Director Notes

The Role of the Board in
Fraud Risk Management
by Andi McNeal

Civil charges against outside directors alleging negligence in the face of
fraud serve as a sharp reminder for boards that ignorance of fraud risks
and red flags is no excuse for inaction. However, an engaged and dedicated
board can have a measurable, positive impact on an organization by
requiring, supporting, and overseeing a fraud risk management program.
Just months after the former CEO of DHB Industries was
convicted of defrauding the government contractor of
more than $185 million, the U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC) filed civil charges against three of the
company’s outside directors, alleging that they willfully and
repeatedly “turned a blind eye to numerous, significant, and
compounding” warning signs of a massive financial statement
fraud and asset misappropriation scheme perpetrated by
executive management.1 The SEC further asserts that the
fraud “was facilitated by the egregious, wholesale failure of
the company’s board to act in the face of mounting red flags.”2
The DHB case is not the first of its kind, nor is it likely to be
the last. The SEC has made clear its intentions to continue
to hold directors accountable for lack of appropriate fraud
risk oversight. At the very least, the SEC action can be taken
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as a warning to all directors that being unaware of fraud
is not, on its own, an excuse that grants immunity from
the law. More important, the DHB scandal casts a spotlight
on the role of the board in addressing fraud risk, and provides
an opportunity to emphasize the critical need for directors
to require, oversee, support, and consistently evaluate
their organization’s fraud risk management programs. The
difference between directors who are simply uninvolved with
fraud risk management and those who egregiously fail to act
is somewhat subjective. Fortunately, a fully engaged board
that takes responsibility for implementing effective antifraud
measures not only mitigates potential culpability issues, but
also helps to guard the organization against potential fraud
losses that can cripple or outright ruin it.

The Nature of Fraud Risk
Fraud happens everywhere, in all sectors of the economy, and
research by the Association of Certified Fraud Examiners
demonstrates that those organizations least focused on fraud
are at greatest risk. Organizations worldwide lose an estimated
5 percent of annual revenue to fraud, according to an ACFE
study of antifraud professionals.3 As part of the study, each
fraud examiner respondent provided detailed information on a

fraud case he or she had investigated. The results showed that
the presence (or, conversely, absence) of 15 common antifraud
controls had an effect on the median loss and duration of
fraud. Organizations victimized by occupational fraud that
did not have common fraud controls in place experienced
significantly higher losses and longer fraud schemes than
those with the controls in place.4

Table 1

Median loss based on presence of antifraud controls

Control
Hotline
Employee support programs
Surprise audits
Fraud training for employees
Fraud training for managers/executives
Job rotation/mandatory vacation
Code of conduct
Antifraud policy
Management review
Independent audit of internal controls over financial reporting
Internal audit department or fraud examination department
Independent audit committee
Management certification of financial statements
Independent external audit of financial statements
Rewards for whistleblowers

Percent of cases
implemented
48.6%
44.8
28.9
39.6
41.5
14.6
69.9
39.0
53.3
59.3
66.4
53.2
58.9
76.1
7.4

Control
in place
$100,000
100,000
97,000
100,000
100,000
100,000
140,000
120,000
120,000
140,000
145,000
140,000
150,000
150,000
119,000

Control not
in place
$245,000
244,000
200,000
200,000
200,000
188,000
262,000
200,000
200,000
215,000
209,000
200,000
200,000
200,000
155,000

Percent
reduction
59.2%
59.0
51.5
50.0
50.0
46.8
46.6
40.0
40.0
34.9
30.6
30.0
25.0
25.0
23.2

Percent of cases
implemented
53.3%
66.4
59.3
69.9
28.9
48.6
58.9
7.4
14.6
76.1
39.0
39.6
41.5
53.2
44.8

Control
in place
12 months
14 months
15 months
15 months
12 months
13 months
15 months
12 months
12 months
16 months
13 months
13 months
13 months
15 months
15 months

Control not
in place
24 months
24 months
24 months
24 months
19 months
20 months
23 months
18 months
18 months
24 months
18 months
18 months
18 months
20 months
18 months

Percent
reduction
50.0%
41.7
37.5
37.5
36.8
35.0
34.8
33.3
33.3
33.3
27.8
27.8
27.8
25.0
16.7

Source: ACFE 2010 Report to the Nations on Occupational Fraud and Abuse.

Table 2

Median duration based on presence of antifraud controls

Control
Management review
Internal audit or fraud examination department
Independent audit of internal controls over financial reporting
Code of conduct
Surprise audits
Hotline
Management certification of financial statements
Rewards for whistleblowers
Job rotation/mandatory vacation
Independent external audit of financial statements
Antifraud policy
Fraud training for employees
Fraud training for managers/execs
Independent audit committee
Employee support programs
Source: ACFE 2010 Report to the Nations on Occupational Fraud and Abuse.
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To make matters worse, the nature of fraud risk is continually
evolving. Technological advancements over the past 20 years
have changed the landscape of fraud, increasing the number
of opportunities to commit fraud and creating innovative
new ways to perpetrate it. For example, in the notorious
Satyam Computer Services accounting scandal in India, the
perpetrators inflated earnings and assets for years to prop
up the more than US$1 billion fraud.5 A Central Bureau of
Investigation (CBI) agent stated that “the culprits were smart
and were using computers which could not be tracked.”6
Tellingly, Satyam’s directors were described as “rubber
stamps” by the CBI agent: “Meetings were conducted in
perfunctory manner. In the meetings, the promoters were
always present to influence the decisions. There were no
open discussions.”7 After the fraud was uncovered, Satyam
stock fell to historic lows and was delisted by the New York
Stock Exchange (NYSE), while the company chairman faces
up to seven years in jail, in addition to monetary penalties for
forging accounts, breach of trust, and misappropriating funds.8
Other evolutions in the competitive business landscape
provide additional opportunities for fraud to flourish.
As greater amounts of commerce are conducted online
and across national borders, the removal of geographical
barriers provides a measure of potential anonymity,
increases fraudsters’ access to unsuspecting victims,
exposes otherwise honest employees to business climates
with muddled ethical cultures, and raises jurisdictional
issues in detection and prosecution. Increasingly complex
business models and transactions also enhance the ability
for dishonest individuals to commit and conceal fraud
without detection.

The Fallout from Fraud
The business case for managing fraud risk should be at
the front of every director’s mind when considering the
cost/benefit of fraud detection and prevention efforts:
Is the organization willing to hand over 5 percent of its
annual revenues to fraudsters? How much money does
the organization stand to lose if it fails to implement an
effective fraud risk management plan? How successful will
any plan be without oversight from the board and frequent
reporting from management?
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The indirect costs that can result from fraud must also
be considered. High-profile fraud cases and the resulting
fallout have demonstrated a loss in the confidence of
employees, vendors, and customers of victim organizations.
Dramatic decreases in shareholder value can destroy a
public company before efforts at damage control are even
implemented. Organizations that survive such a crisis
will likely face increased scrutiny from regulators for the
foreseeable future.

Directors’ Role in Fighting Fraud
While fraud risk management can be a part of an
overall enterprise risk management program, effectively
addressing the risk of fraud requires dedicated, deliberate
focus and consideration, including a formal process for
oversight by directors. This oversight can be delegated to a
specific committee, such as the audit committee; however,
discussions about the fraud risk management program
design, components, and effectiveness should be formally
incorporated into the board or committee agenda to ensure
adequate and purposeful attention is given to this risk.
Joint guidance published by the Institute of Internal Auditors,
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and
ACFE recommends that the committee charged with
fraud risk oversight “should meet frequently enough, for
long enough periods, and with sufficient preparation to
adequately assess and respond to the risk of fraud, especially
management fraud, because such fraud typically involves
override of the organization’s internal controls.”9
The importance of active and committed board participation
in the fraud risk management process cannot be overstated.
“Effective governance processes are the foundation of fraud
risk management. Lack of effective corporate governance
seriously undermines any fraud risk management program.”10
Dedicated and observable fraud risk oversight activities by
the board not only set the stage for an internal antifraud
culture, but also serve to increase confidence among
various stakeholders and to enhance the ethical reputation
of the organization.
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Moreover, directors’ proactive involvement in fraud risk
management initiatives has the added benefit of serving
as a strong deterrent to management fraud by heightening
the perception of detection. Increasing the perception that
potential fraudsters will be caught is among the most effective
deterrence mechanisms available. Consequently, active board
oversight, in itself, is a crucial mechanism for preventing
potentially devastating fraud occurrences, as employees in
management positions generally cause the greatest fraud losses
(see Chart 1, which depicts the median loss for reported fraud
cases based on the position of the perpetrator).

Chart 1

Position of perpetrator —
median loss
2010
2008
$723,000

Owner/Executive

Manager

Employee

$834,000
200,000
150,000
80,000
70,000

Source: ACFE 2010 Report to the Nations on Occupational Fraud and Abuse.

Being aware and educated In the face of today’s fraud
threats, an uninformed governance approach by the board
is not viable. Accordingly, a director must be educated on
fraud’s red flags and willing to ask questions, both of a
general nature and specific to potential fraud risks. The
best director is inclined to think like an investigator when
details don’t make sense or explanations don’t add up.
Answers should not be accepted at face value as necessarily
accurate or even, in some cases, honest.
Being involved in the fraud risk management process also
includes gaining a full understanding of what management
is doing to prevent and detect fraud—not just on paper, but
in action. Management’s report on which antifraud controls
are in place means little if executives and midlevel managers
do not lead by example. For example, managers who set
unrealistic expectations or who visibly operate in “gray”
ethical areas themselves can derail even the most effectively
designed antifraud program. Given that management
override of controls is a significant and common risk for
all organizations and that fraud by high-level employees
is potentially catastrophic, directors must consider the
character and leadership style of the individuals responsible
for setting the organization’s ethical tone, enacting the fraud
risk management program components, and reporting its
results to the board. Engaging in candid conversations with
employees, reviewing tips and complaints made through
the company hotline, and observing interactions between
management and staff members can all assist directors with
obtaining a critical view of the company’s leaders and their
commitment to fraud risk management.
Fraud risk oversight also means knowing how internal and
external audit strategies address fraud risk. The board should:

•
•
•
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Engage in regular consultation with internal audit staff
regarding their ongoing assessment of the organization’s
fraud risks.
Review external auditors’ assessment of the effectiveness
of the organization’s antifraud programs and controls.
Inquire specifically about any frauds identified by internal
or external auditors.
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To make the most of these conversations, however, directors
must have at least a foundational understanding of fraud risks
and their underlying factors. For example, board members
should be aware of the three primary factors that generally
contribute to fraud, as illustrated by the fraud triangle (see
below), and consider the presence and weight of these factors
during discussions of the fraud risk management program.

Likewise, it is prudent for directors to understand
general trends in fraud as a way to gain context for the
organization’s specific fraud risks and antifraud strategies.
ACFE research shows clear trends in the frequency and
costs associated with different types of frauds across
organizations of all industries and sizes (see Charts 2
and 3).11 Such information is useful for both perspective
and benchmarking when considering the fraud risk
management approach.

The Fraud Triangle
Chart 2

Frequency of occupational frauds by category
Opportunity
2010
2008
86.3%

Asset misappropriation

Pressure

88.7%

Rationalization

32.8

Corruption

The well-known Fraud Triangle, developed by criminologist
Donald R. Cressey, highlights the three primary factors that,
when combined, create conditions ripe for fraud.
Opportunity refers to the perceived ability to perpetrate the
fraud without being detected.
Pressure indicates a perceived need that drives a person
to consider fraud as a solution; the pressure typically has
a financial component, such as deep personal debts or
addiction problems, and is often perceived by the perpetrator
to be non-sharable with others.
Rationalization involves an ability to preemptively justify the
fraud as an acceptable act (e.g., “I’ll repay the money,” “The
company owes me,” or “This isn’t really hurting anyone.”).
See Donald R. Cressey, Other People’s Money: A Study in the Social
Psychology of Embezzlement (Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1972).

Financial statement fraud

26.9
4.8
10.3

Note: The sum of percentages exceeds 100 percent because several cases
involved schemes from more than one category.
Source: ACFE 2010 Report to the Nations on Occupational Fraud and Abuse.

Chart 3

Fraud categories by median loss
2010
2008
$4,100,000

Financial statement fraud

Corruption

Asset misappropriation

$2,000,000
250,000
375,000
135,000
150,000

Source: ACFE 2010 Report to the Nations on Occupational Fraud and Abuse.
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The Foundation for Fraud Risk Management
To ensure a proper foundation for the organization’s fraud
risk management activities, the board should work closely
with management to clearly define and formally record the
following in the organization’s antifraud policy or fraud
risk management policy:

•
•
•
•

The board’s expectations of management in managing
fraud risks
The specific responsibilities of both the board and
management for fraud risk management
The ownership of risks at the executive, senior manager,
and business-unit manager levels
The overarching objectives of the fraud risk management
program

Once the objectives of the program are articulated and
agreed upon, the board must evaluate management’s
underlying strategy to manage fraud risks, including
how fraud risk management program components—both
independently and in tandem—support the program
objectives.
A crucial part of this oversight is consideration of
management’s process for identifying and assessing
the organization’s fraud risks. An ineffective fraud risk
assessment approach can result in spending organizational
resources on insignificant risks while remaining ignorant
of risks that are very likely and potentially devastating.
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Consequently, in evaluating this process, directors should
consider whether the fraud risk assessment strategy is:

•
•
•
•

An ongoing process that is revisited on a regular basis
Tailored to the particular entity and its specific fraud factors
Appropriately diversified among the organization’s
geographical locations, business functions, or divisions
Used to properly communicate the entity’s fraud risks
to external auditors

The board should also be integrally involved in determining
the organization’s risk tolerance for the identified fraud
risks, ensuring that the established level of acceptable risk
is aligned with the entity’s business strategy. Without an
adequate understanding and articulation of how much risk
those charged with governance are willing to accept, the
stated objectives of the fraud risk management program will
be inaccurate.
Once established and clearly documented, the program
objectives, risk assessment results, and determined risk
tolerance together form the lens through which the board
must oversee the design and implementation of the fraud
risk management activities and controls.
As part of this oversight, one significant issue that should be
specifically addressed concerns access to details of the fraud
detection methods and controls. Information regarding the
design and operation of such activities must remain closely
guarded to ensure their effectiveness. The board should
approve a specific list of individuals who are permitted
access to such information, as well as define its own level
of information access related to these mechanisms.12
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Tone at the top Directors must place a strong emphasis on
creating an atmosphere of zero tolerance for fraud. This
facet of the corporate culture needs to be cultivated and
maintained, beginning with basic steps to ensure the board
itself is governed properly.

Setting the Ethical Tone
To set the appropriate tone at the top, the board of directors
first should ensure that the board itself is governed properly.
This encompasses all aspects of board governance, including
independent-minded board members who exercise control
over board information, agenda, and access to management
and outside advisers, and who independently carry out the
responsibilities of the nominating/governance, compensation,
audit, and other committees.
The board also has the responsibility to ensure that management designs effective fraud risk management documentation
to encourage ethical behavior and to empower employees,
customers, and vendors to insist those standards are met
every day. The board should:

•
•

•

•
•
•
•

The board needs to work closely and proactively with
management to encourage a corporate culture that rewards
ethics, honesty, accountability, and integrity, while also
reinforcing a strong antifraud stance. The following are
measures the board should take to help set a proper tone at
the top and convey the directors’ focus on ethical behavior:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Understand fraud risks.
Maintain oversight of the fraud risk assessment by
ensuring that fraud risk has been considered as part of
the organization’s risk assessment and strategic plans.
This responsibility should be addressed under a periodic
agenda item at board meetings when general risks to the
organization are considered.
Monitor management’s reports on fraud risks, policies, and
control activities, which include obtaining assurance that
the controls are effective. The board also should establish
mechanisms to ensure it is receiving accurate and timely
information from management, employees, internal and
external auditors, and other stakeholders regarding potential
fraud occurrences.

•
•
•
•

Establish a thorough code of conduct for employees.
Provide an open letter to employees communicating the
board’s and management’s commitment to fraud prevention.
Assess and monitor the true tone used by executives and middle
management to communicate to and motivate employees.
Apply realistic expectations of management to enforce an
antifraud culture.
Assess how its own processes might contribute to the
organization’s fraud risk.
Ensure that financial incentives for management and other key
employees are not linked too closely to short-term financial
results, which can breed motivation for fraud.
Examine how the incentive program might affect employees’
behavior when conducting business or applying professional
judgment (for example, determining accounting estimates or
appropriate revenue recognition procedures).13
Set goals that are aggressive, but not unrealistic, so as to
not reduce management to the choice between failure and
falsification.
Take into account key risks when determining and reviewing
key performance indicators (KPIs).
Examine reasonableness of financial results in light of specific
current business, industry, and economic considerations.
Analyze key fraud risk areas—such as revenues, reserves, and
estimates—on a regular basis (e.g., quarterly).

Oversee the internal controls established by management.

Communicating the Culture

Set the appropriate tone at the top through the CEO job
description, hiring, evaluation, and succession-planning
processes.

As part of establishing a proper tone at the top of the organization,
the board of directors should provide an open letter to employees
in which they “stress the importance of fraud risk mitigation,
acknowledge the organization’s vulnerability to fraud, and establish
the responsibility for each person within the organization to support
fraud risk management. The letter should be endorsed or authored
by a senior executive or board member, provided to employees as
part of their orientation process, and reissued periodically. The
letter could serve as the foundation for, and may be the executive
summary of, a fraud control policy.”

Have the ability to retain and pay outside experts, when
needed.
Provide external auditors with evidence regarding the
board’s active involvement and concern about fraud risk
management.

Source: The Institute of Internal Auditors, American Institute of Certified Public
Accountants, and Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, Managing the
Business Risk of Fraud: A Practical Guide, 2008.
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Source: The Institute of Internal Auditors, American Institute of Certified Public
Accountants, and the Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, Managing the
Business Risk of Fraud: A Practical Guide, 2008.
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Effective Fraud Reporting
SEC rules stemming from the Sarbanes-Oxley Act charge
the audit committees of public companies with receiving,
retaining, and addressing complaints regarding accounting,
internal control, or auditing issues, including confidential,
anonymous employee tips. However, a mechanism to receive
such complaints, such as a hotline, is not just a regulatory
requirement; it is a best practice and a vital component
of an effective fraud risk management program. Tips are
consistently the most common method by which frauds
are detected.14 Consequently, an effective fraud reporting
mechanism can help create a fraud-audit team of the
organization’s entire staff.

Establishing an Effective Hotline

Raising Awareness

The ultimate goal of a reporting mechanism is to provide
anyone with information about potential wrongdoing the means
to come forward. Empowering and educating employees to
report concerns can help ensure that such issues are brought
forth and addressed internally, rather than referred to law
enforcement or the media as a first step. To be most effective,
a reporting mechanism should:

An effective board will make it a priority to raise awareness
of the risks of fraud throughout the organization and will
encourage formalized efforts to do so as part of the fraud
risk management program. This includes supporting
effective, proactive antifraud education that:

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
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The board must also approve and oversee the established
protocols to ensure reported fraud-related issues are
disseminated to the appropriate parties in a timely
manner. Depending on the organization’s structure and
operations, as well as the specifics of the tip received,
such reports might be referred to the ethics or compliance
team, internal audit team, human resources department,
legal department, or security personnel.15 In egregious
circumstances, such as potential management fraud, the
tip should be referred directly to the audit committee. The
board should clearly outline which reports will be escalated
directly to the audit committee, and then ensure that the
audit committee monitors and follows up on those reports.

Have an appointed executive leader responsible for
implementing and championing it.
Allow for anonymous and confidential tips, where permitted
by law.
Be designed to receive tips from employees, customers,
vendors, and other third parties.
Be well-publicized through a variety of means, such as
employee training sessions, posters in break rooms
and other common areas, and discussion in employee
newsletters.
Provide a variety of options for incoming tips, such as
telephone interviews, online forms, emails, and in-person
reports.
Be openly and genuinely supported by the board and
management.
Be backed by an enforced whistleblower protection policy.
Be accessible 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, as many
hotline reports are made during non-business hours.
Be staffed by individuals trained in sensitively eliciting
information from whistleblowers, as well as in the red flags
of potentially fake reports.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Is tailored to the fraud risks specific to the organization
Is required of everyone at all levels—directors, officers,
midlevel managers, and employees—as well as other agents of
the organization
Is targeted to the respective roles and responsibilities of those
receiving the training
Champions a team approach to fighting fraud, empowering and
encouraging everyone to do their part
Sets the expectation that suspected fraud will be reported
immediately and instructs individuals on the means to do so
Includes a discussion of well-established antifraud concepts
to provide a level of understanding regarding fraud’s contributing factors

When fraud is alleged The concept of fraud risk management involves the full cycle of antifraud activities: fraud
risk assessment, fraud prevention, fraud detection, and
fraud response/investigation. Likewise, the board’s oversight
should encompass all areas—from the implementation
of a fraud risk management policy to the oversight of the
resolution of reported cases.
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As part of these responsibilities, directors must monitor
investigations into alleged fraud. Specifically, the board
should ensure a system exists for timely, competent, and
confidential evaluation, investigation, and resolution of
allegations involving potential fraud and that the protocol
for this system is formally documented, including:16

Nonetheless, directors should review and assess the
thoroughness and effectiveness of the organization’s
documented investigation process.

•

•

•
•
•
•

Who should conduct the investigation—internal personnel
or external experts
The board’s expected involvement in investigations
Mechanisms to report results to those charged
with governance

Additionally, in their oversight of fraud response activities,
directors should:

•
•

Legal considerations, such as rules of evidence and
chains of custody
Regulatory requirements

Some of these factors will vary based upon the specifics
of the investigation. For example, the protocol for
investigations involving senior management will differ
greatly from those involving an entry-level staff member.

•
•

Ensure that the same rules are applied objectively to
employees at all levels of the organization, including senior
management17
Receive regular reports on the status of any investigations
into reported or alleged fraud
Select outside legal counsel to direct investigations when
necessary, keeping the selection process independent of
management to ensure investigation is free from bias
Be actively involved in any investigations involving senior
management
Together with management and legal counsel, determine
whether, when, and to whom voluntary disclosure of fraud
incidents is necessary

Evaluating the Fraud Risk Management Program
The following are some examples of metrics directors should request from management and consider when evaluating fraud risk
management program effectiveness:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Number of known fraud schemes committed against the
organization
Number and status of fraud allegations received by the
organization that required investigation

•
•
•

Number of fraud investigations resolved
Number of employees who have/have not signed the
corporate ethics statement
Number of employees who have/have not completed ethics
training sponsored by the organization
Number of whistleblower allegations received via the
organization’s hotline
Number of allegations that have been raised by other means
Number of messages supporting ethical behavior delivered
to employees by executives
Number of vendors who have/have not signed the
organization’s ethical behavior requirements
Benchmarks with global fraud surveys, including the type of
fraud experienced and average losses

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Number of customers who have signed the organization’s
ethical behavior requirements
Number of fraud audits performed by internal auditors
Results of employee or other stakeholder surveys
concerning the integrity or culture of the organization
Resources used by the organization
The recurrence of frauds uncovered
The timeliness of implementation of remediation plans
The timeliness in implementing additional controls to
prevent new frauds
Assessment of the likelihood that frauds perpetrated
against other organizations in the same industry will occur
in the organization
Comparison of fraud versus complaints, grievances, etc.,
via hotline calls
Comparison of the number of frauds discovered versus the
number of fraud audits performed
Ratios of problems revealed in background checks versus
the number of checks performed

Source: The Institute of Internal Auditors, American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, Managing the Business Risk of
Fraud: A Practical Guide, 2008.
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Monitoring results Finally, one of the most important
responsibilities of the board of directors is the ongoing
monitoring of the effectiveness of the organization’s
fraud risk management activities. Continually assessing
the performance of the program allows the organization
to build on areas of success and quickly and thoroughly
address areas of weakness. To aid in monitoring the fraud
risk management program, the board should:

•

Appoint a single point of contact in executive management
to coordinate the fraud risk management program and to
report to the board

•

Conclusion
The liability directors can face in a fraud case by doing
nothing should serve as a wake-up call that turning a blind
eye to warning signs and red flags is not acceptable. While
the ramifications can be serious, this new climate also
brings to the forefront the positive impact of effective board
governance in safeguarding organizations from fraud.
By requiring, implementing, and overseeing a proactive
fraud risk management plan, directors will meet their
responsibilities, while helping to secure a financially and
ethically sound future for their organization.

Incorporate an assessment of the fraud risk management
program as a regular agenda item at board meetings

•

Review management’s reports on fraud risks, policies, and
control activities

•

Assess the effectiveness and corrective results of the
organization’s response to incidents of fraud

•

Establish a benchmarking process to track the program’s
results
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