
 

Page 1 of 7 
 

State of Oregon 
Oregon Society of CPAs 

 

Annual Report on Oversight for 2016 

Date Issued – March 23, 2018 

 

 

I. Administering Entity Policies and Procedures 

 

Acceptance of Peer Reviews 

 

All peer reviews administered by the Oregon Society of CPAs (OSCPA) follow the AICPA Standards for 

Performing and Reporting on Peer Reviews. Each peer review is presented to the Oregon Society of CPAs 

Peer Review Committee (Committee) for consideration of acceptance after the review has been completed; 

all documents are received by OSCPA Peer Review staff and the performance of a technical review. 

However, the Committee has granted authority for Technical Reviewers to accept Engagement Reviews 

that do not have any Findings for Further Consideration (FFCs) and no Matters for Consideration (MFCs) 

specifically related to a review engagement. 

 

 

Scheduling a Review and Extensions 

 

Approximately seven months before a firm's peer review due date, OSCPA will send the firm a scheduling 

packet that must be completed and returned to OSCPA in order for the review to be scheduled. It is the 

firm's responsibility to choose its own reviewer; however, a firm having an engagement review may request 

a Committee Appointed Review Team (CART). Staff will appoint a review captain to perform the peer 

review. A list of qualified reviewers in Oregon can be found here or visit the AICPA Web site for a 

complete national list. The review should not commence until the firm has received notification from 

OSCPA that the reviewer has been approved to perform the review. 

 

The Peer Review Standards require that specific types or number of engagements must be selected in a 

System Review as well as specific audit areas. The specific audit areas are considered “must-select” 

engagements and should be included in the sample of engagements selected for review or assessed at a 

higher level of peer review risk. CPA firms should be certain that both the administering entity and the team 

captain are informed if their practice includes any of the following engagements, whether or not the work 

has begun on these engagements or if such engagements were issued subsequent to the firm’s prior peer 

review: 

 Governmental – Government Auditing Standards 

 Employee Benefit Plans 

 Depository Institutions (assets of $500 million or greater) 

 Broker-Dealers  

 Service Organizations (SOC 1 and 2 reports) 

 

When planning and scheduling a peer review, firms are advised against scheduling the commencement and 

exit conference dates in the month the peer review is due; however, the exit conference date must be 

scheduled to occur at least two weeks prior to the due date. The due date is the date all items are to be 

submitted to the OSCPA Peer Review Program. Allowing sufficient time to complete the peer review well 

in advance of the due date will help ensure the review is completed timely. Many factors such as illness, 

https://www.orcpa.org/news-resources/22:find-a-reviewer
https://peerreview.aicpa.org/reviewer_search.html
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loss of staff, weather, etc. may delay the commencement of a review and could cause the review to be 

submitted late, and the firm is responsible for ensuring the review is completed timely. 

 

Extensions 

 

The firm may realize that it will be unable to complete its peer review or corrective action by the due date 

assigned. A written request (mail, fax or email) for an extension should generally be submitted at least 60 

days prior to the due date and should cite the reasons an extension is requested. Written requests for 

extensions will be considered on a case-by-case basis. Requests should be submitted to the following 

address: Peer Review, PO Box 4555, Beaverton, OR 97076-4555; fax to (503) 626-5328; or email 

peerreview@orcpa.org 

 

Extensions will be granted for the following reasons: 

1. A merger or dissolution is involved. 

2. Time is needed to complete a major engagement. 

3. The timing of the review or corrective action conflicts with the firm’s busy season. 

4. Absence or loss of key individuals significant to the conduct of the review or corrective action. 

5. Corrective action is more effectively measured or accomplished by a delay in its completion. 

6. Firm’s records or offices have been severely damaged or destroyed because of a natural catastrophe. 

7. One of the firm’s partners has a family or medical emergency (applicable only to smaller firms).  

8. The reviewer has a scheduling conflict and is unavailable to perform the review by the firm’s due 

date but is available to perform the review within one or two months.  

9. Other extraordinary circumstance that, in the Committee’s judgment, warrants an extension. 

 

Extensions will not be granted for the following reasons: 

1. Vacation schedules of either the individual(s) conducting the review or the firm’s key individuals 

significant to the conduct of the review or corrective action(s).  

2. Firm’s basis for requesting an extension is that more time is needed to prepare for the review and 

/or the firm is not ready for a peer review. 

3. Firm is developing a quality control document. 

4. Firm is relocating or renovating its offices. 

5. Nature of the firm’s accounting and auditing practice changes (for example, a firm with an audit 

practice when it enrolled was assigned a due date and later gave up its audit practice, and the firm 

has not performed an audit for at least a year). 

6. Request received after the due date. 

7. Request received in the month a review is due, unless the reason is determined to be an 

extraordinary circumstance. Generally an incomplete engagement subject to review is not a 

sufficient reason. 
 

Firms must submit a copy of an approved extension request to the Oregon Board of Accountancy within 

14 days of receiving an extension per OAR-801-050-0020(4)(A). 

 

Please Note: If a firm performs engagements under Government Auditing Standards, extensions of due 

dates beyond three months for peer review of firms performing Yellow Book audits can only be granted by 

the GAO and should only be requested for extraordinary circumstances. To request an extension, please 

contact: 

 

U.S. General Accounting Office / 202-512-9535 

 

If a firm is unable to complete its peer review by the assigned due date and has not been granted an 

extension, any Yellow Book audit engagements completed or issued during the period between a firm’s 

peer review due date and the date the peer review is completed (the date of the report) will be automatically 

considered to be substandard. 

 

If an extension is approved by the GAO, the firm should notify the Peer Review staff in writing. 
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Change in Year-End 

 

Firms may find that a major engagement routinely is not completed, or its review is due during its busy 

season, which causes the firm to request an extension. The firm should consider requesting a change in 

year-end. A written request addressed to the Committee should explain why the firm is requesting the 

change, along with the requested new due date. Please keep in mind a firm’s next peer review cannot cover 

a twelve month period that extends beyond three years from the last peer review. 

 

For example: Firm ABC has an annual engagement for Client XYZ for a December 31 year-end, which is 

also the last month in the firm’s peer review year. The firm’s peer review is due June 30 the following year. 

Client XYZ routinely delays the start of the engagement until June or July, thus causing a delay in Firm 

ABC completing its peer review by the due date. Changing to a peer review year-end of September would 

shorten the period between peer reviews, one time, by three months. With a September 30 peer review year-

end, Firm ABC’s review would be due March of the following year and for subsequent peer reviews. 

 
 

Administering Entity Oversight Process and Procedures  

 

Oversight of Peer Reviews and Reviewers: 

The Committee monitors the performance of individual reviewers by selecting several reviews for oversight 

on an annual basis. The oversight program may be either a "field" oversight by visiting the reviewed firm 

in the field or a "desk" oversight, which would consist of a working paper review only. The purpose of the 

oversight program is to provide assurance that reviews are carried out consistently and in accordance with 

the Standards. 

 

Annually the Committee will choose a cross section of reviews to be subject to oversight by the Committee 

within the guidelines of the AICPA Peer Review Program. The number and type of engagements chosen 

for oversight is subject to the discretion of the Committee; however, at least two engagement oversights 

will be performed by the Committee, or their designee from a national list of qualified reviewers on an 

annual basis. The two engagement oversights must include either audits of employee benefits plans under 

ERISA, audits of carrying broker-dealers, engagements under Governmental Auditing Standards 

(GAGAS), audits of insured depository institutions subject to the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 

(FDICIA) Improvement Act of 1991, or examination of service organizations (Service Organization 

Control [SOC] 1 and 2 engagements. 

 

At a minimum, 2% of all reviews performed in a twelve month period of time will be subject to oversight. 

Within that 2% at least two of each type of peer review evaluated (i.e., System and Engagement Reviews) 

will be subject to oversight.  

 

Oversight can take the form of a desk review of the work papers that were submitted to the Committee 

(System or Engagement), a complete review of the entire peer review engagement that would include 

submission of the entire files of the reviewer submitted to the Committee (System or Engagement Reviews), 

or an on-site review during the performance of the review (System Reviews only).  Generally oversight of 

Engagement reviews and occasionally System Reviews will include submission of the entire files of the 

reviewer, which includes the firm representation letter and copies of the financial statements provided by 

the firm to the reviewer. 
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Oversights will be conducted at the discretion of the Committee and may be selected at random or for one 

of the following reasons: 

 

1. The report acceptance body questioned the appropriateness of the report issued and could not 

resolve its questions without an independent look at the reviewed firm. 

2. There was a disagreement between the reviewed firm and the reviewer that could not be resolved 

without an independent look at the engagement(s) in question. 

3. The report acceptance body questioned whether the reviewed firm understands the importance of 

the review findings or has committed to corrective actions that are practicable in the circumstances. 

4. The reviewer had performed in an unsatisfactory manner on a prior review. 

 

Other factors can contribute to a peer reviewer being selected for oversight and may include, but 

are not limited to, reviewers that: 

 

a. Frequently submit reports with a peer review rating of pass and no Finding for Further 

Consideration (FFC) forms.  

b. Seldom, if ever, submit peer review reports with a rating of pass with deficiency or fail.  

c. Appear to be submitting the exact same boilerplate FFC form(s).  

d. Conduct their first System Review that contains high-risk industries. 

e. Conduct their first peer review. 

f. Received communications from regulatory, monitoring, or enforcement bodies relating to 

allegations or investigations in the conduct of accounting, audit, or attestation engagements 

performed by the reviewer.  

 

5. The reviewer’s firm receives a report with a peer review rating of pass with deficiencies or fail on 

its current peer review. 

6. Engagements from peer reviewers new to the Committee. 

7. Engagements from reviewers that perform a substantial number of reviews. 

8. A random selection of reviews and/or reviewers. 

 

Additional information regarding Oversights: 

 

1. All reviewers conducting an oversight will be paid from the Committee budget at the same rate as 

technical reviewers for hours in excess of two hours per year spent in the oversight function.   

2. The AICPA Peer Review Program Oversight Checklist is utilized on all oversight engagements. 

Oversight reports are kept on file at the Society office for AICPA oversight visits.   

3. An informal exit conference by telephone or at a location other than the firm address is necessary 

prior to issuance of the first draft of the report. The reviewer may respond within 14 days of the 

date of the final report. The final report is prepared on letterhead and submitted to the Committee. 

4. The Committee chair or a designated member of the Committee will perform an administrative 

oversight in the year the AICPA does not. 

 

 

Oversight of Reviewer’s Resumes: 

To qualify as a reviewer, an individual must be an AICPA member and have at least five years of recent 

experience in the practice of public accounting in accounting or auditing functions. The firm that the 

member is associated with should have received a pass report on either its System or Engagement Review. 

The reviewer should obtain at least 48 hours of continuing professional education in subjects related to 

accounting, auditing, and quality control every three years, with a minimum of 8 hours in any one year. 

 

A reviewer of an engagement in a high-risk industry should possess not only current knowledge of 

professional standards but also current knowledge of the accounting practices specific to that industry. In 

addition, the reviewer of an engagement in a high-risk industry should have current practice experience in 
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that industry and complete current reviewer training for specific industries. If a reviewer does not have such 

experience, the reviewer may be required to justify why they should be permitted to review engagements 

in that industry. In those incidences, the technical reviewers will be consulted. The technical reviewer may 

defer the decision to the Committee. 

 

Ensuring that reviewers’ resumes are updated annually and are accurate is a critical element in determining 

if the reviewer or review team has the appropriate knowledge and experience to perform a specific peer 

review. All reviewer resumes are verified over a three-year period. Verification includes the reviewers’ 

qualifications and experience related to engagements performed under GAGAS, ERISA, FDICIA, carrying 

broker-dealers, or SOC 1 and 2;  review of current level of involvement for each industry code listed on the 

reviewer’s resume; review of a list of continuing professional education (CPE) obtained in subjects relating 

to accounting, auditing, and quality control (A&A) during the last three complete years; and determining if 

the reviewer obtained at least 120 CPE credit hours over a three year period, with no less than 48 hours in 

A&A if the reviewer is an auditor with at least 8 hours in each year. Copies of CPE certificates may be 

requested to document qualifications. Additional procedures include verifying whether a) the reviewer is a 

partner or manager in a firm enrolled in the AICPA Peer Review Program; b) the reviewer’s firm received 

a pass report on its most recently completed peer review; and c) the reviewer’s industry experience 

coincides with the firm’s practice as identified during its most recent peer review.   

 

 

 

II. Summary of Peer Review Programs 

 

OSCPA serves as the administering entity for the AICPA Peer Review Program in the State of Oregon, in 

addition to Guam and Northern Mariana Islands. OSCPA also administers the Oregon Peer Review Program 

(which operates exactly the same as the AICPA Peer Review Program) for firms not enrolled in the AICPA 

Peer Review Program. The Oregon Board of Accountancy (BOA) requires all firms that perform attest or 

compilation services as defined by OAR 801-005-0010 in Oregon or for Oregon clients to participate in an 

approved peer review program as a condition of registration under ORS 673.160 and for each renewal 

thereof. The BOA has designated OSCPA as an authorized report acceptance body to approve peer review 

reports issued for firms enrolled in peer review programs administered by OSCPA. 

 

There are two types of peer reviews: system reviews and engagement reviews. 

 

System Reviews: System reviews are for firms that perform engagements under the Statements of Auditing 

Standards (SASs) or Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS) issued by the U. S. Government 

Accountability Office; examinations under the Statements on Standards for Attestation Engagement 

(SSAEs), or engagements under Public Company Oversight Board (PCAOB) standards. In addition, 

agreed-upon procedures, reviews, compilations, and preparation engagement are also included in the scope 

of the peer review. The peer reviewer’s objective is to determine whether the firm’s system of quality 

control for its auditing and accounting practice is designed and complied with to provide the firm with 

reasonable assurance of performing and reporting in conformity with applicable professional standards, 

including statement on quality control standards (SQCS) No. 8, A Firm’s System of Quality Control 

(Redrafted) (AICPA, Professional Standards, QC sec. 10), in all material respects.  

 

The peer review report rating may be: 

 Pass (firm’s system of quality control is adequately designed and firm has complied with its system 

of quality control);  

 Pass with deficiencies (firm’s system of quality control has been suitably designed and complied 

with to provide the firm with reasonable assurance of performing and reporting in conformity with 

applicable professional standards in all material respects with the exception of deficiency[ies] 

described in the report); or  

 Fail (firm’s system of quality control is not adequately designed to provide the firm with reasonable 

assurance of performing and reporting in conformity with applicable professional standards in all 

material respects). 
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Engagement reviews: Engagement reviews are available only to firms that do not perform engagements 

under the SASs, Government Auditing Standards, examinations under the SSAEs, or engagements 

performed under PCAOB standards. The peer reviewer’s objective is to evaluate whether engagements 

submitted for review are performed and reported on in conformity with applicable professional standards 

in all material respects.  

 

The peer review report rating may:  

 Pass (the reviewer concludes that nothing came to his or her attention that caused him or her to 

believe that the engagements submitted for review were not performed and reported on in 

conformity with applicable professional standards in all material respects;  

 Pass with deficiency(ies) (the reviewer concludes that nothing came to his or her attention that 

caused him or her to believe that the engagements submitted for review were not performed and 

reported in conformity with applicable professional standards in all material respects except for the 

deficiency(ies) that were described in the report); or  

 Fail (the reviewer concludes that, as a result of the deficiencies described in the report, the 

engagements submitted for review were not performed and/or reported on in conformity with 

applicable professional standards in all material respects.) A report with a peer review rating of Fail 

is issued when deficiencies are evident on all of the engagements submitted for review. In some 

cases, the firm may have issued only one engagement and thus receive a fail rating. 1 

 

 

Number of Enrolled Firms by Number of Professionals* as of March 16, 2018. 

 

Enrolled Firms by Number of 

Professionals in Practice

Oregon 

Peer 

Review 

Program

^AICPA 

Peer 

Review 

Program

Combined 

Total

Sole Practitioners 42 114 156

2 to 5 40 159 199

6 to 10 4 70 74

11 to 19 0 36 36

20 to 49 0 16 16

50 to 99 0 3 3

100+ 0 1 1

Total Enrolled Firms 86 399 485  
 

* Professionals are considered all personnel who perform professional services, for which the firm is responsible, whether or not they 

are CPAs.                

^In 2016, at least one partner of the firm must be a member of the AICPA to enroll in the AICPA Peer Review Program.  
The total of firms enrolled includes nine firms located in Guam or Northern Mariana Islands. 
 

Included in the totals above are 8 firms enrolled in the Oregon Peer Review Program and 22 firms enrolled 

in the AICPA Peer Review Program that currently do not perform accounting and auditing services and, 

therefore, are not required to complete a peer review until such time as the practice resumes issuing such 

engagements. 

 

Changes to 2016 Oversight Report 

As a result of the transition to the Peer Review Information Management Application (PRIMA) system, 

the software program is currently unable to generate certain quantitative statistics that were included in 

previous reports. Accordingly, this report only includes the results of Oregon Society of CPAs’ oversight 

procedures performed in calendar year 2016. Overall AICPA and Oregon PRP statistics for 2016 are not 

included in the report. 
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Oversight Process 

 

In accordance with oversight policies and procedures described under Administering Entity Oversight 

Process and Procedures a summary of oversight in 2016 follows.  

 

Peer reviews selected for oversight 

 

 AICPA Member Firms 

 

 

 

Type of Peer 

Review 

(Sys or Eng) 

Oversight 

Included Must Select 

Engagement 

(ERISA, GAGAS, 

FDICA, SOC) 

System (on-site) 1 GAGAS & 2 ERISA 

System (desk) 0 

Engagement 2 

Total 5 
      Note: An oversight of a system review with ERISA engagements was scheduled but was not completed until Jan. 2016. 

   

AICPA Non-Member Firms 

  

 

 

Type of Peer 

Review 

(Sys or Eng) 

Oversight 

Included Must Select 

Engagement 

(ERISA, GAGAS, 

FDICA, SOC) 

System 0 

Engagement 1 

Total 1 

 

 

Verification of reviewer’s resumes 

 

 

Total Number of Peer 

Reviewers 

Total Number of Resume’s 

Verified for Year 

 

% of  Total Verified 

31 10 32% 

 

 

Administrative oversights 

 

Date of Last Administrative Oversight Performed by the 

Administering Entity 
Nov. 3, 2017 

Date of Last On-site Oversight Performed by the AICPA 

Oversight Task Force (covers only the AICPA Peer Review 

Program) 

Sept. 29-30, 2016 
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