
August 25, 2021 

Sherry Hazel 
AICPA 
Auditing Standards Board 
Via email: CommentLetters@aicpa-cima.com 

Re: Proposed Statements on Quality Management Standards: 
A Firm’s System of Quality Management 
Engagement Quality Reviews 

Proposed Statement on Auditing Standards: 
Quality Management for an Engagement Conducted in Accordance with 
Generally Accepted Auditing Standards 

Ms. Hazel and Board Members: 

The Accounting & Auditing and Peer Review Committees of The Ohio Society of CPAs 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on the above-referenced Proposed Statements. 
We are strongly supportive of the efforts made to enhance audit quality and the involvement of 
constituents in the process, but have concerns with some specific aspects of the proposals as 
further explained below.   

Overall, the committees were supportive of a risk-based, more targeted approach to quality 
management for public accounting firms to enhance audit quality. The committees identified 
several areas where additional guidance would be beneficial. The committees had concerns 
about the cost-benefit impact and scalability of certain provisions of the proposed standards – in 
particular, recommending that the self-review threat and the cooling-off period be evaluated on 
a principles (risks and safeguards) basis, and more specifically defining the level of involvement 
in the engagement for which the self-review threat cannot be overcome.  

The Committees are a voluntary group of member CPAs from public practice and industry. Our 
comments represent the collective views of the Committee members and not the individual 
views of the members or the organizations with which they are affiliated. The organization of our 
Committees is outlined in Appendix A to this letter. 

Responses to specific questions in the exposure drafts follow: 

Proposed SQMS No. 1 – A Firm’s System of Quality Management 

1. Respondents are asked to provide their views on the preceding changes. In addition, the
ASB is seeking respondents’ views on whether the requirements in proposed SQMS No. 1
are clear and understandable and whether the application material is helpful in supporting
the application of those requirements.

The committees felt that the requirements and application material are generally clear, with
the exception of comments on specific sections as listed below. With the newness of this
approach for many firms, additional non-authoritative guidance, training and practice aids on
how to do a risk-based approach will be important. Resources will need to be developed that
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include directional advice for firms of various sizes to assist in complying with the 
requirements. 
 
The committees believe that similar to audits, there should be some presumed risks 
identified that apply to all firms. Two examples of such risks discussed by the committees as 
examples to consider include: the risk of override of controls, and the risk of the incapacity 
of key persons in the system of quality control (including the managing partner, quality 
control partner, and engagement partner.) Both are frequent reasons for findings of non-
conforming engagements in peer review. 
 
Section 10: This should specifically state that such annual evaluation must be documented, 
to avoid uncertainty for peer reviewers trying to evaluate compliance with this requirement. 
 
Sections 47-48: The form of communication (written or verbal) and the retention of such 
communication (as part of the engagement file or as part of a monitoring file), and the period 
of retention should be specified; this information could be useful for peer reviewers 
evaluating the operation of the monitoring and remediation program of the firm. 
 
Sections 58-61: The proposed standard should be more specific in the type of 
documentation that satisfies this requirement. Is a written Quality Management document 
required for all firms, regardless of size? For any firm? Are written monitoring reports 
required? Clarity and specificity here will avoid creating significant problems for peer 
reviewers attempting to identify and evaluate the requirements of and compliance with the 
firm’s Quality Management policies and procedures. 
 

2. Respondents are asked to provide their views on the scalability of the new quality 
management approach. In addition, the ASB is seeking respondents’ views on specific 
requirements in proposed SQMS No. 1 that may inhibit scalability and requirements for 
which additional application material regarding scalability would be helpful. 
 
The committees do not believe that the proposed SQMS is fully scalable, specifically with 
respect to the self-inspection prohibition. See response to question 7. 
 

Proposed SQMS No. 2 – Engagement Quality Reviews 
 
3. Respondents are asked to provide their views on whether the requirements in proposed 

SQMS No. 2 are clear and understandable, and whether the application material is helpful in 
supporting the application of those requirements. 
 
Overall, the requirements are understandable, but we have the following concerns. 
 
Application guidance should be more clear on what is expected for documentation to be 
“sufficient to enable an experienced practitioner, having no previous connection to the 
engagement, to understand the nature, timing, and extent of the EQR procedures 
performed”. While the documentation should be detailed enough to understand who 
performed the review and the scope of their review, a level of documentation that seems to 
indicate “reperformance” would be a bit too stringent. 
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Also see response to question 8. 
 

Proposed SAS—Quality Management for an Engagement conducted in Accordance with 
Generally Accepted Auditing Standards 
 
4. Respondents are asked to provide their views on the preceding changes. In addition, the 

ASB is seeking respondents’ views on whether the requirements in the proposed QM SAS 
are clear and understandable, and whether the application material is helpful in supporting 
the application of those requirements. 
 
Requirements and application material are generally clear, but we have concerns about the 
indication that “take responsibility for” means that the engagement partner is permitted to 
assign these responsibilities to another appropriately skilled or suitably experienced member 
of the engagement team. We believe that certain responsibilities that appear to be permitted 
to be “assigned” should not be. Examples of such provisions are noted below. 
 

Section 14: establishing and communicating the firm’s commitment to quality and the 
expected behavior of engagement team members  

 
Section 17: making engagement team members aware of relevant ethical requirements 
that are applicable given the nature and circumstances of the audit engagement, and the 
firm’s related policies or procedures, including identifying, evaluating and addressing 
threats to compliance with independence  
 
Section 35: undertaking consultation on difficult or contentious matters and matters on 
which the firm’s policies and procedures require consultation 
 
Section 37: resolving differences of opinion in accordance with the firm’s policies or 
procedures 

 
We agree the engagement partner may need to leverage others in the firm to fulfill all of 
his/her responsibilities, but the standard should be very clear that the engagement partner 
has ultimate responsibility for seeing that all of these are carried out on their engagements. 

 
5. Respondents are asked to provide their views on whether the effective dates are clear.  

 
We believe the effective dates are clear. 
 

6. Respondents are asked to provide their views on whether an 18-month implementation 
period is appropriate. If that period is not appropriate, please explain why and what 
implementation period would be appropriate.  

 
Most committee members found the 18-month implementation period appropriate, provided 
that application materials, non-authoritative guidance and training are made available 
sufficiently in advance of the effective date. A minority opinion of the committees expressed 
that additional time should be provided for engagement review firms who will be receiving 
oversight of their quality management systems for the first time (requesting one full peer 
review cycle.) 
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7. Respondents are asked whether they agree that inspection of completed engagements by 
those involved in the engagements should be precluded in order to enhance audit quality. If 
not, please explain why and provide examples of safeguards that could lower the self-review 
threat to an acceptable level.  

 
 We disagree that the inspection of completed engagements by those involved in the 

engagement should be precluded to enhance quality. For the standard to be scalable yet 
still provide for enhanced audit quality, we recommend that firms explicitly be required to 
evaluate the risk of self-inspection considering the specific nature of their engagements and 
practice, and document their specific responses to mitigate the threats identified. The 
documentation should reflect that the ability to mitigate this threat is expected to be rare, but 
we do not believe it can never be overcome. More specific examples should be provided of 
the level of involvement in the engagement for which the self-review threat cannot be 
overcome. 

 
The cost-benefit ratio of precluding all potentially involved parties is too great, resulting in a 
standard that is not scalable to the smallest practices, and will restrict audit supply to the 
detriment of the profession. We believe that for some parties (e.g., the firm’s QC partner,) for 
system reviews with prior good experience, or for engagement reviews with low risk in the 
nature of the firm’s engagements, the self-review threat could potentially be mitigated. 
 
Examples of safeguards that can help mitigate this threat as identified by the committees 
include: 

 Specific CPE throughout the year 
 External training 
 History of pass reports in a system peer review with no FFCs 
 Up-to-date practice aids 
 Background and experience of the individual with respect to monitoring or 

engagement review, including successful prior experience with comprehensive 
review of engagements 

 Service as a peer reviewer 
 Consultation if questions or contentions are identified 
 Consistency in firm practice (no expansion of services, no significant changes in 

the client base) 
 

 Specific streamlined application resources should be provided to guide a smaller firm 
through this assessment. 

 
8. Respondents are asked for their views on whether a cooling-off period should be required 

before a former engagement partner can serve as an engagement quality reviewer on that 
engagement, and (a) if so, the appropriate length of the required cooling-off period or, (b) if 
not, please explain why and provide examples of safeguards that could lower the objectivity 
threat to an acceptable level.  

 
We are in favor of no required cooling-off period, and instead recommend that firms be 
required to identify the fact that they have a threat to objectivity, evaluate the risk, and 
identify safeguards to not have a cooling-off period, considering the specific nature of the 
firm’s engagements and practice. It is sometimes advantageous to audit quality to involve a 
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prior party who is familiar with judgments that were made in the past, for example, when 
transitioning partners. For the standard to be scalable, some judgment is required, rather 
than definitive requirements where there is not sufficient cost-benefit. 
 
Examples of engagement review safeguards identified by the committee include a technical 
review “cold read” of the financial statements. This is sometimes done by the EQ reviewer, 
but as a safeguard, in situations where the EQ reviewer was formerly involved in judgments 
made, a different partner could be assigned to do that “cold review”. 
 

9. Respondents are asked for their views on whether the engagement quality review should 
be required to be completed before the report is dated, rather than before the report is 
released.  

 
We believe that the engagement report should not be dated any earlier than the completion 
date of the engagement quality review. The purpose of the EQR is to identify any issues 
the engagement team may have missed; the engagement partner cannot conclude that the 
engagement has been performed in accordance with professional standards until the 
uncertainty created by the requirement for EQR has been addressed. 

 
The committees appreciate your consideration of our input and suggestions. If you have any 
questions, please contact either of us at the below email addresses. 
 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Jami Blake, CPA, Chair 
OSCPA Accounting and Auditing Committee 
jblake@cohencpa.com 
 
Mark Welp, CPA, CFE, Chair 
OSCPA Peer Review Committee 
mwelp@holbrookmanter.com 
 



The Ohio Society of CPAs     APPENDIX A 
2021-2022 Accounting and Auditing Committee 
 
 
Chair: Jami Blake, CPA, Cohen & Company 
 
Members: 
 
Mark Batey, CPA, Apple Growth Partners 
William Bauder, CPA, Whalen & Company CPAs 
Brett Burns, CPA, Perry & Associates CPAs 
Mark Freudenberg, CPA, CGMA, CMA, CSCA, Simon Kenton Council 
Janice Jasinski, CPA, Schroedel, Scullin & Bestic, LLC 
Ruth Peake, CPA, Envision Pharmaceutical Services, Inc. 
Matt Rosen, CPA, Barnes Dennig & Company 
 
 
2021-2022 Peer Review Committee 
 
 
Chair: Mark Welp, CPA, Holbrook and Manter 
 
Members: 
Jodey Altier, CPA, Perry & Associates CPAs 
Kelli Bernstein, CPA, Meaden & Moore 
Sandra Comer, CPA, Manning & Associates 
Jeff Harr, CPA, BHM CPA Group 
Adele Jasion, CPA, Gilmore Jasion Mahler, LTD 
George Malachin, CPA, Linc, Malachin & Dennis, Inc. 
Chris McCurdy, CPA, McCurdy & Associates, Inc. CPAs 
Michael Muniak, CPA, HW&Co 
Robin Ring, CPA, Robin L. Ring, CPA 
George Sparks, CPA, Barnes Dennig & Company 
Chad Welty, CPA, Rea & Associates 
 
Technical Reviewers: 
Thomas Bowns, CPA, Flynn & Company  
Kathy Hoover, CPA, Corbets & Associates 
Daniel Wernke, CPA, Clark Schaefer Hackett 
 




