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A well supported public program with strong internal controls should have the following aspects:

1. Clearly defined authority to exist, including timeframes or sunset mechanisms.
a. This addresses the “Existence/Occurrence” Audit Risk, that the program has a legal basis and that its “scope” is defined.  The mission and goals of the program should be regularly addressed and redefined as necessary.
2. Well documented legal funding authority, with a predictable and reliable funding mechanism supported with clear spending limits and budgets by category or type of cost.
a. This addresses the need for financial support, and concerns the financial/fiduciary risk that the program can be sustained though the normal course of its mandate to exist as defined by its governing document.  Authorized budgets should clearly set forth sub-category spending limits along with rules for transfers between categories, and be reviewed and updated on a regular basis.
3. Clearly defined roles and responsibilities for all parties (utilities, CPUC).
a. Duties and authority should be well defined and documented to prevent conflicts among parties, duplicative work, and wasted resources.
4. Clearly defined allowable expenditures (program costs meet CPUC authorized guidelines, expenses complying with state and CPUC authorized guidelines).
a. The rules should clearly define what constitutes an acceptable basis for the program to spend the money it is entrusted with.  These should include both “program” costs that directly support the fund’s mission, as well as administrative or “support” costs.  The rules should be updated on a regular basis as appropriate to consider changes in industry practices, technology improvements, code changes, etc.
5. A means to verify program eligibility for individuals, vendors, or other program fund recipients.
a. As a corollary of #4 above, the program should have a basis to demonstrate that the source of any outlay by the fund should be eligible to receive support as defined by the rules of the program.  Vendors should be registered with the state with appropriate paperwork on file (including certification that the company does not have any financial relationship with Darfur, etc.), and individuals meet the requirements to be eligible for fund support (can be verified as being “low-income”, “people with disabilities”, etc.).

6. A regular feedback mechanism to allow for critique and changes at either the operational or policy level (LIOB, working groups, EM&V requirements).
a. There should be a means for the program to receive input from outside parties as to how it is working.  And along with the ability to receive input, the program should have a means to make changes and improvements as a result of those recommendations.  This can include inspection mechanisms to verify program measures are being achieved.
7. Regular and public updates (working group calls, workshops, PPHs, progress reports on the website).
a. The program should be transparent to all stakeholders and the public.  Ideally there should be regular briefings by staff that are able to answer questions, and regular reports should be available to public review.

8. Documented internal controls over management of programs and use of the funds.  Documentation of internal controls is a basic Sarbanes-Oxley requirement for publicly traded companies, and a standard best practice in all other industries.

a. Well documented method of regular and consistent fund transfers (or supporting rate effect calculation), with supporting documentation and regular oversight (consistent calculation methods, wire transfer forms, accounting system support for amounts transferred, funding reports).
i. Good accounting principles include supporting documentation for financial transactions.  Any fund transfers should be documented with supporting calculations.  This documentation should be retained for audit purposes.
b. Clearly defined claim forms, with supporting documentation requirements.
i. Any request for public funds should be well supported, referencing the legal basis for the request, along with verifiable evidence to support the request.
c. A formalized claim review process, with supporting document, data management and retention policies.
i. Being proper stewards of public funds includes the requirement that before any outlay is made there be an established process to review and verify that the outlay is justified.
d. A regular fund balance reconciliation process.
i. The program administrator should know at all times how much money remains in the fund’s account, subject to receivables and payables.  This knowledge is needed for basic budgeting functions, including support requests for additional funding or for support for plans to deal with potential shortfalls.
e. A budget review process, coordinated with the fund balance review.
i. Initial budgets should be subject to review to ensure the programs are funded to support their stated mission.
f. Oversight and approval of all third party contracts, including tracking of annual encumbrances and invoices.
i. Many programs sub-contract to consultants or third party vendors to support the program’s mission.  As there is less inherent oversight over outside parties, there should be a robust review process including the initial RFP/RFO process, regular monitoring of work, review of invoices for payments, and tracking of expenditures (including annual encumbrances for multi-year contracts) to provide assurance for proper program expenditures.

g. A verification of program expenditures should be regularly conducted.

i. “Audits” should be regularly conducted to ensure expenditures meet the program guidelines.

