—to bring it more in line with today’s realities, 
and enable it to perform the new kinds of operations that Member 
States now ask expect of it.’’ 

That is a very good statement of the U.S. position, Mr. Chair-
man, because of the importance that we see in that kind of radical 
overhaul of the entire Secretariat. And I will just close with one 
area of particular interest to us, and that is strengthening the 
independence and capabilities of the Office of Internal Oversight 
Services at the United Nations (OIOS), which was set up in the 
early 1990’s as a result of then Under Secretary-General Dick 
Thornburgh’s work. He was trying, as President Bush 41, last high 
appointment in the U.N. system trying to create an Inspector Gen-
eral for the United Nations, something that we are all familiar 
with in the U.S. Government. He was not able, despite really Her-
culean efforts, to get a truly independent inspector general’s office. 
OIOS is what has resulted and it is this office that we are going 
to try and improve, strengthen and make more independent. 

Now, I will just read to you the estimate of David Walker, the 
Controller General of the United States of the GAO’s assessment 
of the OIOS because I think this is important. The Controller Gen-
eral said, U.N. funding arrangements constrain OIOS’s ability to 
operate independently as mandated by the General Assembly and 
required by international auditing standards OIOS has adopted. 
OIOS depends on the resources of the funds of the entities that it 
audits. The managers of these programs can deny OIOS permission 
to perform work, or not pay OIOS for services. U.N. entities could 
thus avoid OIOS audits and investigations and high-risk areas can 
be and have been excluded from timely examination. 

This is exactly the kind of problem identified by Paul Volcker in 
his role as an independent Commissioner examining the mis-
management and corruption found in the Oil-for-Food program. We 
think these are very necessary reforms that are needed generally, 
but I think would be particular helpful as the capital master plan 
unfolds in its implementation. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator Collins. I would 
be very pleased to try and answer any questions you may have. 

Senator COBURN. Well, let us talk about OIOS for a minute, and 
in fact, it makes the presentation that it is an auditing agency, but 
it is at the mercy of whoever it audits; is that correct? 
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Ambassador BOLTON. That is essentially our conclusion. We 
think it really needs to be made independent, like inspector general 
offices are. I have seen, I can tell you of my own personal knowl-
edge, examples of senior U.N. administrators who have blocked 
OIOS investigations and they have argued, well, you are inter-
fering with our ongoing operations. 

I think there is a legitimate concern that operations not be inter-
fered with, but there is no legitimacy to saying that OIOS cannot 
investigate allegations of mismanagement or corruption and that is 
something that needs to be instilled throughout the U.N. system. 

Senator COBURN. Is there anybody that you talked with in the 
United Nations that will verbalize the reason why they might ob-
ject to sunshine and transparency on the operations of the United 
Nations? 

Ambassador BOLTON. Well, I think nobody would say so in so 
many words. Nobody would say, we want to do all of this in the 
dark. But I think the unspoken obstacle that we find is that we are 
talking about practices that have built up over a 60-year period. 
None of this happened overnight. It is a way of operating that has 
been essentially without significant external oversight and trans-
parency for a very long period of time. 

For example, a number of people have commented that the inves-
tigation that former Federal Reserve Chairman Paul Volcker did of 
the Oil-for-Food program overstated the extent of the problem be-
cause after all, what happened in the Oil-for-Food program was not 
untypical of the way other U.N. programs are managed. And I 
think that is true, and that is Chairman Volcker’s central insight. 

Senator COBURN. Well, that is very telling. 
Ambassador BOLTON. Exactly. 
Senator COBURN. Because if you are comparing to a very low 

standard, that it is not very surprising that nobody is reacting to 
it the way we are. 

Ambassador BOLTON. The most important think Chairman 
Volcker said was that the problems, the mismanagement and the 
corruptions of the Oil-for-Food program did not begin with the Oil-
for-Food program. They reflect practices and personnel that came 
from the central U.N. system and therefore, reform from Chairman 
Volcker’s point of view was not simply fixing some problems from 
the Oil-for-Food program, but went directly to changes that needed 
to be made in the central U.N. management structure. And we con-
cur with Chairman Volcker’s analysis. 

Senator COBURN. Well, how does that fit with the billion dollars 
audited on peacekeeping operations where they found a third of it 
was on waste, fraud, and abuse? 

Ambassador BOLTON. Well, this is a significant study, and this 
was an OIOS study. It was fairly limited, actually. It considered a 
little bit over a billion dollars worth of contracts over a 5-year pe-
riod—just concluded—and if you add up the OIOS conclusions 
about fraud, waste, mismanagement, and effective spending, the 
range that they came up with out of that roughly one billion dollars 
of expenditures was somewhere between $268 and $310 million. 
And, as you pointed out in your opening statement, U.S. share of 
peacekeeping expenses is 27 percent. So, 27 percent of a billion dol-
lars is $270 million, which means that the potential area of waste, 
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fraud, and abuse is exactly equal to the entire American contribu-
tion. 

It is a hard point to make to American taxpayers that our 27 
percent somehow got wasted. Now, there are various responses 
that have been made to OIOS. And look, they are not perfect any 
more than any other inspector general office in the U.S. system is. 
If people have different information, I think they should bring it 
forward and we can debate it. But whether it is $268 million, or 
maybe it was just $258 million that was potentially misspent, this 
is a significant amount of money. 

One of the highest U.S. priorities is peacekeeping, so this is a 
matter of considerable concern to us, and I think appropriately so. 

Senator COBURN. Ambassador Bolton, does anybody have any 
idea what the total budget is for the United Nations? 

Ambassador BOLTON. Well, there are ways of looking at the var-
ious agencies and components of the U.N. system and trying to ag-
gregate their budgets, but even the United Nations, itself, would 
tell you, even the central U.N. financial office would tell you that 
they cannot give you a total figure. An analogous problem is that 
we cannot give you a total figure on what the U.S. contributions 
to the various—to the U.N. system as a whole as we can define. 
And, in some cases, the assessed contributions and the voluntary 
contributions funded under the 150 accounts—but because many 
departments of the U.S. Government make their own contributions 
separately and aggregated those contributions into one number—
I am not aware at the moment that we have such an aggregate 
number. 

Senator COBURN. I would just advise you that this Subcommittee 
has already asked the GAO for that. We are going to have that and 
we are going to know what it is. 

Ambassador BOLTON. I would be very interested to know myself. 
Senator Coburn. I think it is just symbolic of the problems that no-
body can ask you anywhere in the United Nations what the budget 
is for the United Nations. Nobody knows, and you cannot run any 
organization if somebody is not in charge and somebody does not 
know what the budget is. 

I am going to defer, for a moment, to the Chairman of my full 
Committee, Senator Collins. 

Senator COLLINS. Well, I just want to second your comment 
about the overall budget. The only other entity that the Federal 
Government devotes considerable resources to and the budget is 
not made public is for our intelligence agencies, and I would argue 
that the aggregate number for that should be made public to pro-
mote more accountability. 

I want to return, Mr. Ambassador, to the issue of the OIOS be-
cause that is supposed to be the U.N. equivalent of an inspector 
general. The Inspectors General throughout the Federal Govern-
ment are the watchdogs for waste, fraud, and abuse. It seems to 
me what you have at the United Nations is a watchdog that is 
toothless, that has to get permission in order to investigate an act. 
And indeed, your written statement is even stronger than your oral 
testimony. You describe the office as itself becoming part of this 
opaque and inbred system. 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 09:37 Aug 27, 2007 Jkt 029504 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 C:\DOCS\29504.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT



13

What specifically is the U.S. mission doing to promote true inde-
pendence for the OIOS? 

Ambassador BOLTON. There are several aspects, Senator. The 
first is that its budget has to be independent. It cannot go to the 
programs that it wants to inspect or audit and ask that its oper-
ations be funded. 

Second, it needs to be able, when it requires documents, com-
puter disks, interviews with personnel, it needs to be able to get 
access to that information. 

Third, it needs to be able to operate without command influence 
from higher U.N. management, and I can say, I have been a senior 
official to a number of government departments, IG inspections can 
be difficult and people recognize that, but unless the inspector gen-
eral can really operate independently, if top management can sit 
on their request, they are never going to be able to succeed. 

So, there are a range of things that we are trying to do. We have 
tried to promote more open access for the Under Secretary-General 
who is in charge of the office. And I just give you one example of 
how that has been frustrated when the Under Secretary was Presi-
dent of the Security Council in February, I invited Under Sec-
retary-General Ahlenius to come and tell us about the audit on the 
procurement fraud and the then Chief of Staff, Mark Malloch 
Brown, now Deputy Secretary-General, prevented her from speak-
ing to the Security Council. I was quite concerned about that. I re-
main quite concerned about that. 

We, the members of the United Nations, the governments, the 
people who are paying the bills, should have direct access to OIOS 
reports and personnel so that we can understand better what the 
problems are so that we can try to fix the problems. 

Senator COLLINS. I hope that you will continue to push on that. 
I cannot help but think that if the United Nations had an inde-
pendent IG, a real IG, that the Oil-for-Food scandal would have 
been discovered a lot sooner and that a lot of the procurement 
abuses also would have been detected earlier. 

So, I think this has to be a priority. In some ways, having an of-
fice that supposedly is the watchdog, but in fact is beholden to the 
people in the programs it investigates, is almost worse than noth-
ing because it creates the appearance that is totally at odds with 
reality. 

Ambassador BOLTON. I agree with you entirely. I think that is 
a real problem. I do not think it benefits the United Nations not 
to have a fully independent OIOS or inspector general, whatever 
one might want to call it. 

No institution is perfect. The U.S. Government certainly is not 
perfect. The IG offices perform an important function and it may 
cause some temporary embarrassment to individual employees who 
are not doing their jobs. But again, for the member governments, 
and this is a member government organization. This is not for the 
benefit of the Secretariat, we need these kinds of tools. 

We need other things that, for example, Chairman Volcker rec-
ommended, a really effective outside auditing capability, able to go 
in and oversee the existing internal audits and insure that the 
audit function is being carried out in a responsible fashion. These 
are not oppressive changes. They are changes that I think most 
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people looking at any large organization would say are the absolute 
minimum that should be accomplished. 

Senator COLLINS. Is the OIOS looking at the cost growth in the 
renovations planned, and why the cost per square foot is so much 
higher than for what appears to be comparable renovation projects? 

Ambassador BOLTON. I am not aware that they are looking into 
it. Their mandate so far has been simply looking at things that 
have already occurred, as opposed to more forward-looking kinds of 
investigations. But again, as we have seen, inspector generals can 
come up with all kinds of useful recommendations on reorganiza-
tions, restructurings of our cabinet departments, and I think a 
more independent OIOS could engage in some of these broader, 
more helpful activities. 

Senator COLLINS. I agree. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator COBURN. I would just note for the record that it took an 

outside reporter to discover the Oil-for-Food scandal. It was not dis-
covered within—and that is one of our witnesses today. 

Ambassador, should it be the U.S. position, in terms of funding 
the capital master plan, that there ought to be transparency and 
accountability and competitive bidding on this project? 

Ambassador BOLTON. I think we ought to be able to find a way 
to do this. I have heard from many people in New York, and I 
would say that they undoubtedly have commercial interests of their 
own, but any number of people who say this could be done in dif-
ferent, more efficient, lower cost ways. 

Now, one of the reasons we turned to our overseas building office 
in the State Department is that they do have expertise in this mat-
ter, but I think that we need to keep them engaged. I hope we can 
keep them engaged over the life of the renovation so that the costs 
do not escalate. 

With Mr. Reuter departing, I think that is an unfortunate cir-
cumstance. Probably good for him personally but unfortunate for 
the organization. And I think that it is important that Chris 
Burnham, who is doing, in my view, an outstanding job as Under 
Secretary-General for Management, gets support from us and other 
major contributors to keep a tight rein for expenditures on the 
project. 

If the transparency were demonstrated, I think there would be 
confidence that if the program did run into difficulties that it was 
not through malfeasance or corruption, but that the difficulties 
were legitimate. So, I think it would strengthen support of the 
project to have it open and transparent. 

Senator COBURN. At the end of this month, the budget cap is 
probably going to come up for debate as our position that we are 
going to take in terms of increasing the OIOS office. Are the things 
that we are going to be demanding happen if this thing ends up 
being released? Are we going to make any progress, and how are 
we going to get there? 

Ambassador BOLTON. Well, we are down really to a few days be-
fore the likely effectiveness of the budget cap. The European 
Union, Japan, and the United States have expressed very similar 
views on how we see this playing out. We all said it at a meeting 
of the G–77 conference, the developing countries, last week, where 
our view is that the best outcome would be that we all agree by 
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consensus to lift the budget cap with significant reforms having 
been agreed to by June 30, and with a road map laid out in terms 
of the end of the year of how to accomplish the rest of the work. 

It is not realistic to think that we are going to accomplish every-
thing by June 30. We understand that. We are not insisting on it. 
We think that we can have a plan of work for the rest of the year. 

We have identified three broad areas where we would like to see 
reform. First is the management area, what I call the traditional 
management tools, procurement, personnel, information technology, 
and so on. 

Second is the accounting, auditing, oversight, transparency area. 
Third is the program review area. 
We would like to see progress in all three areas or at least some 

combination that really gets us a good start. The major contrib-
uting countries hold that view. We are in negotiations now. It could 
go right to the last minute, but we are going to pursue these re-
forms because we think they are important. 

Senator COBURN. I want to ask you, just as our representative 
to the United Nations, that you can assure the American people 
that there is an accountability view, in terms of their dollars. Can 
you assure us that? 

Ambassador BOLTON. I do not think I can, Senator. I mean, what 
I think I can assure you is that we are going to work very hard 
as the U.S. mission and State Department and the U.S. Govern-
ment to achieve that. But right now, the problems identified by 
Chairman Volcker and the Oil-for-Food scandal largely remain. The 
reforms we would like to see put in place have not been put in 
place and we need to work to continue to achieve those reforms. 

Senator COBURN. Is there transparency at the United Nations? 
Ambassador BOLTON. Not sufficiently. Not at all. And that is not 

just the American view. I think that if you have a chance to read 
that report by the Staff Union’s Council, it makes for very inter-
esting reading. 

Senator COBURN. And finally, I guess the key will be whether or 
not the United Nations is responsive, is on the basis of what hap-
pens in the next couple of weeks in terms of moving toward some 
of these changes of accountability. 

Ambassador BOLTON. Well, it is a test for the United Nations, 
Senator. There is no question about it. And I hope that you and 
Senator Collins and other Members of the Committee will have the 
opportunity to stay involved in this issue because I know it is im-
portant to many Members of Congress on a bipartisan basis and it 
should be. It is important for all of us and the more work we do 
together I think increases the chances that we will be successful. 

But the grade so far is incomplete, at best. 
Senator COBURN. One final question. In my mind, the United 

States, given the size of this capital master plan, should put a max-
imum limit on what it will contribute to this. And if it is 23 percent 
of $1.8 billion, or whatever it is, but knowing how things work, 
$1.7 billion will soon become $2.2 billion, will soon become $2.5 bil-
lion, and I think it is a very important that we send a signal to 
the United Nations that we want transparency. We want open and 
honest accountability of this project. And we are going to insist on 
it. 
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One of the ways we are going to insist is we are going to limit 
the amount of money that we are going to contribute to it, knowing 
that we are talking about, at a minimum, $700 per square foot to 
renovate a building. 

Ambassador BOLTON. Well, I certainly hope they hear you in 
New York, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator COBURN. Well, I assure you that it is going to be on our 
Appropriations Bill. Mr. Ambassador, thank you. We have a vote 
on, which I have to take. We will take it very quickly—we have ac-
tually two votes. I will get there and hopefully we will be back in 
about 15 minutes. We will resume the hearing then. The hearing 
is in recess until that time. 

[Recess.] 
Senator COBURN. The Subcommittee will come to order. Because 

of some flight delays and problems, I am going to introduce in the 
order in which I am going to ask for testimony. Dr. Anne Bayefsky 
is a Senior Fellow with the Hudson Institute, Professor at the 
Touro Law Center, editor of the website www.EYEontheUN.org. 

Before joining Hudson, she was an adjunct Professor and asso-
ciate research scholar at Columbia University Law School, and has 
done extensive human rights work for many years. 

Claudia Rosett is a Journalist-in-Residence at the Foundation for 
the Defense of Democracy. She writes on international affairs with 
a focus on democratic movements and despotic regimes. She has 
been widely credited for breaking the Oil-for-Food scandal and 
other aspects of waste, abuse, and corruption at the United Na-
tions. 

Currently based in New York, Ms. Rosett has reported from Asia, 
the former Soviet Union, Latin America, and the Middle East. 

Thomas Melito is the Director of International Affairs and Trade 
Team at the U.S. Government Accountability Office. He is respon-
sible for GAO’s review of international finance, both collateral in-
stitutions, including the United Nations, the World Bank, and the 
International Monetary Fund. 

His education includes a B.S. in Industrial Labor Relations from 
Cornell University, an M.A. and Ph.D. in Economics from Columbia 
University. 

Dr. Bayefsky. 

TESTIMONY OF ANNE BAYEFSKY,1 SENIOR FELLOW, HUDSON 
INSTITUTE; PROFESSOR, TOURO LAW CENTER; AND EDITOR, 
WWW.EYEONTHEUN.ORG 

Ms. BAYEFSKY. Thank you very much. I appreciate your invita-
tion and I think the subject of the matter of today’s hearing is of 
great importance. I appreciate your holding it. 

Today’s headline is that the crisis at the United Nations has 
been averted. Secretary-General Kofi Annan has made a formal re-
quest for the spending cap to be lifted, and most observers assume 
that he has done so with the blessing of Secretary of State Rice, 
who has assured him that the United States will not vote against 
a resolution to this effect. At a news conference late last week, 
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Annan said that ‘‘the cap on the budget will be lifted. There will 
be no crisis.’’ 

To put the current situation into perspective, therefore, the 
whole dynamic has changed 180 degrees since the U.N. September 
summit, where world leaders committed themselves to U.N. reform. 
10 months later, the crisis became the spending cap, not the failure 
to reform. The crisis was not the inability of an international orga-
nization dedicated to protecting us from threats to international 
peace and security to declare Iranian nuclear ambitions a threat 
and to sanction its government. The crisis was not a human rights 
commission, which had some of the world’s worst human rights 
abusers deciding what counted as a human rights violation, re-
placed by a council with the likes of Cuba, China, and Saudi Ara-
bia right back on. The crisis was not the Oil-for-Food scandal in 
which billions were stolen from people in need and used to main-
tain despotism at its worst. The crisis was not the sight of U.N. 
peacekeepers that raped their wards. The crisis was not the failure 
to stop genocide in Sudan by an institution founded on ‘‘never 
again.’’ The crisis was not a U.N. renovation plan, hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars more than independent developers thought was nec-
essary to do the job. The crisis was not 9,000 different mandates 
created by the United Nations haphazardly over decades, which 
have never been reviewed, consolidated or rationalized. 

No, the crisis was the G–77, the U.N. majority, the Secretary-
General, and his Deputy, Mark Malloch Brown, was the so-called 
‘‘artificial leverage’’ of linking the obligation to pay for the corrup-
tion and mismanagement to the corruption and mismanagement 
itself. 

So, what happened after the pages of ambiguous promises made 
in last year’s summit? Faced with the prospect of endangering an 
entrenched culture of blank checks, and entitlements flowing in one 
direction, the U.N. majority and its secretariat had a lot to lose. So, 
they took the offensive and showed not the slightest reticence in 
making their demands plain:

• Development dollars fully directed by the recipient; 
• no cost cutting, any dollar saved anywhere to be redirected 

to developing countries; 
• the retention of 97 percent of U.N. mandates without a ques-

tion asked, a General Assembly which retains the power to 
micromanage as it sees fit; 

• more representation on U.N. bodies for developing countries; 
• more jobs in the U.N. Secretariat for their nationals; 
• and a guaranteed piece of the action in the U.N. multibillion 

dollar renovation plan.
And yet it was not their audacity that attracted attention, it was 

the attempt by the American U.N. Ambassador and Members of 
Congress to say enough. American taxpayer deserved better. The 
deluge of U.N. hate speech which followed was voluminous: The 
U.S. was responsible for non-cooperation, politicization, condition-
ality. Deputy Secretary-General, Mark Malloch Brown decided to 
eschew the Un-eeze. He took direct aim at the ignorance of ‘‘Middle 
America’’ and the Administration’s failure to do an adequate selling 
job. 
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The Secretary General and his Deputy were worried about a pos-
sible paradigm shift. They even spoke of the United Nations facing 
a moment of truth. But that moment appears to have come and 
gone, despite the current state of U.N. ‘‘reform.’’

• Management reform has run into a brick wall with the G–
77, majority taking the exceptional measure of using its vot-
ing power to tie it up in a never-ending demand for more re-
ports. 

• Not a single one of the 9,000 mandates has been reviewed. 
The G–77 has mired the issue in a process debate, claiming 
that only 7 percent of the mandates can be discussed at all. 
Terrorism has yet to be defined. The working group meeting 
to draft a comprehensive convention against terrorism can-
not agree on their next meeting date. The U.N. lead agent, 
the counter-terrorism committee, has not named a single ter-
rorist, terrorist organization, or State sponsor of terrorism. 
And the Secretary-General’s plan for a counter-terrorism 
strategy is now subject to a debate about the legitimacy of 
armed struggle or killing selected men, women, and children. 

• Membership on the so-called reformed human rights council 
does not contain a single criterion other than geography. 

• The price tag for the capital master plan continues to go up. 
Now on the table is a new idea, or an idea for a new building 
on the North Lawn, with the astronomical cost of over 
$1,000 dollars per square foot.

From an American perspective, the price of U.N.-led multi-
lateralism appears to be an affinity for self-flagellation. But rather 
than some kind of harmless predilection, the hatred the U.N. fuels 
for America does real harm. The membership of the United Na-
tions, where democracies are outnumbered and often work against 
each other, dooms its capacity to undertake a number of the major 
challenges of the 21st Century. Until such time as we redefine 
multilateralism to serve the interests of democracies, we can expect 
to be undermined and demonized on the world stage. 

I hope the prospect of another blank check to those who resist 
reform will serve as a wake-up call, because the truth is, the crisis 
of confidence is as real today as it ever was. Thank you. 

Senator COBURN. Ms. Rosett, I have introduced you and I want 
to recognize you, but I want to say something publicly. 

Our founders were visionary in recognizing the power of free and 
open press. And all you have to do is look at the work of this wit-
ness to know what we know now what we would not know if we 
did not have an aggressive, free, and independent press. 

And she is a model for those who should be snooping around 
Washington, as well as New York, to expose to the American peo-
ple a level of accountability that is not here. We are talking about 
the United Nations today, and she has done miraculous work in ex-
posing the deficits there. But it is a challenge to everybody in your 
profession that they do the same type of level of investigative re-
port, and their persistence and hard work and effort that you have 
demonstrated on your work in the United Nations 

Thank you, and you are recognized. 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 09:37 Aug 27, 2007 Jkt 029504 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 C:\DOCS\29504.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT



19
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TESTIMONY OF CLAUDIA ROSETT,1 JOURNALIST-IN-RESI-
DENCE, THE FOUNDATION FOR THE DEFENSE OF DEMOC-
RACIES 

Ms. ROSETT. Thank you very much for that extremely gracious 
introduction. And let me tell you a little bit today about what the 
United Nations still will not tell us. What I want to talk to you 
about, mainly, is the transparency and try and make it a little 
more concrete, starting with the fact that promises that Chairman 
Coburn, and Senators, that I hope will come to care about this 
issue, because it matters greatly. The promises that are already 
being made at the United Nations once again about transparency 
are, unfortunately, entirely disingenuous. And let me give you an 
idea of why. 

The thing that just jumps out over and over in many years cov-
ering many places, including corruption scandals in the former So-
viet Union, which is where I came to recognize easily some of the 
patterns that are to this day, manifest at the United Nations. The 
United Nations bears a much closer resemblance to some of the 
despotisms I have covered than to any open and democratic system. 

And with Oil-for-Food, it is entirely correct that it was, in many 
ways, a fractal of the U.N. system. One of the many things that 
was a hallmark from the beginning was the refusal of the United 
Nations to answer even basic questions. Who were these contrac-
tors who were selling detergent to Saddam from Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Yemen, and Sudan? What was going on with the amounts, 
and so on? And the other part of it was the refusal of the United 
Nations to tell us anything about problems which we now know, 
due to Chairman Volcker’s investigation, and to other materials 
that have surfaced, they did know about at the time. 

Recall, although this is down the U.N. memory hole, in their own 
version of affairs, that at the end of the program, Secretary-Gen-
eral Kofi Annan praised it and its handpicked director. It was only 
later—in fact, he delegated it to his own interior audit service, the 
Office of Internal Oversight Services, first to investigate, before 
Congressional pressure and pressed revelations finally forced it out 
into the open. 

And to this day, the thing coupled with this lack of transparency, 
which I want to get to, is this lack of accountability. The two to-
gether are a poisonous, really poisonous brew. What you have is 
after all the investigations into Oil-for-Food, and the allegations by 
the U.N.’s own probe, that Bennan Sevan, the head of Oil-for-Food, 
took bribes. He is now living in Cyprus on full U.N. pension and 
when I queried the U.N. Secretary-General’s office, did they pay for 
his moving expenses back to Cyprus, the answer was that is per-
sonal and confidential information and we will not tell you. 

Jump now to the U.N. procurement department, the site of many 
scandals already, if you go today to try and find out information 
about contracts the United Nations is currently involved with, you 
will find a list of registered vendors that gives nothing more than 
the date and country of origin—actually, not even the date in all 
cases. There are no addresses, no contact names, no further details 
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as to who these vendors really are, why they have been chosen and 
so on. 

On the contracts themselves, the United Nations will give you no 
more than a line item with the total price, the department, and so 
on. Basically, at your local grocery store, you would be offered beef 
with no idea how much, what cut, anything like that. This leaves 
you sort of looking through these contracts, asking yourself, and 
what is this arrangement with a Washington firm for consulting 
services for ‘‘barrier removal for the widespread commercialization 
of energy efficient, CFC-free refrigerators in China, or stationary 
from Milan.’’ 

There is no way to tell. These may be legitimate arrangements. 
There is no way to judge. When you come to things as important 
as peacekeeping, these major contracts, which are part of the area 
now deeply embroiled, we know, in U.N. corruption, have simply 
vanished from the website altogether. You cannot get information 
on who is doing what. 

We know that one of the few, the only U.N. employee who has 
actually been arrested and convicted who has been subject to the 
Federal process all the way through to completion, Alexander 
Yakolvlev, in the U.N. procurement department, who appears to be 
the official mentioned in a U.N. internal audit who was involved 
in something like $2 billion worth of contracts. 

The United Nations has never released the full roster of contrac-
tors he was involved in dealing with. We know that he was in-
volved in the selection of the Milan architectural firm that did the 
initial design study for the United Nations because that leaked to 
the press. The United Nations has never said this. 

The archives for the procurement department themselves have 
simply vanished from the website prior to 2005. These used to be 
there some years back. For some reason the United Nations has 
not explained, it uncoupled those within the past year. You cannot 
look back and even see the line item entries. 

May I skip through, in my written testimony, I have gone 
through some of the problems with the Oil-for-Food. One thing I 
would like to stress there, though, Mr. Volcker’s Committee, for all 
of its contributions, has become part of the problem, for the reason 
that it is involved in the same secrecy that characterizes the rest. 
This is not an academic concern. His reports mention that U.N. 
agencies, some of the U.N. agencies in Iraq, were rife with corrup-
tion, but he says he did not have time and resources to follow the 
leads. 

He has not provided us with the underlying documentation for 
anyone else to follow them. That leaves large open questions. The 
other thing is, while Mr. Volcker’s Committee put out documenta-
tion alleging that more than 2,000 companies had paid kickbacks 
to Saddam Hussein, he did not provide, again, the underlying docu-
ments and what this means is while countries that wish to pursue 
investigations may request them from the Volcker Committee, the 
rest of us have no access. 

What that means, precisely, is that countries such as China, Ni-
geria, Syria, Libya, Russia, and Sudan, which are not seriously in-
vestigating, get a free pass. In other words, the worst of Saddam’s 
global market of money laundering is concealed. It is vital that 
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these archives be brought out. The United Nations and Paul 
Volcker together have deep-sixed this. 

And, just a word on the ways in which this now works. The typ-
ical regimen at the United Nations is that they will say, yes, we 
have done something wrong and is that not terrible, but now we 
have fixed it. And it is not fixed. One of the things that they have 
done in the name of reform is set up a new Ethics Office. 

Three weeks after this was set up, the Secretary-General accept-
ed a $500,000 cash prize from the Administer of the United Arab 
Emirates. This is a flagrant conflict of interest. You could not do 
that, say, in U.S. politics, and it was in public view, in some sense, 
the U.N. Secretary-General’s Office announced the honor but not 
the cash prize. As the press began to dig into details and disclose 
that two people appointed by Secretary-General Kofi Annan had 
been on the jury, and one of the other jury members he subse-
quently appointed to head the U.N. environment program in 
Nairobi, Achim Steiner, Mr. Annan finally gave up the money to 
turn it over to relief efforts. He never acknowledged the conflict of 
interest involved. And here is the problem that leads us on. 

We, to this day, have no documentation of what actually hap-
pened with the money. We have to take his word for it. We are fac-
ing a further problem. The Ethics Office, when I queried them at 
the time, refused to comment and kicked it right back over to the 
Secretary-General’s Office. It is a loop where there is no final ac-
countability. And the Ethics Office has announced that there will 
now be, in the wake of all of these scandals, in which you had the 
head of the Oil-for-Food program depositing money into the bank 
account of his U.N.-employed wife, that there would now be finan-
cial disclosure by top U.N. officials, that they would be filling out 
financial disclosure forms. 

This is an Orwellian use of the term. These will not be disclosed 
to the public. They will be disclosed with the U.N. bureaucracy, 
vetted by the U.N. bureaucracy, and then dealt with in whatever 
way by the same bureaucracy that does not let us see in, does not 
bring into account people who do wrong. 

I have heard that the Secretary-General himself has not filed a 
financial disclosure form, although he has been making much of 
the new Ethics Office. I have queried his office about this, and they 
have not provided me with a simple yes or no. They will get back 
to me. I have come back to them again. It seems there is no way 
to get them to even disclose whether the Secretary-General has dis-
closed his financial interests. 

Furthermore, if you then ask, and who, then, vets this, and to 
whom are any irregularities then reported, it is all extremely un-
clear. There is no answer so far. This is just a system with no ac-
countability and that leads us to the United Nations dodges and 
manipulations of the truth. 

May I just very quickly read you an exchange? 
Senator COBURN. OK. 
Ms. ROSETT. It is typical of what happens to those who actually 

pursue legitimate questions about conflicts of interest, financial 
problems at the United Nations. This one concerns the rental ar-
rangements from Mark Malloch Brown, the Deputy Secretary-Gen-
eral, who rents, we are told, a house on the estate of George Soros, 
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1 The prepared statement of Mr. Melito appears in the Appendix on page 74. 

outside of New York City. George Soros, according to Mark Malloch 
Brown himself, has collaborated extensively with the United Na-
tions, including with the United Nations Development Program, 
while Mark Malloch Brown was running it, about 11⁄2 or 2 years 
ago. 

And we are told that Mark Malloch Brown pays $10,000 a month 
rent, that this according to Mr. Brown, an arms’ length transaction. 
There are many potential conflicts of interest here. This is some-
body who has done business with the United Nations—I believe 
currently does business with the United Nations. And yet, here is 
the reply to the Times of London correspondent, James Bone, a 
highly competent, well informed journalist, who has been covering 
the United Nations very ably for years, who asked about this, was 
it not a conflict of interest. And Mr. Brown replied, ‘‘it is of par-
ticular genius for you and your friends to take something which is 
of open knowledge to everybody is suddenly produced as some great 
guilty secret. Get back to the plenty of real stories that are around 
here. I see enough nodding heads in this room to know that there 
are enough real stories for you to pursue that you can stop drag-
ging down everyone you touch, particularly yourself, by the way 
that you are behaving.’’

Mr. Bone had inquired about a potential conflict of interest, actu-
ally I think an obvious one, involving a very high ranking U.N. offi-
cial who has since been promoted, and I will note that while Mr. 
Brown is talking about the Freedom of Information Act, he himself 
has never disclosed the forms that would give us any documenta-
tion of any of this. 

Senator COBURN. Mr. Melito, I am going to get you to close now, 
and then we can go to questions. 

TESTIMONY OF THOMAS MELITO,1 DIRECTOR, INTER-
NATIONAL AFFAIRS AND TRADE, U.S. GOVERNMENT AC-
COUNTABILITY OFFICE 

Mr. MELITO. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here today to dis-
cuss the United Nations oversight and procurement process in the 
context of the U.N. capital master plan (CMP). The U.N. Head-
quarters buildings are in need of renovation. Since they no longer 
conform to current safety, fire, and building codes, and do not meet 
U.N. technology or security requirements. 

However, effective implementation of the CMP is vulnerable to 
the range of weaknesses existing in internal oversight and procure-
ment practices. Today, I will share with you the findings of two re-
ports that were released on these topics in April 2006. 

First, I will focus on the need to focus on the budgetary inde-
pendence of the U.N. internal oversight unit, OIOS. We found that 
current funding arrangements adversely affect OIOS budgetary 
independence and compromise its ability to affect high-risk areas. 

Second, I will also focus on the assessment of the U.N. procure-
ment processes according to key standards for internal controls. We 
found that to the extent that the CMP relies on current U.N. proc-
esses, implementation of the planned renovation is vulnerable to 
procurement weaknesses that we have identified. 
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I will now highlight our main findings. First, U.N. funding ar-
rangements constrain OIOS ability to operate independently as 
mandated by the General Assembly and required by international 
auditing standards. OIOS is funded by the U.N. regular budget, 
and 12 extra budgetary revenue streams. U.N. financial regulations 
severely limit OIOS ability to respond to changing circumstances 
by reallocating resources among these various revenue streams. 

As a result, OIOS cannot always deploy the resources necessary 
to address high-risk areas that emerge after its budget is approved. 
In addition, OIOS is dependent on U.N. funds and programs for re-
sources as compensation for the services that it provides. This is 
a conflict of interest, because while OIOS has oversight authority 
over these entities, it must obtain their permission to examine 
their operations and receive payment for its services. 

Moreover, the heads of these entities have the right to deny 
funding for the oversight work OIOS proposes. By denying OIOS 
funding, U.N. entities have avoided OIOS audits, including high-
risk areas. 

For, example, OIOS was prevented from examining high-risk 
areas in the U.N. Oil-for-Food program, where billions of dollars 
were subsequently found to have been misused. OIOS funding con-
cerns are potentially relevant to the CMP, since the ultimate num-
ber of auditors who will work on the CMP and their funding 
sources have yet to be determined. 

OIOS reported that it had extra budgetary funds from the CMP 
for one auditor on a short-term basis, but that level of funding is 
not sufficient to provide the oversight coverage intended by the 
General Assembly. To increase oversight coverage, OIOS assigned 
an additional auditor exclusively to the CMP using funds from its 
regular budget. 

Let me now turn to our second finding addressing weaknesses in 
the U.N. procurement system. To the extent that the CMP will rely 
on the current U.N. procurement process, it is vulnerable to weak-
nesses that we identified in our April report. For example, the 
United Nations has not established an independent process to con-
sider vendor protests. 

The lack of an independent bid protest process limits the trans-
parency of procurement by not providing the means for a vendor 
to protest the outcome of a contract decision. Such a process could 
alert senior officials of failures by procurement staff to comply with 
policies and procedures. 

In addition, the United Nations has not demonstrated a commit-
ment to improving the capabilities of its professional procurement 
staff, despite longstanding shortcomings. Furthermore, it has yet to 
complete action on specific ethics guidance for procurement officers. 

Due to significant control weaknesses in the U.N. procurement 
process, the United Nations has relied disproportionately on the ac-
tions of its staff to safeguard its resources. However, recent studies 
indicate that the procurement staff lacks sufficient knowledge of 
procurement policies, and the United Nations has made only lim-
ited progress towards adopting ethics guidance for its procurement 
staff. 

We also found that the United Nations has yet to incorporate 
guidance for construction in its procurement manual. In June 2005, 
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a U.N. consultant recommended that the United Nations develop 
separate guidelines in the manual for the planning and execution 
for construction projects. These guidelines could be useful in plan-
ning and executing CMP procurements. 

In conclusion, the weaknesses in internal oversight and procure-
ment we identified could adversely impact implementation of the 
CMP. However, these concerns should be considered within the 
context of the pressing need for renovation of the U.N. Head-
quarters complex. 

Mr. Chairman, this completes my prepared statement. I would be 
happy to answer any questions. 

Senator COBURN. Thank you. I am somewhat taken aback by 
your last statement. So, regardless of how sloppy it is, you want 
to do it? 

Mr. MELITO. The issue is because of the age of the building and 
the state of some of the systems in the building, there is threat of 
catastrophic failures. Last fall they had a failure in the electrical 
system which caused the system to have part of it fuse, and they 
had a great threat of a fire, and they had to evacuate the building. 

If the electrical system was to fail catastrophically, if the heating 
and air conditioning system was to fail catastrophically, we would 
be faced with a situation where we would have to do very rapid 
renovation, very rapid procurement on the fly. So that just needs 
to be weighed against the issues of the system. 

Senator COBURN. I understand, but that is answering the wrong 
question. You can do both. 

Mr. MELITO. Yes. 
Senator COBURN. If construction was started today, it would still 

take 5 years to finish it. 
Mr. MELITO. Yes. 
Senator COBURN. Dr. Bayefsky, you painted a pretty dark picture 

of the United Nations. If you were queen for a day, what would you 
have us do to try to change, reorganize, improve, and place sun-
shine on the United Nations? 

Ms. BAYEFSKY. I think it is imperative that the United Nations 
have some competition, that there be an alternative for democ-
racies to move together and work together——

Senator COBURN. Another multilateral body? 
Ms. BAYEFSKY. Another multilateral front. It does not mean de-

stroying the United Nations. It means defining what the United 
Nations can do, and what it cannot do, inherently, because of its 
membership, which is largely undemocratic. 

So, with that demarcation of what the United Nations is capable 
of doing, we should develop a multilateral alternative, much as 
Senator Frist has suggested, in fact, with respect to human rights 
protection, peace and security issues, the War on Terror, some of 
the major issues of the 21st Century. We come together as democ-
racies and insure that membership is kept to democracies, much 
like the Council of Europe, a situation where one has to be a de-
mocracy in order to enter, but if countries improve their human 
rights and records of transparency and accountability and so on, 
can be admitted into the group. 
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So, we provide an incentive for others to reform themselves in 
order to join. That is the kind of incentive program that we need 
to generate. 

Senator COBURN. I am going to ask all of you to respond to this. 
Given what each of you know about the weaknesses of the United 
Nations, the past history of waste, and what is demonstrated as 
corruption, that is the word that we should use. We should not call 
it something other than that. And mismanagement—what effect do 
you think total and complete financial transparency would have on 
that institution. 

Ms. BAYEFSKY. Well, if I may. 
Senator COBURN. Sure. 
Ms. BAYEFSKY. I am afraid I am one of those people who thinks 

that transparency is not the only answer. Yes, it is part of the an-
swer, but the reality is that the composition of the United Nations 
means what we would see we would not like very much, anyway. 
There are 191 countries, 132 of them are members of the Group of 
77. They hold the majority of power. The single largest voting block 
in the Group of 77 is the Organization of the Islamic Conference, 
that is 56 States. And the balance of power is therefore held by de-
veloping countries, with a very strong influence from the OIC. We 
saw how that played out at the Human Rights Council. 

Everybody says that the Human Rights Council is reformed. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Senator COBURN. I agree. 
Ms. BAYEFSKY. And the consequence, therefore, is that they hold 

the cards. And so, we have to do more than shine the light of day 
on the organization. We have to make it clear that it is not good 
enough to have a body which thinks that the enemy is the United 
States. And unless we rethink multilateralism to suggest that the 
United States is at the forefront of democratization and everything 
that entails or the benefits that can bring, we will not have 
multilateralism which we can trust to tackle the major issues of 
our time. 

Senator COBURN. Ms. Rosett. 
Ms. ROSETT. Well, first of all, if you could actually look into the 

details of the contract, you might learn more about the electrical 
failure than that it was some sort of catastrophic event. It is very 
difficult to prove with that information that is not the only version 
circulating in the building. 

The basic problem you have here is that there is no internal jus-
tice system at the United Nations. Top management can do what-
ever they want and they are not accountable to anybody. They op-
erate under diplomatic immunity, and they are not accountable 
within their own system. They are completely outside the law. And 
basically, the problem this raises and says even when you do see 
something, even when you get transparency, nothing happens. 

In all of Oil-for-Food, nobody has been punished. And this has 
become an occasion for the Secretary-General to roam the globe at 
the moment saying, ‘‘if there was a scandal, it involved maybe one 
staffer.’’ That is just an absurd interpretation of what happened. 
But what you would see if you were actually flip on the light is, 
when you look in—I will guarantee you this, and that is simply 
what I have been able to discern looking through what they put out 
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and what you are able to get through leaks and miserable employ-
ees lower down the pecking order and things of that kind is that 
within the U.N. system, you could almost certainly save enough in 
waste, fraud, abuse, excess, and so on, and then more than pay 
even for an overpriced renovation plan. 

In other words, if they actually stopped looking—the chronic pat-
tern at the United Nations is looking for more money. They had a 
security council meeting or a General Assembly—they had a big 
cofab back in 1975 talking about the financial crisis at the United 
Nations. I do not have right in front of me the names, the 
mutations of the terminology over the last 30-some years, but basi-
cally, every year since then they have discussed—the names 
change occasionally, it is the urgent crisis, or the financial, or the 
current crisis. There is always a crisis. There is no accountability 
on the spending side. 

In fact, the U.N. sums for spending are given to us, for the most 
part, in big round figures for departments and areas—$85 million 
for the Department of Public Information. People do not spend in 
big round figures. There is change. Could somebody please just ac-
count for that? For the things that would make it real. 

Senator COBURN. Is it true that if you really had sunshine. 
Ms. ROSETT. Yes. 
Senator COBURN. On what was going on in the United Nations, 

that reform could come from that? Is there no shame associated 
with this situation and this organization? You could not shame peo-
ple into behavior, at least on transparency and reform? 

Ms. ROSETT. Well, shame and money seem to be the two lovers, 
and neither one of them has seemed to really have gotten 
much——

Senator COBURN. But there is no transparency. 
Ms. ROSETT. There is no transparency. Well, you can see some 

things. Again, a point that I tried to make in my written testimony, 
you can see in U.N. operations the general shape of scams. It is not 
hard to see how the frauds are probably taking place. They are ele-
mentary. They are standard. The difficulty is getting the details 
that actually tells you who is doing what. 

Senator COBURN. That is the transparency. 
Ms. ROSETT. Exactly. Yes. Probably it would make some dif-

ference, and the difficulty is this. The United Nations will promise 
you transparency. In fact, they described Oil-for-Food as trans-
parent. They described the procurement department to myself and 
a colleague in the media, George Russell of Fox News—it was our 
story that brought the name of Alexander Yakovlev into the press 
as somebody who was clearly engaged in something funny business 
in the procurement department. 

When we first went to see the procurement department, as we 
began reporting that story, they assured us that the procurement 
department had been through a reform and that they were trans-
parent. Their website was transparent. They had no major con-
cerns about corruption at all. 

Senator COBURN. Which is totally opposite of the testimony of 
Dr. Melito. 

Ms. ROSETT. Yes. That is correct. In fact, they sent us off by say-
ing that we did not ask about Alexander Yakovlev, per se, we went 
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to ask are there any concerns about corruptions, scams—we were 
told it is all airtight. It has all been cleaned up. It is all fine. 

This is the pattern over and over. So, the test is real trans-
parency, and I would suggest that does not consist of promises. We 
have had promises for years. It consists of the actual documents. 

Senator COBURN. Dr. Melito, your comments on that. 
Mr. MELITO. Increased transparency is definitely a worthy goal. 

In the context of the CMP, it would definitely benefit CMP to be 
more transparent. 

I do want to give just two caveats to that. Certain security ar-
rangements of the CMP would have to remain non-public. 

Senator COBURN. That is understood. 
Mr. MELITO. And also, certain business proprietary information 

would probably have to be assured——
Senator COBURN. Give me a good example, because when I was 

in New York—the idea of proprietary information. Give me a good 
example of proprietary information that somebody would have who 
is going to do asbestos removal in the United Nations, or somebody 
that is going to do the new plumbing, or the new air conditioning 
units. What is the proprietary information that would allow them 
to black out the whole contract so that people could not see what 
we are spending and what we are getting for what we are spend-
ing? 

Mr. MELITO. It usually comes down to issues of the individual 
firm’s pricing structure in keeping that hidden from its own com-
petitors. It does not necessarily get into their techniques, although 
it could, but it is usually about how much they are charging for 
that individual micro-things. But you could definitely release to the 
public the total cost. Total costs should be brought out. 

Senator COBURN. And the costs of their subcontracts. 
Mr. MELITO. Again, with some caveats. 
Senator COBURN. Well, yes. So, what I hear is proprietary. That 

is the excuse to not tell you anything, because we have something 
proprietary. There is no rule within the United Nations today, 
other than their own rule that says that they have to have that. 
There is no bylaw in the United Nations that says that——

Mr. MELITO. The risk, though, is that if you are actually telling 
bidders in advance that their information would be public, they 
would not bid, which would then greatly inflate the price of the 
contract, because you would have a very narrow set of bidders, po-
tentially. 

Senator COBURN. And by saying that, you are assuming that the 
price of the contract is not inflated today? 

Mr. MELITO. I am saying that we have not made any analysis of 
that, but if it is a competitive system, you want more bidders. 

Ms. ROSETT. If I might add, what we do know is that the G–77, 
for example, thinks that they are entitled to some of these con-
tracts by the fact of their geography, so that entitlements here are, 
according to the majority of the U.N. members, is not on the basis 
of anything remotely resembling the ability to do the job, but, in 
fact——

Senator COBURN. Who you are friends with. 
Ms. ROSETT. Correct. 
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Senator COBURN. And that is why subcontracts and that is why 
transparency on contracting, and that is why an ability to chal-
lenge a contract, as you mentioned, in terms of, I think you call it 
a vendor protest, is so critical in the contracting. 

Ms. ROSETT. May I just add to that, that there is a tradeoff here. 
It is not necessary for the United Nations, the State Department, 
the GAO, or anybody else to be quite so solicitous of U.N. suppliers. 
If you had a rule across the board that the bids, apart from, yes, 
something that would reasonably—something that would involve 
life or death matters immediately and could be—but the bids for 
things like stationary from Milan should be, simply, openly con-
ducted, completely transparent. 

Yes, you might get a somewhat narrower set, but you would 
probably be eliminating the worst of the lot. And there is a whole 
element to this that is not being addressed at all, which is that 
United Nations, in its reach across borders, operates system-wide, 
beyond the reach of any one press corps, beyond the reach of any 
legal authority. You can leave for Cyprus, and nobody can bring 
you back. And one of the things that we have glimpsed, and in this 
case——

Senator COBURN. And have your retirement, Ms. Rosett. Yes. 
Precisely. And pay you full pension and refuse to answer any ques-
tions about whether or not your moving expenses were paid back 
to your hometown. But one of the other things that George Russell 
and I have come across in reporting on the procurement depart-
ment is that, in looking at a company that was involved with, we 
know, the guilty, convicted, Alexander Yakovlev, a company he had 
many connections with, I see services which went through many 
strange evolutions in its life and involved a number of contractors 
who still, I believe, were doing business with the United Nations. 

That was a company which had, as it turned out, and this took 
quite a deal of digging to find, connections that went back to the 
Muslim Brotherhood in Western Europe to contractors all over the 
place where you had no idea who was actually involved. When you 
are subcontracting, it may be all very nice, upfront, healthy, good 
work, but as soon as it becomes extremely opaque, which it is, you 
also have what Oil-for-Food became, basically, which is an enor-
mous network that can be perverted into a global money laun-
dering network. And you have the United Nations operating in the 
world’s worst trouble spots. When you have corridors of diplomati-
cally immune, opaque money all flowing in good works, this was 
what Oil-for-Food was. 

Under the blue U.N. label, you have enormous risks that start 
to come in about what else is going on under the U.N. label. And 
all of this, it would seem to me, argue for transparent bidding, even 
if it does raise the cost, you are making tradeoffs. Thank you. 

Mr. MELITO. It is clear that GAO’s position that U.N. procure-
ment system, in general, has serious problems. And it is a systemic 
problem in terms of lack of investment and training. There is a real 
breakdown in terms of management’s responsibility, who has to do 
what. 

When we reported on these deficiencies in April—I do want to 
say, though, that it is possible for the CMP to be sort of fire walled 
from these problems since it is a relatively focused and unique pro-
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curement. I do think the United Nations should isolate itself from 
these larger procurement problems, which would probably take sev-
eral years, at least, to fix. 

Senator COBURN. Well, I want to assure you that the money that 
this country is going to spend is going to request that type of isola-
tion, that type of control, or each year we will be fighting it on the 
floor and we just probably will not appropriate it unless we get 
that kind of assurance. 

Dr. Bayefsky. 
Ms. BAYEFSKY. I was going to add that there is another part of 

the puzzle—we have to ask what it is the United Nations has en-
gaged in, the whole issue of so-called mandate review, the duplica-
tion issue. In other words, not only is money being spent in ways 
in which we cannot figure out its destination, but we are unable 
to determine what it is doing that is duplicative across the board. 
The mandate review process is very enlightening. The Secretary-
General was asked to begin the process of mandate review by the 
September summit. Instead what he did was dump a list, literally, 
just a list, of 9,000 mandates that the United Nations does, its pro-
gram of work. 

And to date, when the budget cap is before us and expected to 
be lifted, not a single, solitary mandate has been reviewed. What 
does that mean in terms of where the money is actually going? One 
of the most obvious examples of duplication, which is driven by the 
interests of a certain number of U.N. countries, is the issue of the 
Palestinian agenda. There is one refugee agency for Palestinians, 
and one refugee agency for everybody else. There is one Depart-
ment of Public Information for the Palestinians, (information on 
the question of Palestine,) and one Department of Public Informa-
tion for everybody else. There is one Human Rights database for 
Palestinians and so the list goes. There is one U.N. division solely 
for Palestinians and nobody else has a single solitary division de-
voted to their work. The number of posts of U.N. Staff for the divi-
sion of Palestinian rights has 16 people. And the number of posts 
for the entire Asia Pacific Division is 21. So, until we do mandate 
review, we do not know, clearly, what the United Nations is spend-
ing its money on, and what it could do to consolidate, rationalize, 
to save us an enormous amount of money. 

Senator COBURN. I do not know if you heard my opening state-
ment. In visiting with key members of G–77, the Group of 77, Sec-
retary Mark Malloch Brown, as well as our Ambassadors, I got 
unanimity agreement for transparency. And I did not just say 
transparency. I defined transparency, open and honest evaluation 
availability online of everything that you are doing, all the way 
down through all the subcontractors. 

I have to agreement to that. Am I just ignorant or naive in think-
ing that they would agree to that, and then if we were to make 
that a condition to our contribution to the United Nations, we 
would not see some action? 

Ms. BAYEFSKY. Well, you raise the whole issue of conditions to 
our contribution, as such. I mean, the spending cap was the one 
way to force the issue of this reluctance to reform on multiple lev-
els and everything that has been talked about today——
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Senator COBURN. That is the Administration’s one way. That is 
not Congress’ one way. 

Ms. BAYEFSKY. I hear you and I hope, indeed, that if and when 
the spending cap is indeed lifted, that there are alternatives. There 
are, of course, alternatives. Congress has already identified a num-
ber of ways in which they can review the budget and insist that 
it can be changed. 

One of the examples that I think bears some time considering is 
the issue of pedophilia. For example, the Congress put a very major 
condition on U.S.-U.N. funding and said that contributions for 
international organizations as a whole, not just the United Na-
tions, are reduced by a $118 million for every fiscal year, unless it 
can be certified that no U.N.-affiliated agency promotes pedophilia 
in one way or another. So that certification is required from the 
Administration. 

Other such requirements could be put in place which required a 
certification that no U.N. NGO, for example, is engaged in the en-
couragement of terrorism, racism or anti-Semitism. And I think it 
behooves us indeed, to think creatively about potential ways of ac-
complishing the kinds of transparency and accountability that you 
are thinking of, should the spending cap be lifted. 

Senator COBURN. Just a thought. We are somewhat schizo-
phrenic. If we were to have such limitations, sometimes our own 
State Department will fight us on some of those issues. 

Do you perceive that as a real issue, a real possibility? 
Ms. BAYEFSKY. Unfortunately, I do, yes. 
Senator COBURN. OK. 
Ms. BAYEFSKY. I see it very directly, day to day. We voted 

against the Human Rights Council, and the very same day the 
State Department said we are going to pay for it. The members 
had not even been elected yet and we are going to pay for it. 

Senator COBURN. Yes. 
Ms. BAYEFSKY. And now that it is elected, we are going to pay 

for it even more. Now, Cuba is going to lecture us on human rights. 
In fact, it did so in Geneva, today. 

Senator COBURN. All right. Any other comments. Ms. Rosett. 
Ms. ROSETT. Yes. Just in brief. I often get the feeling in this kind 

of discussion that the fix is in. And it seems worth talking about 
because an old editor of mine, Bob Bartley, once said that some-
times, even when you see a bus going over a cliff, you cannot stop 
it but you can at least say, look, a bus is going over a cliff. 

And on this, there really are things that matter a great deal, 
here, as far as what we should be able to see. I have made up just 
a quick list for you. 

Here is what we need to see, and we need to see it in the inter-
est, simply, as an institution with any integrity at all. The United 
Nations needs to be even more transparent then the best of its 
Member States, for the reasons that I just mentioned. It operates 
with nobody’s real jurisdiction. It does not have to account to a free 
electorate. It does not have to account to itself. We should be able 
to see in full the procurement archives. 

I believe that they forfeited any rights to agreements of confiden-
tiality with the degree of corruption we do know exists in there. 
This should go back until the mid 1990’s. That is when some of the 
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current scams originated. They are huge. They probably involve 
companies still doing business with the United Nations, which 
would love to bid in the shadow of the current secrecy arrange-
ments on new contracts. 

Second, the archives of the Oil-for-Food investigation. I mean, if 
they want to winnow out the things where they truly believe that 
a witness’ life is at risk, fine. But at the moment, the investigator 
who defected criticizing the investigation for going soft on the Sec-
retary-General who has been promising you all of these things is 
under a 7-year court order, a gag injunction, where he cannot even 
talk about it. 

And we have never seen most of the underlying documents. We 
have been given a very precise set of conclusions that gives us a 
very fuzzy view of some of the U.N.’s activities. These archives are 
huge. They involve established patterns of how the U.N. operates. 
People who will be carrying forward into the next regime and who 
you will be depending upon. If they are still there, they occupy cru-
cial roles, or will, where they will have to decide what happens. 

You need to see the archives of the Volcker investigation. We all 
do. Not just you, the Senate, we the public need to see this. 

Finally, I think that the least that could be done, in a measure 
of good faith, would be that these financial disclosure forms, which 
are supposed to be part of the U.N. compliance with ethics, the 
public should have full access to the Secretary-General’s, the Dep-
uty Secretary-General’s, to the Under Secretary-General’s—there is 
a huge roster at this point of people occupying those top three 
ranks—many Under Secretary-Generals, one of whom turned out to 
be taking, by his own admission, finally, payoffs from Saddam Hus-
sein while working as Kofi Annan’s envoy to Europe. And they 
roamed many parts of the globe doing many things. 

There are conflicts of interest already established, too much to go 
into now. But these should all be fully disclosed to the public. And 
the standard there should be that if we are going to have an insti-
tution like this, you have got to have that be the standard of trans-
parency. Probably the only way to get that is the kind of competi-
tion you described. 

But that list, I think, is the minimum of what you should be 
looking for to have any faith in their promises at all. 

Senator COBURN. Put some teeth in the ethics process, because 
there are no teeth in the ethics process that they put in. 

Ms. ROSETT. I think that is the difficult job that you face because 
there are no teeth in the ethics process right now. The moment in 
which I sent a note to them asking about the ethics of Secretary-
General Annan taking a half a million dollars from the ruler of 
Dubai via a prize jury packed with his appointees, and they re-
ferred me back to the Secretary-General’s office, after several 
rounds of ping pong, it was clear. This was going nowhere. They 
have no power to investigate. They have no power to enforce. Once 
again, this is an Orwellian world. This is a world where the labels 
do not mean what they say. 

Senator COBURN. A mirage. 
Ms. ROSETT. It is called an ethics office. It is a cover up for not 

having an ethics office. 
Senator COBURN. Any final comments? 
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Mr. MELITO. I would just like to reiterate that the issues with 
OIOS really do make the CMP vulnerable. The United Nations 
needs to make sure that OIOS has the independence to at least 
oversee that project. And that can be done, because in case of 
peacekeeping, there is not a short source for oversight for peace-
keeping. They can create something for CMP. And similarly, they 
should create some sort of firewall strategy which eliminates any 
risk that CMP procurement will have. 

Senator COBURN. Thank you. You each will receive some ques-
tions from the Subcommittee, if you would not mind answering 
some of those, within 2 weeks of receiving them, we would very 
much appreciate it. I do appreciate you preparing testimony and 
the work that you have done. 

The hearing is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 4:26 p.m. the hearing was concluded.] 
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A P P E N D I X 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARPER 

Since its establishment on June 26, 1945, the United Nations and its agencies 
have played integral roles in addressing global issues ranging from electoral assist-
ance in Iraq and Afghanistan to 18 peacekeeping missions around the world and 
hopefully, in the near future, Darfur. 

The United Nations is important not only to the international community, but 
also right here at home in the U.S. The United Nations employs over 40,000 people, 
including 1,400 Americans. As a major New York attractions, 40 million visitors 
having toured the buildings, contributing an estimated $800 million annually to our 
economy. 

The U.N. buildings have not been renovated since they were built in the early 
1950s, with current problems including asbestos; lead paint; no sprinkler systems; 
and spaces that would be inaccessible to firefighters. 

And now, when a credible renovation plan is on the table, there are those who 
would use it as a political tool to force needed management reforms. 

In a post 9/11 world—I find it totally unacceptable that there are those who would 
play politics with people’s lives. I understand that the United Nations requires re-
form and support these efforts, but not at the possible expense of the 40,000 lives 
of the Americans and others who work at the United Nations. What would happen 
if a fire were to break out or if there were a terrorist attack? 

The U.N.’s renovation plan has been reviewed by GAO twice, and is in the process 
of a third review. State Department and OMB have also taken part in the review 
process and all give the plan a clean bill of health. To my understanding the Admin-
istration supports the plan, and I look forward to hearing the Administration’s posi-
tion from Ambassador Bolton today. 

I, therefore fail to understand why the plan has yet to be implemented . . . and 
given that renovations will take years, why renovations and reforms simply cannot 
take place at the same time. 

I am also not the first to pose the question of embroiling the renovation’s plan 
in politics. Fritz Reuter, the Executive Director of the U.N.’s renovation plan voiced 
similar concerns, and ultimately stepped down from his position from all accounts 
for similar reasons. 

It baffles me, Mr. Chairman why in your meeting with Mr. Reuter last week, that 
you did not insist that he be here today. He has the most knowledge of anyone on 
this topic and on best ways to move forward. 

That being said, I look forward to hearing testimonies from our witnesses today 
that really address the nuts and bolts of the renovation and any related issues of 
concern.
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