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Summary 
 
The Office of Internal Audit and Investigations (OIAI) has conducted an audit of the South Africa 
Country Office. It covered the period from January 2020 to June 2021 and was conducted from 
19 May to 20 June 2021. It was done remotely, due to the COVID-19 pandemic-related global 
travel restrictions. The audit focused on the management of key areas that had been identified as 
potential risks in a prior risk assessment. Where appropriate, this report identifies the impact of 
COVID-19 on specific observations made during the audit. 
 
The audit identified a number of risk management and internal control processes that were 
working well in respect of the risks covered by the audit. South Africa has had the highest number 
of COVID-19 cases on the continent and the impact on children has been severe, but the 
convening role of UNICEF was cited by partners and UN bodies as having been very helpful. On 
the operations side, the office had introduced a financial monitoring mechanism that allowed the 
office to assess financial capacity of its implementing partners and to confirm that the expenditure 
reported was supported. It had also rolled out eTools to all its partners (this is a suite of tools 
designed by UNICEF to help its offices keep track of various functions). 
 
However, the audit also identified number of areas where further action was needed to better 
manage risks to UNICEF’s activities. The audit classified one of these as high priority – that is, 
requiring immediate management attention. This concerned the need to better define the office’s 
resourcing requirements, and to set out the impact of UNICEF South Africa’s role in influencing 
the use of resources on behalf of children of South Africa. 
 
 
Overall conclusion 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded that, subject to implementation of the 
actions agreed, the governance, risk management and internal control processes assessed in this 
audit were generally established and functioning during the period under audit.  
  
The South Africa Country Office, the Eastern and Southern Africa Regional Office, and OIAI intend 
to work together to monitor implementation of the measures that have been agreed. 
 

Office of Internal Audit and Investigations                               October 2021 
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Objectives and scope  
 
The Office of Internal Audit and Investigations (OIAI) has conducted an audit of the South Africa 
Country Office. The objective of the audit was to provide reasonable assurance as to whether the 
office’s governance, risk management and internal control processes over key activities were 
adequate and effective. The audit was conducted remotely in May and June 2021 due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic-related global travel restrictions (see Annex A on Methodology). It covered 
the period from January 2020 to June 2021 and was conducted in accordance with the 
International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Audit. 
 
The audit sought to assess key risks to the achievement of the office’s outcomes.  It focused on 
several key risk areas, which were identified in a risk assessment prior to the audit. They included: 
the office’s risk management and anti-fraud strategies; the programmatic framework for the 
country; the impact of pandemic on the programme and the emergency response; partnerships; 
and consultancies and contract management. 
 
This report presents the more important risks and issues found by the audit, the measures agreed 
with the South Africa Country Office to address them, and the timelines and accountabilities for 
their implementation. It does not include lower-level risks, which have been communicated to 
the office during the audit.  
 
The need to conduct the audit remotely meant that OIAI was unable to have direct interaction 
with the beneficiary communities or inspect projects supported by the office. To reach the audit 
conclusions, the audit team relied entirely on analyses of data available in corporate systems, 
review of the office’s monitoring processes and related reports, scanned copies of documents 
provided by the office, and of discussions with staff  and key implementing partners. Although 
OIAI performed its audit with due professional care, the internal audit cannot provide any 
assurance that all the control weaknesses or fraud will be detected. 
 

Background and context 
 
South Africa has a population of about 59.6 million, including roughly 19.7 million under the age 
of 18 years. With a Gross National Income (GNI) per capita of US$ 7,133 in 2019, it is ranked as a 
high (upper) middle-income country, and its economy is the second largest on the African 
continent.  
 
The country has made remarkable progress in several social indicators since the end of apartheid 
in 1994. However, it is one of the most unequal countries in the world, with a Gini coefficient of 
0.67;1 and, compared to other countries with a similar Human Development Index (HDI), South 
Africa demonstrates poorer performance on key child indicators. In 2020, Statistics South Africa 
and UNICEF completed the first multidimensional poverty study2 for children and established that 
62 per cent of children can be regarded as multidimensionally poor.  
 
The country continues to have the highest COVID-19 burden in Africa, and the pandemic has 

 
1 The Gini coefficient is a measure of inequality in a country, where 0 equals absolute equality; 1 would 
indicate absolute concentration of wealth. 
2 Child poverty in South Africa: A Multiple Overlapping Deprivation Analysis, June 2020. 
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posed a threat to access to essential health services for children in the country. During the COVID-
19 pandemic, income and basic services have been reduced, the nutritional situation has 
worsened, and inequalities in the education sector have been amplified, with children from 
poorer schools disproportionately affected by school closures. In early March 2020 the United 
Nations in South Africa developed a COVID-19 response plan, which is fully aligned with the 
national COVID-19 response plan. Both plans draw heavily from the World Health Organization’s 
Global Strategic Response Plan (SRP).   
 
The 2020-2025 programme’s approved budget amounted to US$ 48.3 million. The office has 46 
posts in Pretoria with nine international professional, 19 national officers, and 18 general 
services). Of the total. Of the 46 positions, three posts were for temporary assistants and nine 
posts were vacant at the time of audit.  
 
The 2020-2025 country programme management plan noted that UN System in South Africa is 
comprised of 17 funds and programmes, specialized agencies, and other entities.  Although the 
Government of South Africa and the UN Country Team (UNCT)  have not adopted the ‘Delivery as 
One (DaO)’ procedures, the UNCT has agreed to adopt some components of the DaO by 
introducing the ‘delivering together’ concept to better adapt UN’s support to the rapidly changing 
national development context.  
 

Audit observations 
Work planning  
The previous country programme, originally intended to run from 2013 to 2017, had been 
extended three times up to June 2020. This had been done to ensure it was aligned with the 
Government’s medium-term strategic framework and the 2020-2025 UN Sustainable 
Development Cooperation Framework (UNSDCF). A new country programme had been approved, 
although the UNSDCF had still not been signed at the time of the audit in June 2021.  
 
Workplans identify the activities a country office will support during a given period, and the roles 
and responsibilities of the office and the Government in ensuring that resources are provided, 
and activities are effectively implemented. However, the office had not signed any workplans with 
the Government since 2018, due to delays in signing the UNSDCF.  The office had shared the 2020 
draft workplans for three of its programme sections with Government; however, there had so far 
been no endorsement from the ministries. UNICEF considers the Government’s formal 
endorsement as the only tangible evidence of the Government’s commitment to UNICEF-
supported interventions and to deploy its resources to achieve results for children through the 
interventions.  Therefore, without the required endorsement, there is a risk that UNICEF may be 
unable to achieve its strategic objectives in South Africa. 
 
The audit noted that from 2017 to 2020, there had been a high turnover in in the office’s senior 
staff members during the critical time of developing the new country programme. This had had 
an impact on institutional knowledge, stakeholder relationship management and indeed, on staff 
morale. 
 
Agreed action 1 (medium priority): The office agrees to, in the absence of signed workplans, put 
in place a mechanism acceptable to Government partners for obtaining their agreement and 
endorsement for planned activities; and standardize the use of this mechanism across all sections. 
  
Responsible staff members: Deputy Representative   
Date by which action will be taken: 30 November 2021 
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Results formulation 
The needs of a given country or programme will change over time, and this should be taken into 
account when extending a country programme beyond its planned end date – something the 
South Africa country office had done three times. For extensions without any major changes to 
the approved programme structure, strategic focus and budget, UNICEF requires offices to 
provide the reasons, along with an updated summary budgets in revised programme documents. 
When the office does design a new country programme, it should adjust its strategic focus on the 
basis of updated data, analysis, and the results of the assessment of its old programme.  
 
The audit found that, although the office had extended its 2013-2017 programme through 2020 
and made a number of adjustments  to the programme in response to changing circumstances, it 
did not adjust or update the original planned results to reflect the impact of the extensions. In 
addition, the office did not complete end-of-cycle assessments for the outcomes/outputs of the 
cycle, making it harder to know whether its planned results were met. Further, a review by the 
audit of transactions related to six implementing partners noted that none of the FACE forms3 
submitted were clearly linked the sectoral workplans. In some instances, the implementation 
period was not reflected. It was also difficult to see clear links between planned results in the 
programme documents, and the results statements and performance targets recorded on FACE 
forms and the end-of-2020 assessments in RAM.4  
 
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic and ensuing global emergency, the office had signed 
several humanitarian partnership documents (HPDs). However, the results set out in the HPDs 
were also not clearly linked to results as defined in the RAM.  Also, given the impact of the 
pandemic on children is now clearer, the office needed to further articulate the changes the 
pandemic has had on the country programme targets and activities. 
 
Agreed action 2 (medium priority): As part of its annual review, the office agrees to:    
  

i. Undertake a quantitative analysis of the South Africa office’s extended country 
programme cycle, which should include deep dives into strategies utilized during this 
period and their effectiveness.  

ii. Strengthen the annual review by enhancing the templates and documentation with 
respect to the assessment of results against defined outputs and annual targets.  

iii. Ensure that the linkages between the programme documents, FACE forms and defined 
outputs and annual targets in RAM are clarified.   

iv. Make use of the annual review to reflect on the overall impact of the pandemic on 
planned results – and adjust planned programme outputs, indicators, and targets 
accordingly. 

 
Responsible staff members: Deputy Representative and PMRE manager with guidance from 
ESARO planning chief and Quality Assurance Specialist 
Date by which action will be taken: 31 March 2022 
 

 
3 The Funding Authorization Certificate of Expenditure (FACE) form is used by the partner to request and 
liquidate cash transfers. It is also used by UNICEF to process the requests for and liquidation of cash 
transfers. The FACE forms should reflect the workplans, which set out the activities for which funds are 
being requested, or on which they have been spent. 
4 The RAM is the Results Assessment Module, an online portal in which offices report their results against 
targets. 
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Budget management 
The country programme management plan (CPMP) for the current (2020-2025) country 
programme showed that the budget for the new programme had been reduced by approximately 
US$ 31 million (39.3 percent) compared to the previous (2013-2020) country programme budget 
(the budget had remained unchanged even though the existing country programme had been 
extended). The reduction varied by programme component, as shown in Table 1 below. During 
the extended 2013-2020 programme period, the office had mobilized 66 percent of the planned 
amount. 
 

Table 1: Summary budget and allotment (in US$ 000s) 

Programme component 
2013-17 
planned Total 

2013-20 
actual Total 

2020-25 
planned Total 

Child survival and development 20,000 14,484 8,227 
Basic education 25,000 26,065 18,676 
Adolescent development - 0.38 4,462 
Child protection 20,000 9,804 7,454 
Social policy and advocacy 7,550 3,006 3,173 
Cross-sectoral 7,000 9,413 6,303 
Total 79,550 64,984 48,295 

 
The audit reviewed the budgets and noted differences and variations that implied a lack of 
accuracy in the estimation, alignment and oversight of resources required to achieve planned 
results.  For example, the CPMP stated that the office’s resource mobilization5 strategy for July 
2020-June 2025 was to raise US$ 69 million, which was US$ 27.7 million more than the 2020-2025 
programme’s planned budget. The office told the audit that it was an error, but it had not been 
identified and corrected either by them or by the UNICEF regional office at the time of CPMP 
submission.  
 
Also, the South Africa office’s performance scorecard did not break down the key performance 
indicators (KPIs) by the annual planned amounts for all outputs and individual result of the 
previous country programme, although – as stated in UNICEF Result Based Budgeting (RBB) 
procedure – this is important for the proper alignment of financial resources to strategic results. 
This had arisen in part because that breakdown had not been reviewed at the times the country 
programme was extended. It was also observed that 63 percent of outputs had higher budget 
allocations than the corresponding planned budget in VISION, which is an indication that the office 
had either obtained funds for and/or undertaken activities not budgeted for.    
 
It was also noted in the Technical Review Team (TRT) minutes that the office was asked to submit 
a structure that aligned with the programmatic needs and availability of funding, as the TRT had 
questions on the affordability of the office’s initial Programme Budget Review (PBR)6 submission. 
At the time of audit, the office was revising its CPMP for the PBR in September 2021; however, 

 
5 While the terms “resource mobilization” and “fundraising” are often used interchangeably, the former is 
slightly broader; although fundraising is its largest single component, it also includes mobilizing resources 
in the form of people (volunteers, consultants and seconded personnel), partnerships, or equipment and 
other in-kind donations. 
6 The programme budget review (PBR) is a review of a UNICEF unit or country office’s proposed 
management plan for its forthcoming country programme. For a country office, it is carried out by a 
regional-level committee, which will examine – among other things – the proposed office structure, 
staffing levels and fundraising strategy, and whether they are appropriate for the proposed activities and 
objectives. The TRT is part of that process. 
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the questions raised by the TRT put in doubt the extent to which the budgeting processes followed 
the tenets of results-based budgeting. which state that results should be modified if they are 
unaffordable or costs cannot be justified against the resources available. 
 
Agreed action 3 (medium priority): The office agrees to carefully review its country programme 
budget so that all documents are aligned or can be reconciled; and, where appropriate, adjust the 
budget ceiling to reflect affordability and align the activities and results with the planned budget, 
as required in results-based budgeting. 
 
Responsible staff members: Representative; Country Management Team; Quality Assurance 
Specialist 
Date by which action will be taken: 31 October 2021 
 
 

Private sector fundraising 
South Africa is the only UNICEF country office in in the region (and on the continent) with private 
sector fundraising (PSFR) status. According to UNICEF’s guidelines,7 South Africa is a stage three 
country, which means that it may fundraise in-country without restrictions to generate flexible 
resources for the global organization, as well as to cover the office’s own operating expenses.  
 
South Africa is classified as an upper middle-income country, which makes it harder for the 
country office to raise resources from donors. The 2020-2025 resource mobilization strategy 
developed in 2019 noted that bilateral donors are reducing their support to South Africa and that 
some donors had completely pulled out. With a shrinking pool of donors and increasing 
competition with local organizations, funding prospects in South Africa are debatable, and the 
office was not meeting the targets agreed with UNICEF’s Private Fundraising and Partnerships 
(PFP) office – despite actively pursuing funding from local donors. Moreover COVID 19’s impact 
on the economy made even more difficult to fundraise.  
 
The audit noted that the office’s fundraising with the corporate private sector took insufficient 
consideration of local challenges – like the limited corporate social investment (CSI) budgets of 
South African companies and the need for tax certificates, which the UN currently cannot provide.  
Meanwhile the country programme planned to raise US$ 41 million from private sector over a 
five-year period.  
 
In a discussion with PFP, the audit was told that – based on experience and lessons learned from 
other country offices with PSFR operations – the South Africa office’s nascent PSFR programme 
may take time and investment to achieve its full potential. However, private sector fundraising 
requirements are geared for quick returns on its PSFR investments, which the office was not going 
to get. As a result, PSFR staff positions were abolished and/or replaced, based on affordability, 
without consideration of the uniqueness of the South African market. This may result in a missed 
opportunity to support the growing private sector in South Africa and the lessons it can provide 
for increasing PSFR across the region. In addition, South Africa has one of the highest Gini 
coefficients8 in the world, and the COVID-19 pandemic has worsened this. As a result, the needs 
of the most vulnerable children are increasing even as the office’s available financial resources 
are reducing.   
 

 
7 See the Guidance for Regional and Country Offices on the Management of Private Sector Fundraising. 
8 The Gini index, or Gini coefficient, is a measure of the distribution of income across a population. It is 
often used as a gauge of economic inequality, measuring income distribution among a population. 
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In the past, the office was able to partially address the needs of vulnerable children encouraging 
the private sector to allocate resources through a number of mechanisms that did not involve the 
actual receipt of funds or fund mobilization by UNICEF South Africa. The office told the audit that 
it intended to build on its experience in this respect. However, current UNICEF indicators do not 
account for results for children achieved through the leveraging of resources. So the office cannot 
reflect UNICEF’s achievements in South Arica in this respect. In the absence of organizational 
indicators for that, the office should better articulate the impact of its role as a broker and 
convener in leveraging resources for the needs of vulnerable children. Such guidance on this 
matter should align with steps being taken under UNICEF’s B4R initiative.9 
 
Agreed action 4 (high priority):  The office agrees to, with input from PFP and the regional office: 
 

i. Define realistic targets that take into account metrics that are linked to the South African 
market and the opportunities identified. 

ii. Consider reviewing the Private Sector Plan (PSP) and the PSFR staffing and operations, 
based on country-specific criteria and with a view to longer-term investment that can be 
used as a model for PSFR in the region. The PSP should then be formally agreed with PFP 
and the regional office. 

iii. Consult with the regional office, the Division of Data, Analytics, Planning and Monitoring 
(DAPM) and Programme Group (PG) on how to document and record indicators on 
leveraging modalities that lead to private sector contributions to programme targets, and 
outcomes for children in line, with the B4R initiative. 

 
Responsible staff members: Chief of Communications and Partnership with input from ESARO and 
PFP; PMRE Manager; Chief Communications and Partnership 
Date by which action will be taken: 31 December 2021 
 
 

Partnership management 
The audit looked at the office’s partnership strategy, its selection of partners and the way 
partnerships were defined and agreed. It noted several areas that could be enhanced, reducing 
the risk that partnerships might not deliver maximum benefit for children. 
 
Partnership strategy: Partnership was identified in the 2020-2025 country programme document 
as one of the key implementation strategies. However, the office did not set out how it intended 
to operationalize the strategy. For example, it did not say how collaborative (as opposed to 
financial) arrangements with NGOs for child rights or services were to be pursued and what the 
outcomes would look like. Additionally, strategic, and collaborative engagements such as the CEO 
network10 and Generation Unlimited11 were not reflected in the workplans or the Results 
Assessment Module (RAM).12 
 

 
9  The Business for Results (B4R) framework (launched by the Private Fundraising and Partnerships 
Division and now co-led with the Programme Group) marks UNICEF corporate commitment to advance 
this strategic area of work by expanding and enhancing its engagement with business and integrating the 
role of business more systematically into the programming cycle. 
10 The Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Network was established as forum for industry leaders within the 
South African private sector to constructively engage with UNICEF around the SDGs as they relate to 
children. 
11 A platform bringing together youth, Government, private sector, the UN, civil society, and academia. 
12 The RAM is an online portal in which UNICEF offices upload their results. 



Internal audit of the South Africa Country Office (2021/12)                                                                       10 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 

 

Selection process: UNICEF strongly encourages the identification and selection of partners 
through a competitive process; this allows the identification of new approaches, diversity in 
partnerships and a comparative analysis of different strategies and costs to reach desired results.  
In 2020/2021, the office partnered with 31 NGOs. All those reviewed by the audit had been 
identified not through a competitive process, but through direct selection in the UN partnership 
portal (UNPP). There had been a call for expressions of interest, but it was limited to partners 
registered in the portal. This reduced the opportunity to increase the number and diversity of 
potential partners  
 
Partnership documentation: In NGO partnerships, UNICEF and the NGO in question pool 
resources together to achieve commonly defined results. Partnership agreements where there is 
a transfer of UNICEF resources to an NGO are formalized through programme documents (PDs), 
Humanitarian Programme Documents (HPD) and/or small-scale funding agreements (SSFAs). All 
include a section that outlines the NGO partner’s monetary or in-kind contributions to the 
achievement of defined results – which is critical in a resource-constrained environment. 
However, the audit’s review of sample PDs found that in some instances the information on 
partner contributions was not sufficient. Examples included “Informal partnerships are being 
established with local experts and training organizations”, which was not a clear articulation of 
what that would contribute to the result. 
 
Work process simplification:  The processing time from the submission of the PD to the time funds 
were disbursed and the activities performed was very long, with delays in disbursing funds of 120, 
64, 54 and 43 days after the planned start date of activities. Processing delays were also 
mentioned by partners interviewed. The reasons for the delays have not been reviewed, but the 
office made reference to cumbersome and time-consuming processes; an example provided was 
that signature of all PDs and SSFAs, irrespective of the amount, was assigned to the 
Representative. The office acknowledged that there had been various controls and processes that 
were being reviewed. 
  
Agreed action 5 (medium priority):  The office agrees to:  
 

i. Define a partnership strategy that specifies how and when to engage in strategic and 
collaborative partnerships; and look to widen and diversify the partnership pool through 
competitive selection from a greater array of prospective partners.  

ii. Strengthen the quality review so that other partners who have a role in programme 
implementation are specified in the programme document and linked to the workplan. 

iii. Strengthen the efficiency and effectiveness of the process by understanding the bottlenecks 
and simplifying cumbersome and time-consuming processes. 

 
Responsible staff members: Chief of Communications and Partnerships; Deputy Representative; 
PMRE Manager; Quality Assurance Specialist 
Date by which action will be taken: 31 March 2022 
 
 

Risk management management 
UNICEF’s enterprise risk management (ERM) framework is the umbrella under which risks to 
UNICEF and its beneficiaries are documented, managed, and reported.  Individual offices perform 
and report assessments of risks to their objectives, including major contextual shocks or stresses 
that might erode development progress. One part of this is keeping the assessments updated in 
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e-GRC.13 However, the audit noted that the office e-GRC had not been kept up to date (for 
example, the individuals named as the risk owners were no longer working in that office).  
 
Further, the register did not include all the significant risks and their mitigations measures that 
had been identified in the different risk assessments performed in the office. For instance, there 
were programmatic risks and related mitigation measures identified in the programme strategy 
notes (PSNs) that were not included in the e-GRC. An example was the Child Protection PSN, which 
identified several risks, including those linked to inter-sectoral collaboration, overlapping and/or 
inconsistent sectoral policies, and lack of coherence in how to address violence, inequality, and 
poverty.  
 
The office said it had had limited use of e-GRC, because 2020 was a transition year with a new 
senior management team and new teams in programme sections. In addition, at the time eGRC 
was deployed in 2020, the office was focused on supporting the COVID-19 response and there 
had not been time to get comprehensive training on how to use the UNICEF risk management 
framework. e-GRC should enable a holistic and collaborative risk management across the office. 
The risks identified from various assessments can be recorded in e-GRC to enable identification 
of  gaps and redundancies in mitigating actions and risk-informed decisions. 
 
Agreed action 6 (medium priority):  The office agrees to:  
 

i. Utilize eGRC to ensure the multiple risk assessments are comprehensive and integrated, 
and that they are used to identify and focus on the most critical cross-sectional risks. 

ii. With the support of the regional office and the Division of Financial and Administrative 
Management (DFAM),  conduct training to strengthen risk management activity, including 
the use of the e-GRC corporate platform to capture risks, identify mitigation measures, 
and track them, elevating risks as appropriate. 

 
Responsible staff members: Chief of Operations 
Date by which action will be taken: 31 October 2021 
 
 

Follow-up on previous audits and reviews 
OIAI’s previous internal audit of the South Africa office was conducted in November 2015, and 
the report issued in 2016.14 In addition, the regional office carried out peer and operations review 
exercises in October 2018 and May 2019, and a follow-up was conducted in November 2019  
 
The internal audit report had included 13 recommendations, two of which were high priority. One 
of the high-risk recommendations included contracts for services, while the other concerned 
vacancies and workloads. In the peer-review report, there were numerous high-risk issues related 
to financial controls and operations, including direct cash transfers (DCTs), partnerships and 
HACT.15 The audit noted that not all the issues raised in these reports had been fully dealt with, 
raising the concern that the risks might remain unaddressed. Areas of concern to the audit 
included the following. 
 

 
13 UNICEF’s online enterprise Governance, Risk Management, and Compliance (eGRC) tool centralizes the 
monitoring and reporting of exceptions to procedure, helping track potential risks and raise awareness of 
their impact. Besides these functions, it is a repository of key risks and practical ways to mitigate them. 
14 Internal Audit of the Republic of South Africa Country Office (2016/06). 
15 HACT is the Harmonized Approach to Cash Transfers, a framework used by UNICEF and two other UN 
agencies to obtain assurance on the use of cash transfers to partners. 
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Cash transfers: From January 2020 to June 2021, the office transferred U$ 4.9 million to 
implementing partners. In June 2021 the office had outstanding DCTs amounting to US$ 2.7 
million, out of which US$ 521,107 (19 percent) had been outstanding over six months and US$ 
96,021 (3.5 percent) more than nine months. Delays of this sort in liquidation of DCTs could affect 
programme implementation, as they may delay the release of subsequent DCTs to the partners 
concerned; that could in turn delay the timely implementation of DCT-supported activities.   
 
Implementation of assurance activity action points:  At the time of audit, there were 10 follow-
up action points that had been raised in different HACT assurance activities and were still open; 
eight of the 10 had been open for more than one year. Delays in addressing the issues found could 
reduce the impact of assurance activities.  
 
Property, plant, and equipment (PPE): The peer review noted that the office did not comply with 
the policy that requires offices to submit to the Property Survey Board (PSB) a list of obsolete 
items and/or surplus for disposal at least once a year.  The office’s PSB had met in November 2019 
and its recommendations were to have been implemented in 2020, but due to lockdown 
restrictions this could not be done. This exercise is particularly important because the office is 
getting ready to move into new office premises.   
 
Protection from sexual abuse and exploitation (PSEA) capacity: There were 11 implementing 
partners assessed as high risk that required PSEA action plans in order to address the high-risk 
issues identified in PSEA assessments performed by an external contractor. The contractor had 
provided several recommendations that needed to be reviewed, prioritized, and discussed with 
NGO partners with a view to the possible implementation of the key ones.  
 
Agreed action 7 (medium priority):  The office agrees to: 
 

i. Monitor the implementation of all audit and peer review recommendations so that 
actions taken to implement them are sustained and risks identified are adequately 
controlled. 

ii. Review the risk levels of partners assessed as high-risk by the PSEA assessment and ensure 
there is an action plan to build their capacity; support them where possible; and ensure 
key recommendations from the assessment are implemented. 

 
Responsible staff members: Chief of Operations; Quality Assurance Specialist; PSEA Focal Point 
Date by which action will be taken: February 2022 
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Annex A:  Methodology, and definitions 
of priorities and conclusions 

 
The audit team used a combination of methods, including interviews with staff of the office, 
donors and implementing partners, document reviews and testing samples of transactions. It 
conducted the audit remotely because of the COVID-19 pandemic that prevented on-site visit.  
The audit compared actual controls, governance and risk management practices found in the 
office against expected controls established in UNICEF policies, procedures, and contractual 
arrangements.  
 
OIAI is firmly committed to working with auditees and helping them to strengthen their internal 
controls, governance and risk management practices in the way that is most practical for them. 
With support from the relevant regional office, the country office reviews and comments upon a 
draft report before the departure of the audit team. The Representative and their staff then work 
with the audit team on agreed action plans to address the observations. These plans are 
presented in the report together with the observations they address. OIAI follows up on these 
actions and reports quarterly to management on the extent to which they have been 
implemented. When appropriate, OIAI may agree an action with, or address a recommendation 
to, an office other than the auditees (for example, a regional office or HQ division). 
 
The audit looks for areas where internal controls can be strengthened to reduce exposure to fraud 
or irregularities. It is not looking for fraud itself. This is consistent with normal auditing practices. 
However, UNICEF’s auditors will consider any suspected fraud or mismanagement reported 
before or during an audit and will ensure that the relevant bodies are informed. This may include 
asking the Investigations section to take action if appropriate. 
 
The audit was conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the Professional 
Practice of Internal Auditing of the Institute of Internal Auditors. OIAI also followed the reporting 
standards of International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions. 
 

Priorities attached to agreed actions 
 
High: Action is considered imperative to ensure that the audited entity is not exposed 

to high risks. Failure to take action could result in major consequences and issues. 
 
Medium: Action is considered necessary to avoid exposure to significant risks. 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. Low-priority actions, if any, are agreed with the country-office 
management but are not included in the final report. 

 

Conclusions 
 
The conclusions presented in the Summary fall into one of four categories: 
 
[Unqualified (satisfactory) conclusion] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded at the end of the audit that the control 
processes over the office were generally established and functioning during the period under 
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audit. 
 
[Qualified conclusion, moderate] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded at the end of the audit that, subject to 
implementation of the agreed actions described, the controls and processes over the office were 
generally established and functioning during the period under audit. 
 
[Qualified conclusion, strong] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded that the controls and processes over the 
office needed improvement to be adequately established and functioning.   
 
[Adverse conclusion] 
Based on the audit work performed, OIAI concluded that the controls and processes over the 
office needed significant improvement to be adequately established and functioning.   




