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Acronyms and abbreviations 

 
ASA Analytic and Strategic Activity 
CATF Catalytic Fund 
IAIG Internal Audit and Investigations Group 
IPSAS International Public Sector Accounting Standards 
LCPC Local Contracts and Procurement Committee 
LSC Land, Services and Citizenship 
PC Project Centre 
RO 
CAC 

Regional Office 
Cities Alliance Cluster 

TOR Terms of Reference 
UNOPS United Nations Office for Project Services 
USD United States Dollars 
WB World Bank 
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Executive summary 

The engagement context 

From 9 to 20 May 2016, the Internal Audit and Investigations Group (IAIG) of the United Nations Office 
for Project Services (UNOPS), through Moore Stephens LLP (“the audit firm”), conducted an audit of 
the Cities Alliance Programme comprising projects 00086140, 00087761, 00088258, 00089984 and 
00091800 (“the projects”), which are implemented and managed by the UNOPS Cities Alliance Cluster 
(CAC). The audit firm was under the general supervision of IAIG in conformance with the International 
Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing. 
 
The projects reported expenditure amounting to USD 22,090,268.04 during the period from 1 
September 2013 to 31 December 2015. The donors who contributed to the projects are set out in 
Table 2. 

Audit objectives 

The overall objective of the audit was to assess the management of the project operations to obtain 
reasonable assurance towards the achievement of the project objectives.  

The areas of focus included:  

a) Effective, efficient and economical use of resources;  

b) Reliability of reporting; 

c) Safeguarding of assets; and  

d) Compliance with applicable legislation. 

The purpose of the audit was to provide reasonable assurance that: 

a) Client/donor contributions and project expenditure are properly accounted for; 

b) Project expenditure was incurred in accordance with the contribution agreement, and is 
supported by adequate documentation; and 

c) The related financial statements prepared by UNOPS for the year under review present a 
fair view of the operations. 

In particular, the audit firm provided an overall assessment of the operational and internal control 
systems that are in place for the management of the project so that related transactions are processed 
in accordance with UNOPS policies and procedures to achieve the project’s objectives. 

Audit scope 

The audit firm conducted the audit in accordance with International Standards on Auditing issued by 
the IASSB and UNOPS internal audit practices, and in consideration of the requirements of 
International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS).  

Audit rating 

Based on the audit report and corresponding management letter submitted by the audit firm, IAIG 
assessed the management of the project as partially satisfactory which means “Internal controls, 
governance and risk management processes were generally established and functioning, but needed 
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Faso  
 

/Burkina 
Faso 

6,750.00 1,030.00 9,183.67 1,401.36 

 
/Burkina 

Faso 
4,506.00 687.00 5,725.54 872.93 

 
/Burkina 

Faso 
2,249.00 343.00 3,076.61 469.22 

Total     4,485.57 

 
We understand that no action has been taken to reclaim the VAT to date, or 
there having been a specific decision made not to reclaim the amount.  
 
Impact 
 
Costs are charged to the project which could have been avoided. 
 
Cause 
 
Lack of or inadequate corporate policies or procedures 
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Cause 
 
Human error 
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Human error 
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‘Unless a specific Grant selection methodology is contained in the project 
agreement, business units must follow the below process, consistent with the 
principles of fairness, transparency and integrity. 
 
To this end, the steps outlined are intended to retain the integrity of the 
process, whilst preserving a level of flexibility, in the creation of an open and 
effective competitive procedure. 
 
In all cases, the process should ideally result in at least three (3) bona fide, 
competitive and independent Grant proposals, although two proposals are 
acceptable from a threshold standpoint (see below at (viii) for the 
methodology where only one (1) proposal is received). 

 
i. Call for Proposal preferred solicitation method 
 
Subject to specific project particularities, the Call for Proposal (“CFP”) 
is recommended as the appropriate and transparent solicitation 
method for announcing a new Grant. 
 
ii. Publication/ Advertising of CFP 
 
CFPs in excess of USD 50,000 must be published on the UNOPS 
website. Distribution or advertisement of the CFP should be done in 
such a manner, and according to the nature of the Grant Activity, as to 
facilitate ideally three (3) or more beneficial responses. 
 
iii. Documents required for the CFP 
 
The CFP documents must be cleared and approved by the relevant 
Project Manager in each case.’ 

 
It should be noted that, according to the same UNOPS Administrative 
Instruction, paragraph 7 
  





   

INTERNAL AUDIT AND INVESTIGATIONS GROUP  

UNOPS Internal Audit and Investigations Group 
Internal audit report 
Cities Alliance Programme 
1 September 2013 to 31 December 2015 25 

ASA Track 1: 
CORE Funding 
00087761 – 
UNOPS 

Based on strategic directions 
or areas of intervention 
typically agreed upon in 
existing Business Plans and 
Annual Work Plans, the Task 
Manager of the CA Secretariat 
discusses the initial idea for an 
Analytic and Strategic Activity 
(ASA) with the CA Manager 
and receives managerial 
concurrence that the proposed 
activity is eligible. Partners are 
either selected by the Task 
Manager or they approach the 
secretariat with project ideas. 

This funding is not 
available or 
advertised to 
organisations 
outside of the CA 
membership. Initial 
selection of 
partners and key 
stakeholders is 
performed by the 
Task Manager / 
Secretariat. 
Subsequent 
approval is sought 
from the Assembly 
on a no objection 
basis. The process 
does not confirm 
or ensure that 
grant funding is 
allocated to the 
best possible 
implementer, only 
one that is 
selected to 
participate from 
within the Alliance. 

ASA Track 2: 
CORE Funding 
00087761 – 
UNOPS 

Track II ASAs should be 
reflected in CA Business 
Plans, Annual Work Plans, or 
be derived from CA Member 
recommendations from CG 
Meetings. A designated TM of 
the Secretariat discusses the 

This funding is not 
available or 
advertised to 
organisations 
outside of the CA 
membership. Initial 
selection of 
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initial idea with the CA 
Manager and receives 
managerial concurrence that 
the proposed activity is 
eligible. TM engages with 
potential implementing 
partners. 

partners and key 
stakeholders is 
performed by the 
Task Manager / 
Secretariat. 
Subsequent 
approval is sought 
from the Assembly 
on a no objection 
basis.  The 
process does not 
confirm or ensure 
that grant funding 
is allocated to the 
best possible 
implementer, only 
one those that are 
self-selected to 
participate from 
within the Alliance. 

Country 
Programmes: 
Gates 
Foundation  
000882578 - 
UNOPS 

The selection of which 
countries which will be 
recipients of this style of grant 
is based on a number of 
factors, including:  
a) A demonstrated 
commitment to the working 
poor; 
b) empowered local 
government;  
c) cities alliance member 
engagement; 
d) history of past CA 
investments;  

This funding is not 
available or 
advertised to 
organisations 
outside of the CA 
membership. The 
selection or 
scoring against 
criteria of specific 
potential country 
programmes is not 
documented. Initial 
selection of 
partners and key 



   

INTERNAL AUDIT AND INVESTIGATIONS GROUP  

UNOPS Internal Audit and Investigations Group 
Internal audit report 
Cities Alliance Programme 
1 September 2013 to 31 December 2015 27 

 
  

e) local civil society; 
f) investment leverage and 
national partnerships. 
 
Once a country government 
agrees, a number of CA 
members will create a concept 
note (and framework 
document), which identifies 
partners and objectives and 
activities. Identified 
implementing partners are 
then requested to submit 
proposals. 

stakeholders is 
performed by the 
Task Manager / 
Secretariat. 
Subsequent 
approval is sought 
from the Assembly 
on a no objection 
basis.  The 
process does not 
confirm or ensure 
that grant funding 
is allocated to the 
best possible 
implementer, only 
one that is 
selected to 
participate from 
within the Alliance. 

 
Impact 
 
The grants may not have been allocated to the most efficient implementer for 
any given work plan. Competition and transparency were not ensured and 
the grants were not open to all potential partners. 
 
Cause 
 
Guidelines: lack of or inadequate corporate policies or procedures 
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external to Cities Alliance and those within the Secretariat, did not sign a 
‘no conflict of interest’ declaration or confirm that fact in another way. As a 
result, it has not been confirmed that the individuals involved did not have 
any conflicts of interest in the allocation of the grant funding.  
 
Specifically we found that such declarations were not completed for those 
involved in the design and selection of the Analytic and Strategic Activities 
(ASA) Track I and II, Catalytic Fund (CATF) and Land, Services and 
Citizenship (LSC) grants. As the involvement at the assembly level in 
project and recipient selection is on a no-objection basis, the individuals 
involved in the initial project identification and scoring have significant 
influence on the final grant making. 
 
Impact 
 
Individuals involved in the selection process and administration of grants 
may have conflicts of interest which have not been brought to the attention 
of other members of management, ensuring that they are separated from 
any decisions which could jeopardise the principles of fairness,  
transparency and integrity.  

 
Cause 
 
Guidelines: lack of or inadequate corporate policies or procedures 
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Facts / observations 
 
We noted that the processes outlined above in creating both the concept 
note and the framework document are not sufficiently documented. The 
framework document identifies those members who will be recipients of the 
funding but does not note on what criteria those decisions were made or 
whether those members are also those involved in designing the 
programme. 
 
Impact 
 
The process is not transparently documented and the decision making 
process in allocating resources could be called into question. 
 
Cause 
 
Guidelines: lack of or inadequate corporate policies or procedures 
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threshold screening was documented at all (FY14-100).  
 
Impact 
 
It is not possible to confirm that all the controls were effectively performed 
and therefore whether all risks associated with grantees were taken into 
account when giving final approval for the grant disbursement.  
Cause 
 
Human error 
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assessments and any other relevant comment.  
 
Appraisal Completion. For proposals that pass the threshold 
screening in accordance with the CA TM assessment, the proposal 
and the related Threshold Screening Report are sent to the CA 
Manager, with a copy to all relevant teams, recommending 
endorsement and clearance to proceed to the next steps. Once the 
report and the proposal are endorsed and cleared by the CA 
Manager, they are sent to the CG for Member coordination if the 
request is for an amount greater than US$75,000. If the request is 
under US$75,000 the CA Manager may approve the proposal 
directly.’ 

 
Facts / observations 
 
We noted that the threshold screening documentation was not always 
satisfactorily maintained or filed and that expert opinions, where 
commissioned, were not necessarily documented as being addressed or 
taken into consideration.  
 
In the instance of the three country programmes brought over from the 
World Bank (WB) (Burkina Faso, Ghana and Mozambique), the grants 
were still administered under CA rules and should therefore have been 
subject both to UNOPS rules and the SOPs. No clear control framework 
was implemented to govern this transition. For example, we note two 
exceptions where an initial WB grant, Ghana  and Mozambique 

, were restructured into two separate CA grants and the required 
controls were not completed for the individual, separate grants. We also 
noted that the same issue arose for the Ghana ) grants, where the 
Independent Technical Assessments (ITAs) were not updated, both for 
issues raised by the evaluators and the split of the grant into two portions.  
 
In relation to the Ghana ( ) grant, we noted that both the ITAs did not 
support the grant application as it stood, with one not approved and 
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another requesting further information from the applicant. Although the 
SOPs do not require this approval the evaluations provide an independent 
view on the projects and organisations being allocated funding. The total 
amount awarded is USD 800,000, with USD 250,000 disbursed already. 
 
For the country programmes initiated and implemented entirely under the 
CA framework, we note numerous instances where the ITAs are either not 
updated or not taken into account in the final decision or the threshold 
screening documents are not filed / completed. 
 
Impact 
 
It is not possible to confirm that all the controls were effectively performed 
and therefore whether all risks associated with grantees were taken into 
account when giving final approval for the grant disbursement.  
 
Cause 
 
Human error 
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section 2.2.2 (Track II): 
 

‘The CA TM sends the Concept Note to a group of internal peer 
reviewers consisting of all CA Task Managers. All Track II proposals 
are also reviewed by external experts. Once comments are received, 
the TM prepares and circulates a matrix compiling initial comments 
and sets up a Concept Review meeting. The TM chairs the Concept 
Review Meeting, to which all CA Task Managers are invited.  The 
TM prepares Meeting Minutes and facilitates Member revision of the 
Concept Note to reflect feedback/inputs provided during the review 
process, including the reviews of external experts.’ 

 
Facts / observations 
 
We noted that for grants CA/ASA/002/03 (Track I – USD 75k) and 
CA/ASA/002/05 (Track II – USD 825k), peer review committee approval 
was not documented. Furthermore, we note for the latter that the queries 
raised by the mandatory independent external evaluation were not 
documented as being cleared, although evidence was subsequently 
provided to show that they had been addressed.  
 
We also noted that threshold screening was not fully documented or 
updated for a number of the track II projects. 
 
Impact 
 
It is not possible to confirm that all the controls were effectively performed 
and therefore whether all risks associated with grantees were taken into 
account when giving final approval for the grant disbursement.  
 
Cause 
 
Human error 
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Possible causes  

The following categories of possible causes are used: 
 

• Guidelines: absence of written procedures to guide staff in performing their functions; 

o Lack of or inadequate corporate policies or procedures 

o Lack of or inadequate RO/OC/PC policies or procedures 

o Inadequate planning 

o Inadequate risk management processes 

o Inadequate management structure 

• Guidance: inadequate or lack of supervision by supervisors; 

o Lack of or inadequate guidance or supervision at the RO/OC/PC level 

o Inadequate oversight by Headquarters  

• Resources: insufficient resources (funds, skill, staff) to carry out an activity or function; 

o Lack of or insufficient resources (financial, human, or technical resources) 

o Inadequate training 

• Human error: Un-intentional mistakes committed by staff entrusted to perform assigned 
functions;  

• Intentional: intentional overriding of internal controls; 

• Other: Factors beyond the control of UNOPS. 

 

List of functional areas 

The following categories of functional areas are used: 

• Project management  

• Finance  

• Human resources  

• Procurement and supply chain  

• General administration (which includes asset management) 

• Information and communications technology  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




