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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Marine aperations

OIOS conducted an audit of marine operations in the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL). The overall objective of the audit was to
assess the adequacy and effectiveness of internal controls over marine operations.
The audit was conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.

The Departments of Peacekeeping Operations and Field Support have
limited experience with marine operations, and as a result, the policies and
procedures have yet to be fully developed. OIOS identified the following control
deficiencies:

¢  Considering recent developments, a ship-to-task analysis needs to be
done to determine Maritime Task Force requirements that may result in a
reduction in reimbursements to contributing countries;

e  There were inadequate procedures for monitoring and reporting on
the availability of vessels in the area of maritime operations. As a result, it
is difficult to assess whether vessels’ achieve their respective performance
goals;

e  There was insufficient capacity to adequately verify operational
usage reports and therefore, a number of errors were identified. If these
go undetected, there is a risk of incorrect reimbursements to contributing
countries; and

e  Considerable resources are required to administer the two
agreements, namely a Letter of Assist and a Memorandum of
Understanding, entered into with contributing countries for marine
operations. There is also a risk of duplication of work, as similar
procedures are required under the separate agreements. Consideration
needs to be given to amalgamating them.

OIOS made recommendations to address the issues identified during the
audit and to further improve the management of marine operations in UNIFIL.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted an audit of
marine operations in the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL).
The audit was conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.

2. The Security Council Resolution 1701 dated 11 August 2006 called for
the creation of a Maritime Task Force (MTF) in UNIFIL to patrol the coast of
Lebanon. The MTF was responsible for conducting maritime interdiction
operations (MIO) and carrying out surveillance activities in order to assist the
Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF) in preventing unauthorized entry of arms and
related materials by sea into Lebanon, as well as to train the Lebanese Navy. The
Mission’s marine operations force comprised four frigates, two corvettes, five
fast patrol boats (FPB), one fleet support ship and seven helicopters.

3. MTF conducts marine operations in cooperation with the Marine
Operations Cell and the Naval Operations Centre. MTF reports to the Force
Commander through the Joint Operations Center (JOC).

4. The 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 apportionments and expenditures of the
Mission’s marine operations are summarized in the Table 1.

Table 1: Expenditure and apportionment or marine operations for the period from 1 July
2006 to 30 June 2008

2006/07 2007/08
Expenditures Apportionment
Budget lines ($000) ($000)
Rental and operation 55.468.1 77,3469
Liability insurance - 528.2
Total 55,468.1 77,875.1
5. Comments made by UNIFIL are shown in italics.
Ii. AUDIT OBJECTIVES
6. The main objectives of the audit were to assess the adequacy and

effectiveness of internal controls over marine operations.

lil. AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

7. The audit reviewed marine operations during the fiscal years of 2006-

2007 and 2007-2008.

8. The audit methodology comprised: (a) a review of pertinent records and
applicable memoranda of understanding, letters of assists, and contracts; (b)

analysis of data; and (c) interviews with responsible personnel.




IV. AUDIT FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Procedures and performance standards for UN maritime
operations

9. More than two years after the MTF commenced operations, the
DPKO/DFS have still to provide policies, guidance and procedures for maritime
operations regarding: (a) the establishment of reimbursement rates for different
vessel capabilities; (b) performance management of marine assets; (c) procedures
for the verification of marine assets; and (d) the level and types of reporting.

10. The deployment of the MTF is the first time that a marine force of such
capacity and mandate had been deployed by the UN in a peacekeeping operation.
Therefore, the current version of the Contingent-owned Equipment (COE)
Manual does not adequately address maritime assets. Moreover, there are no
procedures in place for the preparation of maritime usage reports by the MTF.
As a result the verification of the COE was delayed. Recognizing the absence of
guidelines, procedures relating to the operation of vessels have been included in
the relevant letters of assist (LoAs) and memoranda of understanding (MoUs).
Also, separate procedures on verification of assets were drafted by the Mission
and forwarded to DFS in October 2007. These draft procedures have not yet been
approved.

11. OIOS’ review of the procedures and practices followed by the Mission
showed that they contradict the relevant MoUs and LoAs in some instances as
indicated below.

. The LoAs provide that operational usage reports be based on entries
in each ship’s log and that the MTF Commander should certify the entries.
However, operational usage reports are prepared by the Flagship staff based
on the weekly situation reports sent to the Flagship by each ship captain.

° The MoUs require that the operational usage reports will be verified,
at UNIFIL Headquarters, against the logs maintained by the Naval
Operations Center. This is not being done as the Naval Operations Center
did not maintain vessel logs.

e According to the LoAs, prior to the arrival of a vessel at the area of
operations, the contributing country shall provide the Mission with a copy of
the naval force service regulations in English. This was not done for various
reasons cited by UNIFIL including: (a) general information on vessel
capabilities was available on the internet and that it was not feasible for the
contributors to provide copies of such documents as they are voluminous;
and (b) ship logs were in the national language of the concerned contributing
country, and contained sensitive information about the vessels that cannot be
divulged to outside parties. It appears therefore that the requirement for
contributors to provide vessel logs and regulations were impractical to
implement, and the necessity of this needs to be re-considered. Based on



OIOS’ suggestion, UNIFIL has requested the DFS to revise the letters of
assist.

12. OIOS suggested that DPKO/DFS establish appropriate procedures and
performance standards to assist UNIFIL in administrating maritime assets. OIOS
was informed that work has already been initiated at UN Headquarters with the
support of Strategic Management Cell, Office of Operations, Office of Military
Affairs and DFS. Also, as a first step, a DPKO/DFS evaluation was conducted in
February 2009. The results of the evaluation underscore the need for
DPKO/DFS to develop maritime policies and procedures.

Recommendation 1

1) The UNIFIL Management should establish
appropriate capacity within the Property Management
Section to: (a) update maritime verification procedures and
oversee completion of operational usage reports with proper
checks and balances; and (b) conduct periodic physical
verification of all vessels.

13. The UNIFIL Management accepted recommendation 1 and stated that
there is an established verification procedure between the COE Unit and
Maritime Operations. However, in order to improve oversight, UNFIL will
conduct physical verification of the vessels. Recommendation 1 remains open
pending confirmation that adequate verification has been done.

B. The maritime force requirement needs further review

14. The MTF deployment was originally approved for a force requirement of
18 vessels and 6 helicopters. During the year 2007-2008, actual deployment
varied from 13 to 16 vessels depending on contributors making vessels available
to UNIFIL.

15. In December 2007, DPKO undertook its first ship-to-task analysis for
both operation and budgetary reasons and to establish whether the MTF was
adequately deployed and equipped to carry out its tasks. As a result of the
analysis, the force requirement was changed from 18 vessels and 6 helicopters to
12 vessels and 7 helicopters. Moreover, up to February 2008, the original force
requirement for double layer barrier was 9 vessels, which was subsequently
revised to 6 to 7 vessels following the ship-to-task analysis of the need to provide
a single semi-circle barrier. The endurance ratio for frigates, which was
established at 80 per cent in the area of operation and at the port, was changed to
70 per cent in the area of operations and 30 per cent at port.

16. The ship-to-task analysis was completed in February 2008 and since then
several developments have taken place, as follows:

° The actual number of assets deployed by the Mission has been low
compared to the revised, approved requirement. Only 5 vessels operated in
the area during 13-15, 19, 31 July 2008 and on a number of other occasions
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as compared to the revised, approved requirement of 12 vessels. Similarly,
in September 2008, no more than 5 vessels operated in the area for 20 days.
It appears that this number has been effective, as of October 2008, MTF
hailed more than 19,000 ships and identified 167 suspicious vessels, which
were inspected by Lebanese Navy and customs authorities and were
subsequently cleared. To date, no attempt to smuggle weapons has come to
light.

. Germany donated three naval vessels to Lebanon thereby increasing
Lebanon’s naval capacity. Furthermore, with Germany’s support, Lebanon
has established the Coastal Radar Organization, which will be fully
operational upon the arrival of the software to fuse the information from
different radars. Upon completion of the necessary naval training, the Naval
Operations Center in Beirut is expected to maintain a complete and
uninterrupted recognized maritime picture of the Lebanese territorial waters.
The improved capabilities are expected to help the Lebanese authorities to
assume greater responsibilities for tasks performed by the MTF. Material
and technical support of UNIFIL to Lebanon will continue to be critical over
the medium to long-term period.

° A review of the 2007-2008 MTF Operational Usage Report (OUR)
for frigates, fast patrol boats and support ships showed that the actual
availability ratios of the vessels in the area of marine operations (AMO) were
much lower than their established endurance ratios. This indicates that
vessels were underutilized. Figure 1 shows the actual availability ratios of
the vessels in the AMO. The frigates spent 64 per cent of the total time in the

" AMO instead of 70-80 per cent as required. Likewise, fast patrol boats spent
only 48 per cent of the total time in the area of maritime operations instead of
50 - 70 per cent as required.

Figure 1: Percentage of vessel availability in the area of operations during 2007-
2008
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17. From October 2007 to February 2008, vessels were provided to the
Mission for short periods ranging from 4 weeks to 6 months as the relevant LoAs
did not contain any provision on the minimum number of days for each vessel’s
assignment. There is a risk that shorter than required periods of assignments
impedes the force integration and hence there is a lack of familiarity of the
vessels with the area of operations effecting operations.

18. OIOS was informed that the new MTF command has initiated a detailed
training plan for the Lebanese Navy focusing on transition of responsibility in
maritime operations. With the conclusion of this training, the MTF should move
towards drawing down the UN maritime forces resulting in a further reduction in
the maritime force requirement.

19. As a result of the above, OIOS is of the opinion that another ship-to-task
analysis should be conducted to potentially revise the force requirement taking
into consideration: (a) Lebanon’s improving naval capacity and the training plan;
(b) actual force requirement in the AMO and the endurance ratios; and (c) MTF’s
accomplishments in preventing unauthorized entry of arms and related material
into Lebanon. Such an analysis could result in further reducing the maritime
force requirement and may achieve significant savings.

Recommendation 2

) The UNIFIL Management should -undertake a
further ship-to-task analysis and develop a revised plan to
reduce the Maritime Task Force taking into account the
transition results. A reduction in maritime force
requirements may result in significant savings.

20. The UNIFIL Management accepted recommendation 2 and stated that
any change in the maritime strength would only be considered after a force
requirement review by the Force Commander in close cooperation by the
Strategic Management Cell. Recommendation 2 remains open pending receipt of
the next ship-to-task analysis showing the up-to-date requirement of maritime
forces taking into consideration recent developments.

C. Availability of vessels for patrolling

Vessels in the area of marine operations

21. Vessels move between the harbor and the AMO while transiting and
during this time they are not fully engaged in patrols. As indicated in Figure 2,
the days spent transiting have been included in the number of days reported as
their available days in AMO.

22. In OIOS’ opinion, vessels are precluded from effectively covering the
entire AMO during the transit periods. Therefore, their transit time should not be
considered as patrolling time. It was not possible to identify the exact reasons
why the vessels spent large amounts of time at ports as the Flagship was not
provided with any report on the activities undertaken by the vessels while at port.
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The Maritime Operations Section confirmed that due to the availability of more
vessels in 2007, these vessels spent less time in the AMO as it was possible to
rotate ships more often. The availability ratios from September 2008 have been
improved as the MTF had only 11 ships.

Figure 2: Vessel availability days in the area of operations during 2007-2008
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23. The unavailability of vessels in the AMO within the established ratios
may affect the MTF’s operations and could result in overpayments to marine
contributors. Moreover, it was found that the revised vessel availability ratios are
not reflected in the relevant LoAs, as they were agreed with the marine
contributors outside the LoA. UNIFIL explained that endurance ratios are
established purely for operational planning purposes and even ships docked at
ports are available for tasking.

Recommendations 3 and 4
The UNIFIL Management should:

A3) Closely monitor the availability of vessels in the area
of maritime operations to ensure the vessels’ achieve their
respective performance goals; and

“) Regularly prepare a report of the activities
undertaken by each vessel while docking at port.

24. The UNIFIL Management accepted recommendation 3 and stated that
the UNIFIL Naval Operations Center maintains a Real Maritime Picture and
provided a copy of the daily report showing the disposition of all units whether in
the AMO, in transit, or in port. Benchmarking performance is directly related to
operational capability and capacity to respond to tasking. Based on the action
taken by UNIFIL, recommendation 3 has been closed.



25. The UNIFIL Management accepted recommendation 4 and provided
reports of activities undertaken in the port. Based on the action taken by
UNIFIL, recommendation 4 has been closed.

Errors in reports

26. The Maritime Operations Section maintains a log showing each vessel’s
entry in and departure from the AMO. OIOS found discrepancies between the log
and the relevant operational usage reports, which were used for reimbursing
vessel contributing countries. The operational usage reports contained excessive
number of days compared to the log, which accurately reflects the time vessels
spend in the area of operation. The inaccuracies contained in the operational
usage reports resulted in a possible excess reimbursement of about $539,200.
According to the relevant LoAs, vessel contributors are reimbursed for the time
when the vessels are engaged in active duty and overlap is not reimbursable.

Recommendations 5 and 6
The UNIFIL Management should:

&) Ensure the excess amount of $539,200 verified in the
operational usage report has not been reimbursed to the
marine contributors, and if reimbursed, the Mission should
recover the excess amount; and

(6) Take appropriate measures to improve the accuracy
and relevance of operational usage reports.

27. The UNIFIL Office of Mission Support accepted recommendation 5 and
confirmed that no excess amounts were reimbursed to the marine contributors. It
also stated that there is a mechanism in place in the LoA provisions to ensure
that there is no overpayment. Recent LoAs also includes a clause to ensure that
overlapping time is not reimbursed. Based on the action taken by UNIFIL,
recommendation 5 has been closed.

28. The UNIFIL Office of Mission Support accepted recommendation 6 and
provided a copy of the amended operational usage report, which also includes
separate notation for overlap days. Based on the action taken by UNIFIL,
recommendation 6 has been closed.

D. Contractual Arrangements for Marine Vessels need
improvement

Delay in finalizing of LoA/MoU

29. At the time of the audit, there were no LoAs or MoUs between the UN
and four marine contributors; namely France, Italy, Spain and Denmark. France
and ltaly provided their vessels to the Mission since 1 March 2008. LoAs existed
with other marine contributors namely, Turkey, Belgium, Greece and Germany.



30. Delays in signing the LoAs/MoUs with the marine contributors
negatively impacted the inspection of the vessels at the time of their arrival as the
terms of MoUs were not finalized. Furthermore, the Mission cannot prepare
verification reports for self-sustainment, which are required before payments are
made to the contributing country.

31. The lack of timely signing of LoAs/MoUs with contributing countries is
a recurrent problem faced by DPKO and DFS and this will be reviewed as part of
OIOS’ forthcoming audit of the Office of Military Affairs.

Amalgamation of LoA and MOU provisions into an LoA

32. UNIFIL entered into two separate contracts; namely an MoU and an LoA
with each marine contributing country. The MoU governs the reimbursement of
troop/crew cost and self-sustainment while the LoA establishes the legal
arrangements under which vessels are provided and operated.

33. As referred to above, the completion of these contracts can take a long
time to complete. Furthermore, the Mission is required to conduct two separate
verifications of the related assets - verification against the MoU and another
against the LoA, as well as to administer each of the agreements. This puts
pressure on the Mission’s resources. OIOS notes that the report on “UNIFIL —
Lessons learned of MTF”, which was issued on 27 February 2008 addresses the
unification of the LoA and the MoU into a single LoA. However, no action had
been taken to implement this. As the DPKO/DFS evaluation conducted in
February 2009 also recommended that these agreements be combined, OIOS has
not made a specific recommendation on this issue.

V. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
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assignment.
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