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1. I am pleased to present the report on the above-mentioned audit.

2. In order for us to close the recommendations, we request that you provide us with
the additional information as discussed in the text of the report and also summarized in
Annex 1.

3. Please note that OIOS will report on the progress made to implement its
recommendations in its annual report to the General Assembly and semi-annual report to
the Secretary-General.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Audit of engineering projects for border management in
MINUSTAH

OlIOS conducted an audit of the engineering projects for border
management in the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH).
The overall objective of the audit was to assess the adequacy and effectiveness of
internal controls over the engineering projects undertaken for border
management activities. The audit was conducted in accordance with the
International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.

Due to the devastating earthquake that hit Haiti on 12 January 2010, and
the change in priorities of the Mission, some of the audit findings and
recommendations shared with Management at the Exit Conference held on 2
October 2009, may no longer be aligned with the reality on the ground.
Therefore, OIOS has only included those internal control weaknesses that are
considered still relevant in light of the foreseen increase in engineering activities,
as follows:

e Changes to engineering projects such as nature of construction
works, which were critical to the efficient implementation of projects,
were not adequately controlled or properly authorized resulting in
inefficient use of United Nations resources.

e  The integrated support concept for military and civilian engineers
was not fully implemented as required, contributing to delays in
completing engineering projects, inadequate staffing structure and
materials budgeting, significant use of Individual Contractors and
operational inefficiencies.

e  The Engineering Material Management Unit did not implement
effective internal controls to safeguard its materials: physical inventories
were not systematically carried out; and, there was no secure location for
storing high value and attractive items.

OI10S made four recommendations to address the issues identified during
the audit and to improve internal controls over engineering activities.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted an audit of
the engineering projects undertaken for border management activities in the
United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH). The audit was
conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the Professional
Practice of Internal Auditing.

2. The Security Council Resolution 1780, dated 15 October 2007, renewed
the MINUSTAH mandate and included, for the first time, border management
activities. The operational arrangements to implement this part of the mandate
were captured in the MINUSTAH Concept of Operations (CONOPS) for
Integrated Border Security, prepared on 23 November 2007. Part of the
assistance to the Government of Haiti was the construction by the Engineering
Section of accommaodation facilities for armed UN personnel, helicopter landing
sites and ramps for launching the patrol boats, approximating to $2.5 million for
border management projects. These projects were included in the Engineering
Section’s 2008/2009 budget under line items ‘Construction services’ and
‘Alteration and renovation services’.

Il. AUDIT OBJECTIVES

3. The main objective of the audit was to assess the adequacy and
effectiveness of internal controls over engineering projects undertaken for border
management activities.

1. AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

4. The audit covered engineering projects undertaken for border
management activities for the period 2007/2008 and 2008/2009, and included the
works for border management projects tasked to Military Engineering. Pursuant
to the emergency situation following the earthquake in Haiti, OIOS has limited
its reporting to focus on critical audit findings and related recommendations that
will assist the Mission in establishing stronger internal controls over future
engineering projects.

5. The audit methodology included a review of documents, analysis of data,
interviews with key personnel and site visits at two land and five maritime border
locations.



IV. AUDIT FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Management of engineering projects

Lack of adequate change management mechanism

6. The engineering projects were prepared on the basis of the CONOPS.
However, as the projects were implemented, several changes to projects were
introduced. These changes, which were critical to the efficient implementation
of the projects, were not adequately controlled and resulted in unnecessary costs.
For example, contingents decided that their boats should be taken out of the
water daily instead of anchored, necessitating higher quality boat launch sites
than planned. The skills to construct these launch sites were not available in the
Mission, and as a result substandard launch sites were erected. Launch sites were
partly washed away due to sea conditions. At two locations: Port Salut and Port
de Paix, the launch sites did not have the required depth to launch the boats.
Further changes included the non-optimal use of a pulley system that was
approved for use by the Border Management Task Force (BMTF), and the
acquisition of light weight portable mats, a flexible option for launching boats.
The portable mats, with an acquisition cost of $218,000, were not used after
being tested.

7. In OIOS’ view, MINUSTAH needs to ensure that significant changes to
projects are properly documented and authorized. This allows management to be
kept up-to-date on project amendments, and make them more aware of the cost
associated with changes. MINUSTAH, however, was of the opinion that the
creation of the BMTF, and the regular meetings that it convened was an
appropriate forum to raise issues and challenges faced during the implementation
of the projects. Management was also of the opinion that prior to the execution
of a project, requirements were clearly defined in the Border Management Plan,
and changes during the implementation were beyond the Mission’s control.

8. OI0S’ assessment of the function of the BMTF noted that it did not have
clear terms of reference regarding its role in advising Management on the effects
of changes to project requirements, and the associated cost. Also the minutes of
the meetings were not sufficiently descriptive to capture decisions made by the
BMTF regarding significant changes to project requirements. OIOS accepts that
in some cases project changes were beyond the control of MINUSTAH.
However, the adoption of clear procedures will better control changes to projects
and reduce the risk of incurring unnecessary costs for engineering projects.

Delays in implementing border management projects

7. Phase 2 of the CONOPS required the construction of accommodation
facilities for armed UN personnel, helicopter landing sites and ramps for
launching patrol boats. However, the construction of these facilities, which had a
planned completion date of 31 July 2008, was delayed. At the time of the audit,
four of seven maritime locations, including launch sites, were considered
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operational (in Fort Liberté, Gonaives, Jacmel and Port Salut), and the four land
border locations were operational (in Belladere, Anse-a-Pitres, Ouanaminthe and
Malpasse).

8. The audit found that the delays were caused by several factors, including:
the lack of integrated planning, non-prioritization of engineering resources,
inadequate materials budgeting, and the lack of direct access to military
engineers. In this context, the integrated support concept for engineering in
accordance with DPKO/DFS policy on Authority, Command and Control in
United Nations Peacekeeping Operations, was not implemented. The lack of
direct access to military engineers resulted in the extensive use of casual labor or
individual contractors for the construction of boat launch sites.

9. Moreover, the Engineering Section’s staffing structure was inadequate,
with span of control of 50 staff per supervisor and four of 10 locations in the
Regions without any supervising staff. As a consequence some key project
management activities, such as project monitoring and completion assessments,
which are key supervisory functions, were not performed.

10. In OIOS’ opinion there was a need to adopt an integrated support
concept for implementing engineering projects to ensure that all engineering
resources, military and civilian, are optimally used in priority projects to
minimize delays and the hiring of individual contractors. MINUSTAH did not
agree with OlOS’ view, and was of the opinion that the delays were not mainly
due to the engineering works but some external factors such as delays in
obtaining authorization of Government of Haiti for the use of land. The
Engineering Section and military engineers conduct weekly coordination
meetings in order to consolidate priority projects.

Ineffective project monitoring

11. Work orders were developed by the Engineering Section as a
management tool for engineering tasks. Each work order needs to be fully
completed by the project manager before the work is approved by the Chief
Engineer or Unit Chief. Many of the work orders relating to border management
projects were not properly completed, a condition that also applied to other work
orders. For example, the anticipated starting dates and the estimated duration of
work of 11 per cent of work orders were not specified. Also, cost calculations
(92 per cent of work orders) were not done, which made project monitoring
difficult.

12. Project monitoring indicators are well defined in the work order form:
estimated duration, expected start date and estimated costs. However, there was
no evidence of adequate monitoring of these indicators for the border
management projects. For example, there were no periodic reports of the
Engineering Section on the implementation of the projects vis-a-vis the
indicators. The only factor monitored in the weekly report was the work progress
as compared to previous week’s progress. A typical weekly report shows, for
example, that this week, 70 per cent of the project work has been completed
compared to 60 per cent in the previous week. This type of monitoring is
insufficient and does not provide the reader with a proper status of the
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implementation of the project. Project monitoring needs to be further enhanced
to improve accountability.

13. OI0S’ review of 12 weekly reports in 2009 found that the total number
of materials used was consistently reported as “nil” although several works were
ongoing. Also, the number of individual contractors reported in the weekly
reports did not correspond with the total number of individual contractors
employed at the respective locations. Moreover, the Engineering Section did not
have work order tracking procedures for all locations and units. The Engineering
Units’ weekly reports did not contain any reference to work orders. It was
therefore difficult for the Engineering Section to assess the extent of ongoing
works. According to the Chief Engineer, the Section was developing an e-Work
Order system to commence the overall tracking of engineering work, but due to
technical difficulties, the system had not been fully implemented.

14. Furthermore, the Engineering Section lacked adequate standard operating
procedures (SOPs), and the Regional and Military Liaison Unit, the Unit
responsible for border management projects, had not developed SOPs to guide
project planning, implementation and monitoring. Although documented, SOPs
for the other Engineering Units were not formalized as they were not presented in
the fixed format per the DFS Engineering Support Manual and were not
approved by the Chief of Mission Support.

Recommendations 1 and 2
The MINUSTAH Office of Mission Support should:

(1) Ensure that the Engineering Section implements an
effective work order tracking mechanism, and that
engineering project managers complete all relevant sections
of the work order form; and

(2 Ensure the Engineering  Section  prepares
comprehensive standard operating procedures as required
per the Engineering Support Manual.

15. The MINUSTAH Office of Mission Support accepted recommendation 1
and stated the Engineering Section, in with close collaboration of
Communications Information Technology Service, is currently developing the
eWork Order System. Recommendation 1 remains open pending confirmation
that the eWork Order System is operational, and verification that the information
contained therein is complete.

16. The MINUSTAH Office of Mission Support accepted recommendation 2
and stated the SOPs were established and approved by the Chief of Mission
Support on 1 October 2008. The copies of SOPs provided to OIOS were not
complete or finalized. Recommendation 2 remains open pending receipt of
copies of SOPs, which have been finalized by the Chief of Mission Support.



Excessive cost of border management projects

17. OIOS requested the Engineering Section to calculate the actual cost
incurred for border management projects at three border locations already
completed. The projects at all three locations had cost overruns as indicated in
Table 1.

Table 1: Cost overruns for border management projects at three border locations

Anse-a-Pitres | Belladére Fort Liberté

Location ($) ($) $

Budgeted amount as per

work orders 55,360 24,930 12,453
Actual material cost 57,370 23,244 28,134
Actual labor cost 86,200 33,935 125,732
Total Cost 143,570 57,179 153,866
Total Cost Overrun 88,210 32,249 141,413
Cost Overrun in % 159% 129% 1,136%

18. The Engineering Section had not performed the required assessment of

the completed projects for over two years. Therefore, the Mission was precluded
from identifying lessons, which could benefit future projects, including border
management projects. Furthermore, client acknowledgements of work performed
were not obtained for 88 per cent of the completed border management work
orders.

19. The closing of projects and input of work orders in a timely manner in
the Galileo system needs improvement. For projects related to border
management, work orders were reflected in Galileo with status ‘on-going’
although the works had been completed in 2008. According to the Engineering
Section, 495 of the 823 work orders (60 per cent) in Galileo had been completed
in 2006. Staffing constraints were mentioned as the reason for not closing work
orders in the system in a timely manner.

Recommendation 3

3 The MINUSTAH Office of Mission Support should
ensure that the Engineering Section performs timely and
adequate completion procedures for all projects.

20. The MINUSTAH Office of Mission Support accepted recommendation 3
and stated this will be implemented once the eWork Order System is launched.
Recommendation 3 remains open pending verification that the Engineering
Section performs timely and adequate completion procedures.

Inadequate inventory procedures and safekeeping of expendables

21. OlOS followed up on the recommendations from the previous
engineering audit (AP2006/683/02; dated 3 July 2007) and found that the
recommendation relating to conducting physical inventory procedures had not
yet been implemented. Physical inventory had not been performed by the
Materials Management Unit (MMU) for over one year contrary to the Unit’s
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SOP, which states that full physical inventory should be held twice a year.
OlOS’ sample test counts revealed cases of non-compliance with inventory
procedures. From 44 selected items, the audit found differences between the
records and the physical items in 41 per cent of the cases, and bin cards were not
updated all the time. The Unit explained that the differences were mainly due to
errors in record keeping, delayed updating of records, stolen items that had not
been reflected in the listing and storing of items with the same part number in
different locations, which was unknown to the warehouse manager at the time of
the test counts.

22. MMU lacked adequate safekeeping facilities of high value and attractive
items. The Unit had experienced four cases of theft between May and July 2009
and the Mission had lost at least $70,000 of expendables. OIOS took note that
the Mission’s Special Investigation Unit had investigated the cases and issued
recommendations to improve security and safeguarding of materials, which had
not yet been fully implemented by the Engineering Section.

Recommendation 4

4 The MINUSTAH Office of Mission Support should
ensure that the Engineering Material Management Unit
complies with its standard operating procedures and carries
out full physical inventory counts at least twice a year for all
its warehouses, as well as corrects discrepancies, update
inventory records and stores high value items in secure
places.

23. The MINUSTAH Office of Mission Support accepted recommendation 4
and stated MMU conducts bi-annual inventories. Recommendation 4 remains
open pending verification that adequate controls over inventory are in place.
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STATUS OF AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS

ANNEX 1

RESTI: Recommendation Risk category Risk rating C{ (GO EEEE to e Implementation date?
no. o] recommendation
1 The MINUSTAH Office of Mission | Operational Medium O | Confirmation that the e- | Ongoing
Support should ensure that the Work Order system is
Engineering Section implements an operational and  the
effective  work order tracking information  contained
mechanism, and that engineering therein is complete.
project managers complete all
relevant sections of the work order
form.
2 The MINUSTAH Office of Mission | Operational Medium O | Receipt of a complete set | 1 October 2008
Support should ensure that the of SOPs, which have
Engineering Section prepares been approved by the
comprehensive Standard Operating Chief of Mission
Procedures for all Units in the Support.
required DPKO format, and that they
are approved by the Chief of Mission
Support.
3 The MINUSTAH Office of Mission | Operational Medium O | Verification that the | Ongoing
Support should ensure that the Engineering Section
Engineering Section performs timely performs  timely and
and adequate task order completion adequate completion
procedures for all projects. procedures.
4 The MINUSTAH Office of Mission | Operational Medium O | Verification that | 11 June 2010

Support should ensure that the
Engineering Material Management
Unit  complies with its standard
operating procedures and carries out
full physical inventory counts at least
twice a year for all its warehouses, as
well as corrects discrepancies, update
inventory records and stores high
value items in secure places.

adequate controls over
inventory are in place.




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