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Acronyms and abbreviations
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SC
SOP
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SGP
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UN
UNDP
UNDSS
UNOPS
US$

Administrative Instructions
Business Unit
Community-based Adaptation
Community-based Organisation
Country Director
Deputy Country Director
Country Office
Country Operating Budget
Central Programme Management Team
Country Programme Strategy
Civil Society Organization
Delegation of Authority
Enterprise Resource Planning (oneUNOPS)
Fixed-Term Appointments
Global Environment Facility
General Ledger Account
General Ledger Journal Entry
Internal Control Framework
International Public Sector Accounting Standards
Letter of Agreement
Memorandum of Agreement
Minimum Operating Security Standards
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(UNOPS) Global Portfolio Services Office
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National Focal Person
Non-governmental Organisation
National Host Institution
National Steering Committee
Organisational Directive
Operational Phase
Programme Assistant
Purchase Order (oneUNOPS)
Projects in Controlled Environments 2
Requisition (oneUNOPS)
Request for Payment
Resident Representative
Service Contracts
Standard Operating Procedures
Small Grants Cluster (The UNOPS SGP team)
GEF Small Grants Programme
Technical Advisory Group
Terms of Reference
United Nations
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Department of Safety and Security
United Nations Office for Project Services
United States Dollars
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Executive summary
The engagement context
From 19 to 22 November 2018, the Internal Audit and Investigations Group (IAIG) of the United Nations
Office for Project Services (UNOPS), through Moore Stephens LLP (now BDO LLP)1 (“the audit firm”),
conducted an audit of Small Grants Programme (SGP), Operational Phase 6 (OP6) in Rwanda,
(oneUNOPS Project reference 11960 - 003) (“the project”), which is implemented and managed by
UNDP SGP Office in Rwanda on behalf of the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The audit firm was
under the general supervision of IAIG in conformance with the International Standards for the
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing.
The project reported expenditure amounting to US$ 312,776 during the period from 1 January 2016 to
30 September 2018. This project was funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF).
The UNOPS-Small Grants Cluster (SGC), in conjunction with the Central Programme Management
Team (CPMT), adopted a risk-based approach to form the audit plan, through which the SGP Rwanda
programme was selected to be audited.

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)
b)
c)
d)

Effective, efficient and economical use of resources;
Reliability of reporting;
Safeguarding of assets; and
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 period 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).

1

Following a merger between Moore Stephens LLP and BDO LLP, UNOPS and MS LLP novated the Long Term
Agreement No: UNOPS-LTA-181-2012 (valid until 31 December 2019) to BDO effective from 1 February 2019
("Effective Date").
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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 (some improvement needed) which
means “The assessed governance arrangements, risk management practices and controls were
generally established and functioning, but need some improvement. Issues identified by the audit do not
significantly affect the achievement of the objectives of the audited entity/area.”
The details of the audit results are presented in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1: Summary results of the financial audit
Project title
Small Grants Programme – Operational Phase
6, Rwanda

Period

Project no.

1 January 2016 – 30
September 2018

11960 – 003

Asset listing2

Financial statement
Amount US$

Opinion

Amount US$

Opinion

12,776

Unmodified

2,463

n/a

Table 2: Internal control rating summary for project
Rating summary by functional area
Functional area

Rating

Grant management

Partially satisfactory (major
improvement needed)

Financial Monitoring and Processes

Satisfactory

oneUNOPS processes

Satisfactory

Document Management – Filing and Archiving

Partially satisfactory (some
improvement needed)

Asset Management

Partially satisfactory (some
improvement needed)

Overall rating of internal control

Partially satisfactory (some
improvement needed)

2

All assets procured under the SGP programme are fully expensed at the time of purchase. They do not,
therefore, appear on a separate statement of non-expendable property and an audit opinion is not required. The
asset listing is provided as Annex II of this report.
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Key issues and recommendations
There are five recommendations, three of which are ranked as high priority and two are medium.
Below is a list of the audit findings, further details of which can be found in the detailed audit findings
section.

Table 3: Summary of audit findings
Priority rating
(high / medium /
low)

Financial
impact
(US$)

No.

Functional area

Audit finding title

1

Grant management

Weaknesses in the
management of the National
Steering Committee

High

-

2

Grant management

Selection process insufficiently
documented

High

-

3

Financial monitoring and
processes

Delay in the disbursement of
funds

Medium

-

4

Document Management
– Filing and Archiving

Grantee monitoring and other
documentation not retained

High

-

5

Asset Management

Weaknesses in asset
management

Medium

-

Total
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Detailed audit findings
1.

Title:

Weaknesses in the management of the National Steering Committee

Functional area:

Grant management

Comparison
criteria:

Article 33 of the Operational Guidelines states that: “NSC members usually
serve for a period of three years. Each country or sub-regional programme
must decide whether this term is renewable, and how eligibility for renewal is
determined. In general, periodically inviting new members is a sound and
healthy policy that brings new ideas and expertise to programme
implementation, and roughly one quarter of NSC members may rotate in any
given year. Changing the entire membership at one time should be avoided.”
Section 2.2.1 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that: “In case of the
NSC members, they should disclose their position and recuse themselves from
participating in the NSC meeting. Further, the NSC members should also sign
the NSC Conflict of Interest Statement to confirm that each member is aware
of the situation.”
Section 4.4.4 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that: “…By the end
of the NSC meeting the list of approved grantees needs to be updated in order
to act as the Grant Approval List & NSC Meeting Minutes. This list shall contain
all critical information on each project grant approved during that meeting. The
NSC participants shall immediately sign this Grant Approval List at the
conclusion of the same meeting. This simple list should be in English. The full
detailed NSC meeting minutes which capture several other SGP related issues
may be finalised and signed at a later stage. The more elaborate NSC meeting
minutes are not essential for the grant process”.

Priority:

High

Cause:

Compliance

Due date:

Immediate

Financial impact

-
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Facts /
observation:

Rotation of NSC members
We were not provided with details of when the NSC members first joined the
Committee. However, we were informed that the members have, for the most
part, been part of the Committee since the first phase of the SGP programme
in 2003, and have therefore not been rotated every three years as
recommended. It is unclear why this information could not be provided by the
NC.
Appointment and screening of NSC members
We noted that appointment letters have not been issued for the NSC members.
These were in the process of being approved during the audit fieldwork. CVs
were available for only 10 of the 12 NSC members currently serving.
In addition, we were not provided with any conflict of interest declarations
signed by the NSC members.
Documentation and frequency of NSC meetings
We noted that, for the 33 month period under review, minutes for only two NSC
meetings were retained. We were informed that another meeting did take place
in 2016, but that these minutes could not be located and were not filed.
It was unclear what involvement the NSC had in monitoring grantee project
progress and we would expect meetings to be held more frequently than twice
in 33 months to ensure sufficient oversight of the SGP.

Impact:

The objectivity, transparency and credibility of the NSC is of paramount
importance to the success of the country programme, and for maintaining good
relationships with stakeholders.
If the NSC cannot be demonstrated to be duly independent, there is an
increased risk of bias, or the perception of bias, in the grant making process.

Recommendation:

The appointment of NSC members should follow the recommended
procedures stated in the Operational Guidelines, in order to increase
impartiality in the selection of grant awards. Details of the selection of members
should be retained.
NSC members should be rotated on a pre-determined and justifiable basis to
bring new ideas and expertise to the programme. Any appointment lasting
longer than three years should be appropriately justified.
All members of the NSC should sign a conflict of interest declaration, which
should be retained.
All critical information relating to grants approved during NSC meetings should
immediately be documented and signed by the members of the Committee
who were present. Minutes should be appropriately filed and retained.
NSC meetings should take place on a more frequent basis to ensure that
project progress is being formally monitored, and that members of the NSC are
up to date with regard to project progress.
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Management reply
and action plan:

2.

Title:

Action Plan as per recommendations:
-

Assess NSC member composition in order to launch a call for expression
of interest for new members and appoint (when applicable and possible)
new members.

-

For NSC members who comply with the conditions, issue appointment
letters.

-

at the next NSC meeting (December 2018): agree on annual calendar of
NSC meetings (at least two times per year)

-

All meeting minutes signed by all participating members and well filed
(hard and soft copies).

-

The NC shall review, register and obtain conflict of interest declarations
from all NSC members.

-

The NC will register and follow up the newly appointed NSC members in
order to keep track of the duration of their terms. This will include
appropriate justification of terms that are lasting longer than standard
procedures.

Selection process insufficiently documented

Functional area:

Grant management

Comparison
criteria:

Article 46 of the Operational Guidelines states that: “Each SGP country
programme should, after adopting or revising its CPS, prepare and issue an
SGP programme announcement. Information in the call for proposals should
clearly state that the SGP makes grants to eligible CSOs, with priority for
supporting poor and vulnerable communities in the GEF focal areas, with a
maximum grant amount for a project of US$50,000. The subsequent process
of developing an SGP project should then take place in a transparent manner
covering the: (i) project preparation guidelines setting forth the eligibility
criteria; (ii) application/proposal review process and calendar; (iii) formats for
project concept and proposal development, and; (iv) co-financing requirements
in cash and/or in-kind.”
Article 47 of the Operating Guidelines states that: “Each country programme
should determine which screening modality it will follow, and periodically
review this decision to make sure that the modality chosen is working well. In
both cases, project concept selection should be done on the basis of
established eligibility and selection criteria in accordance with the CPS. At the
very least, project concepts should be relevant to one or several of the GEF
focal areas and that they reflect the needs of the community or communities
and/or stakeholders that would be involved. Once the concepts have been
selected, the proponent organizations will be notified of this decision and asked
to develop complete project proposals.”
Section 4.4.3 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that: “The NSC is
responsible for the review, selection and approval of grants projects, and for
ensuring their technical and substantive quality with respect to the strategic
objectives of the SGP.
The NSC meeting (and its specific date) determines approval of proposed SGP
grants projects. The date of the meeting serves as a “time-stamp” for the actual
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grant commitment. The output of the meeting is a properly formulated Grant
Approval List & NSC Meeting Minutes signed by all NSC members (in the event
the NSC members are not available to sign the minutes, approval by email or
digital signature is accepted). The minutes should stipulate a reference to grant
allocation i.e. OP5 or OP6 which would determine which grant allocation the
grants belong to.
Grant proposals may be approved by the NSC with conditions. Once the
conditions for such cases are met, the grant proposal then becomes a fully
approved project. It is recommended to set a realistic deadline for the
conditions to be met within the same operational phase. Final approvals on
conditional proposals must occur within the same operational phase;
otherwise, they will be no longer available in next operational phase.”
Section 4.4.4 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that: “The SGP
country team should prepare the following before each NSC meeting:
•
A proposed list of potential grantees; if the grantees have received any
prior grants in the same OP, indicate the project number and amount;
•

Clear project descriptions for each proposal;

•

Proposed grant amount; and

•

A budget breakdown in US Dollars (US$) to be funded by GEF/SGP.

By the end of the NSC meeting the list of approved grantees needs to be
updated in order to act as the Grant Approval List & NSC Meeting Minutes.
This list shall contain all critical information on each project grant approved
during that meeting. The NSC participants shall immediately sign this Grant
Approval List at the conclusion of the same meeting.”
Priority:

High

Cause:

Compliance

Due date:

Immediate

Financial impact:

-

Facts /
observation:

Weaknesses in the call for proposals

Failure to comply with prescribed regulations,
rules and procedures

The only call for proposals issued for the Operational Phase 6 grants in
Rwanda did not include all of the information required by the Operational
Guidelines.
The call for proposal clearly stated that the SGP makes grants to eligible CSOs,
with priority for supporting poor and vulnerable communities in the GEF focal
areas, with a maximum grant amount for a project of US$50,000. The call also
included the project preparation guidelines and the formats for project
conception and proposal development. However, it did not include detailed
descriptions of the review process, or a timeline for review of proposals. Cofinancing requirements were also not made clear in the call for proposals or
related materials.
Lack of transparency over selection of proposals
As per the National Steering Committee minutes from December 2017, 29
applications for SGP funding were received. Of these 29 applications, seven
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were not short listed due to a lack of proof of registration, and no further detail
was recorded on how the remaining 22 applications were evaluated to result
in the 13 successful projects being awarded SGP funds. The scoring tables
were provided subsequent to our fieldwork, but should have formed part of the
formally retained and signed NSC meeting minutes.
No formal notifications were sent to grantees to inform them that their
proposals were successful; meetings were held with the NC and the grantees
on an informal basis and no record of these meetings was provided.
Lack of transparency over changes made to proposals after award
We found that 13 grants had been awarded without conditions in the NSC
meeting of December 2017. However, upon review of NSC meeting minutes,
from February 2018, a number of changes had been made to project proposals
following feedback from the Steering Committee and National Co-ordinator,
and a training session on proposal writing which was held on 15 January 2018.
The minutes provide no detail on a grant by grant basis as to what was
requested to be improved in each case, or whether the changes had been
implemented. The meeting minutes only stated that proposals and budgets
had, in general, improved. It is unclear what remedial action would have been
taken had the requested changes not been made, as the grants had already
been awarded without conditions.
Meeting minutes not signed by all NSC members
The Steering Committee minutes from December 2017, when the grant awards
were confirmed, were only signed by nine of the 12 Committee members.
Similarly, the minutes from the NSC meeting in February 2018 were only
signed by six of the 12 Committee members. No other evidence for the
approval of the either of the mentioned meeting minutes was provided (e.g. via
email or a digital signature).
Impact:

The objectivity, transparency and credibility of the grant selection process is of
paramount importance to the success of the country programme, and for
maintaining good relationships with stakeholders. It is important that all
applicants are fully aware of all of the requirements for selection, how the
proposals will be evaluated, and in what timeframe.
The lack of a transparent and documented basis of selection for the grants, as
well as a lack of formal agreement by each member of the Steering Committee,
obfuscates the process and jeopardises the overall objectivity and
transparency of the SGP programme.

Recommendation:

The NC should ensure that the process and timelines for selection of grantees,
as well as the co-financing requirements, are clearly stated in the call for
proposals and shared with the potential applicants.
Discussions concerning the selection of the grantees, and the basis for these
selections, should be formally documented as part of the meeting minutes.
Grants which are awarded subject to conditions should be clearly documented
in the minutes as such, and the conditions to be met should be clearly stated.
Any changes made to proposals should be formally documented, and both
versions of the proposal should be retained and filed to provide a clear audit
trail.
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All NSC minutes should be signed to demonstrate agreement by all members
of the Committee. Any members who cannot attend should be fully briefed on
the decisions made, and their agreement given by email and retained.
Management reply
and action plan:

The above recommendations will be considered for all the future call for
proposals.
Action Plan as per recommendations:
- NSC meeting to take place by 15/12/2018 to revisit previous minutes and
make amendments where necessary (ex: missing information) and sign them.
-- for all the meeting to come: NC commits to ensure the minutes (hard and
soft copies) are all signed and well filed (hard and soft copies)
- for all grant applications both versions of the proposal will be retained and
filed together to provide a clear audit trail not in different locations as they are
currently.

3.

Title:

Delay in the disbursement of funds

Functional area:

Financial monitoring and processes

Comparison
criteria:

Section 5.5 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that: “The act of
creating a Receipt from a PO in oneUNOPS serves as the certification that the
goods and services obligated in the PO are received or completed. For a SGP
grant, the Receipt certifies that a particular grant activity milestone related to a
scheduled payment is achieved. Creating a Receipt is absolutely mandatory.
It is important to create a Receipt immediately every time a grant activity
milestone is achieved as per the activity schedule in MOA through the
completion of Annex C. The creation of a Receipt does not authorise the actual
payment to the grantee, it is one of the requirements in the payment process
chain.”
Section 5.6 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that: “The RFP for
grants should be created as per the MOA stipulation under section 4.2: all
grants payments will be manually converted to the local currency amount in
oneUNOPS by the NCs/PAs using the UN Operational Rates of Exchange.
The exchange rate to use for each grant payment should correspond to the
month/year when the planned instalment is cleared for disbursement to the
grantee.”
Section 4.1 of the MOA for grant RWA/SGP/OP6/Y3/CORE/CC/2017/01 states
that: “UNOPS shall provide funds to the Local [CSO] in an amount of 25,060.00
US Dollars or Twenty five thousand and sixty US Dollars according to the
schedule set out below, subject to the Local [CSO]’s submission of timely and
accurate expense reports:
12,530 US Dollars or Twelve thousands five hundreds thirty US Dollars, upon
signature of this Agreement by both parties.”

Priority:

Medium

Cause:

Compliance
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Due date:

Immediate

Financial impact:

-

Facts /
observation:

We noted that for grant RWA/SGP/OP6/Y3/CORE/CC/2017/01, US$ 12,530
had been transferred to the grantee upon signing the MOA. However, this
amount was later refunded.
From discussions with the NC, this was because the funds were initially
transferred in US$, which the grantee was unable to receive in their bank
account, and so the payment of funds was never received by the grantee.
We noted that a payment to the grantee in local currency had still not been
completed at the time of our audit. This has created a delay of over nine months
from the date that the grantee signed the MOA and the receipt of the first
tranche of funds.

Impact:

Significant delays in advancing funds to grantees will in turn delay the start of
project activities, and the following reporting periods.

Recommendation:

Where grantees are unable to receive funds in US$, the request for payment
should be made in local currency, converted from the payment amount in the
MOA at the UN Operational Rate of Exchange.

Management reply
and action plan:

A new request of payment in local currency has now been created and is being
processed by UNOPS.
Such delays will be avoided in the future

4.

Title:

Functional area:

Grantee monitoring and other documentation not retained
Document Management – Filing and Archiving
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Comparison
criteria:

Section 2.6 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that “One of the core
assets in SGP is information. Most staff are receiving or producing significant
amounts of information on a daily basis -- everything from printed client
contracts to emails. The NC/PA is responsible for the proper and correct
archiving of all SGP related documentation. This is essential for both audit
purposes and the retention of knowledge and lessons learnt, (UNOPS Record
Retention Policy).
While a uniform filing system would be ideal, it is difficult to ensure congruency
across all SGP country offices. Documents should be organised in a filing
system that can be easily navigated. Most SGP files should be placed into one
of the following folders:
Grants Projects – Separate folders should be created for each grant project
and it should include the following files:
 Original MOA (and any existing amendments)
 Progress Reports
 Project Correspondence
Non-grant – Non-grant files should be filed in the following order
 COB authorisation
 POs
 Disbursements and supporting documentation
 Other general documents correspondence
 Organise by subject matter
 Use file separators.”

Priority:

High

Cause:

Resources

Due date:

Immediate

Lack of or inadequate resources (funds, skills,
staff, etc.) to carry out an activity or function

Financial impact:
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Facts /
observation:

We found that the grantee files followed no set structure, and there were
several instances of documents missing from the files. None of the grant files
contained the approval of the grant payment by the NC, or any correspondence
with the grantees. Financial information relating to grant disbursements,
particularly purchase orders and requests for payment, were not filed by the
NC. As a result, there is no documented evidence of the formal approval of
payments before they were made.
The following were also missing from the grant files on first inspection as a
result of incorrect filing:



The project proposal for the grantee NBDF; and
oneUNOPS supplier profile for grantee Dorcas.

Further to this, we found that no site visit reports were written or filed, although
some monitoring activities have been performed.
We understand from speaking to the NC that the grantees use a mobile
messenger service to communicate project progress to the NC on a regular
basis. However, this communication is not retained in the grant file, is difficult
to track and does not constitute meaningful follow-up by the NC.
All 10 of the projects who were due to submit progress reports before the end
of the audit period on 30 September 2018 failed to do so. As a result of the
lack of site visit reports, there is no formal evidence of follow-up on progress
by the NC, and no evidence was available during our audit to show meetings
had been held or site visits performed.
Impact:

The absence of a standardised filing procedure renders the process of a
completeness check far more difficult and time-consuming.
Without an orderly structured file, it is more likely that important documents are
omitted, thereby resulting in the potential delay of project implementation or
inaccurate information being presented to the beneficiary or SGP stakeholders.
Without periodic and documented project site visits there is a greater risk that
project delays go undetected.

Recommendation:

The NC should ensure that all necessary grant documentation, namely the
MoA plus any amendments, proposal documents, NSC and other approval
documents, progress and final reports, oneUNOPS and other financial
information, supporting invoices or similar, and any correspondence with the
grantees is maintained in both hard and soft copy for each grant.
Follow up on delays to project implementation and reporting should be
communicated formally to the grantees and filed appropriately. Site visit reports
should be documented and stored.
This may be facilitated through the introduction of a standardised filing system
(i.e. numbered sections which would apply to both hard and soft copies), and
a summary front sheet indicating the contents.
The NC should periodically perform spot checks on the files to ensure
completeness.
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Management reply
and action plan:

Action Plan as per recommendations:
- The NC will keep archives of all documents as per SOP section 2.6, and will
prioritize an organization of a filing system that can be easily navigated.
Documents includes, but not limited to: Grants Projects, Non-grant and Other
general documents correspondence.
- The NC will work in a timely manner in the elaboration of field visit reports.
This reports shall be duly shared with involved stakeholders (grantees, CPMT
focal point, etc.). These reports must be delivered prior to future trips to same
grantee.
- All meetings and correspondences with grantees to be filed (hard copies)

5.

Title:

Weaknesses in asset management

Functional area:

Asset management

Comparison
criteria:

Section 2.5 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that ”It is important
to maintain an updated inventory of all physical assets. The assets should be
tagged, and entered into asset inventory sheet. The assets inventory sheet
needs to be updated to reflect the correct status of the asset.”
Section 2.5 of the Standard Operating Procedures states that “The disposal or
transfer of any SGP equipment item is initiated by the NC and is undertaken in
accordance with the terms of the applicable local UNDP procedure. Assets are
written-off when it is established that they are missing, lost or damaged beyond
repair. Obsolete or surplus assets may also be written-off when their current
value is nil and/or it is established that they cannot be sold or donated. SGP
assets may be redeployed to another project with the same UNOPS client (i.e.
UNDP), whether that project is executed by UNOPS or not. Assets must be
made available at the SGP country office for inspection when an audit is
conducted.”

Priority:

Medium

Cause:

Compliance

Due date:

Immediate

Financial impact:

-

Facts /
observation:

We found that the inventory of assets did not contain sufficient detail, including
the original purchase price of assets, or their date of purchase.

Failure to comply with prescribed regulations,
rules and procedures

Furthermore, we noted that a number of obsolete, lost or broken assets
remained on the asset listing, provided in Annex II to this report.
Impact:

Without periodic reviews to update the asset listing there is a greater risk that
assets are lost or misappropriated, and the information reported is inaccurate.
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Recommendation:

Asset listings should be periodically reviewed and the status of assets updated
based on the results of a physical verification.
Asset listings should include sufficient detail, including an asset reference
number and the purchase price. It is also advisable to include an accounting
reference (e.g. voucher number) in order to clearly identify the item in the
system.
Any obsolete, lost or broken assets should be removed from the inventory of
assets, in line with the Standard Operating Procedures.

Management reply
and action plan:

The above recommendations are well received and will be implemented
immediately. The NC will seek advice from UNOPS and UNDP about the
disposal of obsolete items.

UNOPS SGP Rwanda
Internal audit report
SGP – Operational Phase 6
Rwanda – 11960 - 003
1 January 2016 – 30 September 2018

18

INTERNAL AUDIT AND INVESTIGATIONS GROUP

Annex I - Definitions
Standard Audit Ratings for overall performance of internal control system
Effective 1 January 2017, the internal audit services of UNDP, UNFPA, UNICEF, UNOPS and WFP
adopted harmonized audit rating definitions, as described below. IAIG assesses the entity under review
as a whole as well as the specific audit areas within the audited entity:
(a) satisfactory (effective),
(b) partially satisfactory (some improvement needed),
(c) partially satisfactory (major improvement needed), and
(c) unsatisfactory (ineffective).
The elements of the rating system take into account the audited office’s internal control system, risk
management practices, and their impact on the achievement of office objectives.
The definitions of the ratings are, as follows:
Standard rating

Definition

Satisfactory

The assessed governance arrangements, risk management
practices and controls were adequately established and
functioning well. Issues identified by the audit, if any, are unlikely
to affect the achievement of the objectives of the audited
entity/area.

(effective)

Partially satisfactory
(some improvement
needed)

Partially satisfactory
(major improvement
needed)

Unsatisfactory
(ineffective)

UNOPS SGP Rwanda
Internal audit report
SGP – Operational Phase 6
Rwanda – 11960 - 003
1 January 2016 – 30 September 2018

The assessed governance arrangements, risk management
practices and controls were generally established and functioning,
but need some improvement. Issues identified by the audit do not
significantly affect the achievement of the objectives of the audited
entity/area.
The assessed governance arrangements, risk management
practices and controls were established and functioning, but need
major improvement. Issues identified by the audit could
significantly affect the achievement of the objectives of the audited
entity/area.
The assessed governance arrangements, risk management
practices and controls were either not adequately established or
not functioning well. Issues identified by the audit could seriously
compromise the achievement of the objectives of the audited
entity.
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Categories for priorities of audit recommendations
The audit observations are categorized according to the priority of the audit recommendations and the
possible causes of the issues. The categorized audit observation provides a basis by which the UNOPS
country office management is to address the issues.
The following categories of priorities are used:
Categories

Definition

High

Prompt action is considered imperative to ensure that UNOPS is not exposed
to high risks (that is, where failure to take action could result in critical or
major consequences for the organization).

Medium

Action is considered necessary to avoid exposure to significant risks (that is,
where failure to take action could result in significant consequences).

Low

Action is considered desirable and should result in enhanced control or better
value for money.

Possible causes
The following categories of possible causes are used:
Rating

Definition

Compliance

Failure to comply with prescribed regulations, rules and procedures

Guidelines

Absence of written procedures to guide staff in the performance of their functions

Guidance

Inadequate or lack of supervision by supervisors

Human errors

Mistakes committed by staff entrusted to perform assigned functions

Resources

Lack of or inadequate resources (funds, skills, staff, etc.) to carry out an activity or
function

List of functional areas
The following categories of functional areas are used:


Grant management



Financial monitoring and processes



oneUNOPS processes



Document management – filing and archiving



Asset management
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Annex II – Asset listing
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Total Amount Assets (USD)

2,463

