
From: Tope Adedara <tadedara@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, September 4, 2021 5:36 PM 
To: Comment Letters <CommentLetters@aicpa-cima.com> 
Cc: TOPE.ADEDARA@KRYSTALCONSULTINGINC.COM 
Subject: Significant Changes Coming to all Firms with an Accounting or Auditing Practice – Peer Review 
Alliance Firms Asked to Comment 
 
 
We have reviewed the extracts below regarding Self-Inspection and Cooling Off Period.  
 
Ours is a very small firm with one active Partner and the second less active. So if we are not 
able to Self-Inspect, then we will have to engage external parties to do that, at a cost. As it is 
right now complying with all the requirements is a costly venture and additional cost on 
firms, which can not be passed to clients will be a burden. 
 
Similarly, a firm of one active Partner, how do we even make happen the “cooling off period”, 
not take on the client? 
 
As laws are revised, it is necessary to consider that there are various firms out there and we 
can not have rules that puts some firms at a disadvantage. It is in the interest of 
entrepreneurial spirit to ensure that laws are incentives and not a deterrent. 
 
We support all efforts by the alliance to present a position that challenges these changes. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Krystal Consulting Inc. 
 
Self-Inspection 
Current quality control (QC) standards permit individuals associated with an engagement or who 
perform the engagement quality control review (EQCR) on an engagement to also inspect the 
engagement as part of the firm’s annual monitoring process. Under the proposed quality 
management (QM) standards, self-inspection will not be permitted. Thus, smaller firms with fewer 
individuals capable of performing the monitoring procedures may be required to engage individuals 
outside their firms to perform their annual inspections. 
  
In addition, even though U.S. firms are subject to an external peer review every three years while 
international firms might not have a similar requirement, the ASB believes that peer review does not 
provide a sufficient safeguard to lower the self-review threat to an acceptable level and that the self-
inspection prohibition is necessary to enhance audit quality. 
  
Cooling-off Period for Engagement Quality Reviewers 
Under the current QC standards, a firm is required to establish policies and procedure for EQCR and 
establish criteria for when the significant assumptions and conclusions on certain engagements 
(e.g., a new industry or engagement type for the firm) should receive an objective evaluation by a 
qualified individual outside of the engagement team. The proposed QM standards have a similar 
requirement for engagement quality review (EQR). 
  
However, the current standards have no “cooling-off period” for when an engagement partner who 
rotates off an engagement can become eligible to perform the EQCR for that same engagement. He 
or she only needs to be independent of the engagement (that is, not part of the current engagement 



team) and meet certain other qualifications (i.e., knowledge and experience, continuing education, 
etc.). The proposed QM standards call for a two-year cooling-off period for such instances. 
  
Like the IAASB, the ASB believes that the ability of an engagement quality reviewer to perform an 
objective evaluation of significant judgements is affected when the individual was previously involved 
with such judgments as the engagement partner. Thus, to create an appropriate safeguard, the ASB 
believes a cooling-off period of two years is necessary to help protect the public interest. As a result, 
smaller firms with fewer individuals capable of performing EQRs may be required to engage 
individuals outside their firms to perform these evaluations. 
 
 


