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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Audit of UNHOR operations in South Sudan

OIOS conducted an audit of UNHCR operations in South Sudan. The
overall objective of the audit was to assess the adequacy and effectiveness of
internal controls in programme and project management, supply chain
management, IT management, and administration and finance. The audit was
conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the Professional
Practice of Internal Auditing.

The Office of the Deputy Representative (ODR), South Sudan manages
its programmes under difficult circumstances, such as the weak security situation
and fluctuating returnee numbers, as well as funding uncertainties. This situation
has caused significant difficulties in the planning and budgeting of the
programme, and increased the risks of delays and inadequate programme
implementation. UNHCR took immediate action to implement the
recommendations raised to address these issues and implementation of all
recommendations is well underway with over 50 per cent already implemented.
For example, the Bureau for Africa is working with the Division of Financial and
Administrative Management (DFAM) to review whether and what amendments
are needed to the existing budgetary mechanism at UNHCR to cope with
operations that are subject to rapid change, such as those experienced in the
UNHCR South Sudan operations.

In the area of supply management, purchases of administrative supplies
and services did not always comply with applicable rules or were not processed
through the Supply Unit. This requires action to be taken at the level of DFAM
and the Supply Management Services (SMS) to address the underlying control
weaknesses. The Representation indicated that steps were underway to address
the weaknesses noted.

Regarding information technology (IT), the disaster recovery procedures
in ODR were inadequate and staffing arrangements were in need of review.
Regarding the latter, OIOS recommended that the Division of Information
Systems and Telecommunications should develop guidelines to assist South
Sudan and other UNHCR field operations to identify the level and type of IT
staff required to support and operate existing and currently planned IT
equipment, hardware and software. Immediate action was taken in respect of
disaster recovery arrangements and the staffing situation is under review.

The risk for staff security and loss of resources in transporting cash was
high, in view of the prevailing security situation. ODR, in consultation with
DFAM and the Field Safety Section, is in the process of reviewing the existing
UNHCR guidelines on cash transportation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1. The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted an audit of
UNHCR operations in South Sudan. The audit was conducted in accordance with
the International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.

2. The Office of the Deputy Representative (ODR), South Sudan, based in
Juba, is responsible for the UNHCR operations in South Sudan. The main focus
of the operations in 2007-2008 was the repatriation of Sudanese refugees from
seven neighbouring countries. In 2008-2009, UNHCR’s programme shifted
emphasis from the return and reintegration of refugees to reintegration,
consolidation and support to Sudanese refugees and Internally Displaced Persons
(IDPs). In 2008, UNHCR assisted in the repatriation of 62,000 returnees from
Uganda, Kenya, Ethiopia and the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) and
in the return of IDPs to South Sudan and the Blue Nile State. Operational areas in
South Sudan are spread out over a vast geographical area, posing significant
logistical challenges to the operations due to lack of infrastructure in this war-
torn region. The weak security situation aggravated the challenges of UNHCR
operations.

3. UNHCR collaborated with the Government of South Sudan and various
United Nations agencies for the repatriation of refugees and reintegration of
returning refugees and IDPs. UNHCR's reintegration programme aimed to ensure
that Sudanese refugees returning from countries of asylum have access to water,
sanitation, health and education through various community-based reintegration
projects in the major return areas. Until 2007 the reintegration activities
concentrated on the Central Equatoria states. Since then the returnees have been
anticipated to return to Eastern Equatoria, Jonglei, Upper Nile and Blue Nile
states. Lack of suitable implementing partners contributed to the difficulties
faced by the Representation for the implementation of its programme.

4. UNHCR’s main sub-projects in 2008 were 08/SUD/RP/330, focusing on
repatriation activities, and  08/SUD/RP/334, which was earmarked for

community-based reintegration projects.

5. Comments made by UNHCR are shown in italics.

Il. AUDIT OBJECTIVES

6. The overall objective of the audit was to assess the adequacy and
effectiveness of internal controls in programme and project management, supply
chain management, information technology (IT) management, and administration
and finance. Specifically, the audit assessed:

(@) The reliability and integrity of financial and operational
information;

(b) The efficiency and effectiveness of operations;




(c) Safeguarding of assets; and

(d) Compliance with regulations and rules, Letters of Instruction and
Sub-Project Agreements.

Ill. AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

7. OIOS reviewed the operations and transactions in ODR, Juba and Field
Office Yei covering years 2008-09, with emphasis given to the examination of
the more recent activities. The total administrative spending authority for ODR
and Field Office Yei in 2008 and 2009 was $3.2 million and $1.5 million,
respectively. The programmatic part of the audit focused on sub-projects
08/SUD/RP/330 with a total budget of $17.8 million, and 08/SUD/RP/334 with a
total budget of $5.5 million.

8. The audit included interviews with senior staff, review and analysis of
documents and records in ODR and Field Office Yei, and a field visit to the Lasu
camp in Yei.

9. The audit fieldwork took place from March to April 2009.

IV. AUDIT FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Programme and project management

Changes in the existing budgetary mechanism would assist South Sudan and
similar operations to cope effectively and efficiently with frequently fluctuating

funding and number of target populations

10. UNHCR's operations in South Sudan are mainly funded by the annual
Supplementary Budget (SB). For the past years, the funding and the number of
target populations have been fluctuating significantly within a year, as explained
later in this section. This situation has caused significant difficulties in the
planning and budgeting of the programme, and increased the risks of delays and
inadequate programme implementation.

11. Frequent changes in the availability of funds, common in operations that
are funded through SB, can have a snowball effect on the programmes, starting
with the need to revise sub-project agreements with IPs, which involves a lengthy
negotiation process. Additional funds can be released to the IPs only after all
parties have signed the revised sub-project agreement. Also, the IPs have to
constantly adjust their operational plans and staffing needs. All this leads to
delays in programme implementation. Moreover, successive revisions of sub-
project agreements put additional constraints on the programme staff’s capacity
to deal with other programme matters, such as monitoring. The repeated and




tedious revisions and an uncertain budget also negatively affect the credibility of
UNHCR with the IPs.

12. In South Sudan, the budget of sub-project RP/330 in 2008 was increased
nearly 100 per cent over the course of the year, from $9.15 million to $17.85
million, in three stages. Similarly, in 2009, the budget for sub-project RP/330
was initially set at $7.54 million but had grown to $11.03 million by the time of
the audit in March-April 2009. For sub-project RP/330, for example, the
incremental increases in funding resulted in 42 revisions of sub-project
agreements for the 14 IPs involved in the project. While the uncertainties of SB
funding in South Sudan are not unique, the situation is particularly alarming in
South Sudan, where the working season is limited to the dry season, i.e., the first
half of the year. Hence, any delay in the start of the projects adds significant
strain to programme implementation.

13. A major planning constraint in South Sudan is also the difficulty to
accurately predict the figures for the repatriation of refugees from countries of
asylum. For example, for 2009, ODR made an initial projection of the figure of
the target population at 32,000 in their Country Operation Plan (COP). The COP
approved by the Operations Review Board (ORB) at Headquarters adopted a
higher figure of 54,000. This figure was endorsed in the regional UNHCR retreat
for Repatriation in Addis Ababa in September 2008. During this retreat, the need
for coordination of UNHCR teams in Sudan and the countries of asylum for
planning assumptions was emphasized, in an effort to establish realistic returnee
figures, ultimately improving the planning and fund allocation capacity of the
Office.

14. However, as has been experienced by ODR in the recent past, the reality
can be very different from projections. The nature of repatriation is inherently
uncertain and can in many cases be outside the influence of UNHCR, such as due
to the weather conditions or political, socio-economic or security factors. In
2008, instead of the 80,000 projected, only 62,000 refugees actually returned. In
2009, by mid-March (the first quarter is the main return season for refugees due
to weather conditions), the actual number of returnees was only 13,600. This
figure makes it highly unlikely for UNHCR to reach the target figure of 54,000
returnees. The inability to accurately estimate the number of returnees has had
two main consequences in South Sudan, as observed by OIOS. First, since the
returnee numbers have been lower than expected, the funds for sectors such as
transport and logistics could not be adequately utilized and the budgets for IPs
had to be adjusted. Second, the over-estimation of expected returnees has
resulted in partner UN agencies, such as WFP and FAO, to make excessive
provisions for assistance to UNHCR’s beneficiaries, such as in terms of food and
agricultural kits. This has affected the credibility of UNHCR with these agencies.

15. The existing budgetary mechanisms at UNHCR are not adequate to cope
with situations of rapid change, as has been experienced in South Sudan. To cater
for this, UNCHR needs to review these mechanisms and consider whether and
what amendments are needed to cope with frequently fluctuating funding and
target population, which can occur in some field operations.




Recommendation 1

1) The Division of Financial and Administrative
Management should review whether and what amendments
are needed to the existing budgetary mechanism at UNHCR
to cope with operations that are subject to rapid change,
such as those experienced in the UNHCR South Sudan
operations.

16. The Division of Financial and Administrative Management (DFAM) did
not formally comment on recommendation 1 but the Regional Bureau for Africa
confirmed that they were working on the issue with DFAM. The UNHCR
Representation in Sudan agreed that the recommendation reveals some of the
inherent difficulties with the current UNHCR resource allocation mechanisms.
According to the Representation, the identified problem is not specific to South
Sudan, but concerns the organization as a whole. OIOS reiterates
recommendation 1, which will remain open pending confirmation by DFAM of
the action taken to allow the existing budgetary mechanism at UNHCR to better
cope with operations that are subject to rapid change.

Delays by IPs in submitting timely Implementing Partner Financial Monitoring
Reports (IPFMRs) are in breach of the requirements of the UNHCR Manual

17. Chapter 4, part 6, section 6.5, paragraph 3.2 of the UNHCR Manual
states that IPMFRs should be submitted by implementing partners when
requesting the payment of the next instalment and also at the times fixed in the
Sub-Project Agreements. If a sub-project terminates on 31 December and all
commitments are liquidated by 31 January, the regular IPMFR (Parts 1 and 2),
which is due on 15 February for the period ending 31 December, can be replaced
by the Final IPFMR (Parts 1 and 2).

18. Failure to comply with this requirement poses several risks to UNHCR:

° It may affect the capacity of UNHCR to have accurate and
timely accounting for the use of its resources, increasing the risk of
fraud;

. As the IPFMRs are used for monitoring the implementation of
programme activities, delays in their submission may result in reduced
effectiveness of monitoring; and

° The lack of IPFMRs may prevent UNHCR from making
informed decisions regarding the continuation of partnerships.

19. At the time of the audit in April 2009, seven implementing partners were
in breach of the requirement to submit timely IPFMRs. For project RP/330 in
2008 (with a final revised budget of $17.85 million), out of 14 sub-agreements,
the final IPFMR for three (a total of $873,587, or five per cent of the project
budget) were still pending as of April 2009. The unaccounted amounts ranged
from $2,911 for Handicap International to $682,410 for GTZ. In the case of

4




project RP/334 (budget of $5.5 million), out of 11 IPs, four had yet to submit
final IPFMRs (a total of $797,112 or 14 per cent of the project budget) as of
April 2009. The balances ranged from $533 for German Development Services to
$295,523 for Adventist Development. Regarding Adventist Development, the 1P
had received $508,189 for 2008 and thus more than half of the funds were yet to
be accounted for.

Recommendation 2

) The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan should take urgent steps to obtain the 2008
Implementing Partner Financial Monitoring Reports, in
accordance with chapter 4, part 6, section 6.5, paragraph 3.2
of the UNHCR Manual, and adjust the financial accounts
accordingly.

20. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 2 and stated that
final financial and narrative reports from all partners in respect of 2008 projects
have been obtained and are being recorded in MSRP. The final report in respect
of the implementing partner AAH for project 09RP334 will require further
verification due to inconsistencies in the audit certificate vis-a-vis UNHCR's
records on total payments made to the partner. Based on the action taken by the
Representation, recommendation 2 has been closed.

B. Supply chain management

Large quantities of ABOD items were purchased on a non-Purchase Order (PO)
basis in disregard of the Financial Internal Control Framework

21. As per the UNHCR Financial Internal Control Framework, non-PO
transactions are used for lower value purchases and for certain higher value
payments where the use of a PO is impractical (e.g. instalments to IPs) or where
a previous process has already pre-approved the disbursement (e.g., staff
payments). In the field, non-PO transactions should have a value lower than
$1,000. OIOS was concerned that internal controls and procurement rules were
disregarded in purchases of supplies and services on a non-PO basis for the
administrative budget (ABOD) at the ODR.

22. OIOS noted the following discrepancies at the Office of the Deputy
Representative, South Sudan, which call for action to be taken at the level of the
DFAM and the Supply Management Service (SMS) in Headquarters to address
the underlying control weaknesses:

e In 2008, construction materials and other goods for Juba and
other offices valued at $53,078 were directly purchased from one source
without the issuance of a PO. In 2009, goods for approximately $26,000
were purchased from the same source in the same way. The LCC was not
notified on purchases of $20,000 from a single source in one year need,
which violates the provisions of the delegated authority regarding the
requirement for such notification. The reasons for not complying with
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this requirement were not on record. Of these purchases, 28 cases (18
cases in 2008 and 10 cases in 2009) exceeded $1,000 in value and some
were as high as $3,000. These should have been purchased through POs
and processed by the Supply Unit;

° In 2009, chairs were purchased for approximately $4,200 from a
single source. There was no other source for this item. This action lacked
transparency, as the justification to waive the competitive process was
not formally established, as required by United Nations Financial Rule
105.16 (and UNHCR Manual, chapter 8, section 6). Besides, a PO should
have been issued in accordance with required procedures. Reasons for
circumventing the role of the Supply Unit were not recorded;

° In 2008, the Administration Unit ordered services and goods
from a local bookshop for a total value of $20,000. In seven instances,
the individual purchase value was higher than $1,000 (totaling $13,000).
The Administrative Unit used non-purchase order transactions and the
Supply Unit was not involved in the procurement process.

Recommendation 3

3 The UNHCR Division of Financial and
Administrative Management, in coordination with the
Supply Management Services, should review and revise
existing controls to strengthen arrangements for compliance
with the UNHCR Financial Internal Control Framework
(FIFC), in order to ensure that purchases of supplies and
services on a non-purchase order basis for the administrative
budget are not made in contravention of the FIFC. In
particular, purchases above $1,000 should be processed on
the basis of purchase orders through the Supply Unit and
purchases above $20,000 from a single source should not be
processed without the approval the Local Committee on
Contracts.

23. The Division of Financial and Administrative Management did not
formally comment on recommendation 3. The UNHCR Representation stated
that the Administration Unit is now fully implementing the limit of $1,000 for an
order to be formally processed in MSRP and no single order exceeding 320,000
has been processed without the necessary LCC approval. The Supply Unit in
Khartoum has established frame agreements with local suppliers of construction
materials to facilitate the procurement process. OlOS reiterates recommendation
3, which will remain open pending confirmation by DFAM of action taken to
strengthen arrangements for compliance with the UNHCR Financial Internal
Control Framework.

Inadequate attention to management of assets

24. In 2008, physical verifications of assets were conducted in June and
November for assets located in UNHCR offices and those with IPs. Following
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these verifications, a large number of assets were bar-coded and recorded in
MSRP, and Right of Use (ROU) agreements were obtained.

25. However, since then the control over asset management has weakened.
The physical verification of assets for 2009 was yet to be planned at the time of
the audit. Coordination among.the various asset custodians was insufficient and
unresolved discrepancies in the asset list persist. In addition, there is no Local
Asset Management Board (LAMB) for South Sudan, while the asset holding is
significant and the amount of work required for asset disposal is heavy both in
Juba and the field offices.

26. New assets purchased in 2008 ($1.04 million in value) were not entered
in the system, and ROU agreements with receiving IPs had not been concluded.
For example, GTZ, one of the implementing partners in Yei, had a large number
of UNHCR assets (i.e., trucks, light vehicles, spare parts, food and non-food
items) under its custody. In view of the phasing out of partnership with GTZ in
June 2009, assets under GTZ custody needed to be verified as a matter of

priority.

27. The reliability of the total number and custodianship of assets in the
MSRP listing needed scrutiny. At the time of the audit, 2,132 assets (with
acquisition value of $11.97 million and current value of $5.34 million) were
under the South Sudan office’s custodianship. A test check of the IT asset list
indicated that the IT Officer in Juba had no IT equipment under his name. The IT
Assistant in the same office had three laptops under his name while he actually
had only one and his desktop was not shown on the list. A staff member that
moved to another location was still shown to have IT equipment in his name.

Recommendation 4

“@ The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan, considering its significant asset holding and location
of assets in far-flung offices, should ensure that asset
management is given immediate priority.

28. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 4 and stated that
UNHCR in Juba has now a focal person for asset management and the focal
person had undergone training to further increase the capacity of the function.
Based on the action taken by the Representation, recommendation 4 has been
closed.

More scrutiny of compliance with the terms for fuel contract is required

29. Fuel is a major item of purchase in the South Sudan operation. A control
weakness in the scrutiny and monitoring of fuel supply invoices increased the
risk of loss of funds. As per the contract for supply of fuel, fuel prices had two
parts: a variable part based on the international price of fuel and a fixed part for
overhead and other charges. The contract establishes that the vendor must
disclose documentary proof for the variable part of the fuel cost with a monthly
invoice. However, the invoice furnished by one of the suppliers only showed a
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total unit price per litre of diesel without providing documentary proof for the
variable part of the international fuel cost. The deficient invoice was accepted by
the Supply Unit in ODR based on its own assessment of the international fuel
price for the concerned month. This practice increases the risk of paying
additional costs for the provision of fuel and limits UNCHR ability to check
vendors’ compliance with the contract terms.

Recommendation 5

Q) The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan should pay suppliers’ invoices for the fuel contract
only after careful scrutiny of compliance with the contract
terms and after obtaining documentary proof of the
international fuel price.

30. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 5 and stated that
UNHCR in Juba contacted concerned suppliers and requested them to clearly
indicate in each invoice the two elements that constitute the total price (FOB and
Fixed costs). In addition, those suppliers had been asked to provide the
supporting  documentation to justify the international fuel price.
Recommendation 5 remains open pending receipt of a sample of recent invoices
itemizing fixed and variable costs.

C. Information technology management

Inadequate IT disaster recovery procedures in ODR

31. The IT disaster recovery procedures needed to be improved. Tapes for
daily backups of data in ODR were kept but they were located in the server room
itself. In the case of fire, these may get damaged and disaster recovery would be
difficult. A backup file server in ODR had been procured but was yet to be
installed as of March 2009.

Recommendation 6

6) The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan should, in consultation with the Division of
Information Systems and Telecommunications, strengthen
the information technology disaster recovery procedures,
including through the installation of the backup file server
and storing the daily backup tapes in a separate location
from the main server.

32. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 6 and stated that,
in order to ensure adequate IT disaster recovery procedures, it had taken the
Jollowing actions: (a) installed a GoVault Server for daily backup; (b) obtained
an extra Tape from Headquarters and installed it separate from main premises;
(c) performed backup regularly; (d) installed a backup file server; and (e)
established a log book at the inception of backup to track the daily report
(successful or incomplete or failed). The Division of Information Systems and
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Telecommunications stated that it will work with the Representation, and
regional IT and Telecoms Offficers to improve procedures in South Sudan. Based
on the action taken by the Representation and the assurances provided by DIST,
recommendation 6 has been closed.

Inadequate IT staffing arrangements

33. UNHCR does not have criteria for determining the required number of
IT staff in field locations. The “Design Guidelines for UNHCR Operations and
Offices in the Field”, dated 31 January 2008, recommended that, depending on
the size of the operation, either a separate Operational Data Management (ODM)
unit would be established, led by an Operational Data Manager, reporting
directly to the highest officer responsible for operations or to the Representative,
or the function could be covered by a focal point or outsourced arrangements.
However, there is no other guideline for staff deployment arrangements for IT
management in the field.

34. OIOS noted that, for the whole of UNHCR South Sudan operations,
there was only one IT Officer in ODR and two IT Assistants, one in ODR and the
other one in Sub Office Malakal. The Field Office Yei, which had a large number
of IT equipment, had no IT staff. Given the high dependency and use of IT
systems by UNHCR (MSRP, FOCUS, etc.) these arrangements should be
urgently reviewed by UNHCR.

Recommendation 7

@) The Division of Information Systems and
Telecommunications should develop guidelines to assist
South Sudan and other UNHCR field operations to identify
the level and type of information technology (IT) staff
required to support and operate existing and planned IT
equipment, hardware and software.

35. The UNHCR Division and Information Systems and Telecommunications
accepted recommendation 7 and stated that is currently working with the
UNHCR Organizational Development and Management to develop guidelines for
ICT staffing levels required for typical Field Office configurations. The UNHCR
Representation further confirmed that IT staffing needs assessment was carried
out as part of 2010-2011 planning exercise. Recommendation 7 remains open
pending finalization of the guidelines for ICT staffing level requirements in field
offices.

D. Administration and finance

Security risks in respect of cash transportation need to be addressed

36. The entire South Sudan is under security phase III and a recent Security
Risk Assessment (SRA) noticed heightened security risk due to various factors.
In the six states of South Sudan where UNHCR operates, reliable banking service
is available only in Juba, Malakal and Yei. For the disbursement of operational
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and staff payments to field offices, which do not have access to banking services,
cash is flown from Juba, and sometimes transported by road. This involves
significant risks for the security of staff and loss of cash. Since 2009 the security
situation of the region has deteriorated and, consequently, the risks associated
with the transportation of cash have also increased.

37. UNHCR guidelines for cash transportation in high-security situations are
rather limited and are contained in various sources. Chapter 6, part 4, section 4.5,
paragraph 4.5.4.2 of the UNHCR Manual states that “Where local conditions
render [cash replenishments to Sub Offices or Field Offices] impossible, the
Head of Office will seek the authorization of Treasury and Finance Section for
cash to be hand-carried by a staff member from one location to another. Due to
the security issues that may be involved in hand-carrying cash this task is a
voluntary one and may be rejected by the staff member”.

38. Furthermore, paragraphs 29 to 31 of chapter 26 of the UNHCR
Handbook for Emergencies stipulate that “If it is necessary to transport cash, then
arrangements should be made with the host country authorities for protection of
the funds. Cash in large amounts should be kept on hand for the shortest possible
time, and should either be deposited to a bank or be disbursed quickly to pay
salaries or meet other legitimate expenditure”. The Handbook also provides
measures which can contribute to security while transporting cash, including
making use of professional couriers, armoured vehicles, armed guards, deception
and discretion.

39. The existing guidelines mentioned above, however, do not address some
problems noted by OIOS in South Sudan, such as:

e Cash is transported by office vehicle from the local bank to the
airport in Juba and from the airport of destination to the local UNCHR
office. There is no armed escort for the transport although sometimes the
distances are considerable;

. Special training has not been provided for enhancing security
awareness of staff hand-carrying cash;

° There was no insurance for cash in transit in ODR.

40. In OIOS’ opinion, ODR should take priority action, in coordination with
DFAM and the Field Safety Section (FSS) in Headquarters, to reduce the risk of
loss of cash and human lives in the transportation of cash in a high-security
environment like South Sudan. This could involve developing and implementing
specific cash transportation procedures, taking into consideration those already
contained in the UNHCR Manual and the UNHCR Handbook for Emergencies,
as well as best practices in other UNHCR locations or other UN agencies in
South Sudan.
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Recommendation 8

8) The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan, in consultation with the Division of Financial and
Administrative Management and the Field Safety Section,
should review and consolidate existing guidelines on cash
transportation, drawing from best practices identified
elsewhere, in order to ensure safety of staff and to safeguard
cash in transit from loss or theft.

41. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 8 and stated that
given the current status of the bank industry in the Juba region, transiting cash
by air is the most practical option. DFAM and FSS will be contacted for their
guidance. Recommendation 8 remains open pending completion of the review of
the existing guidelines on cash transportation in Sudan and confirmation of the
actions taken as a result of the review.

Internal controls in operational cash advances to field offices should be

strengthened

42. Internal controls for the adjustment of the operational cash advance
needed improvement to reduce the possibility of errors and irregularities. In the
absence of banking services, the field offices (and occasionally also the Sub-
Office in Malakal) are issued with operational cash advances from Juba and cash
is then sent to them by air. As of 31 March 2009, operational cash advance of
$1.23 million was lying unadjusted in the suspense account. ODR management
clarified that part of the advance was meant for emergency operations in the
field. Due to the non-availability of a specific budget provision for this activity,
adjustments were delayed.

43. Procedures for the adjustment of operational cash advances are
established in chapter 6, part 5, section 5.7 of the UNCHR Manual. Advances for
project/administrative purposes must be debited to the receivable account and
heads of office are responsible for the monitoring and timely recovery of all
advances approved by them. OIOS noted that the existing procedures for the
adjustment of operational cash advances in South Sudan were ad hoc in nature
and accountability was weak. There was no time limit for adjustment or a ceiling
for advances. Adjustment vouchers were submitted only when a request for new
advance was issued.

Recommendation 9
&) The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan should ensure timely adjustments of operational cash

advances, in compliance with chapter 6, part 5, section 5.7 of
the UNCHR Manual.

44. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 9 and stated that
this is now being done regularly. A standard operating procedure was issued to
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all staff on this subject on 30 May 2009. Based on the action taken by the
Representation, recommendation 9 has been closed.

The DOAP for South Sudan needs review in view of the functions of the Head of
Field Office, Yei

45. The Head of Office, Yei was yet to be included in the Delegation of
Authority Plan (DOAP) for the office. ODR Management clarified that Field
Office Yei ceased to be a cost centre from January 2009. However, in view of the
opening of a bank branch in Yei and the possible opening of a UNHCR account
in the bank, the Head of Office, Yei would need to be given appropriate
delegation under DOAP. i

Recommendation 10

(10) The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan should ensure that the Delegation of Authority Plan
for Field Office Yei includes appropriate functions for the
Head of Office.

46. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 10 and stated
that the Head of Sub Office Yei and other key Yei staff members were included in
the DOAP in June 2009 and were allocated appropriate roles. Based on the
action taken by the Representation, recommendation 10 has been closed.

Increased cost of air charter services calls for discussions at the inter-agency
level in South Sudan to strengthen arrangements for oversight and transparency

on changes in services which are cost-shared

47. UNHCR uses air charter services from WFP for a fee, under a global
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). In 2009, WFP decided to double the
fare per passenger flight from the previous rate of $100 to $200. WFP justified
the increased fees with increased expenditure, of which the fluctuating
international fuel costs may have contributed a large part. Notwithstanding the
fuel factor, the 100 per cent fare increase needs further justification.

48. As per the 2007 Agreement on Targeted Aircraft Funding (TAF)
between WFP and humanitarian agencies working in South Sudan, paragraph
1.3, “[the rates for air transport and related support] are subject to change and
will be circulated to all humanitarian agencies regularly”. Paragraph 3.3
continues on this matter by stating that “WFP/UNHAS (United Nations
Humanitarian Air Service) will issue and revise price lists indicating the costing
of flights and services”. Furthermore, paragraph 4.1 reads: “The costing of flights
and handling is based on fuel, operational and administrative costs and factored
marginals”. The Agreement, therefore, implies that the rate of passenger flights is
unilaterally decided by WFP. The TAF Projection meeting and the Air Transport
Group, referred to in the Agreement, do not appear to play any role in discussing
rate increases with WFP.
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49. Presently, ODR spends on average $20,000 on WFP flights per month. In
order for ODR to protect UNHCR’s financial interests, they should discuss
through the inter-agency mechanism in South Sudan ways to strengthen
arrangements for oversight and transparency in changes in those services, which
are cost shared, such as the air charter.

Recommendation 11

(11) The Office of the Deputy Representative, South
Sudan should discuss through the inter-agency mechanism in
South Sudan, ways to strengthen arrangements for oversight
and transparency in changes in services, which are cost
shared, such as the air charter.

50. The UNHCR Representation accepted recommendation 11 and stated
that UNHCR is participating in regular users group meeting with UNHAS in
Juba and UNHAS steering committee in Khartoum in which charges such as cost
recovery issues are discussed and agreed on. Through this existing mechanism,
UNHCR will continue to raise ways to strengthen oversight and transparency in
changes in services. Based on the assurances provided by the Representation,
recommendation 11 has been closed.

V. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

S1. We wish to express our appreciation to the Management and staff of
UNHCR in South Sudan for the assistance and cooperation extended to the
auditors during this assignment.

13




pap1aoad JoN

*0414 Y3 JO UOHIURABIUO Ul apeu Jou
ole qOGY 2y 10 siseq Japio aseyoind-uou
& uo saoialas pue sarjddns jo saseyomnd
11} 2INSU2 0] JOPIO UI “YIOMAWEL]

[o1u0)) RUIAIU] [RIAUBUL] YOHNN

oy} yim 2ouerdwon 10) sjuswasueLe
uoy1SuLS 01 UANE] UONIE JO UOIBULILIUOD)

YSIH

douerdwo)

uo a9piwuwo) (8207 2yl [eAoidde
ay) oM passasolrd 2q jou pinoys 221nos
oi8uts ® woy (00‘0z$ 2Aoqe soseyand
pue nun A|ddng oy ySnoiyy siapio
aseyoind jo siseq 2y uo passasord aq
pInoys go0‘1$ aaoqe saseyosind ‘repnonaed
up DAL 24y JO UOIUAABIIUOD Ul dpell Jou
are (qOgy) 128png 2AnENSIUTWDPE AY] 10]
siseq Japio aseyound-uou g uo SadIAIS pue
sarjddns jo seseyomd 1By amsud 0) 13pIo
ur (DA1d) Yomoawel] [onuo) [euiu]
[eroueurd YOHNMN W yum 2duerduwod
loy suawaSuene udyiSuans o) sjonuod
FUNSIX2 ISIAI PUB MAIAL PINOYS ‘SIDIAIAG
wowadeuely Ajddng ay) (pm uoneuIpiood
ut quawafeuey QALBNSIUIWPY
pue [efoueul Jo UOISIALQ YDHNMN YL

paiuswardu]

pale[duiod uondy

21BIPON

[eroueuL]

“A[3UIpI02dE
sjunosde  [eroueury a2yl snfpe  pue
‘enueN YOHNN 241 Jo ¢ ydeiSered ‘g9
uondas ‘g ued ‘4 saideyds yum asuepiodoe
ur  ‘sgoday  Suuoyuopy  [eldURUL]
louned Sunuawpdwy g0z QY ueIqo
01 sdais uadin ayel pnoys uepns yinosg
‘aaneiuasarday Aindag ayy Jo 2010 YL

papiaoid 10N

‘a3ueyo pidel 01 1w2fqns axe

je) suonelado yum adod 1an12q YDIHNN
1B wistueyoaw Arejagpng Sunsixa ayl
oYEUW 0] UAYE] UCHOE 2] JO UONBULIIJUO)D)

o)

UySiH

20UBWIGAOD)

‘suonetado
uepng ynos YOHNN 2y ur pasuarradxa
asoyr se yons ‘aSueyo pider o1 103[qns
ame ey suonerado yum adod 01 YOHNN
e wsueyoaw ArejasSpnq Sunsixa ayy 03
papaau 2Ie SJUAWIPUAUIR 1BYM PUB I12[1ayMm
M21A21 P[NOYS JUAWATEURIA] JALRNSIUIUIPY
pue  [epoueuly  Jo  UOISIAIQ  aYy[

e
uonejuawaduwy

UOI}BPUIWWOIA.L SO 0) PIPIdU SUOIIY

0
D

sune.d
NSTA

£108318d s1y

UOI}ePUI W W 0INY

‘ou
“WOIIY

I XANNV

SNOILLVANANNODHY LIAAV A0 SALVLS




600C 129010 ¢

‘MaIA21 241 JO |nsal
© SE U2Ye] SUOIIOR 21 JO UOTIRULIJUOD puR
uepng ur uoneuodsuen ysed uo saut[aping

Sunsixa a1 Jo maraal ayy jo uonajdwo)

YSty

feuoneiad(

ul ‘21aymasfa paygnuapt sasnoeld 1saq wouy
Suimelp ‘uoneuodsuen yses uo sauraping
SunsIX2 21ePI[OSUOD PUB MIIASI pInoys
‘uondag A19JeS plald aYy) pue JudWageuBiy
JATBNSIUIWIPY puUR [BIDURUL] JO UOISIAIQ
2yl YMm UOHBINSUOD Ul ‘UBPNS {INO§
‘aaneuasarday Aindaq ay1 Jo 20130 YL

600C
I0quIadd(] €

“S301JJ0 P[ay Ur sjusuraanbar 9Aa] Suryyess
1DI Joy sourjepms oyl jo uoneZI[RUl]

RENS

$90.IN0S9Y
UOIJBULIOJU]

"a1emJos pue arempaey ‘juawdinba

LI pauueid Apuanmd  pue  Junsixe
ajerado pue uoddns o1 pasmbar yess (11)
Sojouyoay uoneuLiojur jo adAy pue [9Ad]

o Anuapr o) suonerddo pRY YIHNN
Joyjo pue uepng (Inosg 1sIsse 01 SaUI[apIng
dojaaap  p[noys  SUOHEOIUNWUWOII[I ],
puUE SW2]SAS UONBULIOJU] JO UOISIAL(] Y],

paruawayduy

pa191dwos uonoy

Yy3iH

S90IN0SY
uoneULIOJUY

*IOAI2S UIBW 1} WO UONEBIO]
ojeredas e ur sade) dnyoeq Ajrep ay1 Suriols
pue I19A10s 2y dnyoeq 2yl jo uole[[EISUL
ayy  ySnomp  Surpnpom  ‘sampadsould
A19A0021 I2)SESIP ATO[OUYDd] UOTIBULIOJUL
ayy  uapSuans SUONEIIUNWILIONDI ],
pue swaisLS UONBULIOJU] JO UOISIAIC Y}
IM UONBINSUOD Ul ‘PINOYS UBPNS YInos§
‘aaneuasarday Aindag oy jo Q2O Ayl

papiaoid 10N

$1S00 J[qBLIBA pUE PaxI} SUIZIwajl
SAOTOAUI 1U2221 JO a[dures © 1O UOISSIWgNS

MO7]

souerdwo)

-oud
[any [euonewaur 3y Jo jooid Arejuawumoop
Suruielqo 1oy  pue  SULd]  ]OBRNUOD
ay yum 2ouerdwos jo Aupnios [njareds
Iaye A[Uo J0BNUOD [any BY) 10J SIOI0AUI
siorpddns  Aed  pinoys uepng  nog
‘aanejuasarday Aindag ayy Jo 22130 Ayl

pauowo)du]

pa19[dwos uondy

oIBIOPOIN

$90IN0SY
uewny

“Aord 2ieIpallitl UAALS SI JUAWATRUBLI
19858 JBy] QMmnsud pnoys ‘sadnyjo  Sunp
-1BJ Ul S]ISSE JO UONEBOO| pue SuIp[oy lasse
JUEDYIUSIS S)I SULI2PISUOD ‘UBpng YINOS
‘aanejuasarday Andagq ayy Jo 201JQ YL

"$19B1jU0))

Aep
uonejudwddur]

UOI}EPUIWUIOIAI ISO[D 0} PIPIIU SUOI}IY

ﬁo
9

sunex
STy

£108318d STy

UONBPUIWUI0INY

‘ou
‘WOINY




SUOIEPUSUILIOdaI 0} dsu0dsar ul YOHN( Aq papraoad ajeq ,
uddo = Q ‘pesopP =0,

paruswarduy

pajerdwod uonoy

Q1BIOPOIN

90UBUISAOD)

“IoLIBYD He
ay] Se Yons ‘paIeys 1502 IB YOIYM ‘SDIAIDS
w saBueys ur Asuaiedsuen pue JYSISIDA0
1oy swawoSuene . udayiSuons 0] sAem
‘uepng oS ur wsiueyddw Aduafe-1aul
2yl ySnoxyl sSnoSIp PINoOYs uepng Ynog
‘aaneiuasaxday Anda ayy Jo 22150 YL

Il

pauawarduy

paledwod uonoy

AJRISPOIN

[eroueul]

"0UJO JO pEIH Y3 10)
suonouny eudordde sapnpour 1A 22130
pleLd 10) ueld Adoyiny jo uonessac]
2yl ey} 2Insua pnoys uepns nog
‘aanpyuasarday Aindag ayy Jo 21O YL

01

pajuows]dur]

paterdwos uonoy

Mo

[e1oueuL

[eNUB]A YHON 241 JO L°C UOnIas
‘¢ ued ‘g uoydeyd ypm 2ouerdwos ur
‘saoueApe ysed [euonesado jo syusunsnipe
AjPwn  2Imsud  pInoys uepng  ynos
‘aaneussarday Aindaq ay1 Jo 22j0 YL

"o} 10 SSO[ WO JISUEL) Ul USed pIen3ajes
0] pue Jjejs Jo AJaJes insua 0) Jopio

1ep
uongyudwajduny

UOT}EPUIW WOIAL ISO[I 0) PIPIIU SUOI)OY

s

Sunex
A1y

A1089)82 YSIY

UOI}BPUIW W 0IIY

‘ou
“WoINY




