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Introduction  

1. The Professional Conduct Committee (PCC) approved draft allegations of professional 

misconduct against LAURIE BISSONETTE (Bissonette) in December 2024, 

(Allegations), the particulars of which are set out below. The documents referred to in 

this Settlement Agreement (Agreement) are found in the Document Brief (Doc). 

2. The Allegations (Doc 1) pertain to circumstances arising from Bissonette’s professional 

services on behalf of KPMG LLP in the audit of the financial statements of LU for the 

year ended April 30, 2020 (2020 Audit). 

3. On April 29, 2020, LU issued a press release stating “pre-COVID-19 [LU] was already 

addressing a $9 million shortfall in its upcoming fiscal year 2020-2021” and “If we 

don’t take action, the combination of a potential enrolment drop, our pre-existing 

financial challenges and new impacts of COVID-19, could be the tipping point that 

threatens the financial viability of [LU].” (Doc 2) 
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4. Since 2005, Bissonette led the annual audits of LU’s year-end financial statements and 
was engaged as the audit partner for the 2020 Audit from its commencement to September 
30, 2020. On or about September 30, 2020, she retired from public accounting practice and 
passed the 2020 Audit engagement partner responsibilities to TC. 

5. TC relied on the engagement work of the KPMG audit team overseen by Bissonette, and 

on October 30, 2020, TC issued an unqualified audit opinion, without disclosing a material 

uncertainty that cast doubt on LU’s ability to continue as a going concern. Instead, there 

was additional disclosure added to the preamble to the notes to the financial statements 

regarding the financial risks LU was facing as well as a note disclosing the potential effects 

of Covid-19 on operations. 

6. On February 1, 2021, LU petitioned itself into insolvency protection under the Companies’ 

Creditors Arrangements Act (CCAA). 

7. In LU’s audited financial statements for the year ended April 30, 2021, a differently 

constituted KPMG audit team made significant restatements to LU’s April 30, 

2020, financial statements. 

8. In November 2022, the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario (AG) released a 

Special Report regarding the LU insolvency (AG Report). The AG Report, among other 

things, concluded that LU’s administration strategically planned and chose to file for 

protection under the CCAA and failed to disclose their plans to KPMG. 

9. The PCC and Bissonette agree with the facts and conclusions set out in this Agreement for 

the purpose of this proceeding only, and further agree that this Agreement of facts and 

conclusions is without prejudice to Bissonette in any other proceedings of any kind, 

including, but without limiting the generality of the foregoing, any civil or other proceedings 

which may be brought by any other person, corporation, regulatory body or agency. 
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Background  

10. Bissonette obtained her Chartered Accountant designation in 1987. 

11. Bissonette was a partner in KPMG’s Sudbury office from 2005 until her 2020 

retirement. She held a Public Accounting License throughout her career. 

12. Bissonette describes her role in the 2020 Audit as overseeing audit planning, 

implementing the plan, managing the engagement team and reviewing the riskier 

areas of the file. The audit senior manager, AB, performed the detailed review. 

13. As of the date of this Agreement Bissonette is retired and no longer completing Continuing 

Professional Development Courses. 

Complaint  

14. On or about November 8, 2023, the PCC directed a complaint against Bissonette 

regarding her conduct during the period, she was the lead audit engagement partner for 

the 2020 Audit. 

15. On November 23, 2023, the PCC appointed Paul Gibel, FCPA, FCA to investigate 

Bissonette’s professional conduct, standards of practice and the circumstances 

surrounding the November 8, 2023, complaint (Investigation). On December 19, 2023, the 

PCC supplemented Mr. Gibel’s investigative role appointing Jodie Wolkoff, CPA, CA, CBV, 

DIFA, CFF, MBA as his co-investigator (Investigators). 

16. As part of the Investigation, the Investigators reviewed Bissonette’s conduct and standards 

of practice in relation to the audit of the financial statements of LU for the year ended April 

30, 2019, and the 2020 Audit. The Investigators released their report on October 5, 2024. 
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Failure to Maintain Professional Standards 

17. Bissonette admits that when she was engaged as the lead audit partner for the 2020 Audit,

she: 

a. failed to conduct herself in a manner which will maintain the good reputation of the 

profession and serve the public interest, contrary to Rule 201.1 of the CPA Ontario 

Code of Professional Conduct (Code), and 

b. failed to perform her professional services with due care in accordance with 

Rule 202.1 of the Code. 

18. Bissonette admits that the Allegations, as described below, accurately particularize her 

failure to perform aspects of her professional services in accordance with generally 

accepted standards of practice of the profession and to conduct her practice in 

compliance with the Code. 

Allegations  

Allegation 1 – LAURIE BISSONETTE, in or about the period March 1, 2020 through September 

30, 2020, while acting as the engagement partner for the audit of the financial statements of 

LU, for the year ended April 30, 2020, failed to conduct herself in a manner which will 

maintain the good reputation of the profession and serve the public interest, contrary to 

Rule 201.1 of the CPA Ontario Code of Professional Conduct (Code), in that: 

a. She failed to appropriately evaluate and document management's 

assessment of the entity's ability to continue as a going concern;  

19. At April 30, 2019, LU had an accumulated unrestricted deficiency of $14,544,000 (Doc 3) in 

addition to the uncertainty, in early 2020, of Covid-19's (Covid) potential effect. Bissonette 

did not identify going concern as an issue in audit planning based on discussions with LU 

management, who expected results to be around break even, and her assessment of the 

progress of LU’s plan to address the deficit in the fall of 2019. 
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20. During the planning of the 2020 Audit Bissonette relied on the Audit Planning Report 

(Doc 4), drafted in February 2020, which identified primary areas of concern before the 

Covid epidemic. Aside from the presumed risk of fraud in revenue recognition and the 

fraud risk of management override of controls, which are present in all audits, Bissonette 

did not identify any significant audit risks. 

21. Other areas of planning focus were government grants, restricted grants and related 

receivables, research, employee future benefits and capital projects. There is no 

mention of going concern in the “areas of focus” section of the Audit Planning Report. 

22. The KPMG internal risk assessment and planning discussion (Doc 5) held on March 9, 

2020 documents Bissonette’s conclusion with respect to going concern: “further detailed 

analysis is not considered necessary in support of the entity’s ability to continue as a 

going concern” based on LU’s access to financial resources, sufficient cash resources to 

sustain operations for a reasonable period of time, no specific industry changes and 

nothing to suggest that past results are not indicative of future performance. 

23. After the onset of Covid, the original Audit Planning Report was supplemented by an 

Addendum describing potential Covid impacts, including going concern. The Addendum 

was provided to the Audit Committee for its meeting on March 23, 2020. The Minutes of 

the Audit Committee meeting on March 23, 2020, confirm that during the meeting 

Bissonette noted going concern as possibly affected by Covid. (Doc 6) 

24. The AG Report concludes that LU’s capital expansion and modernization was a main 

reason for its significant financial decline. Although the preamble to the notes to the 2020 

financial statements highlight LU’s debt load there is insufficient documentation in the 

2020 Audit working papers that identifies LU’s debt load as a related going concern issue 

at any time during the audit. 

25. A February 14, 2020 memorandum to the LU Finance Committee entitled “Budget 

Parameters 2020-2021 and Multi-Year Financial Plan” discloses several new budget 

pressures, specifically a potential deficit of $12 million. Appendix A of the memorandum 

shows financial health metrics for LU and its comparison with other similar institutions, LU 
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ranks near the bottom of the listed metrics. The conclusion to this memorandum refers to a 

significant forecasted shortfall and notes “although much work remains, Laurentian 

remains committed to strive towards a balanced budget over the multi-year plan to 

minimize the growth in the accumulated deficit.” (Doc 7) 

26. Bissonette admits that, before the onset of the Covid pandemic, she believed, 

notwithstanding the $12 million deficit forecast from 2019, that sustainability measures 

were in place and LU would be at break even for 2021. 

27. The going concern assessment included in the 2020 Audit working papers, dated March 

10, 2020, was prepared by a staff accountant, HZ and states: “Based on management the 

entity is a going concern and there are no doubts of any issue.”(Doc 8) The conclusion is 

that the going concern assumption is appropriate as there are no material uncertainties 

that lead to significant doubt about going concern. The memorandum identifies examples 

of events or conditions that may cast significant doubt on the entity’s ability to continue as 

a going concern as stated in the applicable auditing standards but is void of analysis. 

28. The 2020 Audit Going Concern working paper is virtually identical to the one prepared 

on April 23, 2019, by JG, a KPMG staff accountant for LU’s 2019 audit. JG’s version lists 

the financial indicators from the applicable auditing standard without any accompanying 

analysis of those indicators. 

29. The Inquiries with Management and Those Charged with Governance working paper, in 

red printing at the beginning of the document, cautions: “engagement team may need to 

follow up with the client for further clarification as required.” (Doc 9) This working paper 

documents the initial discussions with management with respect to going concern. 

However, Bissonette chose not to revisit the going concern issue during the 2020 Audit, 

she determined that the planning was complete and there would be adequate follow up 

in the Covid checklist. 

30. Bissonette did not question the appropriateness of the Going Concern working paper 

conclusion because she felt that LU was a going concern, notwithstanding an absence of 

relevant analysis, and she felt that LU was basically at break even. Bissonette asserts 
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that she did not direct an update of the working paper during the audit because it was 

superseded by the going concern discussion in the Covid Checklist, however she 

failed to document this in the 2020 Audit working papers. 

31. Bissonette asserts that she had numerous discussions regarding going concern with 

NL and LH, key members of LU management. However, there is no documentation of 

any discussions with LH in the working papers. 

32. Bissonette had previously worked with another institution that received a 

government bailout, and she expected LU to have similar discussions with 

the government. 

33. Bissonette admits that despite her request of management, specifically NL and LH, to 

prepare an assessment of the going concern assumption, no formal assessment was 

prepared and she proceeded without one from management because of the fluidity of 

events and her attendance at Audit and Finance Committee meetings that focused on 

information regarding enrolment, ancillary revenues and cash flows. 

34. The 2020 Audit Covid Checklist prepared by AB on September 11, 2020, and reviewed by 

Bissonette on September 16, 2020, identifies issues of going concern and concludes that 

LU is a going concern based on increased enrolment and ancillary fees despite a risk of 

frozen tuition fees and ongoing budget concessions. (Doc 10) The Audit Response to 

COVID-19 Pandemic Addendum states: “The auditing standards do require that 

management undertake a going concern assessment on an annual basis”, and 

“Management should document their going concern assessment.”  (Attached to Doc 6) 

35. The Covid Checklist presents questions about conditions, events and management’s 

plans, the audit team’s responses identify no funding reductions and assert that the audit 

team considered management’s documented action plans. (Doc 10) 

36. Bissonette advised the Investigators that in April, May and June 2020, she felt there was 

still a question about whether there was a going concern issue, but by September 2020, 

NL had satisfied her that enrolment was ahead of the prior year’s numbers and ancillary 
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revenues were positive. (Doc 11 and Doc 12) Additionally, she had attended the 

Finance Committee meeting on August 24, 2020, and she was aware NL was monitoring 

LU’s cash flow and that he was confident that LU had sufficient funds to meet its 

obligations beyond April 30, 2021. Bissonette advised that KPMG was monitoring LU’s 

cash flow, cash position and fees on a per student basis, as detailed by NL, and she felt 

they were acceptable. There is no documentation of a consistent protocol in the 2020 

Audit working papers. 

37. During the Investigation Bissonette referred to email, phone and virtual meeting 

communications with management about going concern, financial circumstances and 

plans. There is insufficient documentation of these discussions in the 2020 Audit working 

papers. 

38. The draft and eventually published financial statements included additional 

disclosures that draw attention to the risks LU was facing. This was done in the 

preamble to the notes to the financial statements and in the effects of Covid 

note. PCC agrees that the disclosure was appropriate and discloses additional 

risks facing LU as required by section 3856.53 of the CICA Handbook (Part II), 

which outlines the disclosure requirements for financial instruments. 

39. While the PCC agrees with Bissonette’s conclusion regarding LU’s ability to continue 

as a going concern, the reasons for her conclusion were not sufficiently documented - 

the working papers did not include evidence of discussions with LH, meetings with LH 

and NL, or all the supporting emails including cash flow information from NL. 

40. Bissonette admits that she did not appropriately evaluate and document 

management's assessment of the entity's ability to continue as a going concern. 

b. She failed to exercise an appropriate level of professional skepticism to  

reduce the risk of using inappropriate assumptions in determining audit 

procedures and evaluating the use of the going concern assumption;  
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41. As the lead engagement partner until September 30, 2020, Bissonette maintained the 

belief that LU would be able to balance its budget for the year ended April 30, 2021. While 

management’s maintained that LU was a going concern, they were not fully confident that 

LU could achieve a balanced budget in 2021. 

42. The AG Report states: “In our view, despite its other options, [LU] strategically planned 

and chose to take steps to file for CCAA creditor protection, first presented by external 

legal counsel in mid-2019. Then in March 2020, nearly a year before it filed, [LU] engaged 

these same lawyers and other consultants to explore strategic options, but the primary 

focus was always on filing for CCAA protection.” (Doc 13) 

43. LU’s legal advisors for the CCAA filing were TGF, and subsequently EY, for accounting 

related matters. 

44. On June 5, 2020, LH advised Bissonette via text message that LU was working with 

TGF, (Doc 14). However, Bissonette chose not to pursue this information. 

Contemporaneous to the text message, LH and Bissonette discussed the risks of LU 

not being viable, the sustainability plan not being able to be implemented and the 

ongoing support of their lenders. During these discussions LH framed LU’s financial 

position as “leaving no stones unturned,” and “pursuing any and all options to remain 

viable”, and significant concern over how LU performed over the summer. 

45. Subsequently, Bissonette made no effort to determine TGF’s retainer mandate. 

46. An internet search readily identifies TGF as a Toronto law firm specializing in 

commercial litigation and insolvency. Bissonette made no effort to determine TGF’s 

retainer mandate. 

47. Bissonette and her team reviewed the list of LU’s vendors and the amounts paid to 

them during the year. 

48. The accounts payable listing provided to the 2020 Audit team includes two invoices for 

TGF payable at April 30, 2020, for $23,018.44 and $689.30, (Doc 15) which were below 

the scope of KPMG’s testing. 
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49. The year over year vendor listing (Doc 16) shows TGF fees of $59,510.37 in 2020 and 

$44,440.23 for 2019, which was also below the scope of KPMG’s testing. 

50. The Understanding the Entity checklist (Doc 17) identifies six legal firms which KPMG 

sent legal letters to, TGF was not included on that list. Although Bissonette met twice with 

LU management to discuss potential legal matters at LU, the parties focused on union and 

legal claims, rather than matters involving the work of TGF. 

51. On September 4, 2020, LU engaged EY to assist with various initiatives, including a 

potential CCAA filing and, potentially, to act as the court appointed monitor. Bissonette 

was aware of EY’s hiring and assumed EY was brought in to assist LU’s finance team 

on internal controls. (Doc 18) 

52. Bissonette did not seek clarification of TGF’s or EY’s respective role on behalf of LU from 

either LU management or EY. 

53. Bissonette was asked to attend a Special Meeting of the Finance Committee on August 

24, 2020, despite not having met with the Financial Committee previously. The agenda 

was focused on the draft financial statements, an enrollment update and an in-camera 

session on contingency planning. She was asked to address pensions and post-

retirement benefits issues, as NL who normally dealt with those issues was not available. 

Bissonette did not question why she was being asked to attend or why the Finance 

Committee appeared to be duplicating the work of the Audit Committee. After 

management had presented the financial statements on a going concern basis, she was 

not invited to attend the in-camera portion of the meeting, during which there was 

discussion, not disclosed to her, about the option of pursuing CCAA, if necessary. 

54. Bissonette admits that as the 2020 Audit engagement partner she chose to believe that if 

LU did not meet its financial targets, a primary course of action was for the provincial 

government to bail out LU. 

55. Bissonette asserts that she first became aware that LU was filing for CCAA protection on 

February 1, 2021, when the public announcement was made. 
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56. Bissonette admits that she failed to exercise an appropriate level of professional 

skepticism to reduce the risk of using inappropriate assumptions in determining 

audit procedures and evaluating the use of the going concern assumption. 

c. She failed to provide appropriate direction and supervision to her audit 

team in their work assignments;.  

57. The going concern assessment included in the 2020 Audit working papers, dated March 

10, 2020, was prepared by a staff accountant, HZ. The assessment states: “Based on 

management the entity is a going concern and there are no doubts of any issue.” (Doc 

8) The conclusion is that the going concern assumption is appropriate as “there are no 

material uncertainties that lead to significant doubt about going concern.” The 

memorandum identifies examples of events or conditions that may cast significant doubt 

on the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern as stated in relevant auditing 

standard but discloses limited evaluation and analysis 

58. The 2020 Audit going concern working paper is virtually identical to the one prepared 

on April 23, 2019, by JG, a KPMG staff accountant for the 2019 LU audit. JG’s version 

also lists the relevant financial indicators without any accompanying analysis of those 

indicators. 

59. Bissonette admits that HZ was directed to follow the prior year’s memo. A more senior 

member of the audit team should have prepared the 2020 going concern assessment as 

it is difficult for a team member without adequate experience to evaluate and understand 

the significance of the relevant risk indicators. 

60. AB was the senior manager of the 2020 Audit. Bissonette directed him to include 

additional documentation in the working papers and is unable to explain why this required 

documentation was not included in the 2020 Audit working papers which were finalized 

after her retirement on September 30, 2020. She did not follow up to ensure it was 

included in the working papers prior to her retirement. 
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61. The Inquiries with Management and Those Charged with Governance working paper, in 

red printing at the beginning of the document, states “engagement team may need to 

follow up with the client for further clarification as required.” (Doc 9) This working paper 

documents the initial discussions with management with respect to going concern. 

Bissonette advised the Investigators that she did not revisit the going concern 

memorandum during the 2020 Audit because she felt that the planning was complete 

and there would be follow up in the Covid checklist. The conclusions with respect to 

going concern in the Covid checklist agree with the preliminary assessment in the 

going concern memorandum. The follow up was not appropriately documented in the 

working papers. 

62. Bissonette admits she failed to provide appropriate direction and supervision to her audit 

team in these work assignments. 

d. She failed, in using information obtained from her previous experience with  

LU and from audit procedures performed in previous audits, to determine  

whether changes since the previous audit may affect its relevance to the  

current audit;  

63. Bissonette was the LU audit engagement partner for approximately 15 years prior to 

her retirement on September 30, 2020. As engagement partner, she reviewed and 

approved all the 2020 Audit working papers completed to the date of her retirement. 

64. In prior year audits Bissonette’s main management contact was NL. Although she was 

aware of the added participation of LH in the 2020 Audit, Bissonette did not properly 

determine the reason for LH’s additional participation on behalf of management. NL 

reported to LH and LH was directly involved in the restructuring process and had 

additional pertinent information not available to NL. 

65. LH, NL and three other LU representatives signed the 2020 representation letter. (Doc 19) 

The 2019 representation letter was signed by NL and four others but not by LH. (Doc 20) 

Bissonette advised the Investigators that the addition of LH to the 2020 representation letter 
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reflected her greater involvement with the 2020 Audit, but LH’s 2020 role did not, in her 

view, trigger a need for greater documentation of LH’s involvement in the audit process. 

66. Bissonette did not consider the 2020 Audit to be high risk. Bissonette did not identify 

any concerns with respect to client continuance at the beginning of 2020, because she 

did not think anything significant had changed from the prior year and she determined 

that an engagement quality control reviewer was not required. 

67. In overseeing the 2020 Audit up to her retirement, Bissonette believed LU would achieve 

a balanced budget, however she was unable to identify to the Investigators how this would 

be achieved. 

68. Bissonette admits she did not appropriately apply her previous engagement 

experience to assess and determine whether changes since the 2019 Audit were 

relevant to the 2020 Audit. 

e. She failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to achieve 

audit objectives. 

69. The PCC agrees with Bissonette’s conclusion that there was no material uncertainty 

regarding LU’s ability to continue as a going concern as of October 30, 2020. However, 

the reasons for this conclusion were not sufficiently documented. Bissonette’s working 

papers did not include sufficient evidence of discussions or meetings with LH and NL, 

supporting emails including cash flow information from NL, or discussions with those 

charged with governance. 

70. An auditor is required to prepare sufficient audit documentation to enable an experienced 

auditor, having no previous connection with the audit, to understand: the nature, timing 

and extent of the audit procedures performed and their compliance with all requirements; 

the results of the audit procedures performed and the audit evidence obtained; and; 

significant matters arising during the audit, the conclusions reached thereon, and any 

significant professional judgments made in reaching those conclusions. 
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71. Additionally, an auditor, in documenting the nature, timing and extent of audit procedures 

performed, is required to record and document: the identifying characteristics of the 

specific items or matters tested; who performed the audit work and the date such work was 

completed; and who reviewed the audit work performed and the date and extent of such 

review. 

72. Further, an auditor is required to design and perform audit procedures to obtain sufficient 

appropriate audit evidence that all events occurring between the date of the financial 

statements and the date of the auditor’s report that require adjustment of, or disclosure in, 

the financial statements have been identified. One procedure to satisfy this requirement is 

to read the minutes, if any, of the meetings of the entity's owners, management and those 

charged with governance that have been held after the date of the financial statements 

and inquiring about matters discussed at any such meetings for which minutes are not yet 

available. 

73. Bissonette reviewed the minutes of the Finance Committee and Board of Governors 

meetings up to their April 24, 2020 meetings. She attended the Audit Committee meetings 

in which the Audit Planning Report and Audit Findings Report were presented and 

discussed and a Special Meeting of the Finance Committee on August 24, 2020. (Doc 4) 

There is no documentation of the issues discussed at the meetings she attended in the 

working papers. 

74. The audit documentation of the minutes examined is not complete. Normally, the auditor 

would summarize any details mentioned in the minutes that could be of audit 

significance. Bissonette’s summary is limited to the minutes reviewed by the audit team 

up to when they completed their field work. After that date, there is only a blanket 

statement that the in July 2020 minutes from after April 24, 2020, were not available from 

LU. The audit manager AB was advised by LU that further minutes would be available in 

September and October 2020. Bissonette asked AB to gather the further minutes, or 

information about what had happened at those meetings. Bissonette failed to follow up 

prior to her September 30, 2020 retirement. 
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75. Bissonette admits that despite her request of management, specifically NL and LH, to 

prepare an assessment of the going concern assumption, no formal assessment was 

prepared and she proceeded without it because of the fluidity of events and her 

attendance at Audit and Finance Committee meetings that focused on information 

regarding enrolment, ancillary revenues and cash flows. 

76. Bissonette admits that the 2020 Audit going concern working paper is a virtual copy of 

the same document she authorized for the 2019 LU audit with neither version providing 

adequate analysis of the relevant financial indicators. 

77. The Audit Findings Report presented to the Audit Committee at their September 21, 2020, 

meeting includes a section on going concern and the statement that management 

provided their assessment that LU is a going concern and has no intention to liquidate, 

cease operations or be forced into that position. LH edited the description of 

management’s assessment of going concern in the Audit Findings Report before it was 

finalized. Bissonette asserts that management's assessment of going concern was also 

provided verbally through several discussions. A formal written assessment was not 

prepared by management. 

78. Bissonette admits that her audit work and documentation failed to meet the accepted 

audit standards of the profession. 

Allegation 2 – LAURIE BISSONETTE, in or about the period March 1, 2020 through September 

30, 2020, while acting as the engagement partner for the audit of the financial statements of LU 

for the year ended April 30, 2020, failed to perform her professional services with due care in 

accordance with Rule 202.1 of the Code, in that: 

a. She inappropriately relied on management’s cash flow forecasts;  

79. The discussions KPMG documented in the working papers with respect to 

going concern focus on NL, who steadfastly believed the use of the going 

concern assumption was appropriate during the duration of the 2020 Audit. 
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80. Bissonette asserts that she had numerous discussions with LH regarding going concern, 

but they were not documented in the working papers. Though not known to Bissonette 

during the 2020 Audit, LH had more information than NL with respect to LU’s plans 

including the possibility of filing for CCAA protection. 

81. Bissonette asserts she was monitoring the cash flow forecasts, the cash position and fees 

on a per student basis and felt they were at an acceptable level based on information 

provided by NL, including his cash flow forecast which suggested that LU would have 

enough cash to operate for the next fiscal year by utilizing its available lines of credit. 

82. Bissonette asserts that in April, May and June 2020, she recognized that there was still a 

question about whether there was a going concern issue, but by September 2020, NL had 

satisfied her that student enrolment numbers were ahead of 2019, and ancillary revenues 

were good, as evidenced by a September 16, 2020 email from NL. (Doc 12) She was 

aware NL was monitoring LU’s cash flow and that he felt LU had sufficient funds to meet its 

obligations beyond April 30, 2021. Bissonette advised the Investigators that her audit team 

was monitoring LU’s cash flow, cash position and fees on a per student basis and that she 

felt they were acceptable. However, there is no documentation of this review and analysis 

in the working papers. 

83. NL reported that by August and September 2020 LU’s cash flow was exceeding 

expectations and management was forecasting they would have better cash flow up to 

the end of April 30, 2021, than in the prior year. (Doc 21) An August 12, 2020, cash flow 

forecast that NL prepared showing actual numbers to July 31, 2020 and forecasts to 

April, 2021, was provided to Bissonette but not included in the working paper file. The 

cash flow forecast provided by NL shows that at April 30, 2021, LU would be using 

$17,796,379 of their lines of credit availability of $31,000,000, so they would have 

sufficient funds to operate for the following fiscal year. (Doc 12) 

84. Bissonette advised the Investigators that LU utilized their cash flow analysis primarily 

when the University was looking for financing. She asserts that she had reviewed NL’s 

cash flows before and historically they were close to actual results and that she had tied 

them into cash at some past point in time. 

16 



85. SH was EY’s lead engagement partner on the accounting element of LU’s restructuring 

and acted as the court appointed monitor for CCAA purposes. She advised the 

Investigators that NL, on behalf of LU did not prepare monthly financial statements but 

prepared a budget each year although the Board of Governors was never presented a 

budget to actual analysis. SH also advised the Investigators that the annual budget was 

prepared because the provincial government required it annually and it was compiled on 

a different basis from how the annual financial statements were presented. 

86. SH advised the Investigators that the cash flows prepared by NL were unreliable and 

she was not confident in NL’s ability to prepare accurate cash flow information. 

Accordingly, EY placed no reliance on NL’s documentation and prepared a detailed cash 

flow forecast using a building up approach. 

87. SH advised the Investigators that LU’s cash flow forecasts were not prepared on 

a detailed basis and simply took the current cash position and assumed the 

change would be the same as it was in the prior year. SH identified this as 

problematic because Covid triggered significant changes from the prior year. 

88. SH advised the Investigators that, in addition to the questionable reliability of LU’s cash 

flow forecasts, the pressure on LU’s finances was not readily apparent from a cursory 

review of the cash flows as LU was using restricted funds from research projects, 

restricted donations and retiree health and benefits plans contributions, all which 

flowed through their books but did not belong to them, to fund operations. SH asserted 

that Bissonette should have had the necessary knowledge to properly interpret the risk 

of doing this. 

89. Bissonette admits that she inappropriately relied on management’s cash flow 

forecasts. 

b. She failed to appropriately assess the risk of the engagement;  

90. The AG Report included a summary of LU’s deteriorating financial position from 2010 to 

2020. Section 8.3 of the report titled: Audit Committee and Senior Administration Did Not 
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Clearly Convey the Severity of [LU’s] Financial Situation in its Audited Financial 

Statements, (Doc 13) references a non-exhaustive list of 11 financial indicators that may 

cast doubt on an entity’s ability to continue as a going concern and concludes that by April 

30, 2020, LU exhibited eight of these indicators. Appendix 19 of the AG Report is an 

Evaluation of LU Against Going Concern Financial Indicators which shows the AG’s 

rationale for this conclusion and that some of the indicators were there for several years. 

(Doc 13) These are the same indicators identified in the 2020 Audit going concern 

assessment memo. 

91. The AG performed a more thorough analysis of the financial indicators than KPMG. 

92. Bissonette asserts that she duly considered the relevant financial indicators with respect to 

the going concern assumption. Additionally, she asserts that several of the events or 

conditions described in Appendix 19 that existed in prior years did not have a material 

impact on the assessment for the 2020 Audit. (Doc 22) 

93. Bissonette asserts that she appropriately considered the indicators that were relevant and 

that the AG Report failed to consider that: LU had a sustainability plan and was trending to 

its targets prior to Covid; by August and September 2020 there were strong indicators that 

the impacts of Covid were not as significant as anticipated; significant lines of credit 

remained available and much of LU’s debt load was attributable to major capital projects 

that were completed by 2019. However, Bissonette’s working papers do not disclose a 

comprehensive analysis of the financial indicators and, as documented in the Engagement 

Evaluation Detail Report – Approval Review, (Doc 23) she did not think anything significant 

had changed from the prior year. 

94. Section 2.210 of the “Engagement Evaluation Detail Report – Approval Review” asks if 

the client is presumed to have a higher public profile and one of the examples given 

(number 8.) identifies Universities as being in this category. (Doc 23) KPMG’s response to 

the question is “No”. Bissonette asserts that LU was not identified as having a higher 

public profile and she said the KPMG Not-For-Profit Committee decided that the response 

to this question should be “No” for all universities unless there were unusual additional risk 

factors. 
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95. Bissonette asserts that LU’s accumulated unrestricted deficit of $14.5 million and their use 

of interest rate derivative agreements, which would normally be considered complex 

transactions, were not identified as risk factors during the continuance process because 

many universities routinely used interest swaps and she was comfortable with the deficit. 

96. Bissonette admits that she failed to appropriately assess the risk of the 2020 Audit 

engagement. 

c. She inappropriately assumed that the provincial government would provide 

financial support to ensure the continued operation of LU; and  

97. On June 19, 2020, Bissonette emailed NL and LH requesting management’s assessment 

of the going concern assumption following a previous email where she sent the applicable 

accounting standard. (Doc 24) In response LH requested a meeting in July, at which 

Bissonette was told the preliminary enrolment numbers were better than anticipated. She 

was also made aware that the provincial government had advised LU they were not going 

to cover any universities’ Covid expenses. 

98. Bissonette advised the Investigators that she had previous experience with another 

institution where there had been a “bail out” meeting which resulted in the provincial 

government helping to solve that institution financial situation. She was confident that a 

similar meeting would take place between the provincial government and LU. She was not 

aware that meetings to discuss LU’s deteriorating financial condition were taking place with 

the provincial government, but they were unwilling to provide additional funding. 

99. Bissonette admits she inappropriately assumed that the provincial government 

would provide financial support to ensure the continued operation of LU. 

d. She failed to document and retain appropriate records of internal  

consultations in the audit file.  

100. Bissonette asserts that she informally consulted with one of KPMG’s senior audit experts 

in the higher education space to discuss going concern at LU. (Doc 21) Bissonette 
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described these discussions as informative of what other universities were doing and 

provided a resource of shared experiences. 

 101. Bissonette admits that there was no formal going concern consultation with the senior 

audit partner, and there is no documentation of any of their discussions in the 2020 Audit 

working papers. 

 102. Bissonette admits that she failed to document and retain appropriate records of internal 

consultations in the audit file. 

Acknowledgement  

103. Bissonette admits that while acting as the engagement partner for the 2020 Audit she 

failed to perform her professional work in accordance with generally accepted 

standards of the profession, contrary to Code Rules 201.1 and 202.1. 

Mitigating Factors  

104. The following mitigating factors merit consideration: 

a. Bissonette has no prior discipline record with CPA Ontario; 

b. She was cooperative throughout the Investigation; 

c. In arriving at this Agreement, Bissonette saved the PCC and the Discipline 

Committee the time and expense of a lengthy hearing; and 

d. Bissonette does not present a potential future threat to the greater public interest. 

Terms of Settlement  

105. In resolution of the Complaint Bissonette and the PCC agree to the following Terms of 

Settlement: 

a. Bissonette shall pay a fine of $50,000 to CPA Ontario within three months of the 

Discipline Committee’s Order; 

20 



b. Bissonette’s Fellowship status with CPA Ontario shall be permanently 

suspended and she shall not be entitled to reference or use her Fellowship 

status in any manner; 

c. Notice of the terms of this Settlement shall be published by CPA Ontario, 

including notice to all members of CPA Ontario, the Public Accounting 

Standards Committee, and all provincial CPA bodies, in accordance with 

Regulation 6-2, ss. 45,48, 50 and 52, as applicable; 

d. Bissonette shall pay 2/3 of the PCC’s total costs in the investigation and prosecution 

of this matter within three months of the Discipline Committee’s Order. 

Waiver of Hearing, Disclosure of Agreement and Independent Legal Advice 

106. Should the Discipline Committee accept this Agreement Bissonette agrees to and hereby 

waives her right to a full hearing, judicial review or appeal of this matter. Upon 

Bissonette’s fulfillment of the requirements of this Agreement, the draft Allegations (Doc 

1) shall be stayed. 

107. If approved by the Discipline Committee, no party will make any public statement that is 

inconsistent with the content of this Agreement. Following Discipline Committee approval, 

CPA Ontario may, in its sole discretion, issue a news release regarding this Agreement. 

108. If for any reason this Agreement is not approved by the Discipline Committee, then: 

a. The terms of this Agreement, including all settlement negotiations between the 

PCC and Bissonette leading up to its presentation to the Discipline Committee, 

shall be without prejudice to the PCC and Bissonette; and 

b. The PCC and Bissonette shall be entitled to all available proceedings, remedies 

and challenges, including proceeding to a hearing on the merits of the allegations, 

or negotiating a new settlement agreement, unaffected by this Agreement or the 

settlement negotiations. 

21 



109. This Agreement and its terms will be treated as confidential by the PCC and Bissonette 

until approved by the Discipline Committee and forever if for any reason whatsoever this 

Agreement is not approved by the Discipline Committee, except with the written consent 

of the PCC and Bissonette, or, as may be required by law. 

110. Any obligations of confidentiality shall terminate upon approval of the Agreement by the 

Discipline Committee. 

111. Bissonette agrees and confirms that in negotiating and freely entering into 

this Agreement she has been assisted by independent legal counsel. 

All of which is agreed to for the purpose of this proceeding alone this 30th day of May 2025. 

Kelvin Kucey, J.D. LAURIE BISSONETTE, FCPA, FCA 

On behalf of On her own behalf 

the Professional Conduct Committee 
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