
Provincial government audit outcomes 
2010-11 
 
Free State provincial roadshows  
 

2 November  2011 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

2 

PFMA audit outcomes 2010-11 
 

*Including legislature and provincial revenue fund 
***The results for 2009-10 have been restated to include the Provincial Revenue Fund 
(financially unqualified opinion with no matters) . 2010-11 audit report is outstanding 

* 
**Including trading and other types of entities 
****The results for 2009-10 have been restated to include the Universitas 
Academic Hospital Board  (financially qualified opinion with no matters) . 
2010-11 audit report is outstanding.  

Audit outcomes 

Audits conducted by the AGSA 

Departments* Public entities ** 

2010-11 2009-10 2010-11 2009-10 
Financially unqualified with no findings on predetermined objectives 
or compliance with laws and regulations  2 2*** 5 7 

Financially unqualified with findings on predetermined objectives 
and/or compliance with laws and regulations 4 6 7 6 

Financially unqualified financial statements 46% 57% 86% 87% 

Qualified opinion 7 4 2 2**** 

Adverse opinion 0 0 0 0 

Disclaimer of opinion 0 2 0 0 

Financially qualified financial statements 54% 43% 14% 13% 

Total number of audits reported on 13 14 14 15 

Number of audit reports not issued by 31 August 2011 1 0 2 2 

Total number of audits 14 14 16 17 

Total number of auditees in which findings arose from the AGSA's other legal reporting responsibilities: 

Predetermined objectives findings only 0 0 0 1 

Compliance with laws and regulations findings only 1 2 8 4 
Findings on both predetermined objectives and compliance with 
laws and regulations 10 10 1 2 
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3 Year progress towards clean administration 
Departments and Public entities 

26% 
31% 29% 

2010-11 2009-10 2008-09
Financially unqualified with no findings

41% 41% 42% 

2010-11 2009-10 2008-09
Financially unqualified with findings

33% 28% 29% 

2010-11 2009-10 2008-09
Qualified/ Adverse/ Disclaimer

33% 28% 29% 

41% 41% 42% 

26% 31% 29% 

2010-11 2009-10 2008-09
Financially unqualified with no findings
Financially unqualified with findings
Qualified/ Adverse/ Disclaimer
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3 Year progress towards clean administration 

54% 
43% 

54% 

31% 
43% 

38% 

15% 14% 8% 

2010-11 2009-10 2008-09

Financially unqualified with no findings
Financially unqualified with findings
Qualified/ Adverse/ Disclaimer

Departments :100%= 13 

14% 13% 6% 

50% 
40% 56% 

36% 
47% 

38% 

2010-11 2009-10 2008-09

Financially unqualified with no findings
Financially unqualified with findings
Qualified/ Adverse/ Disclaimer

Public entities :100% = 14 



 

5 

Audit outcomes comparison to 2009-10 
Departments 

15% 

31% 

54% 

0% 
8% 

77% 

14% 

43% 

29% 

14% 14% 

71% 

Financially
unqualified with

no findings

Financially
unqualified with

findings

Qualified Disclaimer/
Adverse

Compliance
findings only

Findings on both
predetermined
objectives and

compliance

Audit opinions Other legal reporting
responsibilities

2010-11: 100% = 13 2009-10: 100% = 14 
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Movement in audit outcomes from 2009-10 
Departments   
 

Movement in audit outcome over 2009-10 - Departments 

Audit opinion Improvement Unchanged Regressed New departments Total reported 
on 

Prior year 
opinion on 

audits 
outstanding 

2010-11 

Financially 
unqualified with 

no findings 
  1     2 1 

Financially 
unqualified with 

findings 
3     4   

Qualified 3 7   

Disclaimer / 
Adverse             

Total 4 7 2 0 13 1 

2 
2 

1 

1 
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Movement in audit outcomes from 2009-10 
Departments  
 

Movement in audit outcome over 2009-10 - Departments 

Audit opinion Improvement Unchanged Regressed New 
departments 

Total 
reported on 

Prior year 
opinion on 

audits 
outstanding 

2010-11 
Financially 

unqualified with 
no findings 

  Treasury     2 PRF 

Financially 
unqualified with 

findings 
  

Legislature.                
Sports.                                     

Social Dev. 
    4   

Qualified 
Education                                  

COGTA                               
Public Works 

7   

Disclaimer / 
Adverse             

Total 4 7 2 0 13 1 

Agric. 
Econ Dev. Police 

Health 

H/settle
ment 

Premier 

PRF – Provincial Revenue Fund 
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Audit outcomes comparison with 2009-10  
Public entities 

36% 

50% 

14% 

0% 

57% 

7% 

47% 
40% 

13% 
7% 

27% 

13% 

Financially
unqualified with

no findings

Financially
unqualified with

findings

Qualified Predetermined
objective findings

only

Compliance
findings only

Findings on both
predetermined
objectives and

compliance

Audit opinions Other legal reporting responsibilities

2010-11: 100% = 14 2009-10: 100% = 15 
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Movement in audit outcomes from 2009-10 
Public entities 
 

Movement in audit outcome over 2009-10 - Public entities 

Audit opinion Improvement Unchanged Regressed New public 
entities 

Total 
reported on 

Disestablish
ed entities 

2009-10 
opinions 

Financially 
unqualified 

with no 
findings 

  5     5 

Financially 
unqualified 

with findings 
4 7  1 

Qualified       1 2 1 

Disclaimer / 
Adverse         0   

Total 1 9 3 1 14 2 

1 

1 
2 
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Movement in audit outcomes from 2009-10 
Provincial Public entities  
 

Movement in audit outcome over 2009-10 - Public entities 

Audit opinion Improvement Unchanged Regressed 
New 

public 
entities 

Total 
reported 

on 

Disestablish
ed entities 

2009-10 
opinions 

Financially 
unqualified with 

no findings 
  

Patient Private F. 
Recreation TF. 

Nature conservation F.  
T.  Robertson BF. 
J. Robertson BF. 

    5 

Financially 
unqualified with 

findings 

Medpas 
FIPA 

Phakisa 
Liquor board  

    7 Y. Comm  

Qualified       FSGLA 2 
Universitas 
Academic 

Hosp Board 

Disclaimer / 
Adverse         0   

Total 1 11 1 1 14 2 

FSGRB 

FSTA 

F/Managment 
Housing fund 

• FSTA – Free State Tourism Authority 
• FSGRB – Free State Gambling and Racing Board 
• FSGLA – Free State Gambling and Liquor Authority 

• Y. Comm – Free State Youth Commission 
• Academic Hosp. Board – Universitas Academic Hospital Board 
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Qualified areas in financial statements 
 Departments and Public entities with financial qualified opinions 
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Public entities*

Departments

Public entities*

Departments

Public entities*

Departments

Public entities*

Departments

Public entities*

Departments

Public entities*

Departments

Public entities*

Departments

U
IF

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
R

ev
en

u
e

O
th

er
di

sc
lo

s
ur

e
ite

m
s

Li
ab

ili
ti

es
C

ur
re

nt
as

se
ts

C
ap

ita
l

as
se

ts

Repeat qualification findings New qualification findings No qualification findings

Departments = 7 Public entities = 2 
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Corrections of material misstatements identified by 
auditors 

All 
corrected 

15% 

Partial 
correc-

tion 
54% 

No 
material 
misstate-

ments  
31% 

Departments (13) 

All 
correc-

ted 
43% 

Partial 
correc-

tion 
14% 

No 
material 
misstate

ments  
43% 

Public entities (14) 
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Predetermined objectives (PDO) findings 
Departments and public entities 

Annual 
performance 

report
Departments 0%

Public entities 40%

Departments

Public entities

Consistency Relevance Measurability

Departments 0% 0% 8%
Public entities 20% 0% 20%

Accuracy Validity Completeness

Departments 77% 62% 46%

Public entities 20% 20% 20%

Strategic planning and 
performance management

77%

Audit type
Reported information not reliable

Audit type
Reported information not useful

15%

0%

Audit type
Presentation

Overall Detailed findings

Audit type

Non-compliance with legislation on annual 
performance report 

40%

Major variances not explained

Non-
compliance

2010-11: 67%
2009-10: 58%

Presentation

2010-11: 11%
2009-10: 5%

Not reliable

2010-11: 61%
2009-10: 53%

Not useful

2010-11: 11%
2009-10: 21%
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Predetermined objectives – extent of findings on 
usefulness and reliability 
Departments with findings on PDO* 

* Free State Gambling and Liquor Authority  (new entity) is the only public entity  at Free State 
with findings on both usefulness and reliability. 

40% 

60% 

10% 

90% 

Both reliability
and usefulness

Reliability only

2010-11: 100% = 10 2009-10: 100% = 10 
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Areas of findings on non-compliance with laws and 
regulations 
Departments and public entities with findings on compliance 
 
 

44% 

33% 

89% 

56% 

56% 

67% 

33% 

Budgets

Internal audit

Annual financial
statements and
annual report

Audit committees

Procurement and
contract

management

Expenditure
management

Asset
management

Public entities: 100% = 9 

82% 

91% 

73% 

73% 

91% 

91% 

73% 

HR management
and compensation

Strategic planning
and performance

management

Annual financial
statements and
annual report

Audit committees

Procurement and
contract

management

Expenditure
management

Asset management

Departments: 100% = 11 
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Unauthorised, irregular, and fruitless and wasteful 
expenditure 
Departments and public entities* 

 R 13,5 m  

 R 909,3 m 

 R 11,1 m   R 23,2 m  R 0,3m 

 R 67,9 m  

 R 232,8 m 

 R 6,5 m 
R 34,1 m 

 R 0,2m 

Departments Departments Public entities Departments Public entities

Unauthorised expenditure Irregular expenditure Fruitless and wasteful expenditure

Identified by auditees Identified during audit

2010-11: R 81,4 m  
(2009-10: R 46,8 m) 

2010-11: R 1 159,7m  
(2009-10: R 763,6 m) 2011-10: R 57,8 m (2009-10: R51,8 m) 
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Four focal points (based on prior audit, risk assessment) 

Procurement/SCM 

Leadership did not prevent, detect and monitor 
non compliance with laws and regulations, 
specifically SCM, these resulted to an increase 
in irregular expenditure due to the following: 
•Tender process were not followed. 
•Non adherence to the delegation of authority. 
•Required quotations not obtained. 
 

HR Management 

Leadership did not appoint competent staff or 
enhance necessary skills and competencies 
required by auditees. This resulted in: 
•Poor quality of AFS  submitted for audit 
•Increase in irregular expenditure & non 
compliance audit findings. 
•Staff performance agreement not aligned to the 
departmental  strategy/performance hampering 
service delivery (AoPO). 
•Prior qualification findings not addressed. 

Predetermined Objective  

Reporting 

Leadership did not improve reporting on 
predetermined objectives since  the auditees 
have the following challenges:`  
•The predetermined indicators  are not well 
defined hence predetermined reports are not 
reliable. 
•Auditees did not meet their  predetermined 
targets hence affecting service delivery. 
 
 

IT Management 

Leadership did not  implement   and monitor IT 
Governance Framework  and relevant IT controls   
, these may result to the following challenges: 
• No IT strategic plans and departmental wide 

IT planning is not in place 
• IT risks management not performed 
• Non compliance with IT polices and 

procedures. 
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Progress in addressing high risk areas 
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Summary of findings on supply chain management 
Departments and public entities with findings on SCM 
 

33% 

67% 

46% 

31% 

69% 

62% 

8% 

Inadequate controls

Uncompetitive or unfair procurement processes

Inadequate controls

Inadequate contract management

Uncompetitive or unfair procurement processes

Awards to state officials and their close family
members

Limitation on planned scope of audit of awards

Pu
bl

ic
 e

nt
iti

es
D

ep
ar

tm
en

ts
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Supply chain management 
Awards to state employees and/ or their close family members  
Departments with findings on state employees interest in suppliers 
 

*There were no findings on awards to state employees and/ or their close family members for Public 
entities.  

13% 

75% 

25% 

38% 

Irregularities in procurement process

Other remuneration work not approved

Official did not declare interest

Supplier did not declare interest

8 Departments (R16 m) 
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Findings on HR management focus areas 
Departments where the focus area was audited 

83% 

33% 

25% 

67% 

67% 

58% 

46% 

23% 

54% 

31% 

54% 

54% 

Management of
leave, overtime and

suspensions

Acting positions

Performance
management

Appointment
processes

Management of
vacancies

HR planning and
organisation

2010-11 2009-10

2010-11: 100% = 13 2009-10: 100% = 12 
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Findings on HR management focus areas 
Public entities where the focus area was audited 

50% 

50% 

100% 

50% 

Management of leave,
overtime and
suspensions

Performance
management

Management of
vacancies

HR planning and
organisation

2010-11

Public entities: 100% = 2 
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Progress made in implementing key controls 

43% 

43% 

36% 

29% 

29% 

43% 

29% 

29% 

21% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

46% 

62% 

46% 

38% 

23% 

38% 

2010-11

2010-11

2010-11

G
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l
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t
Le
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Public entities                                         Departments 

Good In progress Intervention required

Improved  

Unchanged 

Overall movement 
over prior year 

  Regressed 
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Findings on IT control focus areas 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

IT Governance Security management User access
management

IT service continuity

Departments with findings
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Progress in addressing previous year IT findings 

100% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

IT service continuity

User access control

Security management

IT governance

Departments Good Departments In progress Departments Intervention required
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Assessment of commitments from provincial key role players 
to address audit outcomes 

 Intervention required  In progress Good progress

  Role players 

Supply 
chain 

manage-
ment 

Predeter-
mined 

objectives 

Financial 
manage-

ment 

Turn-
around 
plans 

IT 
Controls 

HR 
manage-

ment 

Gover-
nance 

structures 

O
ve

rs
ig

ht
 A

cc
ou

nt
ab

ili
ty

 Provincial executive 
leadership (Premier 
and MEC Finance) 

              

                

Coordinated Provincial 
oversight (Provincial 
standing committees 
and Provincial 
Speakers Forum)  

              

    Administrative Accountability 


