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RISK OVERSIGHT: IS IT BROKEN?

In 20, after a flurry of colossal accountirfraudssurfacedglobally, the US government enactdéle SarbanesOxleyActo & { ho € 0
try to fix the problems that USpoliticiansdecidedwere at the root ofthe crisis.A keybelief at the time was thatholding senior
managementmore formally accountable foarccountingdisclosures andelated controls and forcing external auditors to form an
independentopinionon whether 002 dzy G Ay 3 02 y (jWwaRld fixthd philemd 1B 20DRIE tivarld Sufferedanother
corporatefinancialcrisis that made the events leading up to SOX pale in comparison. More tharpadplgbelieve that the entire
world was at risk of economic collapisethe absence of aggressive government intervention

This time governmentegulatorsfrom sevenof i K S & ecohbnicSuerpowers studied the events leading upthe crisisto see
what could be learned to prevent a reoccurrence. Key conclusions of that' streighownbelow.

A central findingin the study indicateddeficient seniormanagement and boardisk oversightwasa majorcauseof the collapse-
in the minds of regulatorsthe next bigcorporate governancgroblemto be fixed.

Risk Management Lessoffiom the Global Banking Crisis of 206&enior Supervisors Groy®ctober 2009
ThisOctober 2009 reporauthored by regulators fronrseveno f t he wor |l d’ s maj or ¢
root causes. All are linked to deficient risk management and risk management oversight:

The failure of some boards of directors and senior managers to establish, measure, and

adhere to a level of riskcceptable to the firm;

Gompensation programs that conflicted with the control objectives of the firm;

Inadequate and often fragmented technological infrastructures that hindered effective risk
identification and measurement; and

Institutional arrangementsthat conferred status and influence on risk takers at the expense
of independent risk managers and control personnel.

Sourcehttp://www.financialstabilityboard.org/publications/r_0910a.pdf

! http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/publications/r_0910a.pdf
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RISK OVERSIGHT: IS IT BROKEN?

REGULATORS FOCUS ON RISK OVERSIGHA SO X KE'’ SOLUTI ON BE

In the USthe SEC reacted to the Senior Supervisors Group conclusions by implementing new proxy disclostfesatliles listed
O2YLI yASao ¢KS ySg NHzZ S& NBI dzi NB O 2 Yotdisk/okeSsi@ht addzdhtatAh® hoard dodsa O
to oversee risks of all types, including compensation risks. In CattelaCanadian Securities Administrators has called for
significant improvements in the disclosures being made related to risk managemenisknmdanagement oversight and stated L y
light of ongoing international developments regarding the disclosure of risk management practices, this is an area that we wi
02yl AydzS A Privatexsttoriingiadies are now underway in Canada and the US to try to avoid another refgaa@®X

like remedy.

Carlo V. di Florio, Director Office of Compliance Inspections and
Examinations, U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (Fgbruar
2011):

The financial crisis revealed just how dramatically risk management
failures can harm investors, jeopardize market integrity and hinder
capital formation. It also revealed the interdependence between variol
risk categories (e.g., liquidity, fundig, market, credit, operational,
compliance and reputation risks), and demonstrated how that
interdependence can accelerate risk concentration and harm to
investors and markets.

Finally, the financial crisis revealed the need for better oversight of risk
at the board and senior management levels, and the need for stronger
independence, standing and authority among risk management, control
and compliance functions so senior management and the board
understand the true risk in the business model and moreamtive and
effective risk management decisions can be made timely.

In December 2010 the Canadian Institute of
/ KF NISNBR | O002dzy il yia
exposure draft on the subject of board
oversight of risk The Institute of Corporate
Directors in Canada held briefings on risk
oversight expectations in cities across the
country. In the US, the Committee of
{LRyaz2NAy3 hNBFYyAT FGA2
reported survey resulfsthat strongly suggest
there is, in fact, an expectation gap. COSO
issued new guidance for directors on risk
oversight and has plans to overhaul the now
dated 1992 COSO Internal Contrdhtegrated
Framework. The National Association of
Corporate Directors Blue Ribbon Comsiog

on Risk Governance issued principksed

guidance for directors in October 2009 in a

report titled Balancing Risk and Rewafd
Sourcehttp://www.sec.gov/news/speech/2011/spch020811cvd. htm

HOW DO YOU KNOW IF YOUR APPROACH TO RISK OVERSIGHT IS OK?

Whether you agree that corporate risk ovigist is anarea that is indeed brokeror not, it is clear that governments generally, and
AaSOdzNRGe NB3IdzE F 12NBR ALISOATAOLIffer KI @S RSOARSR (i Hevelthathisk A &
managemenhand risk oversight is bkenin the majority of companies, but we do believe that there is a growing body of evidence
that traditional approaches to corporate risk and assurance management arepgibal. We invite you to take a few minutes to
review our analysis for boards, senmanagement, and internal audit to see how you measure up against the new risk oversight
expectations.

! http://iwww.sec.gov/rules/final/2009/339089.pdf

? http://www.osc.gov.on.ca/documents/en/SecuritieGategory5/csa_20101202_&86_2010corp-gowdisclosure.pdf
N http://www.rogb.ca/risk-oversightframework/index.aspx

4 http://www.coso.org/documents/BoareRiskOversightSurveyCOS@Protiviti_000.pdf

° http://www.coso.org/documents/COSOBoardsERM4pagitALRELEASEVERSION82409_001.pdf

© http://www.nacdonline.org/Store/ProductDetail.cfm?ltemNumber=675
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BOARD RISK OVERSIGHT: IS IT BROKEN?

This issue has taken on significantly increased importance for many
boards. TheBoard Blogi denti fied risk over CICA Board Risk Oversight Exposure Draft (December 2010

pound guerill as i n 1 Regulators in the WSd 4! 0O02NRAY3 (2 aOYAayasSes (NFR
and Canada arecurrently assessing whether new regulations in thig support the notion that boards cannot and should not be
area are warranted. The introduction to this paper lists a range OfSEIVERUEeEVIREVRIS SnEYET ) IMelIRuEICES

private sector initiatives currently underway to try and avoid another srTouId,lthrour?h th;ir r?sk_Oﬁersight role, be able to satisfy
©SaX ke” government interventio themselves that effectiveisk management processes are in

LX F OS I yR AYLX SYSY(iSRé¢ ®

In Canada, the CICA releaka new exposure draft on board oversight G¢KS NAR&a]l YIFyrFr3asSySyid aeadaSy

of risk In December 200 The exposure draft suggests that in addition ONARYy3 U2 UKS 062FNRQa FuuSyuAa

to the traditional governance model described in the box shown afEEUSLSEUMERSE UL RURTIE SR RSETIET

right, boards should be playing an exponentially greater, more hand now these nsks Pnterreﬁte, h.OW LSS TR IS 1110 CRmEEnTY,
L . . . . and how these risks are being addressed by management.

on role in risk management and risk oversight. Risk oversig

) ) ) Directors need to have the experience, training and knowledge
frameworks in many companies are not currently well equipped tg of the business to make a meaningful assessment of those

meet, at least not in a serious and demonstrable way, the expectatio NA &1 aodé
spelled out for traditional governance models in the box at right

Source: http://www.rogb.ca/risk-oversight-framework/index.aspx

TRADITIONAL APPROACH NOT ENOUGH

1 Company discloses a long laundry list of risks in security filings that could potentially impact the company.

T LY Ylyeée O2YLI yASa &aSyA2N) YFyl3SYSyid R2S& y2i riskankddgemdntfraniédBad2oNd
GKS aAAYATFAOLIYG NRala o6SAy3a I O0OSLIISR o6& GKS O2YLJ yeé oftenrotythed 2 Y S
O2YLIl yeQa G(G2L)J mn NBAaAARdzZtf NR&TEA | FAiSNI 1027y & RISNR § INDAANBY (Y INR 15T
most significant emerging risks that could impact the company.

1 There may, or may not, be a report from management to the board on compliance risk, including areas like securitiesreg8l&obregn
Corrupt Practices\ct (FCPAFanadianCorruption of Foreign Public Officials Act (CFR@&)compliance, environment, safety, and other
areas that can expose companies to significant reputational and financial risk.

1 In companies that have an interralidit function the board receives reports on audit plans and findings of audits completed in the year
G23SGKSNI 6AGK O2yiGNREt ao6SlI1ySaasSaé (KS | dZRAG2NE A RStgdchygakiSRd ¢ K
usually les than 20% of the total risk universe.

T LY O2YLIFyASa GKIFG R2y Qi KIF@S |y AYyUSNylFt | dRAG FdzyOldmr@doleri KS o
FAYEFEYOALE NBLRNIAY3I YR GKS SEUS N#deite fornmddRepaitfioi ManagBneld dHthe cureitS 6 2
STTSOGA@SySaa 2F Sy:iSNIINRAS NAxal YIEylF3asSySyid LINBOSaasSa 2N G6kKS O

{ Strategic and annual plans presented to the board may, or may not, include specific informationdhthe]l & A RSYGAFTASRT Y
assessment of those risks, the risk treatments and strategies that will be used to manage those risks, and the restaiiad ésioected.

2
I

WHAT NEEDS TO CHANGE

1 Significant risk acceptance decisions (conscious and ucicms$ should be elevated to the board of directors to ensure there is consensus
FaANBSYSyld 2y GKS O2YLIlyeQa NARal] FLWSGIAGS yR RSY2yadlNkantt S SOAR
emerging risks should be elevated to theslod and senior management should describe how they are monitoring and treating these risks.

1 In companies that have an internal audit functiamernal audit should be responsible for ensuring the board receives reliable and materially
completeA Y F2NXY I GA2y 2y (KS 02 Y thkIys@udkedf Inkiba Audtadstnddids jatdrnalaudit sbodid abnualhs NJ
LINE GARS (KS 02FNR ¢AGK 'y AYRSLISYRSY(l 2LAYA2Y 2y (KSRINBAM [ FOIAD S
internal audit function need to have a process to identify, assess, and report significant residual risks to the board.

1 Strategic and annual plans presented to the board for approval should include a full discussion of the risks invahedteatdgies/risk
treatments in place or planned to address them.

! http://www.boardmember.com/blogindividual.aspx?blogid=473
? http://www.rogb.ca/risk-oversightframework/index.aspx
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MANAGEMENT RISK OVERSIGHT: IS IT BROKEN?

As a direct result of the overwhelming pressure being exerted on boards to
increase the quality of risk oversight many boards are taking aggressive ste VRS TIn it R YA O I O R R = RS LN LR E e To e
and making specific requests to senior managemegbncerning risk that:

management and oversight

X ia &adz3asad a
Iy A ' dzZRAG O2YYAUUS
In Canadasecurities regulators have indicated that they are unhappy with the i2 G{AIYAFAOLYi{é (2 &' DN
quality of public disclosures related to risk management and overs’lght senior management involvement in risk oversight. In
Although Canadian regulators have not required companies found to b qddition, and pe[he}ps due to the bgardAandeit

deficient in 2010 to restate filings, theyave demanded improvements and O02YYAGl(lSSQa AyGSNBali Ay a

indicated that will be monitoring this area very closely in 2011. chief executive officer (CEQ) is also calling for increased
senior executive involvement in risk oversight.

The sameCOSO studyreferenced at rightreported: Over 65% of the respondents indicated that the CEO is
YI{Ay3a daz2RSNIi6é G2 a{ADB
of requests for increased management involvement in
risk oversight.

“The state of ERM appears to be relatively immature. Only 28 percent
respondents describe their currenstage of ERM implementation as
WA iSYFiAOZ NERO dzaviith regyl& repuBingStd thé botrs.

Almost 60 percent of respondents say theirkigacking is mostly informal and Sourcehttp://www.coso.org/documents/Board-RiskOversight
ad hoc or only tracked within individual silos or categories as opposed td S (0T
enterpriseg A RS ®¢

TRADITIONAL APPROACH NOT ENOUGH

 Seniormh y I ASYSy il Ay GKS YI22NARidG& 2F O02YLI yASa R2Sa y20 NBOSihedS I (
risks. Risk information is reported from a range of sources but rarely using consistent terminol@gtandardizedmpactrating system.

1 In companies that have an internal audit function senior management usually receive a copy of the annual audit plantarad eeslils
conducted during the year. Although this is slowly changing, only a small percentage of interndépadinents currently provide reports on
0KS YIFiddNRGe yR STFTFSOGA@SySaa 2F (G(KS O2YLI yeQa NRa| Y¥etheraSYSy
work using generally accepted risk assessment methods, (e.g. 1ISQ 8h@QGfovide business units with copies of the risk assessments
completed, if any, by the audit teamThe internal audit function iquite oftenthe only functionthat completes documented rigkontrol
assessments on a regular basis.

Tl O2YLI yASASUKVIARAGONI KI PdzRAG Fdzy Ol A2y s &ASYyA2NI YEylF3ASYSyid 274
business units. Only a relatively small percentage of companies have adopted a common risk vocabulary and assessmekt framewo

WHAT NEEDBO CHANGE

1 CEOs and CFOs need to play a lead role ensuring that their company has an effective risk management framework in @adedsayding
and reportingupwardssignificant residual risk acceptandecisionsand emerging risks on a timely ba$kobust risk selassessment systems
need to be implemented and steps taken to ensure they are producing reliable information.

1 /9ha IyR /Cha &aK2dZ R NBOSAGS NBLR2NIAa 2y GKS OdzZNNBYy ireldivedodaNgr G & |
public companies

1 Senior management should play a lead role selecting a risk management methodology and terminology for use by work ssifisaaroe a

specialist groups and leadifiiRMimplementation efforts. 1SO 31000 is gaining signifiteattion globally and has been recommended for use
by the Institute of Internal Auditors when assessing and reporting on risk management processes.

1 A key goashould beto ensurethat the board is aware of, and agrees with, significant risk acceptandsialexs made by the senior management
team.

! http://www.osc.gov.on.ca/documents/en/SecuritieGategory5/csa_20101202_&86_2010corp-gowdisclosure.pdf
? http://www.coso.org/documents/BoareRiskOversightSurveyCOS@Protiviti_000.pdf
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INTERNAL AUDIT RISK OVERSIGHT: IS IT BROKEN?

Ernst & Young 2010internal survey Unlock the Value of Internal
Audit’, noted that only 44% of respondents believe Internal Audit Richard Chambers, I1A"s Pres

was helping the company achieve its business objectives. 96% ProfessionOutlookin December 2010

respondents indicated that they needed to make improvements td While | am encouraged by the outlook for our profession in 2011,

their Internal Audit function within the next 24 months. have to sound an important note of cautiori have seen at least
g2 adzNBSea NBOSyidfe 2y AydSN

In addition to the EY survey there is significant support for (management officials and board members) that may be signalir

GaNe Of 2dzRaé¢ 2y G(G(KS K2NAT 2y o

stakeholder soncern that traditional internal audit is not meetin PR A . . PR =
g UKS @OASg UKIFIUO AYUSNYLlFft I dzZRAGA

stakeholder needs. Many small to midcap public companies ele
not to have an internal audit function on the premise it would not Stakeholders seem to be signaling a concern that internal auditii

add sufficient walue to justify the cost andcould distract is not adding as much value as it should. On the part of a grayv

management from its core purpose of value creation. Man number of stakeholders, there seems to be an underlying mood

companieshave an internal audit function because they have bee

GKFEG 6KAES AYUSNYylLf | dzZRAGAYIQS
} ) ! fast enough. Others appear to be frustrated by the heavy emphe
told they should. Fearing high costs and inadequate return o on assurance and the lack fy 2 6t SR3IS 2F (K$
investment, some NYSE lesi companies have elected not to business/industry.

implement an Internal Audit function in spite of being required to
do so by the NYSE Governance co@Hearly there is a serious
expectation and value gap that needs to be addressed. 20Internal%20Auditing

Sourcehttp://www.theiia.org/blogs/chambers/index.cfm/post/Looking
%20Ahead%20t0%202011:%20What%20Does%201t%20Hold%20for%

TRADITIONAL APPROACH NOT ENOUGH

1 Traditional internal audit methods do not provide robust support for boards and senior management that want to demonégetteecfisk
oversight.

1 Traditional internal audit planning processes tend to be process/control centric. They have not doigdlenti#jling significant value eroding
retained risks that impact share value. (e.g. 2008 financial crisis, stock option backdating and others)

1 Traditional audits identify what the audit team believe are significant/notable control weaknesses. Covettagéotdl risk universeach year
is usually less than026. Few audit departments use a generally accepted risk assessment framework and consistent risk management
terminology, and fewaudit functionsreport to the board and senior management on the arehat have not been audited or reported on
during the year that couldignificantlyimpactthe company.

f ! dzRAGA LINPGARS AYF2N¥YIGAZ2Y 2y O2y(iNRft o6SI1ySaasSa Ay FfonBlya | 43¢
assess and repodn risk Few internal audit departments turn over their risk assessmemntsork unitsfor the work unit to maintairand
updategoing forward.

f Only a small percentage ifternal auditR S LJF NIl YSy a OdzNNBy Gt & LINE JA R Sk mArageMdntprodedsed? NI &
NBflFGABS (G2 20KSNI O2YLI yASazr 2N GKS O2YLIl yeQa O2yaz2ftAiARFGSR NB3

WHAT NEEDS TO CHANGE

{ Internal auditshould focus on identifying th® 2 Y LJI cyfréer®d éesidual risk status and elevating significant residual risk acceptance decisions
for review by senior management and the board. Although traditional audit approaches reauttifrdecidingg K & NBIF a KI @S ¢

board are aware of th® 2 Y LJI- cyirier gesidual risk status aribe significant risks being accepted.

f Measuring internal aud® & LIS NJo Méw weyl itcBmpletes their audit plan, a metric still used by many internal audit departments, should
be replaced with metrics linked to outcomes that add real value. We believe that the most important performance foetriternal audit
should bewhether senior management and the board are aware of the most significant risks being accepted across the ertedinse
contributioninternal audit hagnade towards improving KS O2 YLJ ye Qa NARal YIFylF3asSySyd OF LI oAt Al

1 Internal audit functions shouldetect and use an assessment approach linked to internationally accepted risk management standards for all of
their assessment and reporting activitiasd promote the use of consistent risk terminology across the enterprise

! http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Unlocking_the_strategic_value_of_Internal_Audit/$FILE/Unlocking%20the%20strateglic@82P00f%20Internal%20Audit.pdf

©2011 Risk Oversight Inc




TRADITIONAL RISK OVERSIGHT CREATES NEW RISKS

Two decades ago, in 1990, Tim Leedhanaging Director Global ServiceRisk
Oversight Ing.wrote W6 2 NRa 2F RANBOG2NAZ
GKS WKAAG2NAROFf KNI RAGAZ2YFE | LILINRI Of
dissatisfiedaR | OGA @St & aSINDKAy3 F2NJ I+ Y2N

Unfortunately for investors and public companies around the wortte traditional
approachto risk governancehas proven to be amazingly resilient in spite @6
deficiencies andnumerous highprofile failures. Risk oversight expectationgor
boards and senior managemersa p p e ar to still be i
category as opposed to a definelégal duty of care Prudentcompanies a not
waiting to see if this will change going forwardNot reacting heightens the risk of
another“SOXike” solution.

RISK OVERSIGNEETO IMPROVE

1 More than a decade after the Saucier Committee repreterenced at rightn
Canadaand more than 8 years after thigst NACD Blue Ribbon Commissom
risk oversigkﬁin the USan ERM survey conducted by COSO reported that
G!'ty2aid cn LISNDSyYyld 2F NBaLRyRSyGa
ad hoc or only tracked within individual silos or categories as opposed to
enterprised A R'S @ ¢

f The samédecember 2010 CO@SurveyNB L2 NIi S R
ddzNSe LI NIAOALIyida y2iSR
2NJ ¢ KAIKE &
0S I Y2NB a0 NHZOUGdzZNBR LINR OS&aade

9 There iggrowing evidence that companies that want to avoid severe reputation
damage to the company, its bograhd senior management need to implement
more demonstrable risk management processes that meet the tyeazd
criteria defined in thesidebar to the ght.

0K G
iKS

1 Our observations and recent survey results suggest that only a minority of pul
companies today have robust processes capable of demonstrating all four
attributes of an effective risk management system defined by Wit Right

WHAT NEEDS T@HANGE

1 Organizations need to take a formal inventoryttodir current risk management
processes.

1 Boardsand senior managememieed to research anpbintly agree on a target
level of risk management maturity.

1 The target level of risk management maturity dego be compared to the
current maturity and a plan developed to closepgaver an agreed timefranm@
GwAal alylr3aSyYSyid al idzNRGe DIFLI ! 84S

1 ¢KS &l RSIj dz O eérisk g@varnaric& flamevdeiduB hedssessedy
independent specialists usirige Institute of Internal Auditors Practice Guide
Assessing the Adequacy of Risk Management Using ISO 3%606d ir010,
the OCEG Burgundy Book: Tools for Evaluating Principled Performancgher
suitablecriteria that the board of directors antianagement consider valid.

! http://www.leechgrc.com/pdf/kb-sps/Dawn%200f%20A%20New%20Era%201990.pdf
? http://www.ecgi.org/codes/documents/beyond_compliance.pdf

N http://www.nacdonline.org/Resources/Interview.cfm?ltemNumber=2260

4 http://www.coso.org/documents/BoareRiskOversightSurveyCOS@Protiviti_000.pdf

©2011 Risk Oversight Inc
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I n November 2001, Cana W)l
Corporate Governance (the Saucier Committee) y I
defined attributes of a
GOFFSOGADS o021 NRa gAfft
development of strategic direction and approve a
strategic plan. They will oversee the processes that
management has in place to identifyusiness
opportunities and risks. They will consider the
extent and types ofisk that is acceptable for the
company to bear. They will monitor
YIylFI3SySyiQa aeaidisSvya |y
managing the broad range of business risk. And
most important, on an ongoing basis, they will
review with management how the strategic
environment & changing, what key business risks
and opportunities are appearing, how they are
being managed and what, if any, modifications in
A4NY GS3IA0 RANBOGAZY &K2¢
Source: http://www.ecgi.org/codes/documents/beyond_
compliance.pdf

KFfF 2F (KS

In November 2008 Wachtdl, Lipton, Rosen &atz
(“ WLRK"” ) , dssuddsan adsisery dnirisk m |
oversight expectations which proposes some
specific criteria for *“¢
drawing on emerging US law and regulation:

Risk management shdd be tailored to the specific
company, but in general an effective risk
management system will:

1) Adequately identify the material risks that the
company faces in a timely manner;

2) Implement appropriate risk management
strategies that are responsive to the
O2YLI yeQa NRA&] LINRPFAES
specific material risk exposures and risk
tolerance thresholds;

Integrate consideration of risk and risk

management into business decisianaking
throughout the company; and

Adequately transmit necessaryformation

with respect to material risks to senior
executives and, as appropriate, to the board or
relevant committees.

Sourcehttp://blogs.law.harvard.edu/corpgov/files
/2008/11/risk-managementand-the-board-of-directors. pdf




ABOUT RISK OVERSIGHT INC.

Risk Oversight Inc. was established in 20t0help companies directors internal auditors and risk specialists
meet newand emergingrisk oversight expectationgn the US and Canadahe companyhas offices in Calgary,
Alberta, Oakville, Ontario,and Macungie Pennsylvania.Tim LeechR O 'Managing Director Global Servicesmd

one of RO s f o pantrtkis,nhgs more than 25 years global experienbelping company boards, senior
management/workgroups, internal auditrs and other assurancepecialistsimplement more cost effective risk
managementand risk oversightframeworks. Neil Bothwell RO s Managi ng Director has
gas experience and is a recognized expémt the area of @rbanesOxley (X 404 Canadian National
Instrument 52-109. Lauren Leech, Directdrisk Servicehas over 10 years of global experience in internal and
external audit, SOX 404/NI5209 and ERM technol ogy. Ba and feadrof the Ripkt a |,
Oversight kearning Systems division, is widely recognized as a thought leader and innovator in the area of risk
and governance learning and training systems.

RO Services

BoardRisk OversightGap Assessments (using CICA, COSO and keitxa)
Board of Directors/Senior Management Risk Oversigmining Sessions
Fractional Chief Audit Officer/Chief Risk Officer

Risk SelfAssessment (RSA)aining andimplementation Support

Contract Internal Audit/Risk Management Services

NI 52109/SOX404 Support Services

Enterprisewide Anti-Fraud Risk Assessments

Enterprisewide GomplianceRisk Assessments

US Foreign Corrupt Practice Act (FCPA) and Canadian Corruption of Foreign Public Offic
Act (CFPOA) Compliance Programplementation Support or Assessments
Support forGil and Gas Internal Gontrol Representations (EPAP in Alberta)
Joint Venture/ContractAudits

ERMSoftware <lection andimplementation Support

Officer/Director Due Diligencelitigation Support

=

= = = = = = = =

CONTACT INFORMATION

Tim Leech FCA CIA CFE CCSA
tim.leech@riskoversight.ca
416 720 0392

Neil Bothwell CA
neil.bothwell@riskoversight.ca
403 874 2769

Lauren Leech CBIA CFE
lauren.leech@riskoversight.ca
519400 2771
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