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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Audit of UNPOS administrative functions

OIOS conducted an audit of the United Nations Political Office for
Somalia (UNPQOS) administrative functions. The overall objective of the audit
was to assess the adequacy and effectiveness of internal controls over UNPOS
administrative functions that were handed over to United Nations Support Office
for AMISOM (UNSOA) on 1 January 2010. The audit was conducted in
accordance with the International Standards for the Professional Practice of
Internal Auditing.

OI0S’ review of UNPOS administrative support functions prior to the
handover to UNSOA found internal control lapses, which may have been
addressed with more guidance and management oversight from Headquarters.
For example:

Certain delegation of authority was not granted or documented;

Field finance procedures were not followed in some instances;
Mandatory training lacked staff participation; and

A chartered aircraft service was procured not in conformity with UN
procurement rules.

OIOS also noted delays in the completion of the handover to UNSOA,
including the finalization of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
the two entities. Although more than three months have passed since the
handover date, the MOU has yet to be finalized, with some accountability issues
remaining that have not yet been clarified. In addition, OlIOS found:

e Handover in property management was still in progress;

¢ No check-out process was conducted for UNPOS administrative staff
who transferred to UNSOA, whereby these staff still had outstanding
financial obligations to UNPOS; and

e Change management such as communications to staff, while
administered, could have been conducted on a timelier manner.

OIOS made a number of recommendations to address the issues
identified in the audit.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted an audit of
United Nations Political Office for Somalia (UNPOS) administrative functions.
The audit was conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.

2. UNPOS was established by the Secretary-General on 15 April 1995, to
advance the cause of peace and reconciliation in Somalia through contacts with
Somali leaders, civic organizations and the states and organizations concerned.
UNPOS is a special political mission (SPM) led by the Special Representative of
the Secretary-General (SRSG), and is currently based in Nairobi. UNPOS’
mandate include promoting consolidation of the peace process in Somalia,
supporting development of the Transitional Federal Government (TFG), and
promoting respect for human rights and accountability in Somalia. UNPOS is
funded by the UN assessed budget (programme budget) and voluntary
contributions through the Trust Fund in Support of the Somali Transitional
Security Institutions as well as bilateral contributions. UNPOS’ appropriated
budget was $16.2 million for the period from 1 January to 31 December 20009.
The staffing table for UNPOS as of 1 January 2009 included 72 staff, consisting
of 47 international staff and 25 national staff.

3. United Nations Support Office for AMISOM (UNSOA) was established
based on Security Council resolution 1863 (16 January 2009), which requested
the Secretary-General to provide a United Nations logistical support package to
the African Union Mission to Somalia (AMISOM) including equipment and
services. UNSOA is a peacekeeping office led by a Director reporting to the
Under-Secretary-General for Field Support, and is also currently based in
Nairobi. UNSOA is funded by the UN assessed budget and voluntary
contributions through the Trust Fund in Support of AMISOM as well as bilateral
contributions. UNSOA’s assessed budget was $206.2 million for the period from
1 July 2009 to 30 June 2010. The staffing table for UNSOA for the budgeted
period included 256 staff, consisting of 141 international staff, 99 national staff,
and 16 posts for General Temporary Assistance.

4. In its report on UNPOS’ 2009 revised budget (A/63/868), the Advisory
Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions (ACABQ) recommended
UNPOS and UNSOA “to rationalize functions in order to avoid overlap,
duplication of activities and resources, and to attain greater efficiency and
savings ...” Subsequently, the Secretary-General, in his budget proposal for
UNSOA’s 2009/2010 period (A/64/465), stated that UNSOA will assume the
core administrative and budgetary functions of UNPOS as of 1 January 2010. To
ensure the smooth and efficient provision of administrative support to UNPOS,
the Director of UNSOA requested OIOS to conduct an audit of UNPOS’ records
that were being handed over to UNSOA.

5. Comments made by UNPOS and UNSOA 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
administrative support functions managed by UNPOS prior to the
handover;

(b) Determine the existence, completeness and accuracy of
administrative records, resources and obligations handed over to
UNSOA by UNPQS; and

(c) Assess the potential impact to UNPOS and synergies in general
resulting from the handover of administrative support functions to
UNSOA.

I11. AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

7. OIOS reviewed UNPOS administrative support functions handed over to
UNSOA as of 1 January 2010, namely in finance, human resources, procurement
and contract administration, property and facilities management, and safety and
security. OIOS assessed UNPOS records and other pertinent information for
2009, as well as processes and internal controls in the respective functional areas
as administered by UNPOS during that period. To gauge the impact and
synergies from the handover, OIOS looked to the terms of reference between
UNPOS and UNSOA as an indication for the ramifications going forward, and
also assessed the adequacy of change management during the transition. Given
the fact that some parts of the handover were found to be in progress during the
audit, the findings in this report are based on the latest status as of the end of the
fieldwork for this audit, culminating with the Exit Conference held with the
SRSG for UNPOS on 8 April 2010.

8. The audit included interviews and discussions with UNPOS and UNSOA

staff in the administrative functions, review of records and supporting
documentation, testing of sampled data and physical observations.

IV. AUDIT FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Strategic management & governance

Insufficient guidance and management oversight from UN Headquarters

9. OIOS found lapses and deficiencies in UNPOS’ management of
administrative matters which may have been identified and rectified with
supplementary guidance and management oversight from Headquarters for SPMs
such as UNPQOS with limited resources. For example, UNPOS was not granted,

2



or could not provide documentation to substantiate, delegation of authority in
compliance with UN regulations and rules to effectively carry out some of its
operations. Although UNPOS maintained non-expendables totaling $2.3 million
as reported in its NEP report for the biennium 2008-2009 ending 31 December
2009, it did not have delegation of authority for property management. UNPOS
directly procured chartered aircraft services for $246,095 in 2009 without
procurement authority. UNPOS maintained petty cash without documented
authorization for its establishment/custody. While its cashier’s imprest fund was
authorized by the Department of Management (DM) / Office of Programme
Planning, Budgets and Accounts (OPPBA), UNPOS did not have authorized
delegation for an alternative custodian. This report highlights additional
weaknesses in internal control which could have been prevented and/or flagged
by improved guidance and management oversight from Headquarters.

10. With respect to the lack of an alternative custodian for its cashier’s imprest
fund, UNPOS asserted that there was only one international staff member in its
Cashier’s Office and that there was no appropriate candidate to obtain
designation for an alternative custodian. OIOS appreciates the staffing
constraints; however, an alternative must have existed when the designated
custodian was absent, and he/she should have obtained proper designation to
fulfill that function.

11. Although the Department of Political Affairs (DPA) is the lead department
in Headquarters supporting SPMs such as UNPOS, the Department of Field
Support (DFS) is responsible for providing backstopping of administrative and
logistical support. As highlighted in the OIOS report on the management of
special political missions by the Department of Political Affairs (A/64/294),
clarity in responsibility between DPA and DFS for headquarters’ support, in the
form of an agreement that articulates the type and level of services DFS provides
SPMs, is necessary. To this effect, OlOS has been informed that DPA and DFS
are finalizing a support strategy and service level agreement for SPMs which
would serve as strategic policy documents for the efficient administration for
SPMs such as UNPOS.

B. Financial management

Non-compliance in some areas with Field Finance Procedures Guidelines

12. In February 2006 the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), in
collaboration with DM/OPPBA, issued a revised version of the Field Finance
Procedure Guidelines (FFPG). FFPG was intended as guidance for finance staff
in the field in carrying out their day-to-day functional responsibilities, as well as
to improve internal controls through consistent and coherent application of
standardized procedures.

13. OIOS’s assessment of UNPOS finance processes and review of data found
that although UNPOS generally conformed to the FFPG, there were some areas
of non-compliance. Cancelled disbursement and journal voucher numbers were
used again in the same month. Invoices were logged for tracking purposes only
when the Finance Section received them, rather than when UNPOS received
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them. From a sample of 11 invoices the turnaround time within the Finance
Section from receipt to disbursement ranged from 7 days to 68 days. No process
was in place to recover outstanding travel advances on a timely manner. Ageing
reports were not generated to monitor and systematically follow-up on
unliquidated obligations with requisitioners, whereby unliquidated obligations
aged over nine months stood at $435,215 at 31 December 2009. Finally,
disbursement vouchers with supporting documentation were not on file for three
out of 20 disbursements sampled.

14. UNPOS informed OIOS that some of its processes have been changed to
conform to the FFPG. In March 2010, UNPOS Finance Section discontinued the
practice of reusing cancelled disbursement and journal vouchers in the same
month, and effective April 2010 the Section uses an automated log system
prohibiting duplication. The process of receiving invoices was changed upon the
handover of administrative functions to UNSOA whereby all invoices are
directly received by the Finance Section and logged upon receipt.

15. For aged unliquidated obligations, UNPOS stated that its Finance Section
produced monthly reports on outstanding obligations to facilitate review, and it
initiated an intensive review of outstanding obligations at the end of the 2009
reporting period.

Year-end obligations not meeting criteria for establishment

16. The FFPG lists criteria under which obligation documents can be raised at
the end of the financial year. For example, if delivery of goods and services did
not commence within the financial period, a written mutual agreement between
the UN and an outside party must exist, the expenditures must be of a non-
recurring nature which can reasonably be construed as a charge against the
current period, and the delivery of goods and services must be expected within a
reasonable period of time. OPPBA’s instructions for SPMs’ submission of
financial statements for the biennium 2008-2009 ending 31 December 2009
further underscored this requirement, noting that “only those obligations that are
supported by documentation and contracts and meet established criteria should be
retained.”

17. OIOS review of all UNPOS obligations raised on 31 December 2009 which
exceed $10,000 found that, for six of the eight cases, the criteria appear not to
have been met or can readily be substantiated based on the documentation on file.
For example, two obligations for a total of $420,000 were raised for the
acquisition of 11 sedan vehicles and 1 armored vehicle by UNSOA on UNPOS’
behalf, but there was no purchase order on file nor even the requisitions issued to
UNSOA for the vehicles. UNPOS subsequently explained that the purchase of
the sedan vehicles was put on hold pending a security and vulnerability
assessment of sedan vehicles in Nairobi as well as a review of obtaining surplus
vehicles from other missions. The requisition for the armored vehicle was
submitted for approval on 28 May 20009.

18. An obligation for training administered by a local school for $19,893 was
raised, representing a 50 per cent advance for the contract amount, but the
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corresponding Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on file was dated 7
January 2010 (subsequent to the period for which the obligation was raised), and
also lacking signatures of both parties. Three obligations totaling $111,420 for
training and related travel for TFG Ministry of Foreign Affairs staff to be held in
the latter half of February 2010 was raised, but based on supporting
documentation on file, OIOS found it difficult to ascertain that the expenditures
can be reasonably construed as a charge against the year ending 31 December
2009.

19. With respect to capacity-building training organized for TFG officials,
according to supplementary explanation from UNPQOS, funding arrangements
were exceptionally authorized by HQ for these and similar activities initiated by
the SRSG and were originally planned for August through December 20009.
However, due to political and security conditions, some of these activities could
not be implemented by the end of 2009 and hence the funds were obligated for
2009, to be carried out in 2010. Nonetheless, OIOS maintains that supporting
documentation on file did not adequately substantiate this.

Delay in reconciliation of credit notes with travel agency

20. Official travel for staff represented a significant component of UNPOS’
total expenditures in 2009, amounting to $1.3 million. UNPOS staff made travel
reservations through a travel agency (TA) contracted with United Nations Office
in Nairobi (UNON), and upon reservations supported by travel authorizations,
TA made bookings and correspondingly invoiced UNPOS for the charges. If
there were subsequent changes in the staff’s travel plans such as cancellations
and changes resulting in reduction of the originally invoiced amount, TA would
later issue credit notes to account for the changes, net applicable penalties and
fees.

21. OIOS is of the view that UNPOS had not followed up with TA to ensure
that due credits were received from them on a timely basis. As of the completion
date of the fieldwork for this audit, UNPOS Administrative Section was still in
the process of completing its reconciliation of its travel service account with TA,
to settle balances going back to January 2009.

Recommendation 1

(1) The UNPOS Management should ensure complete
reconciliation of its travel service account and inform
UNSOA Administration, which has now assumed finance
functional responsibilities for UNPOS, to recover on its
behalf the appropriate credits due from the travel agency.

22. The UNPOS Management accepted recommendation 1 and stated that it
has since completed the reconciliation whereby pending invoices were submitted,
credit notes issued and corrections made by TA for invoices not related to
UNPOS. UNPOS reconciled its account with TA on 22 April 2010 and formally
informed UNSOA Administration on 13 May 2009 to recover, from staff, costs for



deviation from official travel. Based on the action taken by UNPOS,
recommendation 1 has been closed.

C. Human resource management

Lack of staff participation in mandatory training

23. DM has identified certain learning programmes as critical for UN staff
members to attend, and has specified them as mandatory for all staff.
Additionally, the Department of Safety & Security (DSS) has developed training
courses that are mandatory for all staff (Basic Security in the Field) as well as
staff working in or traveling to duty stations/missions designated as Security
Phase 1 or higher (Advanced Security in the Field).

24. OIOS found UNPOS staff participation in mandatory training courses as
lacking, which could have been improved with proper oversight by both UNPOS
and DFS. UNPOS was supposed to send DFS/Field Personnel Division (FPD) a
monthly report updating the status of staff participation in these courses, but
UNPOS had been lagging in its submission, with the last report submitted in
March 2009. According to this report, compliance with mandatory courses was
less than 50 per cent across the board as shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Staff participation in mandatory training

Course Participation
rate
Integrity Awareness Programme 34%

Prevention of Workplace Harassment, | 14%
Sexual Harassment, and Abuse of Authority
Basic Security in the Field 28%
Advanced Security in the Field 45%

25. While UNPOS issued an information circular and sent numerous email
messages to staff reminding them to take the online courses and submit the
corresponding certificates to demonstrate completion, OIOS is of the view that
UNPOS should have followed through to ensure compliance with participation.

Recommendation 2

2 The UNPOS Management should ensure that all of
its staff complete the mandatory training programmes and
provide the required feedback to the Department of Field
Support.

26. The UNPOS Management accepted recommendation 2 and stated that it
will obtain full staff compliance. According to UNPOS, some staff encountered
technical problems accessing one of the online courses, but this is currently
being addressed. UNPOS is now contacting staff individually for them to submit
the training certificates. Recommendation 2 remains open pending confirmation
from UNPOS Management that it has obtained full staff compliance in
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participation of mandatory training courses and has communicated this to DFS
accordingly.

No formal check-out process for UNPOS staff who joined UNSOA

27. To facilitate the handover of UNPOS administrative functions to UNSOA,
16 UNPQOS staff in administrative support functions formally transferred from
UNPOS to UNSOA effective 1 January 2010. UNPOS and UNSOA are two
separate UN entities with separate budgets. Prior to the transfer, these UNPOS
staff should have undergone a check-out process whereby all outstanding
financial obligations (e.g. amount owed to UNPOS such as travel advances) and
UNPOS property assigned to them should have been resolved/returned to
UNPOS.

28. No formal check-out was conducted by UNPOS for these staff. As a result,
these staff collectively owed $17,286 to UNPOS based on UNPOS’ 31 December
2009 financial statements. Also, obligations of $26,422 were raised for official
travel for these staff that remained unliquidated as of 31 December 2009. A
formal check-out process requiring submission of pending F.10 travel claims for
official travel authorized/obligated should have liquidated this balance.

29. UNPOS and UNSOA had agreed to allow UNPOS staff to take their office
information and communication equipment with them. UNSOA would then
reclassify corresponding property records to reflect change in ownership to
UNSOA in Galileo. This was still pending at the time of the audit.

Recommendation 3

3 The UNPOS Management, in conjunction with
UNSOA Administration, should ensure that former UNPOS
staff members transferred to UNSOA complete formal
check-out procedures in order to: (i) recover outstanding
receivables owed to UNPOS; (ii) resolve unliquidated
obligations; and (iii) update property records to reflect
change in ownership of properties that had been assigned to
these staff.

30. The UNPOS Management accepted recommendation 3 and stated that this
is being addressed through coordination with UNSOA Administration. With
respect to ownership of property, UNSOA Property Control and Inspection Unit
(PCIU) is currently in the process of updating property records.
Recommendation 3 remains open pending confirmation that: (i) outstanding
receivables owed to UNPOS are recovered; (ii) unliquidated obligations are
resolved; and (iii) property records are updated accordingly.



D. Procurement & contract administration

Non-compliance with procurement of aircraft chartered services

31. Following staff costs and official travel, rental costs for fixed wing aircraft
represented the third largest expenditures for UNPOS in 2009 at $1.1 million.
OlOS found non-compliance with UN procurement rules in UNPOS’
procurement of aircraft chartered services. Specifically, although UNPOS did not
have delegated authority for procurement (and hence met its procurement needs
through UNDP Kenya and UNON), UNPOS procured on its own behalf for
chartered aircraft services. Furthermore, during 2009 six flights were chartered
with one aircraft operator for flights to Mogadishu, for a total cost of $194,100,
without calling for quotations. According to UNPQS, this company was used
because DSS recommended against UN aircraft landing in Mogadishu, and this
operator was the only provider cleared by DSS for UN staff to travel to
Mogadishu.

32. Subsequent documentation provided by UNPOS showed that the Under-
Secretary-General for DSS did grant security clearance for the 8-9 March 2009
mission to Mogadishu based on the advice from DSS Somalia that only one
chartered flight operator ‘Operator A’ at that time was cleared by WFP Kenya
Air Operations for use by UN personnel. According to UNPOS, subsequent
missions to Mogadishu were cleared in the same manner through DSS whereby
‘Operator A’ was utilized for chartered aircraft services. However,
correspondence obtained from DSS Somalia through UNPOS also showed that,
later in 2009, another operator ‘Operator B* was also cleared by WFP for use by
UN staff on a chartered basis to Mogadishu. As such, UNPOS not only should
have procured chartered aircraft services through a UN entity with delegated
procurement authority, but also should have obtained quotations from both
‘Operator A’ and ‘Operator B’ for these subsequent flights to Mogadishu.

33. According to UNPOS, it had a mission to Mogadishu in March 2009 for the
first time in nine months. For this critically important mission, security
arrangements were organized by DSS under a very confidential process. Since
DSS cleared only one aircraft operator at the time, and it was not possible to ask
for quotations from other providers given the confidential nature of such
movement to Mogadishu, UNPOS had no other option but to use ‘Operator A’.
These flights were arranged during a critical phase in Somalia in which the
mission was assisting the newly formed government and presidency. OIOS is of
the view that even in such circumstances and for all subsequent chartered aircraft
services after the 8-9 March mission to Mogadishu approved by DSS, UNPOS
should have obtained prior procurement authority from the Department of
Management.

34. In addition to non-compliance with the procurement process, it appears that
UNPOS did not follow through in minimizing safety risks posed to its staff by
conducting a technical and safety assessment of the above-mentioned chartered
aircraft operator. Although *Operator A’ may have been cleared by WFP Kenya
and recommended by DSS Somalia, UNPOS itself was unable to provide
evidence to substantiate that the company’s aircrafts had been subjected to and
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passed UN’s technical and safety assessments as prescribed as mandatory by
DFS’s Aviation Manual.

35. According to UNPQOS, on 30 July 2009 it submitted a request to DFS/LSD
to carry out a comprehensive risk assessment of Nairobi-based aircraft operators
to Mogadishu. This assessment did not take place. OlIOS emphasizes that even in
instances where quotations have been called and the best offer selected, it is still
of paramount importance that the chartered aircraft pass the UN’s technical and
safety assessment no matter how critical the political reasons are for making the
trip.

36. With the handover, UNSOA, with delegated procurement authority, will
procure on UNPOS’ behalf, and its Aviation Section will manage the
coordination and execution of air operations, including compliance of utilized
aircrafts with technical and safety standards, to meet UNPOS’ air travel needs.
Furthermore, an administrative circular for visits to Mogadishu was issued by
UNSOA in February 2010 extending to both UNSOA and UNPQOS staff.

Insufficient controls over travel by non-UN personnel

37. On two occasions in 2009, UNPOS invited TFG officials to meetings
outside Somalia, whereby UNPOS was to assume expenses for travel and
accommodations. However, UNPOS did not ensure that those invited had used
the most economical means of transport available, and hence lost control of
travel costs that needed to be reimbursed. The officials used chartered aircrafts,
costing UNPOS $94,694 for a flight from Mogadishu to Djibouti, and $12,600
for a flight from Mogadishu to Nairobi.

38. According to UNPOS, commercial flight options to and from Mogadishu
and other parts of Somalia are very limited and unreliable, necessitating special
flights on occasions. For instance, the only commercial option from Mogadishu
to Djibouti is through Hargeisa, Somaliland. However, owing to the current
political conditions, TFG officials cannot travel through Hargeisa, Somaliland
without the risk of being arrested. As such, the flight was procured by UNDP
through the Embassy of Somalia, since UNPOS did not have procurement
authority and UNDP Somalia was managing the particular project requiring the
travel. For travel from Mogadishu to Nairobi, TFG has its own contractual
arrangements with flight operators, and there was no suitable commercial option
for TFG officials at the time. UNPOS also preferred this arrangement as it was
simply reimbursing actual costs incurred, and would not be held liable for any
problem associated with the flights. It reasoned that, all things considered, this
was the most practical and cost-effective means of transporting Somali officials
in these circumstances.

39. UNPOS should have ascertained, prior to the costs being incurred, that at
the very least the most economical means of transport among chartered aircraft
options were selected, rather than simply be subjected to reimburse whatever
expenses incurred by its invited guests. Specifically, UNPOS should have
required that non-UN personnel obtain prior approval from UNPOS on his/her



means of transport and inform UNPOS about the associated costs beforehand in
order for UNPOS to make necessary commitments.

Recommendation 4

(@) The UNPOS Management, in conjunction with
UNSOA Administration, should establish a standard
operating procedure for travel and related costs to be
incurred by non-UN personnel on UNPOS’ expense, to
ensure that cost effectiveness is achieved in the best interest
of the UN. Non-UN personnel should obtain prior approval
from UNPOS on his/her means of transport and inform
UNPOS about the associated costs for UNPOS to make
necessary commitments.

40. The UNPOS Management accepted recommendation 4 and stated that a
mechanism for travel and related costs incurred by non-UN personnel, currently
facilitated with a letter of invitation and request for travel authorization, will be
formalized through the issuance of a SOP. Recommendation 4 remains open
pending confirmation from UNPOS Management that it has issued the SOP.

E. Property & facilities management

Inadequate structure for property management

41. UNPOS did not have an adequate structure in place to properly manage its
NEP. While UNPOS may have been a small SPM when it was established in
1995, its value of NEP had grown to $2.3 million as of 31 December 2009. This
increase should have warranted a proper assessment of its capacity for property
management and inventory control. As mentioned earlier, UNPOS did not have
delegation of authority for property management. While OIOS observed that
there were some internal controls in place to monitor and safeguard NEP,
UNPOS did not have resources to segregate responsibilities for receiving,
recording and issuing its inventory, and did not implement Galileo to manage its
inventory. Rather, UNPOS managed its CITS equipment, vehicles and generators
in three distinct databases managed by two separate administrative staff.

Discrepancies in NEPs handed over to UNSOA

42. The Director of UNSOA obtained delegation of authority for UNPOS
property management from the Under-Secretary-General of DFS, and UNSOA
was to conduct a physical verification of UNPOS’ NEP and update Galileo
accordingly.

43. Although this physical verification exercise is still in progress (as of the
completion date of the fieldwork for this audit), discrepancies have been
identified by UNSOA between UNPQOS’ physical inventory and its records. Out
of UNPOS’ non-expendable CITS equipment list of 544 items, UNSOA has only
been able to verify 504 items. During the verification process, UNSOA also
found 20 non-expendables which were not on UNPQOS’ list. UNSOA was still in
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the process of verifying UNPOS’ vehicles and generators to capture the
necessary information to be input into Galileo.

44. While the minimum dollar value of non-expendables is $1,500 per
ST/AI/374 and ST/AI/2003/5, attractive and special items as defined by DFS
must also be managed and reported in NEP reports in the same manner. As part
of the handover process, UNSOA reviewed UNPQOS’ expendables list of 511
items and found that 217 items should have been classified as attractive and
special items. However, UNSOA’s physical verification had only identified 99 of
these items (in addition to 67 items already slated for disposal).

Recommendation 5

5) The UNPOS Management should ensure that all its
non-expendables are identified by UNSOA Administration.
For non-expendables which still can not be physically
verified, UNPOS Management should: (i) consult with
UNSOA Administration on the write-off process, and (ii)
submit a revised Non-Expendable Property report which
reflects adjustment to UNPOS property records.

45. The UNPOS Management accepted recommendation 5 and stated that it
will ensure that its non-expendables are physically verified and reflected in
Galileo as managed by UNSOA, or be written-off and reported accordingly.
UNSOA has since provided UNPOS with a list of 30 items pending inspection
(and UNPOS itself was able to physically locate 24 of these), and the registration
of assets in Galileo by UNSOA is still ongoing. With respect to management of
attractive and special items, UNPOS, in conjunction with UNSOA, is in the
process of reclassifying and bar-coding such items leveraging the expertise and
capacity brought by UNSOA. Recommendation 5 remains open pending
confirmation that: (i) its non-expendables have been physically verified and its
records correspondingly reflected in Galileo; and (ii) a revised NEP report have
been submitted to UNHQ articulating variances from the report submitted at the
end of the 2009 reporting period.

F. Safety & security

Lack of coordinating mechanism between UNPOS and UNSOA

46. UNPOS and UNSOA had agreed that responsibilities and functions related
to safety and security would continue to be kept separate between the two
entities. The only involvement UNPOS safety and security unit would have with
UNSOA'’s would be with respect to safety and security for their shared prefabs in
the UNON complex. OIOS noted with concern that there is no formal
coordination mechanisms in place (or planned to be in place) between the two
safety and security units.
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Recommendation 6

(6) The UNPOS Management, in conjunction with
UNSOA Administration, should put in place formal
coordination mechanisms between its respective Safety and
Security Units.

47. The UNPOS Management did not accept recommendation 6 stating that the
Safety and Security Units of UNPOS and UNSOA are integrated in the UN
Security Management Structures for Kenya and Somalia. Per UN Field Security
Handbook, an additional formal coordination mechanism between the security
units of various UN entities is not desired or required.

48. The UNSOA Administration, on the other hand, stated its concurrence to
recommendation 6, and identified the following areas of security coordination
between UNPOS and UNSOA: (i) sharing of security information on a regular
basis; (ii) weekly coordination meetings between the Chief Security Officer of
UNPOS and UNSOA; (iii) coordinated response/representation on DSS Kenya
and Somalia security cells; (iv) common security arrangements for UNPOS and
UNSOA offices, being co-located within UNON complex including evacuation
and fire safety plans. Due to their different mandates and distinct security needs
in various locations, both entities will maintain their separate security plans and
warden system. UNSOA Safety & Security Unit will remain focused on UNSOA
support operations for AMISOM, while UNPOS Safety and Security will continue
to maintain its focus on security support needs for its activities across Somalia,
Somaliland and Puntland.

49. OIOS reiterates recommendation 6 given UNPOS/UNSOA’s shared
security interests including their co-location and requests UNPOS to reconsider

its position. Recommendation 6 remains open pending confirmation that a formal
coordination mechanism between UNPOS and UNSOA has been implemented.

G. Going forward: paving the way for synergy

Insufficient change management

50. The planning process for the handover began during UNSOA’s preparations
for its 2009/2010 budget submission in July 2009, based upon the Under-
Secretary-General for DFS’s request to UNPOS and UNSOA to begin planning
for the integration of its support functions. A project plan was drafted, and
meetings between senior management of UNPOS and UNSOA were held to
discuss and reflect the assumptions from this initiative in their respective budget
submissions.

51. Retroactively assessing the progress of the handover, OIOS is of the view
that UNPOS and UNSOA should have maintained that momentum in preparing
for and implementing the transition to reflect a clean handover as of 1 January
2010. After the budget submissions, there were no formal discussions between
UNPOS and UNSOA senior management until November 2009 to assess the
progress of preparations. Although the handover was moving at the operational
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level (e.g. starting with UNPOS” finance function in August, followed by its co-
location with UNSOA in October when it also fell under the management of the
Chief of Administrative Services of UNSOA), there should have been greater
collaboration and oversight of the process by senior UNPOS and UNSOA
management in raising and resolving strategic issues in a timely manner, in
particular the finalization of the MOU between the two entities (discussed in
more detail below).

52. With respect to communications to staff, although individual UNPOS staff
who were to move to UNSOA were notified of the imminent handover, UNPOS
and UNSOA did not formulate and disseminate internal procedures impacting
UNPOS staff on a timely manner. For example, the UNPOS all-employee
broadcast on the handover was transmitted on 8 February 2010, after the
handover had taken place. UNSOA did not issue an administrative circular
highlighting important changes in procedures until 3 March 2010. Such
communications should have been made prior to, or at least immediately
following, the official handover date of 1 January 2010.

Recommendation 7

@) The UNPOS Management, in conjunction with
UNSOA Administration, should put in place a formalized
mechanism for periodic collaboration and resolution of
issues pertaining to administrative matters related to
UNPOS staff.

53. The UNPOS Management accepted recommendation 7 and stated that an
informal committee has since been established for this purpose, and a formal
mechanism has been inserted in the draft MOU between UNPOS and UNSOA. In
addition, UNSOA Administration stated that periodic (and adhoc as needed)
meetings now take place between UNPOS and UNSOA administrative
representatives to review progress and support provided by UNSOA. Technical
meetings are held when required. Based on the action taken, recommendation 7
has been closed.

MOU not yet finalized

54. To provide a documented framework outlining the administrative support
services which UNSOA had agreed to provide UNPOS effective 1 January 2010,
UNPOS and UNSOA have been working on an MOU. However, as of the
completion date of the fieldwork for this audit (more than three months following
the handover date), the MOU has yet to be finalized and approved by both
parties. Consequently, OlOS was unable to assess the completeness and clarity
for accountability over the services handed over to UNSOA as ultimately agreed
to by UNPOS and UNSOA. More importantly, OlIOS noted the impact the delay
in finalizing the MOU has had as a guiding framework, such as on the agreed-
upon procedures in requisitioning to meet UNPOS’s operational needs.
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55. OIOS reviewed the draft MOU in early February 2010, and provided
suggestions for UNPOS and UNSOA to address specific key issues and
incorporate them in the MOU. What follows are some of the significant ones.

56. For both accountability and operational purposes, the MOU needs to clarify
the authority UNSOA has over UNPOS’ financial resources. While OlOS agrees
that UNSOA should have approving authority of recording obligations and
approving expenditures for UNPOS (since UNSOA has assumed UNPOS’
finance functions), OIOS does not believe that UNSOA has the authority to
certify that a proposed obligation or expenditure for UNPOS accord with the
purposes for which the relevant appropriation was approved. Although budget
preparations are among the administrative services UNSOA is to provide
UNPOS, only UNPOS would be able to certify and ultimately take responsibility
for its budget.

57. The MOU needs to include accountability measures such as performance
indicators, periodic evaluations and reporting, etc. on UNSOA’s services to
UNPOS. Mechanisms to address disputes between UNPOS and UNSOA on
UNSOA'’s fulfillment of UNPOS needs should also be included in the MOU.

58. The MOU should also provide clarity on UNSOA’s administrative
backstopping support to UNPOS’ regional and field offices in Somalia that are
outside areas which UNSOA maintains presence in its mandate to support
AMISOM. Accountability and related processes should be clarified, involving
UNPOS’ Support Coordination Unit and administrative staff in its regional/field
offices with UNSOA’s administrative and technical services.

Recommendation 8

(8) The UNPOS Management and UNSOA
Administration should finalize the Memorandum of
Understanding, especially with regard to the respective
accountabilities between the two entities including but not
limited to UNSOA’s financial authority over UNPOS,
UNSOA'’s accountability for its services to UNPOS, and
administrative support for UNPOS outside UNSOA'’s
mandated area of operations.

59. The UNPOS Management accepted recommendation 8 and stated that the
MOU is currently in draft having undergone enhancements as a result of
significant contributions from staff members of both offices as well as from
OIO0S. In addition, the UNSOA Administration stated that UNSOA is currently
awaiting availability of UNPOS Senior Management to finalize the MOU.
Recommendation 8 remains open pending confirmation from UNPOS
Management that the MOU has been finalized, incorporating the respective
accountabilities between the two entities.
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STATUS OF AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS

ANNEX 1

RSO Recommendation Risk category R'.SK C{ Actions needed to close recommendation Implemenztatlon
no. rating 6] date
1 The UNPOS Management should ensure | Financial Low C | Action taken Implemented
complete reconciliation of its travel service
account and inform UNSOA
Administration, which has now assumed
finance functional responsibilities  for
UNPOS, to recover on its behalf the
appropriate credits due from the travel
agency.
2 The UNPOS Management should ensure | Human Moderate | O | Confirmation that UNPOS Management | 31 May 2010
that all of its staff complete the mandatory | Resources has obtained full staff compliance in
training programmes and provide the participation of mandatory training courses
required feedback to Department of Field and has communicated this to DFS
Support. accordingly.
3 The UNPOS Management, in conjunction | Financial Moderate | O | Confirmation from UNPOS Management | 31 May 2010
with  UNSOA Administration, should | Operational that (i) outstanding receivables owed
ensure that former UNPOS staff members UNPOS have been recovered, (ii)
transferred to UNSOA complete formal unliquidated  obligations have  been
check-out procedures in order to: (i) resolved, and (iii) property records have
recover outstanding receivables owed to been updated accordingly.
UNPOS;  (ii) resolve  unliquidated
obligations; and (iii) update property
records to reflect change in ownership of
properties that had been assigned to these
staff.
4 The UNPOS Management, in conjunction | Operational Low O | Confirmation form UNPOS Management | 30 June 2010

with  UNSOA  Administration, should
establish a standard operating procedure
for travel and related costs to be incurred
by non-UN personnel on UNPOS’
expense, to ensure that cost effectiveness is
achieved in the best interest of the UN.
Non-UN personnel should obtain prior

that the SOP for travel and related costs
incurred by non-UN personnel has been
issued.




REETL Recommendation Risk category R'.Sk C{ Actions needed to close recommendation Implemenztatlon
no. rating 0 date
approval from UNPOS on his/her means of
transport and inform UNPOS about the
associated costs for UNPOS to make
necessary commitments.
5 The UNPOS Management should ensure | Financial Higher O | Confirmation from UNPOS Management | 30 June 2010
that all its non-expendables are identified that (i) UNPOS’ non-expendables have
by UNSOA Administration. For non- been physically verified and its records
expendables which still can not be correspondingly reflected in Galileo and
physically verified, UNPOS Management (ii) a revised Non-Expendable Property
should: (i) consult with UNSOA report have been submitted to UNHQ
Administration on the write-off process, articulating variances from the report
and (ii) submit a revised Non-Expendable submitted at the end of the 2009 reporting
Property report which reflects adjustment period.
to UNPQS property records.
6 The UNPOS Management, in conjunction | Governance Moderate | O | Confirmation from UNPOS Management | Not provided
with UNSOA Administration, should put in that a formal mechanism for coordination
place formal coordination mechanisms on common areas as identified by UNSOA
between its respective Safety & Security between the respective Safety & Security
Units. Units of UNPOS and UNSOA.
7 The UNPOS Management, in conjunction | Governance Moderate | C | Action taken Implemented
with UNSOA Administration, should put in
place a formalized mechanism for periodic
collaboration and resolution of issues
pertaining to administrative matters related
to UNPQS staff.
8 The UNPOS Management and UNSOA | Governance Higher O | Confirmation from UNPOS Management | 31 May 2010

Administration  should  finalize  the
Memorandum of Understanding, especially
with  regards to the  respective
accountabilities between the two entities
including but not limited to UNSOA’s
financial ~ authority = over  UNPOS,
UNSOA’s accountability for its services to
UNPOS, and administrative support for
UNPOS outside UNSOA’s mandated area
of operations.

that the MOU between UNPOS and
UNSOA, incorporating the respective
accountabilities between the two entities,
has been finalized and signed.




1. C=closed, O = open
2. Date provided by UNPOS in response to recommendations.







