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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Moore Stephens LLP conducted the financial audit of ‘Programme d’Urgence de Développement 
Communautaire’ (PUDC) (Project ID 86871 and Output ID 94053) (the project), directly implemented 
by UNDP Senegal (‘the Office’) for the year ended 31 December 2017. The audit was undertaken on 
behalf of UNDP, Office of Audit and Investigations (OAI).  

We have issued audit opinions as summarised in the table below and as detailed in the next section: 

Project Financial Position Qualified 

Statement of Fixed Assets  Unmodified 

Statement of Cash Position Unmodified 

 
As a result of our audit, we have raised three audit findings with a net financial impact totalling  
$ 47,506.06 as summarised in the table below. The issues raised in finding 1 mean that there is 
uncertainty surrounding whether the project can meet its financial obligations and whether it will be 
completed.  
 

No. Title Priority Net 
financial 
impact 

$ 

1 Financial arrangements with donor not sufficiently formalized High - 

2 Non-compliance with budget override policy High - 

3 Transaction recorded twice Medium 47,506.06 

Total 47,506.06 

 
The project was audited in the prior year and the implementation status of the recommendations is as 
follows: 
 

No. Title Summary of observation Summary of 
recommendation 

Recommendation 
implemented? 

1 Incorrect statement 
of assets 

Two vehicles and two laptops for 
a total value of $ 58,501.53 were 
removed from the asset report but 
the change was not reflected in 
Atlas. 

In addition, two servers were 
purchased for $ 38,819.80 but 
were not included in the asset 
report. Financial impact $ 
(18,686.73). 

Reconcile the 
statement of assets 
and Atlas and 
ensure disposals 
and additions are 
reflected 
immediately. 

Implemented 

2 Discrepancies 
between days 
worked and days 
paid (finding also 
raised in 2016 audit 
report) 

There were inconsistencies 
between the number of days 
worked and those paid for 
consultants. Financial impact $ 
7,847.25. 

Consultants should 
be paid according 
to the number of 
days actually 
worked. Improve 
the verification of 
timesheets. 

Implemented 

3 Insufficient 
supporting 
documentation for 
an executing partner 

A project partner was not subject 
to a micro-evaluation. 

Supporting documents contained 
signatures that were not genuine. 
Financial impact $ 32,699.73. 

Each partner should 
be subject to a 
micro-evaluation. 
The partner should 
be investigated. 

Implemented 
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4 Non-efficient use of 
programme 
resources 

The programme hired cars on 
several occasions while it owned 
12 vehicles that were not used for 
long periods. 

Two laptops were lost. 

Rationalize the use 
of vehicles. The 
loss of laptops 
should be reported 
and security 
improved. 

Implemented 

5 BRS tax not 
withheld on 
payments 

BRS taw was not withheld on 
payments to non-residents. 

Seek advice from 
tax authorities 
regarding the 
modalities of 
withholding taxes 
and the payment to 
the government. 

Not implemented 

6 Advance payment 
not fully covered by 
a bank guarantee 

There were two instances where 
advance payments were not fully 
covered by bank guarantees. 

Advance payments 
should be fully 
covered by bank 
guarantees. 

Implemented 

7 Insufficient follow-up 
of fuel 

(recommendation 
raised in 2016, 
partly implemented 
in 2017) 

Material variations in fuel 
consumption were not formalized 
in a document 

Formalize the 
follow-up of fuel 

Implemented 

 
 

 
 
Mark Henderson 
Partner 
 
Moore Stephens LLP 
150 Aldersgate Street 
London EC1A 4AB 
 
23 August 2018 
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THE AUDIT ENGAGEMENT 

 

Audit Objectives and Scope 

The objective of the financial audit was to express an opinion on the DIM project’s financial position 

that includes: 
 
 Expressing an opinion on whether the financial expenses incurred by the project between 1 

January and 31 December 2017, in the Combined Delivery Report (CDR), the Funds Utilization 
statement as at 31 December 2017 and the accounts receivable and accounts payable as at 31 
December 2017, are fairly presented in accordance with UNDP accounting policies and that the 
expenses incurred were: (i) in conformity with the approved project budgets; (ii) for the approved 
purposes of the project; (iii) in compliance with the relevant regulations and rules, policies and 
procedures of UNDP; and (iv) supported by properly approved vouchers and other supporting 
documents.  

 Expressing an opinion on whether the Statement of Fixed Assets, at net book value, presents fairly 
the balance of depreciated assets of the UNDP project as at 31 December 2017. This statement 
must include all assets available as at 31 December 2017 and not only those purchased in a given 
period.  

Where a DIM project does not have any assets or equipment, it is not necessary to express such 
an opinion. 

 Expressing an opinion on whether the Statement of Cash Position held by the project presents 
fairly the cash and bank balance of the UNDP project as at 31 December 2017.  

In cases where the cash transactions of the audited DIM project are made through the country 
office bank accounts, this type of opinion is not required. 
 

The financial audit was conducted in accordance with International Standards on Auditing (ISA), the 
700 series. As applicable, the audit report provides the progress made in implementing the 
recommendations raised in the previous year’s audit report. 
 
The scope of the audit related only to transactions concluded and recorded against the UNDP DIM 
project between 1 January and 31 December 2017. The scope of the audit did not include: 
 
 Activities and expenses incurred or undertaken at the level of “responsible parties”, unless the 

inclusion of these expenses is specifically required in the request for proposal; and 

 Expenses processed and approved in locations outside the country such as UNDP Regional 
Centres and UNDP Headquarters and where the supporting documentation is not retained at the 
level of the UNDP country office.  
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AUDIT OPINIONS 

Independent Auditor’s Report to UNDP - Programme d’Urgence de 
Développement Communautaire (PUDC) 

Project Financial Position 

To the Director of the Office and Audit and Investigations, United Nations 
Development Programme 
 
We have audited the financial position of the UNDP project ID 86871 ‘Programme d’Urgence de 
Développement Communautaire’ (PUDC) output ID 94053, for the period from 1 January to 31 
December 2017 which includes: (a) the accompanying Combined Delivery Report (CDR); (b) the Funds 
Utilization statement (“the statement”); and (c) the project-related accounts receivable and accounts 
payable.  

The CDR expenditure totalling $ 67,222,070.05, is comprised of expenditure directly incurred by the 
UNDP Country Office in Senegal for an amount of $ 65,302,061.31, expenditure of $ 573,096.86 
recorded under the government column of the CDR, international payroll expenditure of $ 1,337,779.55 
processed and approved by another UNDP office and travel and related payments totalling $ 9,132.33 
processed and approved by another UNDP office. Our audit only covered the expenditure directly 
incurred by the UNDP Country Office in Senegal of $ 65,302,061.31. The Funds Utilization statement 
included commitments of $ 52,542,519.13, which were covered by our audit. 

Qualified opinion  

In our opinion, except for the effects of the matter described in the basis for opinion section of our 
report, the attached CDR and Funds Utilization statement present fairly, in all material respects, the 
expenses of $ 65,302,061.31 directly incurred by the UNDP Country Office in Senegal and charged to 
the project for the period from 1 January to 31 December 2017 and the balance of commitments as at 
31 December 2017 of $ 52,542,519.13  in accordance with UNDP accounting policies and were: (i) in 
conformity with the approved project budgets; (ii) for the approved purposes of the project; (iii) in 
compliance with the relevant regulations and rules, policies and procedures of UNDP; and (iv) 
supported by properly approved vouchers and other supporting documents. 

Basis for opinion 

The project’s financial arrangements with the donor were not sufficiently formalised, causing project 
payments to be received on an irregular basis (see Finding 1) and causing significant committed 
expenditure to be recorded outside of Atlas (see Finding 2). Funding from the project donor had not 
been received as at 31 December 2017 to support the commitments balance of $ 52,542,519.13 at that 
date.  

As at 29 June 2018, only $ 14,739,099 in further funding had been received meaning that $ 37,803,420 
of the commitments at 31 December 2017 remained without funding in place to enable them to be paid. 
There is therefore uncertainty surrounding whether the project can meet its financial obligations and 
whether it will be completed. 

These observations are deemed to be material matters of non-compliance with the relevant regulations, 
rules, policies and procedures of UNDP.  

We conducted our audit in accordance with International Standards on Auditing. Our responsibilities 
under those provisions and standards are further described in the ‘Auditor’s responsibilities’ section of 
this report. 

We are independent of UNDP in accordance with the International Ethics Standards Board of 
Accountants’ Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants. We have fulfilled our other ethical 
responsibilities in accordance with these requirements, and we have fulfilled our other ethical 
responsibilities in accordance with this code. We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is 
sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion. 
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Management responsibilities  

Management is responsible for the preparation of the CDR and the Funds Utilization statement of the 
project and for such internal control as management determines is necessary to enable the preparation 
of a CDR and Funds Utilization statement that are free from material misstatement, whether due to 
fraud or error. 

Auditor’s responsibilities  

Our objectives are to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the CDR and the Funds Utilization 
statement are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error, and to issue an auditor’s 
report that includes our opinion. Reasonable assurance is a high level of assurance, but is not a 
guarantee that an audit conducted in accordance with ISAs will always detect a material misstatement 
when it exists. Misstatements can arise from fraud or error and are considered material if, individually 
or taken together, they could reasonably be expected to influence the economic decisions of users 
taken based on these documents. 

As part of an audit, in accordance with ISAs, we exercise professional judgment and maintain 
professional scepticism throughout the audit. We also: 

 Identify and assess the risks of material misstatement of the CDR and the Funds Utilization 
statement, whether due to fraud or error, design and perform audit procedures responsive to those 
risks, and obtain audit evidence that is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion. 
The risk of not detecting a material misstatement resulting from fraud is higher than for one resulting 
from error, as fraud may involve collusion, forgery, intentional omissions, misrepresentations, or the 
override of internal control. 

 Obtain an understanding of internal control relevant to the audit in order to design audit procedures 
that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the 
effectiveness of the organization’s internal control. 

We communicate with those charged with governance regarding, among other matters, the planned 
scope and timing of the audit and significant audit findings, including any significant deficiencies in 
internal control that we identify during our audit. 

 
 

 
 
Mark Henderson 
Partner 
 
Moore Stephens LLP 
150 Aldersgate Street 
London EC1A 4AB 
 
23 August 2018 
 

 

 
 

  



Financial Audit report of the UNDP DIM project ID 86871 & Output ID 94053 

 

 

8 

 

Independent Auditor’s Report to UNDP - Programme d’Urgence de 
Développement Communautaire (PUDC) 

Statement of Fixed Assets  

To the Director of the Office and Audit and Investigations, United Nations 
Development Programme 
 
We have audited the accompanying Statement of Fixed Assets of the UNDP project ID 86871 
‘Programme d’Urgence de Développement Communautaire’ (PUDC), output ID 94053 as at 31 
December 2017 

Unmodified Opinion 

In our opinion, the attached Statement of Fixed Assets presents fairly, in all material respects, the 
assets status of the UNDP project ID 86871 ‘Programme d’Urgence de Développement 
Communautaire’ (PUDC), output ID 94053 amounting to $ 351,287.83 as at 31 December 2017 in 
accordance with UNDP accounting policies.  

Basis for opinion 

We conducted our audit in accordance with International Standards on Auditing. Our responsibilities 
under those provisions and standards are further described in the Auditor’s responsibilities section of 
this report. 

We are independent of UNDP in accordance with the International Ethics Standards Board of 
Accountants’ Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants and we have fulfilled our other ethical 
responsibilities in accordance with this code. We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is 
sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion.  

Management responsibilities  

Management is responsible for the preparation of the Statement of Fixed Assets of the project, and for 
such internal control as management determines is necessary to enable the preparation of a Statement 
of Fixed Assets that is free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

Auditor’s responsibilities  

Our objectives are to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the Statement of Fixed Assets is free 
from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error, and to issue an auditor’s report that includes 
our opinion. Reasonable assurance is a high level of assurance, but is not a guarantee that an audit 
conducted in accordance with ISAs will always detect a material misstatement when it exists. 
Misstatements can arise from fraud or error and are considered material if, individually or taken 
together, they could reasonably be expected to influence the economic decisions of users taken on the 
basis of the Statement of Fixed Assets. 

As part of an audit in accordance with ISAs, we exercise professional judgment and maintain 
professional scepticism throughout the audit. We also: 

 Identify and assess the risks of material misstatement of the Statement of Fixed Assets, whether due 
to fraud or error, design and perform audit procedures responsive to those risks, and obtain audit 
evidence that is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion. The risk of not detecting 
a material misstatement resulting from fraud is higher than for one resulting from error, as fraud may 
involve collusion, forgery, intentional omissions, misrepresentations, or the override of internal 
control. 

 Obtain an understanding of internal control relevant to the audit in order to design audit procedures 
that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the 
effectiveness of the organization’s internal control. 
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We communicate with those charged with governance regarding, among other matters, the planned 
scope and timing of the audit and significant audit findings, including any significant deficiencies in 
internal control that we identify during our audit. 

 

 
 
Mark Henderson 
Partner 
 
Moore Stephens LLP 
150 Aldersgate Street 
London EC1A 4AB 
 
23 August 2018 
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Independent Auditor’s Report to UNDP - Programme d’Urgence de 
Développement Communautaire (PUDC) 

Statement of Cash Position 

To the Director of the Office and Audit and Investigations, United Nations 
Development Programme 
 
 
We have audited the accompanying Statement of Cash Position of the UNDP project ID 86871 
‘Programme d’Urgence de Développement Communautaire’ (PUDC) output ID 94053 as at 31 
December 2017. 

Unmodified Opinion 

In our opinion, the attached Statement of Cash Position presents fairly, in all material respects, the 
cash and bank balance of the UNDP project ID 86871 ‘Programme d’Urgence de Développement 
Communautaire’ (PUDC) output ID 94053 amounting to XOF 1,443,057,470.00 ($ 2,628,472.10) as at 
31 December 2017 in accordance with UNDP accounting policies. 

Basis for opinion 

We conducted our audit in accordance with International Standards on Auditing. Our responsibilities 
under those provisions and standards are further described in the Auditor’s responsibilities section of 
this report. 

We are independent of UNDP in accordance with the International Ethics Standards Board of 
Accountants’ Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants, and we have fulfilled our other ethical 
responsibilities in accordance with this code. We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is 
sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion. 

Management responsibilities  

Management is responsible for the preparation of the Statement of Cash Position and other financial 
records for the project’s activities and for such internal control as management determines is necessary 
to enable the preparation of the Statement of Cash Position to be free from material misstatement, 
whether due to fraud or error. 

Auditor’s responsibilities  

Our objectives are to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the Statement of Cash Position is 
free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error, and to issue an auditor’s report that 
includes our opinion. Reasonable assurance is a high level of assurance, but is not a guarantee that 
an audit conducted in accordance with ISAs will always detect a material misstatement when it exists. 
Misstatements can arise from fraud or error and are considered material if, individually or taken 
together, they could reasonably be expected to influence the economic decisions of users taken on the 
basis of the Statement of Cash Position. 

As part of an audit in accordance with ISAs, we exercise professional judgment and maintain 
professional scepticism throughout the audit. We also: 

 Identify and assess the risks of material misstatement of the Statement of Cash Position, whether 
due to fraud or error, design and perform audit procedures responsive to those risks, and obtain 
audit evidence that is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our opinion. The risk of not 
detecting a material misstatement resulting from fraud is higher than for one resulting from error, as 
fraud may involve collusion, forgery, intentional omissions, misrepresentations, or the override of 
internal control. 

 Obtain an understanding of internal control relevant to the audit in order to design audit procedures 
that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the 
effectiveness of the project’s internal control. 
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We communicate with those charged with governance regarding, among other matters, the planned 
scope and timing of the audit and significant audit findings, including any significant deficiencies in 
internal control that we identify during our audit. 

 

 
 
Mark Henderson 
Partner 
 
Moore Stephens LLP 
150 Aldersgate Street 
London EC1A 4AB 
 
23 August 2018 
 

 

 

 

  



Financial Audit report of the UNDP DIM project ID 86871 & Output ID 94053 

 

 

12 

 

MANAGEMENT LETTER 
 
The audit findings and recommendations arising from the financial audit of the project are set out in our 
management letter below: 

Finding n°: 1 Title: Financial arrangements with donor not sufficiently formalized 

Observation:  

UNDP POPP on Non-Core Contributions ‘Programme Country Government Cost Sharing’ states that 
‘The signed Project Document [or the Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) and Annual Work 
Plan, together with a schedule of payments and a budget reflecting the cost-sharing elements, 
constitutes the legal agreement between UNDP and the programme country government. However, 
at the government’s request, an additional financing agreement may be concluded, using the standard 
text in the Model UNDP Programme Country Government Cost-Sharing Agreement.’ 

Formalizing project payments 

The first project document between the Office and the  was signed on 5 
February 2015, but its schedule of payments (part IV) lacked sufficient detail, stating only that XOF 
32 billion (approximately $ 58 million) of a total amount of XOF 113 billion (approximately $ 206 
million) would be paid in 2015 and the remainder in 2016, rather than setting specific payment dates 
and payment amounts. It also stated that ‘UNDP should ensure that contributions are actually 
available for the implementation of planned activities’.  

A revised project document was signed on 13 January 2017 for a total amount of XOF 123 billion 
(approximately $ 224.6 million) but the schedule of payments (part IV) again lacked sufficient detail, 
stating only a payment amount for each of 2015, 2016 and 2017.  

Furthermore, a cost sharing agreement was drafted in May 2016 between the Office and the 
. However, the  did not sign this agreement.   

The documents detailed above show that the receipt of funding by the project from the  
was not sufficiently formalized by the Office, either prior to the start of the project in 

February 2015 or during project implementation, which is still considered to be ongoing. Furthermore, 
the Office did not ensure that contributions were available for the implementation of planned activities, 
as required by the project document. 

Contributions received 

Project contributions received during 2017 were on an ad hoc basis. As at 31 December 2017, the 
status of contributions received from the start of the project was as follows: 

 XOF $ 

Total contribution 123,339,327,531 224,657,707 

Paid so far 82,179,414,030 149,686,552 

Remainder 41,159,913,501 74,971,154 

As at 31 December 2017, the project had been running for almost three years and was due to 
complete in April 2018, but had only received 66.6% of contributions. 

As at 30 June 2018, the project had received only $ 164.4 million in funding. The commitments 
balance at this date was$ 43.3 million. The project was therefore not completed as planned by April 
2018 and a significant part of funding was yet to be received. 

The insufficient formalization of a schedule of payment of contributions in the project document and 
draft cost sharing agreement, the failure of the  to pay the project’s 
contributions to the Office on a predictable and regular basis and the unknown date of receipt of 
funding to pay $ 52,542,519.13 of financial commitments to vendors as at 31 December 2017 mean 
that there is uncertainty surrounding whether the project can meet its financial obligations and whether 
it will be completed as planned. 

https://popp.undp.org/SitePages/POPPSubject.aspx?SBJID=171&Menu=BusinessUnit
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A letter dated 29 June 2018  announced that UNDP’s mandate in 
the project had ended. The  subsequently requested that all project assets 
and contracts be transferred to them. 

Priority: High 

Recommendation:  

The Office should work with the  to transfer all assets and liabilities to the 
 as soon as possible, thereby ensuring that UNDP has fully transferred its 

legal liabilities and responsibilities. 

On any future government cost-sharing projects:  

 The Office should ensure that project documents are not concluded without a schedule of 
payments in place detailing all funding installments with specific dates of payment. 

 Supplementary documents, such as cost sharing agreements, must be signed by both parties in 
order to be considered as formalized. 

 The Office should ensure that contributions are available for the implementation of planned 
activities. 

Management comments:  

The PUDC Phase 1 arrived to its end since 30 June 2018. 

As of 30 June 2018,  paid 100% of the amount of works completed and 
certified. The remaining amount on contracts of $ 40 million relating to work not yet completed will be 
under  responsibility after full transfer of contracts and liabilities from UNDP. 

We take very good note of these recommendations. The Country Office is already working with the 
government and UNDP Legal Office (LO) on the transfer of contracts. We have already completed 
the transfer of assets to the government. We agreed on a road map with the government which is 
being implemented. We have LO colleagues working on the termination agreement. We wrote to all 
contractors to confirm the amount of contracts signed, the amount paid as of 30 June and the 
remaining amount on contract relating to work not yet completed and not yet certified. After validation 
of LO we will include in all termination agreement these 3 main figures to materialize the amount of 
liability transferred to the government for each contract.  

Based on the above, the Country Office reiterates its disagreement with the qualified opinion related 
to government cost sharing. As already stated by the Country Office, this opinion was already 
mentioned in 2017 government cost sharing audit report. 
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Finding n°: 2 Title: Non-compliance with budget override policy 

Observation:  

The Operational Guide of the Internal Control Framework for UNDP states that ‘In Atlas, all cost-
sharing and EU contributions are defined as ‘cash-controlled funds’.’ According to UNDP Financial 
Regulations and Rules, UNDP offices do not have authority to enter into commitments in the absence 
of available cash. Use of the Atlas commitment control (KK) module enforces this control by ensuring 
that only those purchase orders (POs), vouchers, and journal entries that have funds available (i.e. 
pass budget check) can be finalized. 

Commitments recorded outside of Atlas 

The Office entered into a cost-sharing agreement with the  for the funding of 
the project. The  did not sign this agreement. Due to the irregular receipt of funding 
instalments outlined in Finding 1, the project suffered from funding shortfalls. As a result, the project 
was not able to comply with the commitment recording policy quoted above and financial 
commitments could not be recorded in full because the government contributions were not received 
in a timely and complete manner. Consequently, purchase orders and suppliers’ invoices were not 
recorded in Atlas from the beginning of the project in 2015 until November 2017. 

Retrospective recording of commitments in Atlas 

In November 2017, the Office was instructed by UNDP’s Chief Financial Officer (via an inter-office 
memorandum dated 13 November 2017) to record all commitments and liabilities in Atlas even if 
liquidity was not available. This purpose of this exceptional measure was to address the critical need 
to have a full accounting oversight over the Office’s commitments in the corporate system.   

The Office implemented an override mechanism that allowed the bypassing of the Atlas system of 
budget control and to create Atlas purchase orders for all commitments that were outside Atlas which 
resulted in a corrected commitments balance of $ 52,542,519 as at 31 December 2017. Our testing 
revealed that expenditure recorded in the 2017 CDR subject to audit included $ 221,500 incurred in 
2015 and $ 10,233,729 incurred in 2016.  

Compliance with budget override policy 

The Operational Guide of the Internal Control Framework for UNDP states that ‘given that special 
circumstances in a particular office may justify short-term deficits, the head of office is responsible for 
defining a budget override policy for the office according to risk management guidelines for 
contributions by donors to ‘other resources,’ which specify circumstances for the committal of 
resources even though 100 percent of contributions have not been received.  

 Prior approval of the budget override policy must be sought from and provided by the 
comptroller). Evidence of this approval should be maintained and securely filed.  

 This policy should outline the circumstances under which a budget override is acceptable and 
who is authorized to override the budget exception in Atlas as well as monitor the usage of 
overrides.  

 Where an override has been exercised, the responsibility of the head of office is to ensure that 
funds are received within 30 days, unless special conditions are agreed to and applied by the 
donor. However, such special conditions, which should be contained in the office budget override 
policy, must be pre-approved by the comptroller.  

 If funds are not received within 30 days unless otherwise noted above, this matter must be 
communicated to the head of the respective regional bureau as well as to the comptroller.’ 

The Office has an override policy dated 1 July 2016 but:  

 According to the policy, a condition to use the override mechanism is the signature of a 
Government cost sharing agreement containing official payment dates of the contributions. 
However, as detailed in Finding 1, the cost sharing agreement was not signed and did not 
contain payment dates.  

 Funds in relation to overrides were not systematically received within 30 days of the override. 
We were not provided with special conditions that were agreed with the donor.  Also, prior to the 
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instructions received from the Chief Financial Officer in November 2017, no evidence was 
provided by the Office to support that the Regional Bureau and the Chief Financial Officer were 
officially alerted to the non-reception of the funds. 

The procedure contained in the Office’s own override policy was not adhered to. These observations 
show that during 2017, the Office’s budget override policy did not meet existing requirements and the 
Office did not adhere to it. This led to material unpaid contributions as well as to having material 
financial commitments go unnoticed.  

A letter dated 29 June 2018 from the  announced that UNDP’s mandate in 
the project had ended. The  subsequently requested that all project assets 
and contracts be transferred to them. 

Priority: High 

Recommendation:  

On any future government cost-sharing projects, the Office should ensure that: 

 The budget override policy is updated to reflect the Operational Guide of the Internal Control 
Framework. For example, all overrides are documented and justified by written requests 
containing a duration, a budget cap, written confirmations from donors, and a planning of 
expenditure and contributions expected for the next 30 days; and 

 As and when necessary, the override policy is duly implemented and fully adhered to. 

Management comments:  

The comptroller office instructed the CO to enter transactions and override them to reflect the amounts 
of contracts signed out of Atlas. Therefore, we consider that Comptroller de facto authorized the 
override. We wrote and shared the Country Office Override policy and other relevant ICF document 
with the Comptroller office and other HQ relevant offices. 

The Country Office provided to the audit team the following documents to sustain the above 
statement: 

1- Override Policy, 
2- Country Office ICF, 
3- Country Office Memo on staff roles, 
4- Email Sharing Override policy with office of the Comptroller, 
5- Email from the Country Office senior Management sharing the Comptroller Memo/Instructions 

on override to PUDC Staff for action and in lieu of Country Office Memo, 
6- One pager presenting Government contributions received as of 30 June 
7- Atlas transaction detail as proof of payment from government of 100% of works completed and 

certified by government as of 30 June 2018 

Based on the above we would like to reiterate that overrides have not been done in consultation with 
the  and have not been confirmed in writing by the donor. The reason being that these 
overrides have been done after an internal audit mission and on instructions from the Comptroller 
office in New York. 

The Country Office takes very good note of this recommendation for the future.  

The Country Office would like to raise the issue on the evaluation of this recommendation afterward 
by OAI. The recommendation is on the future therefore we wonder how OAI will assess this 
recommendation to have it implemented. The country office does not have any ongoing government 
cost sharing project. Country Office will write to all programme and operations a memo requesting the 
above actions for future government cost-sharing. 

Further auditor comments: 

 The budget override policy did not reflect the Internal Control Framework. We did not obtain 
evidence that overrides were justified by written requests containing a duration, a budget cap, 
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written confirmations from donors, and a planning of expenditure and contributions expected for 
the next 30 days. 

 Overrides were not been done in consultation with the Government and should have been 
confirmed in writing. The Office claimed that this was not possible since these overrides had 
been done after an internal audit mission and on instructions from the Comptroller office in New 
York. However, the policy existed from July 2016 and could have been used from then. In 
addition, even though it was enacted after the Comptroller’s instructions, it should be adhered 
to. If the Office found that the policy was not adequate for the project, it should have updated it 
to reflect the context of the project. 
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Finding n°: 3 Title: Transaction recorded twice 

Observation:  

In accordance with Rule 122.02 of UNDP Financial Regulations and Rules, “(a) A verifying officer 
shall approve a voucher for payment when: ii. It is supported by documents which indicate that the 
goods or services for which payment is claimed have been received or rendered in accordance with 
the terms of the contract and the related commitment”. 

The Office entered into a service contract with Vendor ID n° 10992 to supply and install fences around 
irrigated areas. Expenditure was initially recorded following a payment made to the supplier for an 
amount of XOF 26,824,440.00 ($ 47,506.06), under payment voucher n° SEN10-00117172-1-1-
ACCR-DST. However, the Office also accrued the same amount under transaction n° UNDP1-
PO07317959-31-DEC-2017-61.  

The expenditure and accrual both related to purchase order n° 25489, which contained two lines. The 
reception of the relevant goods was mistakenly recorded twice, on both lines of the purchase order 
at different dates as follows: 

 16 November 2017: reception document n° 18602 was recorded (paid with payment voucher n° 
117172) 

 28 December 2017: a second reception document n°18894 was recorded on the same PO (a 
system-generated accrual was booked to the accounts on 31 December 2017 through GL 
Journal transaction n° PO07317959) 

The effect of the transaction being recorded twice was that the expenditure amount of $ 47,506.06 
was recorded twice in the CDR. Also, an accrual of $ 47,506.06 was open at the year end, even 
though the transaction had been paid. In conclusion, expenses (account 72105) and accruals 
(account 21035) were overstated by XOF 26,824,440 ($ 47,506.06) as at 31 December 2017. 

Priority: Medium 

Recommendation:  

 The Office cancelled the transactions associated with reception document 18894 in response to 
this audit finding.  

 In line with UNDP’s POPP (Atlas Financial Closure Instructions), the Office should review all 
pending and open purchase orders prior to Atlas financial closing procedures taking place. This 
will allow any errors to be identified and corrected before the CDR is finalized. 

Management comments:  

The office has taken note of OAI's comment on the poor accounting of this receipt at the end of 2017. 
The necessary corrections have already been made.  

  

 
 
Mark Henderson 
Partner 
 
Moore Stephens LLP 
150 Aldersgate Street 
London EC1A 4AB 

23 August 2018 
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Annexes   
 

Annex 1: Combined Delivery Report 
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Annex 2: Statement of Assets and Equipment 
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Annex 3: Statement of Cash Position  
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Annex 4: Audit finding priority ratings 

 
The following categories of priorities are used:  
 

High 
(Critical) 

Prompt action is required to ensure that UNDP is not exposed to high risks. Failure to 
take action could result in major negative consequences for UNDP. 

Medium 
(Important) 

Action is required to ensure that UNDP is not exposed to risks. Failure to take action 
could result in negative consequences for UNDP. 

Low 

Action is desirable and should result in enhanced control or better value for money. 
Low priority recommendations, if any, are dealt with by the audit team directly with the 
Office management, either during the exit meeting or through a separate memo 
subsequent to the fieldwork. Therefore, low priority recommendations are not 
included in this report. 

 




