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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted a follow-up on recommendations resulting 
from the audit of procurement and contract management in the United Nations Interim Security Force for 
Abyei (UNISFA) (Audit report 2023/055). The objective of the follow-up was to determine whether 
UNISFA effectively implemented the recommendations and strengthened procurement and contract 
management. The follow-up activities covered the period from 1 November 2023 to 31 March 2025. 
 
OIOS confirmed that UNISFA fully implemented eight of the nine recommendations contained in Audit 
report 2023/055 and strengthened procurement and contract management. One recommendation aimed at 
strengthening the needs assessment process was partially implemented. 
 
OIOS reiterates the recommendation that UNISFA strengthen the conduct and documentation of the needs 
assessments so that procurement bidding exercises are based on actual requirements.  
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Follow-up on recommendations resulting from the audit of procurement and 
contract management in the United Nations Interim Security Force for Abyei 

 
I. BACKGROUND 

 
1. The Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) conducted a follow-up on recommendations 
resulting from the audit of procurement and contract management in the United Nations Interim Security 
Force for Abyei (UNISFA).  
 
2. The audit was conducted between September 2022 and February 2023, and covered the period from 
1 July 2019 to 31 January 2023. The final report (Audit report 2023/055 dated 2 November 2023) contained 
one critical and eight important recommendations aimed at improving the control environment and the 
effectiveness of procurement and contract management processes, and establishing accountability for non-
compliance with the relevant regulatory framework. 

 
3. Comments provided by UNISFA are incorporated in italics.  
 

II. AUDIT OBJECTIVE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
4. The objective of the follow-up was to determine whether UNISFA effectively implemented the 
recommendations contained in Audit report 2023/055 and strengthened procurement and contract 
management. This follow-up was included in the 2025 OIOS audit workplan as the audit had identified 
significant weaknesses, and OIOS wished to provide assurance that the recommendations were effectively 
implemented and positively impacted UNISFA’s internal controls and results. 
 
5. The follow-up was conducted from March to August 2025 and covered the period from 1 November 
2023 to 31 March 2025. The follow-up methodology included: (a) interviews with key personnel, such as 
procurement staff and technical unit heads; (b) review of relevant supporting documentation, which 
included sample testing of five source solicitation plans to assess if the plans followed the template 
instructions and a sample of 30 performance bonds to confirm existence of the bonds; and (c) analytical 
review of Umoja purchase order and contract-related data, including an analytical review of 102 of 248 
monthly performance review minutes to assess the adequacy of the meetings with a focus on key 
performance indicators (KPIs) for contractors.  

 
6. The follow-up activities were conducted in accordance with the Global Internal Audit Standards. 
 

III. AUDIT RESULTS 
 

A. Improving the control environment 
 
UNISFA implemented eight of the nine audit recommendations 
 
7. Implementing audit recommendations is a key aspect of management's responsibility to uphold 
accountability and strengthen the control environment. The United Nations Secretary-General underscores 
the importance of this responsibility by including targets for implementation of recommendations in the 
annual compacts signed with heads of entities. 
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8. At the time of the follow up, UNISFA had advised that it accepted all nine audit recommendations 
(including one critical recommendation), and OIOS noted that it fully implemented eight of them, as shown 
in table 1. 
 

Table 1: Status of recommendations 
 

No. Recommendation Status 
1 UNISFA should restructure the membership of the Local Committee on 

Contracts in compliance with policy requirements of its composition and 
ensure that attendance of case reviews is strictly by bonafide appointed 
voting members with the necessary background and financial expertise. 

Implemented 

2 UNISFA should ensure that the key performance indicators for contract 
implementation are reviewed and monitored against the performance targets 
during the monthly contractor meetings. 

Implemented 

3 UNISFA should follow-up and obtain performance bonds from all current 
contractors and take prompt action by withholding invoice payments due to 
delays in submitting performance bonds, and recover losses resulting from 
non-performance. 

Implemented 

4 UNISFA should prioritize preparation of the procurement strategy for each 
financial period focusing on the high value and complex requirements; 
clearly define staff responsibilities, timelines, and follow-up actions to 
ensure that contracts are timely implemented and renewed; review the 
procurement strategy on a quarterly basis and report to senior management 
on its progress to enhance transparency and accountability. 

Implemented 

5 UNISFA should complete all required information in the Source Selection 
Plan and provide realistic and achievable target dates to complete the 
procurement activities and deliver timely award of the contracts. 

Implemented 

6 The Acting Head of Mission and Force Commander, in consultation with 
DOS and DMSPC, needed to establish accountability for breach of rules 
and policies and potential financial losses pertaining to the delay in a new 
solicitation exercise for the camp management services contract and various 
irregularities related to the current contract; and UNISFA should draw 
lessons from this case to improve (a) compliance with rules and policies and 
(b) individual accountability of the UNISFA staff with responsibilities of 
managing and overseeing the procurement and contract implementation 
processes (Critical recommendation). 

Implemented 

7 The Acting Head of Mission and Force Commander, in consultation with 
DOS and DMSPC, needed to establish accountability for splitting of the 
award for murram supply totalling $9 million to nine vendors instead of 
submission to the Headquarters Committee on Contracts for review and 
awarding of contracts to higher quoted vendors. 

 
Implemented 

8 UNISFA should ensure that procurement bidding exercises are based on 
actual requirements to avoid assigning additional tasks to contractors; and 
cease the practice of extending contracts for an unlimited period. 

Partially 
implemented 

9 The Acting Head of Mission and Force Commander, in consultation with 
DOS and DMSPC, needed to establish accountability for failure to abide by 
procurement rules and losses incurred in the contract with contractor A for 
crushed gravel. 

Implemented 

 
Recommendation 1 was implemented: UNISFA adequately reconstituted the Local Committee on Contract  
 
9. OIOS confirmed that the Mission reconstituted its LCC through an internal memo dated 22 
February 2025 issued by the Chief of Mission Support. The Mission appointed eight members to the 
Committee, which included a chairperson, five members and three alternate members; there were also five 
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secretaries to support the Committee with administrative tasks. The members came from the finance and 
budget, legal office, administration, and various programme-related units.  
 
10. The reconstituted LCC composition did not fully comply with the administrative instructions since  
ST/AI/2011/8 stipulate that LCCs should consist of four voting members at the P-4 level serving in their 
expert capacity, with the chairperson and each member having one or more alternates to serve in their 
absence. The Mission explained that it designed the Committee to address UNISFA’s operational 
challenges, which can make it difficult to achieve quorum. OIOS found the explanation provided by the 
Mission acceptable, noting that the administrative instruction allows for flexibility to accommodate local 
circumstances. 
 
11. During the follow-up period, the Mission conducted an LCC meeting on 26 March 2025 to discuss 
two agenda items. Review of the submissions and LCC minutes indicated that there was quorum, and the 
submissions were complete. The LCC discussed several issues related to the items submitted for approval, 
including the background of the procurement, requirements, procurement procedure adopted, outcome of 
the evaluation process, and vendor qualification. 
 
Recommendation 4 was implemented: UNISFA developed a procurement strategy, but could improve the 
documentation of its review 
 
12. OIOS confirmed that, in March 2024, the Mission developed a one-year procurement strategy for 
the period from July 2024 to June 2025, aiming to ensure the successful acquisition of goods and services 
to support the timely implementation of projects and operations. The strategy included various elements as 
required by the Procurement Manual, including (a) analysis of existing operational challenges; (b) clearly 
defined objectives; (c) risk and opportunity assessment; (d) overview of the business operating context; (e) 
market analysis; (f) mission capability and management arrangements; and (g) procurement options and 
evaluation methods.  
 
13. The strategy also included an action plan outlining specific activities, responsible parties, and 
expected delivery timelines. The Mission assessed its requirements and established a link between the 
procurement planning process and category management1, ensuring scheduling of procurement activities 
aligned with both the procurement strategy and the relevant category management strategy. The Mission 
also regularly reviewed the capacity of its contractors through monthly meetings and organized a workshop 
for all prospective and current vendors to discuss procurement needs, the operating environment, and 
UNISFA challenges. The Mission stated that it held three out of the expected four strategy review meetings 
during the audit period, but was only able to provide evidence for one of those meetings. UNISFA 
acknowledged that it could ensure it consistently documents its procurement strategy review meetings to 
evidence discussions and decisions made. 

 
Recommendation 2 was implemented: UNISFA regularly monitored contractors’ performances, but could 
develop follow-up mechanisms 
 
14. OIOS confirmed that, on 3 June 2023, the Chief of Mission Support issued instructions to all unit 
heads to conduct monthly performance reviews for all contracts in coordination with the Acquisition 
Management Unit. The reviews were to include a section on KPIs and reporting on non-conformance and 
related suggested action. OIOS reviewed 102 out of 248 monthly performance review minutes from various 
technical units and noted that the Mission regularly conducted monthly performance meetings with 
individual contractors, focusing on operational, managerial and KPI-related matters. OIOS further 

 
1 Category management is a concept in which the range of goods and services an entity acquires is divided into groups 
of similar or related products called categories. 
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confirmed that the Acquisition Management Unit regularly prepared monthly summary reports on 
individual contracts and KPIs. Although the meetings assigned responsibilities for corrective actions, OIOS 
noted that sampled performance review minutes did not reference unresolved matters brought forward from 
previous reviews.  
 
15. The lack of documented follow up actions in the monthly performance review minutes was 
attributed to not including outstanding issues brought forward from the prior meetings in the performance 
review template. This omission made it challenging to evaluate whether the issues identified in earlier 
discussions had been addressed. OIOS suggests that UNISFA enhance the monthly contractor performance 
review template to include follow-up actions on unresolved matters from prior meetings. 
 

B. Effectiveness of procurement processes and contract management 
 
Recommendation 3 was implemented: UNISFA was addressing non-compliance and inauthentic 
performance bonds 
 
16. OIOS confirmed that the Mission obtained performance bonds from five of the seven contractors 
identified in the audit as having not submitted their performance bonds. OIOS noted that one contract had 
since expired on 30 June 2024; therefore, there was no longer a need to obtain a performance bond. 
UNISFA’s attempt to obtain a performance bond from the other contractor was unsuccessful, and the 
contractor’s services were subsequently suspended by the Mission due to security concerns. Due to the lack 
of a performance bond, the Mission intended to withhold payment from the contractor. However, as there 
were no services provided, there were no payments to withhold. 
 
17. OIOS obtained an additional sample of 23 out of 83 active contracts that required performance 
bonds during the review period and confirmed that UNISFA obtained performance bonds for all 23 
contracts. OIOS noted that the Mission reached out to the financial institutions to verify their authenticity. 
However, UNISFA could not confirm the authenticity of 14 bonds as 10 of the 13 financial institutions 
involved did not respond. UNISFA received responses from the remaining three financial institutions 
responsible for 9 out of the 23 sampled performance bonds and discovered that all 9 performance bonds 
were not authentic. Additionally, the Mission had attempted to redeem a performance bond from one 
contractor due to poor performance, only to discover that the bond was not authentic.  
 
18. UNISFA Legal Unit advised on the actions the Mission could take related to the submission of 
inauthentic performance securities, failure to submit performance securities, or delays in submitting 
performance securities. The Mission further followed up with all financial institutions on the authenticity 
of the remaining performance bonds. At the time of reporting, the Mission had received responses from 10 
financial institutions responsible for issuing 43 performance bonds. Of the 43 performance bonds verified, 
27 were not authentic while the financial institutions confirmed having issued the remaining 16 
performance bonds. Given that the Mission was following up with the remaining contractors to confirm the 
authenticity of the performance bonds, and had taken appropriate actions for vendor non-compliance, OIOS 
concluded that the recommendation has been implemented.  
 
Recommendation 5 was implemented: UNISFA developed source selection plans with clear activity 
schedules 
 
19. OIOS reviewed a sample of five SSPs for procurement activities conducted during the follow-up 
period and confirmed that the Mission prepared all SSPs in accordance with the agreed instructions as 
reflected in the template. For instance, all the SSPs reviewed included: (a) preparation and approval 
authority; (b) sourcing and identification of potential vendors; (c) solicitation method; (d) contract type, 
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duration, and general conditions; (e) planning and procurement activity schedule; (f) evaluation criteria, 
process and committee; and (g) risk factors. 
 
20. OIOS compared the SSP activity schedules against the actual procurement milestones for the 
different items, including purchase order timelines, and did not find significant variations in terms of 
delivery timelines and projected costs, except in two cases. In one case related to the supply, operation and 
maintenance of heavy earth moving equipment, the projected cost for the equipment was $11.8 million 
while the purchase order was $6.2 million, lower by 47 per cent. The Mission was able to defend this case 
before the HCC by stating that it had conducted due diligence to assess the vendor’s performance and risk 
of the contractor defaulting on its duties given the low quoted prices. Based on feedback from other agencies 
who worked with this contractor, UNISFA noted the contractor’s performance to be satisfactory.  
 
21. In the other case related to the supply of linoleum, the purchase order was $128,130, more than 
double the projected cost of $50,000. Through the Mission’s analysis, the main cause was attributed to the 
failure to include the cost of shipping and freight in the Mission’s cost estimation. OIOS concluded that 
UNISFA adequately developed SSPs with the required information, including target dates for completing 
the procurement activities. Further, UNISFA followed up to assess variances of actual procurement 
activities against the source plan targets. 
 
Recommendation 8 was partially implemented: The needs assessments for major contracts were not 
adequate 
 
a) UNISFA did not adequately define the needs and requirements in solicitation documents 

 
22. The procurement manual requires entities to conduct assessments of their functions, performance 
requirements, characteristics, objectives, and expected outputs for every procurement activity. OIOS 
reviewed three contracts related to camp management services and the supply of murram with a combined 
not-to-exceed value of $68.8 million as part of the follow-up audit and found that the need assessments 
were not adequately identified or projected. Although the Mission had obtained various requests for murram 
from different units, these requests were either: (a) not quantified; or (b) for those that were quantified, 
covered only a short period. For example, in the solicitation document issued on 18 February 2024, 
UNISFA listed its annual murram requirements at 59,300 m³. However, the total quantity requested by the 
different units was only 16,680 m³. It was therefore doubtful that the Mission had indicated the correct 
quantity in the solicitation document.  
 
23. In October 2024, UNISFA signed a camp management services contract for UNISFA, which 
stipulated a maximum of 872 contractor personnel. Although the Mission requested various units to provide 
contractor personnel requirements, OIOS noted that these requirements were not evaluated against the 
scope of work to be performed. As a result, the contracted maximum number of personnel was higher than 
the previous contractor's average of 621 personnel from October 2024 to April 2025. While UNISFA 
indicated that the deployment of locally recruited security guards, which represented 193 of the contractor 
personnel, had been suspended, the new contract still exceeded the previous one by 78 personnel. The 
discrepancy in the number of contractor personnel raised questions about the adequacy of the needs 
assessment exercise.  
 
24. Ineffective scoping of needs and requirements prior to procurement exposes the Mission to risks 
associated with inadequate planning and poor execution of its projects, including the practice of issuing 
additional task orders. UNISFA acknowledged the importance of conducting thorough and well-
documented needs assessments, including validated quantities and personnel requirements, and monitoring 
progress through quarterly procurement strategic reviews, and stated that efforts were made to ensure that 
procurement exercises are based on actual requirement. UNISFA further stated that it remains committed 
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to enhancing documentation of needs assessments for all major procurements ensuring alignment with 
operational requirements and transparency. Future solicitations will include validated quantities and 
personnel requirement, and progress will be monitored through quarterly procurement strategy reviews. 
OIOS reiterates the recommendation that UNISFA should strengthen the conduct and 
documentation of the needs assessments so that the procurement exercises are based on actual 
requirements. This recommendation remains open pending evidence of implementation.  

 
b) The Mission ceased the practice of extending contracts for murram, gravel, and road and camp 

improvement and addressed the issue concerning the use of the camp management contract as a 
stop-gap measure 
 

25. OIOS noted that the Mission had nine active contracts related to the supply of murram gravel, and 
road and camp improvement with a value of $11.6 million. OIOS reviewed three of these contracts with 
cumulative value of $4.7 million and noted that there were no revision of scope or extensions of these 
contracts during the follow-up audit period. OIOS further confirmed that the related work and services for 
the three contracts had since been completed and the contracts were closed.  
 
26. However, OIOS noted that the camp management services contract was extended four times during 
the follow-up audit period. In June 2023, UNISFA, after consulting with the Procurement Division, sought 
and received authorization from the Assistant Secretary-General of the Office of Supply Chain Management 
to conduct a limited competition for camp management services procurement. In August 2023, UNISFA 
initiated a solicitation for camp management services. However, this solicitation was cancelled due to an 
error by the Tender Opening Committee, which opened both the technical and financial proposals 
simultaneously. A rebid was approved, resulting in another solicitation in October 2023. However, this 
tender was also cancelled due to all bidders failing to meet one of the technical criteria. On 26 March 2024, 
UNISFA issued the third bid, which resulted in the awarding of a contract on 23 October 2024 for a new 
vendor. UNISFA was unable to implement the new contract immediately because the Sudanese government 
denied the contractor permission to operate despite being duly registered to operate in the region. The new 
vendor was eventually granted approval to operate and was officially onboarded on 24 April 2025.  
 
27. In the intervening time between the solicitation and onboarding of the new contractor, UNISFA, 
with approval of the HCC, extended the contract with the previous contractor four times. UNISFA, as per 
the HCC minutes dated 1 November 2024, deliberated the extension of the camp management services 
contract. UNISFA explained that the delays experienced in the solicitation were attributed to human error 
which led to the cancelation of the previous solicitations, strict criteria, and members of the technical 
evaluation committee handling various competing urgent assignments, which necessitated the extension of 
the camp management services contract.  

 
Recommendation 6 was implemented: UNISFA drew lessons learned to improve compliance with rules and 
policies  
 
a) OIOS confirmed that UNISFA obtained appropriate authorization to increase contractor personnel 

 
28. In 2024, UNISFA maintained a consistent average of 620 contractor personnel until November, 
when the number increased by 28 with the approval of the HCC. Unlike in prior instances where changes 
to the number or composition of contractor personnel were made without proper authorization, the Mission 
secured appropriate approval from the HCC in all four cases where the contract was revised. For example, 
in its third submission to HCC for a revision and extension of the contract made in November 2024, 
UNISFA justified the increase by stating that it had engaged the contractor to conduct construction works 
in several camps, including Agok, Athony, and Diffra, for three months. By seeking authorization from the 
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relevant authority, UNISFA ensured that amendments to the contract were justified and appropriately 
approved. 

 
b) OIOS confirmed that UNISFA excluded unnecessary mobilization items from the solicitation 

documents 
 
29. OIOS noted that in the new camp management tender, the statement of work states that it is the 
contractor's responsibility to obtain all necessary approvals from the local government, secure visas, 
mobilize relevant equipment, materials, and workforce resources required to ensure that the contractor 
could be on-site and ready to commence any contractual work at any of the UNISFA locations. 

 
c) OIOS confirmed that controls over the attendance of contractor’s personnel were enhanced 
 
30. To improve oversight of contractor personnel attendance, UNISFA implemented manual daily and 
monthly attendance registers for locally recruited contractor personnel. International contractor personnel 
were also required to keep a monthly attendance record. Additionally, the Mission mandated heads of 
various sections and units to verify the monthly attendance registers to confirm the accuracy of the records. 
The Mission also established a shared portal to manage all contractor personnel’s monthly attendance 
records, which is overseen by the Facilities and Environmental Management Unit (FEMU). This was in 
addition to the biometric system, which was also being used by the contractor to track its employee 
attendance.  
 
31. OIOS reviewed 10 months of attendance records available in the shared portal. Each monthly 
attendance register provided each contractor personnel’s name, position, task order number, date, daily 
status (whether present, on leave, or on an official holiday), and a space for the personnel's signature. All 
attendance records examined had been signed by the contractor personnel and each attendance register had 
been reviewed by UNISFA before being forwarded for further action. FEMU, which was responsible for 
collecting and updating these documents in the shared portal, ensured that all monthly attendance records 
had been collected, verified for any factual inaccuracies, submitted for payment processing and uploaded 
along with the vendor's invoice to the shared portal. For the same 10-month sample, OIOS also analyzed a 
sample of invoices and confirmed that FEMU reviewed and signed off on the invoices. 

 
d) OIOS confirmed that the Mission developed adequate procedures for handling the splitting of 

contracts for murram 
 
32. In February 2024, UNISFA issued a new tender for the supply and delivery of murram for 21 
mission camps in four sectors. The murram, whose estimated cost was $14.1 million, was meant to support 
the rehabilitation of roads, repairs to helipads, and improvements to camps. A total of 94 prospective bidders 
were invited to submit bids. Sixteen bidders responded to the invitation to bid and five were technically 
cleared by the evaluation committee. The HCC approved the decision to split the award among the 
technically cleared vendors. 
 
33. In October 2024, UNISFA developed a standard operating procedure for using the five murram 
contractors, seeking quotations from all the vendors through a request for offer. Each request for offer 
would include the location at which the murram is required, and the expected delivery timeline. Prices 
quoted in the contracts would act as a ceiling or maximum price. To assess the adequacy and effectiveness 
of this control, OIOS obtained a sample of three purchase orders generated by UNISFA under this 
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arrangement and noted that the Mission reduced the lead time of purchase and delivery of murram through 
requests to offer2. Further, the best-evaluated bidders quoted prices within the ceiling or maximum price. 
 

C. Establishing accountability for non-compliance 
  

Recommendations 6, 7 and 9 were implemented: UNISFA addressed accountability issues 
 
34. On 14 March 2024, the Acting Head of Mission and Force Commander sent a code cable to DMSPC 
and DOS seeking advice and direction on how to implement the recommendations related to establishing 
accountability. In a memorandum dated 31 May 2024, DMSPC stated its intention to send a specialist to 
work in an advisory role with the UNISFA Chief Procurement Officer on an implementation plan. The 
specialist was also to coordinate with the Procurement Division in DOS to address any process or 
operational issues that may transpire from the cases covered in the audit.  
 
35. OIOS reviewed the related emails, activity programme and code cable communication and noted 
that the DMSPC specialist visited the Mission from 14-18 July 2024 and interacted with: (a) members of 
senior management, such as the acting Chief of Mission Support, Chief of Supply Chain Management, and 
Senior Programme Officer; and (b) heads of user units responsible for the areas noted in the audit, such as 
the Engineering Section, Procurement Section and Acquisition Management Unit. Although there was no 
report or minutes detailing the specialist’s work, email communication between 12 December 2024 to 7 
January 2025 showed that DMSPC had advised and guided the Mission on the actions required to close the 
recommendations. Specific to the recommendations on establishing accountability, DMSPC referred to 
ST/AI/2017/1, which states that a decision to impose disciplinary measures rests with the Under-Secretary-
General of DMSPC based on the recommendation of the Assistant Secretary-General for Human Resources. 
The determination of whether the actions of any staff member were wilful, reckless or grossly negligent 
rests with the head of entity, who is responsible for to initiating an investigative process. 
 
36. In January 2025, the Mission requested the Conduct and Discipline Unit to assist in establishing 
accountability for the three recommendations raised in the report, which were further referred to the OIOS 
Investigations Division for consideration.  
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2 The first two requests for offers were cancelled because of the bidder’s inability to deliver and request for price 
increases. UNISFA make the decision to re-issue the request for offer. 
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