PRESENTATION OF THE
BOARD OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTANCY

TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

TWENTY-FIFTH LEGISLATURE
Regular Session of 2010

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.

TESTIMONY ON SENATE BILL NO. 2501, S.D. 1, H.D 1, RELATING TO
PUBLIC ACCOUNTANCY.

TO THE HONORABLE MARCUS R. OSHIRO, CHAIR,
AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

My name is Thomas Ueno and | am the Vice-Chairperson of the Board of
Public Accountancy (“Board”). Thank you for the opportunity fo present
testimony on Senate Bill No. 2501, S.D. 1, H.D. 1, Relating to Public
Accountancy.

The purpose of this bill is to provide a mechanism for firms engaged in the
practice of public accountancy to undergo peer review on a regular basis; and to
grant the Board appropriate power to regulate the peer review process.

The Board is in support of this measure that was passed by the House
Committee on Consumer Protection and Commerce after including a number of
the Board’s recommendations; however, respectfully provides the following
additional comments for this Committee’s consideration:

»  Section 2 of the bill amends HRS section 466-3 by adding two new

definitions to the terms "attest” and “peer review”, and amending the

definition of the term “firm”.
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The Board believes that the term “attest” is too narrowly defined
and may limit the Board’s ability to recognize other types of
attest work or other standards that may need to be
acknowledged in the future. The Board has prepared a new
definition for this term, which is attached for your consideration.
The Board also believes the definition of the term “peer review”
should be expanded to include clear guidelines on the
qualifications of the individual who conducts a peer review. The
Board has also prepared amendments to {his definition, which is
attached for your consideration.

In addition, the Board recommends that the definition of the
term “firm” be amended to include the language, “or any other

form of business entity”.

. Section 5 of the bill amends HRS section 466-13.

o}

Subpart (a): It is unclear to the Board whether the inclusion of
Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or multistate
firms in the peer review requirement should be mandated. If
passed, Hawaii would be the only state in the nation that would
require a local office of a national firm to be peer reviewed in
order to renew that firm’s permit to.practice. The Board

requests that the language “including the Hawaii offices and
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Hawaii engagements of foreign or multistate firms” be stricken
from this section.
Subpart (b): The requirement that the “peer review process be
for educational or remedial and not punitive purposes” would
prevent the Board from acting in the best interest of the public in
the case where a licensee commits a flagrant and serious
violation of the laws and rules. The Board requests that the
term “remedial” be defined, and that this sentence be amended
to allow the Board to act expeditiously against licensees whose
egregious violations of the Board's laws and rules adversely
affect Hawaii’s public.

o Subpart (d)(4): This provision to establish a process to allow a
firm to appeal the findings of a peer review that results in the
denial, termination, or non-renewal of its firm permit again points-
to the inconsistency in the characterization of a peer review to
be “not punitive” in purpose. Implementing the Board's
previously-noted recommended changes to Section 5 of this
measure will address thié inconsistency and allow a CPA firm to
appeal the conclusions of an unsatisfactory peer review that
results in the Board's punitive actions against the firm's permif.

- Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on Senate Bill

No. 2501, S.D. 1, H.D. 1. | will be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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ATTACHMENT
TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE ON SENATE BILL NO. 2501,
S.D. 1, H.D. 1, RELATING TO PUBLIC ACCOUNTANCY

The Board requested amendment to the following definitions contained in
S.B. No. 2501, S.D. 1, H.D. 1:

1. This definition be used instead for “attest”:

\ “Attest” means and includes:

(1) An_audit or other similar engagement;

(2) Areview of a financial statement;

(3) An examination of prospective financial information;

(4) Any engagement to be performed in accordance with the
standards of the PCAOB; and

(5) = Any other services specified in the rules of the Board.

The standards to be followed when performing attest services shall be

specified in the rules of the Board: provided that such standards shall, at a

minimum, include those developed for general application by recognized

national accountancy organizations, such as the AICPA and the PCAOB,

2. This definition, as amended, be used instead for “peer review”:

“Peer review” means a study, appraisal, or review of one or more aspecis

of the professional work of a license holder or CPA firm that issues attest

or compilation reports, by a person or persons who currently hold permits
j i j he certificates or

licenses, are CPAs, and are not affiliated with the license holder or CPA
firm being studjed, appraised, or reviewed.
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HAWAIN ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Organized August 7, 1943
P.Q. BOX 61043
HONOLULU, HAWAIl 96839

Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m,

Conference Room 308

Re: Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy
John W. Roberts, MBA, CPA

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members:

| am a certified public accountant (CPA) and State President of the Hawaii Association of
- Public Accountants (HAPA). HAPA represents local public accounting practitioners through-
(_ Jut the State of Hawaii. | am also a principal of Niwao & Roberts, CPAs, a P.C.

HAPA is in favor of measures o improve the quality of the accounting profession, and
HAPA'’s board of directors supports the language of SB 2501, SD1, HD1. Any Hawaii peer
review program should be administered fairly and equitably with respect to the Hawaii market
so that all firms are treated equally, regardless of whether they are a small local firm or the
Hawaii office of a large intemnational or multi-state firm. No CPA firm performing attest work
in Hawaii or for Hawaii clients should be exempt from a Hawaii peer review for the protection
of Hawaii consumers. In addition, the peer review process should be constructive and helpful
to accountancy firms fo improve the quality of their work, rather than punitive in nature. SB
2501, SD1, HD1 meets these conditions and will serve Hawaii's consumers and pubiic ac-
counting community well.

HAPA’s support for SD1, HD1 of SB2501 is contingent upon no substantive changes
being made to the language of SD1, HD1.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

Respectfully submitted,

s %

- “John W. Robeits, M.B.A., CPA
(_ 4APA State President
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& First Hawaiian Bank

Ponald . Yannell
Senior Vice Prgsidan;
and Area Manager
Waikiki Eranch

Before the House Gommittee on Einance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Conference Room 308

Testimony of Donald Yannell, Senior Vice President, First Hawaiian Bank

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee and Committes Members:

I strongly support the mandatery peer review requirement for CPAs. | support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued by

CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established professional
standards.

The benefits of mandatory peer review program will: (1) improve the qualily of the financial
statements being prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawaii; (2) enhance the
creditability and reliakflity of financial statements prapared and issusd by CPAs In the State of
Hawali; (3) most importantly, better protect the unsuspecting public and users of such financial
statements, who Tncorrectly believe that all CPAs participate in a peer review or practice
monitoring program to ensure that they comply with established professional standards, and (4)

place CPAs who prepare and issue financials statements in the State of Hawaii on an equal
playing field and enhance thelr competitiveness.

Hawaii is one of the few remaining states that do not have a peer raview requirement (42 states
have adopted peer review legislation).

For the above reasons, | urge you to support mandatory peer review for CPAs as it will provide
the public with an improved level of assurance that CPA-prepared financial statements are
prepared pursuant o uniform professional standards and fulfill the public’s expectations.

Sincere ;
-
£
on&ld Yannall

Flist Hawzllan Bank » 2181 Kalakrin Avanos « Hanalohy » Hawaii AR15.0818 2 Fhh ram
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SEVEN-ELEVET? HAWAIL, INC.
7-ELEVED Stores

House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

Testimony in Support of SB 2501, D1, HD1

Relating 1o Public Accountancy

Dear Chair, Vice-Chair and Committee Membsrs:

| strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. | support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a lavel of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued hy
CPAs in the State of Hawaii ars uniformly prepared in accordance with established professional
standards. Additionally, | support mandsiory peer review, which has been mandatory since
1888 for a majority of practicing CPAs who prepare and issue financial statements in the State
af Hawaii and are mambers of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants ("AICPA"),
as the current national debate Is nat whether peer review should be mandatory but should the
peer review findings be made transparent and disclosed to better inform and protect the public's
interest similar to {he review results of the Public Company Oversight Accounting Board
("PCADRB") created under the Sarbanes-Oxley Act for publicly-held companies.

in tum, the benefits of mandatory peer review program will: (1) improve the quality of the
financial statements being prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawail; {(2) enhanhce the
creditability and reliability of financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of
Hawaii; (3) most importantly, better protect us, the unsuspecting public and users of such
financial statements, who incorrectly believe that ali CPAs participate In a peer review or
practice monitoring program to ensure that they comply with established professional standards;
and (4) place CPAs who prepare and issus financials .statements in the State of Hawaii on an
edquat playing field and enhance their competitiveness.

For the above reasons, | urge you to support mandatory peer review for CPAs as it will provide
the public with an improved level of assurance that CPA-prepared financial statements are
prepared pursuant to unitorm professional standards and fulfili the public’s expectations.

Sincerely,

1 e

Griag Hanna
Chief Financial Officer

1755 NUUANY AVE,, ZND FLOOR « HONCOLULU, FI96817-3293 « (808) 526-1711 » FAX; (B08) 523-5890
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Before the House Committee of

VICES

) Finance

DATE: Friday, March 26, 2010
TIME:  12:00 P.M.
PLACE: Conference Room 308
State Capital
415 South Beretania Strest
In Support of SB 2501, SP1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy
Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:
Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that CPA-

prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill clairas that multistate firms in Hawai should
not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly txaded com};i)anies undergo a wuch more rigorous

peer review program through the Center for Andit Quality
Board (PCAOB). Mnltistate Hroos ars not exerapt from
must be included in the scope of the peer review,

The vosuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm

the

Tm‘l Public Comparty Audit Oversight
process. All offices within a firm

§ quality control policies and

procedures are in accordance with these professional standards promul gated by the acconnting

profession and that the firm is complying with those po]ici&

Please do the right thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the gpportunity to testify.

2766A Manoa Road
Honotule, HI 96822

3 and. procedures.

1001 BISHOP STREET, SUITE 2680, HONOLULY, K1 96813« T

EL {808) 531-5512 » FAX (808} 440-0029

P, (81/021
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March 23, 2010
Before the House Committes on Finance

DATE: Friday, March 26, 2010
TIME:  12:00 P.M.
PLACE: Conference Room 308
State Capitol
4135 South Beretania Stree

=t

In Support of SB 2501, 8D1, HD1

Relating to Public Accounfancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

( Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that CPA-
prepared financial statements are prepered puystant to uniform professional stendards.

. The ergument proposed by oppopents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii should
not be exempi. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo & much more rigoious
peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality ﬁ\ud Public Company Audit Oversight

Board (PCAOR). Multistate firms are not excropt from the process. All offices within a firm
must be incinded in the scope of the peer review.

The wnsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA. firmifs quality control policiesand
procedures are in acoordance with those professional standsvds promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the fiem is complying with those policigs and procedures,

Please do the night thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

Honolulu, HI 96826

1001 BISHOP STREET, SUITE 2680, HONOQLULU, HI 96813 » TEL (808) 531-5512 « FAX (808) 440-0029
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Honpfulu, Hi 9681 3-4203

Presentation of the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
Testimony on Bill S.B. 2501, SD1, HD1 Peer Review for Public Accountancy
Support the Intent

TO: The Honorable Chair Marcus R. Oshiro
The Honorable Vice Chair Marilyn B. Lee
Members of the Committee

| am Gary Fujitani, Executive Director of the Hawaii Bankers Association (HBA),
testifying on behalf of HBA in support of the intent of S.B. 2501, SD1, HD1.
HBA is the trade organization that represents all FDIC insured depository
institutions doing business in Hawalii.

SB 2501 is to provide a mechanism for firms engaged in the practice of public
accounting to undergo peer review on a regular basis. We understand the intent
of peer review is to enhance the quality of accounting, auditing and attestation
services performed by Certified Public Accountants (CPAs) in public practice.

Banks, as lenders to business, rely on financial statements audited by CPAs in
making loan decisions. Therefore, the reliability of the financial data presented for
a loan request is of paramount importance in making a proper loan analysis.

Our expectation is that CPA firms are qualified to express an independent and
expert opinion on the fairness of financial statements, an important and valuable
service rendered by the public accounting profession.

If peer review helps to improve the quality and reliability of audited financial data,
it will aid us in making the appropriate loan decisions.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our testimony



Certified Public Accountants & Consultanis
101 Aupuni Street, Suite 139
Hilo, Hawail 96720-4280

A h + Taketa, lwata, Hara & Associates, LLC

Before the House of Representatives Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol

Re: Support for SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of Gregg M. Taketa
Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair L.ee and committee members:

| respectfully ask that you vote YES on SB 2501, SD1, HD1. | am a partner in the CPA firm of
Taketa, lwata, Hara & Associates, LLC in Hilo. | am also a member of the Hawaii Association of
Public Accountants, Hawaii Society of Certified Public Accountants (HSCPA) and the American
Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA).

Our firm has been a member of the Private Companies Practice Section (PCPS) of the AICPA since
1989 and we completed our first on-site peer review (now known as a system review) in 1891, lam.a
firm believer in the benefits of peer reviews as it provides a healthy exchange of information and ideas
between peer reviewer and the firm with the objective of continued improvement in attest work.

| support SB 2501, SD1, HD1 because it addresses the main concerns regarding mandatory peer
review rather than relying on the rules to clarify issues.

» SB 2501, SD1, HD1 provides a level playing field as all CPA firms performing attest work in
Hawaii would be required to participate in the peer review process administered by the state
board of public accountancy.

« SB 2501, SD1, HD1 provides definitions for "peer review" and “attest” and clarifies the
definition of *firm".

o SB 2501, SD1, HD1 provides due process provisions for firms that may lose their right to
practice due to the peer review process.

+ SB 2501, SD1, HD1 states that the peer review process shall be for educational or remedial
rather than punitive purposes. This setting will foster a relationship between peer reviewer
and CPA firm that will encourage the exchange of information and ideas necessary for the
continued improvement of professional services.

| urge the committee to support SB 2501, SD1,HD1 for these reasons. Thank you for this opportunity
to testify.

Respectfully submitted,
- I\Z M Tl
Gregg M. Taketa, CPA

Gregg M. Taketa, CPA +» Brian M. lwata, CPA =« Janet W. Hara, CPA
Tel (808) 935-5404 Fax (808) 969-1499 E-mail: info@tihcpa.com Website: www.lihcpa.com
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SANDALWOOD AVIATION LLC

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

Testimony of Timothy Ng

In Support of 5B 2501, SD1, HD1

Chair Oshiro, Vice-Chair Lee and Committee Members:

| strangly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. | support fnandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued by

CPAs in the State of Hawail are uniformly prepared in accordance with established professional
standards.

The benefits of mandatery peer review program will: {1} improve the guality of the financial
statements being prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawal: (2) enhance the
creditability and reliability of financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of
Hawalii; (3) most importantly, better protact the unsuspecting public and users of such financial
statements, who incorrectly believe that all CPAs participate in a peer review or practice
monitoring program to ensure that they comply with established professional standards; and (4)
place CPAs who prepars and issue financials statements in the State of Hawaii on an squal
playing field and enhance their competitiveness.

For the ahova reasons, | urge you to support mandatory peer review for CPAs as it wil provide
the public with an improved level of assurance that CPA-prepared finaneia! statements are

prepared pursuant to uniferm professional standards and fulfill the public’s expeciations.

Sincerely,

Timothy Ng
Founding Member
Sandalwood Aviation LLC

1034 Kilani Ave., #108, Wahiawa, Hl 96786
{808) 224-1499 tim.ng2@gmail.com
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House Committes on Finance
Friday, March 28, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of 88 2501, 801, HD1

Dear Chair, Vice-Chair and Committee Members:

| strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. [ support mandatory pesr
review In order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued by
CPAs In the State of Hawall are uniformly prepared in accordance with esiablished prefessiohal
standards. Additionally, I support mandatory peer review, which has besn mandatory since 1988 for
a majority of practicing CPAs who prepare and issug financial statements in the State of Hawalii and
ara members of tha American Instiiute of Cerfifled Public Accountants ("AICFA™), as the current
national debate is not whether peer review should be mandatory but should the peer revisw findings
be made transparent and disclosed to better inform and protect the public’s interest similar to the
revlew results of the Public Compahy Oversight Acceunting Board ("PCAOB") created under the
Sarbanes-Qxley Act for publicly-held companies. -

In turn, the benafits of mandatory peer review program will: {1} improve the quality of the financial
statoments being prepared and Issusd by CPAs In tha State of Hawail; (2) enhance the creditability
and reliahility of financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawali; (3) most
importantly, betier protect us, the unsuspeosting public and users of such financial statements, who
incorrectly beliove that all CPAs participate In a peer review or praciice monitoring program fo
enstre that they comply with established professional standards; and (4) place CPAs who prepare

and Issue financials statements In the State of Hawall on an equal playing fleld and enhance thely
competitiveness,

For the above reasons, | urge you to support mandatory peet reviaw for CPAs as It will provids the
public with an irmproved lavel of assurance that CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared
pursuant to uniform professional standards and fulfill the public’s expectations,

Sincerely,

Lani Price
Controller
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Horwati Kam & Company
An Accountancy Corporation

Member of Horwath [nternational

700 Bishop Street, Suite 1700
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808.524-8080 Tel
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www horwath-hi.com

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
" THE TWENTY-FIFTH LEGISLATURE
REGULAR SESSION OF 2010

Testimony in Support of SB2501, SB1, HB1
Dear Chair Marcus R. Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee & Committee Members on Finance:

| strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. | support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued by
CPAs in the State of Hawait are uniformly prepared in accordance with established professional
standards.

The benefits of mandatory peer review program will: (1) improve the quality of the financial
statements being prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawaii; (2) enhance the
creditability and reliability of financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of
Hawaii; (3) most importantly, provide a greater level of confidence to the public and users of
such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe that all CPAs participate in a
peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure that those statements comply
with established professional standards.

Additionally, we are one of the few remaining states that have yet to enact a mandatory peer
review requirement for CPA’s (42 states have a mandatory peer review requirement).

For these reasons, | urge you to support mandatory peer review for CPAs as it will provide the
public with an improved level of assurance that CPA-prepared financial statements are issued
pursuant to uniform professional standards, and most importantly fulfill the public's expectations
and refiance thereon.

For the above reasons, | urge you fo support mandatory peer review for CPAs, who perform
attest services, to include the suggested modifications.

Very truly yours,

/'7%——-

Howard K. Kam, Jr., CPA
Managing Director



ALAN K. BERNALDO

dERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT ° L}

" 1871 WIL! PA LOOP, SUITE B
WAILUKU, HAWAIL 96793

(808) 242-5951 / FAX: (808) 244.3030
Before the Committee on Finance |
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
. Conference Robm 308
Re: Support for $B2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of ALAN-K. BERNALDO, CPA

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members:

| am a practicing CPA whose practice is located on the island of Maui. | have been in
practice for just about 30 years and have always voluntarily participated in the State’s peer

review program.

S$B2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years for a CPA
firm’s attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm’s permit to practice. | am in
favor of measures o improve the guality of the public accounting profession in Hawaii. | also
support the language of SB2501, SD1, HD1 in that the requirements for peer review are
applied equitably to all CPA firms practicing public accountancy in Hawaii, including the
Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the large international CPA firms (which are
usually not selected for peer review),

If an exceptlon is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of these
foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at risk for losing their
firms' permit to practice and only local firms would be required to take remedial measures. In
addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the large CPA firms is not
in the best interest for Hawaii consumers who depend upon the Hawaii work product of CPA
firms who do business in Hawaii.

Thank you for your consideration of the above.

Respectfully submitted,

Alan K. Bernaldo, CPA
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Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

Re: Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of Gary Y. Miyashiro
Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members:

| am a CPA practicing in Hawaii with Manoa Consulting Group, LLC — Certified Public
Accountants, and our firm has been voluntarily peer reviewed for a number of years.

SB2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years for a
CPA firm's attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm’s permit to
practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public accounting
profession in Hawaii. | also support the language of SB2501, SD1, HD1 in that the
requirements for peer review are applied equitably to all CPA firms practicing public
accountancy in Hawaii, including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large international CPA firms (which are usually not selected for peer review).

If an exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of these
foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at risk for losing
their firms’ permit to practice and only local firms would be required to take remedial
measures. In addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large CPA firms is not in the best interest for Hawaii consumers who depend upon the
Hawaii work product of CPA firms who do business in Hawaii.

Thank you for your consideration of the above.

Respectfully submitted,

Ay 4

Gary Y. Miyashiro, CPA

2733 EAST MANOA ROAD, HONOLULU, HAWAIT 96822 + MATLING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 62030, HONOLULU, HAWAII 96839
TELEPHONE: 808-988-5757 « FACSIMILE: 808-988+5429



Natalie J. Iwasa, CPA, Inc.
1331 Lunalilo Home Road
Honolulu, HI 96825
808-395-3233

DATE: March 24, 2010

TO: Representative Oshiro, Chair
Representative Lee, Vice Chair
Comumittee on Finance

HEARING DATE: Friday, March 26, 2010, 12 p.m.

SUBJECT: SB2501,SD1, HD1 Relating to Public Accountancy - Additional Comments

Aloha Chair, Vice Chair and Members of the Committee,

Thank you for this opportunity to provide additional comments regarding this bill and its
related amendments. .
Page 1, line 17, defines “attest” in part as “any compilation or review of a financial
statement . ...” Under AICPA rules, a firm is not required to be peer reviewed if the
highest level of service performed is compilations of management-use only financial
statements with no report. The current wording of this bill and its amendments would
require firms that currently are not required to have a peer review to be reviewed.
Consideration should be given to the impact this new requirement would have on firms
that only issue management-use only financial statements.

Page 3, line 9, indicates “An applicant for the initial issuance or renewal of a permit shall
have,” continuing on line 20, “Undergone any applicable peer review process . ...” The
due date of a firm’s first peer review, under AICPA rules, is ordinarily 18 months from the
date it enrolled in the peer review program or should have enrolled, whichever date is
earlier. Consideration should therefore be given to clarifying when a peer review is
required for initial permit applicants.

Sincerely,

Natalie Twasa, CPA
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Ann Fukuhara, CPA MBA
An Accountancy Corporation
- 714 Kanoelchua Avenue
© P.O. Box 6691
Hile, Mawaii 96720
(808) 961-5532
Facsimile: (308) 934-8589
Befare the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
Re: Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy
Testimony of Ann Fukuhara CPA
Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members: -
| am a certified public accountant in Hilo, Hawaii and have been in private practice for over fifteen
years.
( $B2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years for a CPA firm's

attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm’s permit {o practice. 1am in faver of
measures to improve the quality of the public acoounting profession in Hawaii. | also suppott the
language of 882501, SD1; HD1 in that the requirements for peer review are applied equitably fo .
aill CPA firms practicing public accountancy In Hawall, including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii
engagements of the large intermational CPA firms (which are usually not selected for peer

review).

If an exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of these foreign or
muiti-state firms from peer review, Hawaii finns exclusively would be at risk for losing their
firms’ permit to practice and only Hawaii firms would be required to take remedial measures,

In addition, exempting the Hawail offices and Hawaii engagements of the large CPA firms Is not

in the best interest for Hawaii consumers who depend upon the Hawaii work product of CPA firms
who do business in Hawaii,

Thank you for your consideration of the above matter and please do not hesitate fo contact me at
(808) 861-5532 if you have any questions concerning my testimony.

Very truly yours,
Ann Fukuhara, CPA MBA, An Accountancy Corporation

o Yo

Ann Fukuhara, CPA MBA




FUSATO CPA INC.

140 N. Market Strect, Suite 200
Wailuku, Hawaii 96793-1732
(808) 242-9100
Fax (808) 244-1375

Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
Re. Support for §B2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of Ross Fusato
Dear Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and cpmmlttee members:

I am a CPA that started my own practice in 2009. My company on Maui employs
10 people and offers tax, bookkeeping and payroll services.

SB2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years
for a CPA firm's attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm's
perrit to practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public
accounting profession in Hawaii. | also support the language of SB2501, SD1,
HD1 in that the requirements for peer review are applied equitably to all CPA
firms practicing public accountancy in Hawaii, including the Hawaii offices and
Hawaii engagements of the large international CPA flrms (which are usually not
selected for peer review).

If an exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of
these foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at

risk for losing their firms’ permit to practice and only local firms would.be required
to take remedial measures. In addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii
engagements of the large CPA firms is not in the best interest for Hawaii
consumers who depend upon the Hawaii work product of CPA firms who do
business in Hawaii. _

Thark you for your consideration of the above.
Respectfully submitted,

£zt

Ross Fusato
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FUSATO CPA INC.

140 N. Market Street, Suite 200
Wailuku, Hawaii 96793.1732
(808) 242-9100
Fax (808) 244-1375

Before the Commitiee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
Re; Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of Mindy Fusato

Dear Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members:

} m a CPA that started my own practice in 2009. My company on Mauij employs
10 people and offers tax, bookkeeping and payroli services.

%92501. SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years

for a CPA firm's attest work, In conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm's

phrm;t to practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public

accountlng profession in Hawail. | also support the language of SB2501, SD1,

HD1 in that the requirements for peer review are applied equitably to ajl CPA

fil irms practlcmg public accountancy in Mawaii, including the Hawaii offices and
waii engagements of the large international CPA firms (which are usually not
seiected for peer review).

Iflan exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of
these foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at
rigk for losing their firms' permit to practice and only local firms would be required
t take remedial measures. In addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii

engagements of the large CPA firms is not in the best interest for Hawali
consumers who depend upon the Hawaii work product of CPA firms who do
business in Hawaii.

Thank you for your consideration of the above.

Respectfully submitted,

Mindy FlUsato
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FUSATO CPA INC.

140 N. Market Street, Suite 200
Whailuku, Flawaii 96793-1732
(308) 242-9100
Fax (808) 244.1375

Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

Re: Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of CAROL S. UHL, CPA

Dear Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee membars:

| am a CPA iicensed to practice in the State of Hawaii for the past thirty years and have
worked for several local firms as well as one of the Big Four | am currently employed
at a local CPA firm here on Maui,

SB2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years for a
CPA firm's attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm's permit to
practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public accounting
profession in Hawail. { also support the language of SB2501, SD1, MD1 in that the
requirements for peer review are applied. equitably to all CPA firms practicing public
accountancy in Hawaii, including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large international CPA firms (which are usually not selected for peer review), .

If an exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of these
foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at risk for losing
their firms' permit to practice and only iocal firms would be required to take remedial
measures. In addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large CPA firms is not in the best interest for Hawaii consumers who depend upon the
Hawaii work product of CPA firms who do business in Hawaii.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.

Respecifully submitted,

Carol S Uhl, CPA
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BRAND, KARIMOTO & COMPANY LLC
GERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

TN

Serving Mawaii Business Since 1973

" Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.

Conference Room 308
Re: Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of Jean Wu
Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members:

| am a Certified Public Accountant and Staff Accountant of Brand, Karimoto &
Company. Qur firm has voluntarily been peer reviewed.

C. SB2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years for a
CPA firm's attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm's permit to
practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public accounting
profession in Hawaii. | also support the language of SB2501, SD1, HD1 in that the
requirements for peer review are applied equitably to all CPA firms practicing public
accountancy in Hawali, including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large international CPA firms (which are usually not selected for peer review).

If an exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of these
foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at risk for lasing
their firms' permit to practice and only local firms would be required to take remedial
measures. tn addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large CPA firms is not in the best interest for Hawaii consumers who depend upon the
Hawaii work product of CPA firms who do business in Hawaii.

Thank you for your consideration of the above.

Respectfully submitted,

Jean Wu

1221 Kapiolani Bivd., Suite 230. Honolulu, Hi 96814-3506 Telephone (808) 593-2533 Fax {B08) 583-2535
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BRAND, KARIMOTO & COMPANY LLC
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Serving Hawaii Business Since 1973

Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.

Contference Room 308

Re: Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of Wayne Karimoto
Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members:

| am a Certified Public Accountant and Principal of Brand, Karimoto & Company Our
firm has voluniarily been peer reviewed.

SB2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years for a
CPA firm's attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm's permit to
practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public accountmg
profession in Hawaii. | also support the language of SB2501, SD1, HD1 in that the
requirements for peer review are applied equitably to all CPA firms practicing public
accountancy in Hawali, including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large international CPA firms (which are usually not selected for peer review).

[f an exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of these
foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at risk for losing
their firms’ permit to practice and only local firms would be required to fake remedial
measures. In addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large CPA firms is not in the best interest for Hawaii consumers who depend upon the
Hawaii work product of CPA firms who do business in Hawaii.

Thank you for your consideration of the above.

Respectiully submitted,

Wayne Karimoto

1221 Kapiolani Bivd., Suite 230, Honoluluy, Hi 96814-3506 Telephone (808) 593-2533 Fax {808) 593-2535
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BRAND, KARIMOTO & COMPANY LLC
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Serving Hawaii Business Since 1973

Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 201G at 12:00 p.m.

Conference Room 308

Re: Support for 8B2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Testimony of Kent Ahuna
Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and commiftee members:

[ am a Certified Public Accountant and Senior Accountant of Brand, Karimoto &
~ Company. Our firm has voluntarily been peer reviewed.

. SB2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer review once every three years for a
( CPA firmi's attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of a CPA firm’s permit to
practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public accounting
profession in Hawaii. | also support the language of SB2501, SD1, HD1 in that the
requirements for peer review are applied equitably to all CPA firms practicing public
accountancy in Hawaii, including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large international CPA firms (which are usually not selected for peer review).

If an exception is made to exempt the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of these
foreign or multi-state firms from peer review, only local firms would be at risk for losing
their firms’ permit to practice and onty local firms would be required to take remedial
measures. In addition, exempting the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of the
large CPA firms is not in the best interest for Hawaii consumers who depend upon the
Hawaii work product of CPA firms who do business in Hawaii. :

Thank you for your consideration of the above.

Respectfully submitted,

M.

ent Ahuna

1221 Kapiolani Bivd., Suite 230, Honolulu, Hi 96814-3506 Telephong (808) 593-2533 Fax (B08) 593-2535
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ROBERTS

Certified Public Accounfunts, A Professional Corporation

Before the Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 p.m.

Conference Room 308

Re: Support for SB2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to F’ublic Accountancy

Testimony of Marilyn M. Niwao, J.D., CPA

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and committee members:

I am a licensed certified public accountant (CPA} and attorney in the State of Hawaii. | am
also a principal of Niwao & Roberts, CPAs, a P.C., a CPA firm on Maui. Our firm has
voluntarily obtained on-site peer reviews from 1890, when it was first required for
membership in the AICPA.

Our firm supports SB2501, SD1, HD1. SB2501, SD1, HD1 provides for mandatory peer
review once every three years for a CPA firm’s attest work, in conjunction with the renewal of
a CPA firm's permit to practice. | am in favor of measures to improve the quality of the public
accounting profession in Hawaii.

S$B2501, SD1, HD1 provides that all firms, including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii
engagements of foreign or multistate firms, shall undergo peer review on the firm’s
attest work. There shall be no exceptions from peer review for any firms performing
attest work in Hawaii. This means that if a foreign or multi-state CPA firm performs attest
work in Hawaii, the Hawaii peer review requirement cannot be met by having a mainland
office of the foreign or multi-state CPA firm peer reviewed.

Currently, Hawaii offices of the large international CPA firms are oftentimes not peer
reviewed because they are not picked in the sample of offices to be peer reviewed because
of their relatively small size compared to other maintand offices. However, in these cases,
the firm peer review should not be utilized to meet the Hawaii peer review requirement.
Otherwise, it is like saying that the health inspections of a mainland McDonald’s restaurant in
New York should be utilized to exempt a Hawaii McDonald’s restaurant from any Hawaii
health inspection requirement because both McDonald’s restaurants-are held to the same

standards by the franchisor.

2145 Wells Street, Suite 402, Wailuku, Hawaii 96793 » Telephone: (808) 242-4600 = Telefax: (808} 242-4607 * www.mauicpa.com
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Our firm supports SB2501, SD1 as long as there are no substantive changes to the
( language of the bill, and all firms performing attest work in Hawaii must undergo mandatory
peer review, with no exceptions.

Thank you for your consideration of the above.
Respectfully submitted,
. > ‘

Marilyn M. Niwao, J.D., CPA
President

Testimony of Marilyn M. Niwao, J.D., CPA on 5B2501, SD1, HD1



Ronald I. Heller
700 Bishop Street, Suite 1500
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

phone 808 523 6000 fax 808 523 6001
rheller@torkildson.com

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON FINANCE.

Re: Senate Bill 2501 SD 1, HD 1

Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 pm
State Capitel, Conference Room 308

Agenda #3

Chair Oshiro, Vice-Chair Lee, and Members of the Committee:

My name is Ronald Heller. I am a practicing attorney, and also licensed as a Certified
Public Accountant. I support the general intent of Senate Bill 2501, and urge you to pass this
bill.

In order to obtain a CPA license in Hawaii, the applicant is required to satisfylstrict
criteria regarding education and experience, and to pass an examination. Those rules exist to
make sure that anyone holding himnself or herself out to the public as a CPA is qualified to
perform professional services. However, we can and should improve on that protection. The
existing rules focus on the initial licensing of a CPA. This bill would add a system for reviewing

the quality of a CPA’s professional work on a continuing basis throughout his or her career.

Many CPAs already participate in peer-review programs on a voluntary basis.
Unfortunately, some do not. Typically, consumers are not aware of this, and do not know

whether they are receiving services from a CPA who has been through a peer review process.

1154132.¥]
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TESTIMONY OF RONALD I. HELLER Friday, March 26, 2010 at 12:00 pm
Re: Senate Bill 2501 SD 1, HD 1 Page 2 of 2

Senate Bill 2501 would tie the peer review process to license renewal, to create a process
that lasts throughout a CPA’s entire career. This would enhance professionalism and

competence, and improve protection for the public.

Respectfully submijtted,

Ronald I. Heller

1154132.V1
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Andrew Kamikawa
94-553 Poloahilani Street
Mililani, HI 96789

Befare the House Commiites on Finance

Mareh 26, 2010
12 noon
Canference Room 308

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SR !;.2501, 5D1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Les, and Committee Members:

[ belleve that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and aitest services provided by CPA firmns, protecting those wha
purchase such serviges and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services.

Peer review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes 1o their
processes to improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four mulilstate firms with offices in Hawaii,
participate in the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program (“ AICPA
PRP"). The 45 staies with mandatory pser review have determined that participation in the AICPA
PRP is suificient to meet each state's specifie requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA PRE,
ali offices of a multisiate firm must be included in the scope of the flim's peer review. However,
kecause peer review is focused on high-tisk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of
a multistate firm to be Inspected during each three-year review cycie. '

A requirement that the Hawali office of a multisiate firm he inspected during a peer review would be

contrary to the risk-hased AICPA PRP process, and would impose exira compliance burdens on CPA

firma which are subjeci 1o peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a

peer review specifically address one or more of a firm's in-state offices as a condition of satisfying

the state’s pear review program. In addition, this requirermnent would create a significant cost to and

burden on the State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it 1o develop two peer review programs
) - an office pser re\{iew program covering only the four mullistate firms in Hawsgil and a firm peer

review program covering the rest of the CPA firms in the staie. This requirement shouid-not be a
condition of peer review in Hawail.

Tharnk you for the opportunity to testify.
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John Robert Field, TPA
1506 Halakau Place, Honolulu, HI 96821

Before the House Committes on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

{N SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF 58 2501, 301, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Gshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committes Members:

| believe that it is important for Hawail to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firtns, protetting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer

review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make ¢hanges to their processes to
improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CFA firms, including the four multistate firms with offlces in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program {“ AICPA PRP”). The 45
states with mandatory paar review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficlent to
rrieet each state’s specific requirement.  Under the provigians of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review

is focused on high-risk engagsments, there is no requirement for every office of a2 multistate firm to he
inspected during each threa-vear review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm ba inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program, [n addition, this requirement would create a signiflcant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs - an office peer
review pragram covering only the four multistzte firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program

vovering the rest af the CPA firms tn the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawail.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Jennifer A. Isobe, CPA
337 Kealahou Street
Henolulu, Hawaii 96825

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

I believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to
improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program {“ AICPA PRP”). The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. 'However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle,

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impaose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Pubiic Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program
covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Mona S. Medley
98-2016 Kipikua Street
Aiea, Hawaii 96701

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

| believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system, Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to
improve the quality of their work,

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program (“ AICPA PRP”}). The 45
states with mandatory peer t'*eview have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagemenis, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs - an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program
covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Holly Park
N 44-154 Nanamoana St.
Kaneohe, H1 96744

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

I believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to
improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program {“ AICPA PRP”). The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impase extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm's in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program



covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Erin R. Okuno
98-980 Palula Way
Ajea, Hawaii 96701

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 nocn
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

I believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality imprdvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to
improve the guality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program (“ AICPA PRP”). The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer '
review specifically address one or more of a firm's in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawail and a firm peer review program
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covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawail.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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jeremiah V. Ana, C.P.A.
600 Queen Street, Apt 1506 Honolulu, Hl 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
‘Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshirg, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

| believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous gquality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to
improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program (“ AICPA PRP”}. The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review.would be
contrary to the risk-hased AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program
covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.



Thank you for the opportunity to testify,



Dina M.K. Miyahira
45-886 Keneke Street
Kaneche, Hl 96744

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

! believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to
improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program (” AICPA PRP”). The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle. '

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program



covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Lauren C. Sato, C.P.A.
600 Queen Street, Apt 1506 Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF S8 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

| believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to
improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program (“ AICPA PRP”). The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program
covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.



Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Danny P.C. Wong
5080 Likini Street # 603
Honolulu, HI 96818

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

| believe that it is important for Hawali to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to

improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program {“ AICPA PRP”). The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm's in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four muttistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program



P

covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Grant Nakagawa
770 Luakaha St.
Honolulu, HI 96816

Before the House Committee on Finance

March 26th
12 noon
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

I believe that it is important for Hawaii to have a mandatory peer review system. Peer review
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the financial statements resulting from such services. Peer
review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their processes to

improve the quality of their work.

Currently, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program (“ AICPA PRP"). The 45
states with mandatory peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA PRP is sufficient to
meet each state’s specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA PRP, all offices of a
multistate firm must be included in the scope of the firm’s peer review. However, because peer review
is focused on high-risk engagements, there is no requirement for every office of a multistate firm to be
inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a multistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be
contrary to the risk-based AICPA PRP process, and would impose extra compliance burdens on CPA firms
which are subject to peer review in multiple jurisdictions. Currently, no state requires that a peer
review specifically address one or more of a firm’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying the state’s
peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and burden on the
State Board of Public Accountancy hy requiring it to develop two peer review programs — an office peer
review program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawaii and a firm peer review program
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covering the rest of the CPA firms in the state. This requirement should not be a condition of peer
review in Hawaii.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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C‘ Sheryl Fukunaga
1722 Makiki Strest #502

Honoluiu, HI 96822]

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:60 p.m.
Canference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HDL

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Memhers:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that CPA-
prepared financial statéments are prepared pursuant to uniform professional standards.

- The argument proposed by oppenents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii
( should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies underge a much
more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company
Audit Oversight Board (PCAQRB). Multistate firms are not exempt from the process. All
offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promuigated by the
accounting profession -and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.
Please do the right thing to protect the pubiic.

Thank you for the opportunity o testify.
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( o Wésiey B. Hiyane

3194 Alika Avenue
Horolulu, Hawaii 96817

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HDA1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a
much more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAOB). Multistate firms are not exempt from
the process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.
Please do the right thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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J. Misa Sadoyama, CPA
46-130 Nahewai Place
Kaneohe, Hl 96744

House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

Testimony of J. Misa Sadoyama

In Support of SB 2561, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Dear Ghair Oshire, Vice-Chair Lee and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expactations and ensure that CPA-
prepared financial staiements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional standards,

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii should
not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly {raded companies undergo a much mora
rigorous pesr review program through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit
Oversight Board (PCAQB). Multistate firms are not exempt from the progess, All offices within
a firm must be included in the scope of the peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Please do the right thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



MAR/24/2010/WED 09472 8 FAX T, P.(001/071

( ' Jean Suh

/""\

13556 Alewa Drive
Honolufu, HI 96817

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12.00pm.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a
much maore rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quaiity and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAQR). Multistate firms are not exempt from
the process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Please do the right thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



SIAR/24/201 J/AWED S0:42 AN FAY To. P, 001/071

C

Chikako Nagayasu
1133 Waimanu Si., #401
Honolulu, HI 96814

BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatary peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a
mich more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAOR). Multistate firms are not exempt from
the process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves {o know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Please do the right thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Lauren K.C.L. Lt
1070 Lanyi Place
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817

BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandstory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawai
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a

. much mora rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and

Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAOB). Multistate firms are not exempt from
the process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the peer review.

The unsuspecting public dessrves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with thoss professional standards promulgated by the
accounting professian and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Please do the right thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Yi Chen
2873 8. King St. #301
Honolulu, Hi. 86826

Before the House Cominitieg on Finance

Friday, March 28, 2010
12:00 p.m.
. Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Les, and Committee Mambers:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawai
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a
much more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audif Oversight Board (PCAOB). Multistate firms are not exempt from
the process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scopa of the peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CFA firm's quality control policies and
procedures arg in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Please do the right thing to protect the public.

Thank you for the opportunity to tesiify.
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( | Alton K. Miyashiro
765 Onaha Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816

" Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of B 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Amendment

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
ks CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
- standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawail
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly fraded companies undergo a
much more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCACB). Currently, multistate firms are not
exempt from the peer review process. All offices within a firm must be included in the
scope of the peer review as defined in the Uniform Accountancy Act.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality controf policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards premulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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( | Peter Le
611 Coolidge Street, Suite 4
Honolulu, HI 86826
Before the House Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010

12:00 p.m.
Conferance Room 308

in Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Amendment

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs wili fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

8

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaij
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a
much more rigorous peer review pragram through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAQOB). Currently, multistate firms are not
exempt from the peer review process. All offices within a firm must be included in the
scope of the peer review as defined in the Uniform Accountancy Act.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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¢ CHERYL R. NG
P.0. BOX 1621
HONOLULU, HI 96806

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Amendment

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lea, and Commitiee Mernbers:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that

CPRA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii

' should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a

: Q much more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAQOR). Multistate firms are not exempt from

the peer review process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the
peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify,
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Rommel Marzan
. 1441 Kaumualii Street, #136E
Honoluiu, HI 96817

Before the House Commiitee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conferance Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Amendment

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a
much more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAOB). Multistate firms are not exempt from

the peer review process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the
peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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- Shari W.F. Lau
3916 Keanu Street
Honolutu, Hl 86818

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Clarification

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Mambers:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The concerns argued with this bill relate to equity and fo level the playing field for ali
firms by having multistate firms in Hawaii included. Those firms that audit publicly
traded companies undergc a much more rigorous peer review program through the
Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board {PCAOB).
Multistate firms are not exempt from the process. All offices within a firm must be
included in the scope of the peer review. They are not exempt,

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm s complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the oppariunity to testify,
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( Nelson K. Watanabe
) ‘ 80 N. Beretania St. #PHB-6
Honoluiu, Hawaili 86817

Bsfore the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Amendment

Relating to Public Accountancy

- Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Comimittee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards. _ ‘

The argument proposed by opponents of this bill claims that multistate firms in Hawaii
should not be exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies undergo a
mitich more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality and
Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAOB). Multistate firms are not exempt from

the peer review process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the
peer review.

The unsuspecting public deserves (o know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Alina Cheng
P.O. Box 89458
Honoluly, Hawaii 96830

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, 8D1, HD1 — With Clarification

Relating to Pubiic Accountancy

Chair Oshirg, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The concerns argued with this bill relate to equity and leveling the playing field for all
firms by having multistate firms in Hawaii included. Those firms that audit publicly
traded companies undergo a much more rigorcus peer review program through the
Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAORB).

Multistate firms are not exempt from the process. All offices within a firm must be
included in the scope of the peer review. They are not exempt.

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and
procedures are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the
accaounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Jenny Yeung
1355 A 13" Ave,
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816

Before the House Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Clarification

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that CPA-

‘prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional standards.

The concerns argued with this bill relate to equity and leveling the playing field for all firms
by having multistate firms in Hawaii included. Those firms that audit publicly traded
companies undergo a much meore rigorous peer review program through the Center for
Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board (PCAOB), Multistate firms are

not exempt from the process. All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of
the peer review. They are hot exempt,

The unsuspecting public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality controt policies and
procedures are In accordance with those professional standards promuigated by the
accounting profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Gordon Kim
798 Hoomaemae Street
Pearl City, Hawaii 86782

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 P.M.
Conference Room 308

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 P.M.
Conference Room 308,

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 - With Clarification

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Qshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for GPAs will fulfiil the public’s expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards. .

The arguments of this bill relate to exempting multistate/international firms. They are
not exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies are required o undergo a
much mote rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality, the
National Peer Review Commiiitee, and the Public Company Audit Oversight Board
{PCAOR). All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the peer raview.

To level the playing field, the law should then require that ali CPA firms in Hawaii be
required fo submit evidence of peer review, and if the firm received a substandard
report, the Hawaii Board of Public Accountancy may take such correction action.

Thank you for the opportunity o testify.
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-Michael |. Tanaka, CPA
775 Kinalau Place #1709
Honolulu, Hawaii 86813

Before the House Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010

12:00 P.M.
Conference Room 308,

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1 — With Clarification

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair QOshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform profassional
standards. j ‘

_ The arguments of this bill relate to exempting multistate/international firms. They are

not exempt. Those firms that audit publicly traded companies are required to undergo a
much more rigorous peer review program through the Center for Audit Quality, the
National Pesr Review Committee, and the Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). All offices within a firm must be included in the scope of the peer review.

To level the playing field, the law should then require that all CPA firms in Hawaii be
required to submit evidence of peer review, and if the firm received a substandard
report, the Hawaii Board of Public Accountancy may take such correction action.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Ross Murakami
—~ 1848 St. Louis Drive
(. Honolufu, Hi 96816

Béfore the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Raom 308

tn Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’'s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professianal
standards.

: The arguments this till relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms, All of the muitistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorcus peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses ali of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of .
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promuigated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Withaut
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA’s,

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mahdatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Gordon Tom
60 N Beretania #2606
Honolulu, HI 96817

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Publi¢c AcGountancy

Chair Oshirg, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much mare rigorous peer réview program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Las Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the s¢ope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandataory peer raview, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Charise Shigeta
380-H Kawaihae Street
Honolulu, HI 96825

Before the House Cornmittee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (wifh Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

-

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members;

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fufill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate finms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality contro! policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposad to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Adam Campbell
1315 Meulu Street Apt 403A
Honalulu, HI 96822

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification} of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members!

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the pubiic's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field o all firms especially
multistate finms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Mawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firns encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accardingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawali only,

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures, Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA’s.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review,

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Dallas Weyand
1088 Bishop Street Apt 1113
Honoluiu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m. -
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Leg, and Committee Membaers:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fuifill the public’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms espedially
muitistate firms. Al of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCACRB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all.of their offices,
not just the large cnes like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer raview process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's,

Please do the right thing (o protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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lan Fitz-Patrick
1003 Bishop Street Suite 2800
Honoluiu, Hi 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support {with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

‘Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfilf the public's expectations and ensure that

CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to ali firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quatity and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for muitistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the targe ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are inciuded in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additiona! peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA’'s,

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Colleen Shinsato
555 Hahaione Street
Honolulu, HI 96825

Before the House Commiftee oh Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vica Chair Lee, and Commiftee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards. ' '

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the muitistate firms with physical offices in Mawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorgus peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQB). The peer review process for muitistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additlonal cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
professian and that the firm is eomplying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Paul Kimura
869 Puu lkena Drive
Honolulu, HI 96821

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair L.ee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards,

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the muitistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo & much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their cffices,
hot just the farge ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the muitistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Piease do the right thing to protact the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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James Merrill
2301 Kula Kolea Drive
Honeolulu, HI 96819

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 pam.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Cammittee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professianal
standards.

The arguments this biil relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large cnes like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Mawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without

mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandalory peer review.

Thank you'for the opportunity to testify. -
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Diane Kimura
( 869 Puu lkena Drive
Honolulu, HI 96821

Before the House Committae on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m. -
Conference Roorn 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 25601, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fuifill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA- prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

( . The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to ali firms especially
multistate firms, All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQB), The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawali offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review pracess and theyefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer raview for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's gquality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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James Nakayama
98-1240 Kulawai Street
Aiea, Hl 96701

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 25601, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards. .-

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer réview program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional ¢cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing o protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Deanna Awa
3677 Lilinoe Place
Honolulu, H! 96816

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of B 2501, SD1, HD1

Reilating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’'s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professianal
standards. :

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program

. through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Qversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeies. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public Is exposed to patentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify,
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Rachel Ledford
1870 Lusitana Street #308
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. Ali of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
thraugh the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOQB). The peer review process for multistate firns encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Mawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore

they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Mawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed {o potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA’s.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testif'y.
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Dayle Murakami
1848 St. Louis Drive
- Honolulu, HI 96816

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’'s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly

~ traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
{(PCAQB}. The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control palicies and pracedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA’s.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity te testify.
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lindy Facer
1003 Bishop Street Suite 2800
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

in Support (with Modification) of S8 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshim, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fuifill the public’'s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firns with physical offices in Hawail audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCADB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the muitistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control poiicies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninfarmed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Derrick Shiroma
2915 Lauoha Place
Honolulu, H1 86813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the publi¢’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards. _

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
{PCAQOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the muiltistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with thase policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Alicia Burnham
94-1202 Keahua Loop
Waipahu, H! 96797

Before the House Comimittee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Comrmittee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates'to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much mare rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the finm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Tharik you for the opporiunity to testify.
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Jaime Nakao
579 Ulumawag Street
Kailua, Hf 96734

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Conference Room 308

In Support {with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Pubiic Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs wili fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accardingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scape of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review,

Thank vou for the opportunity to testify.
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Donna Shiroma
2915 Lauoha Place
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before {he Mouse Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating 1o Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfili the public’'s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Qversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles, Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Mawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's,

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Stuart Burnham
94-1202 Keahua LL.oop
Waipahu, Hl 96797

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 28, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Qshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should he exermpt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducling an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the fimm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer réview, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Mary Ann Fernandes
94-207 Waho Place
Waipahu, HI 96797

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of $B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members;

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfilt the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especiaily
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOR). The peer review pracess for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality cantrol policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with thase policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potengally sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's,

Flease do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Reid Ikemori
909 Kapiolani Blvd #801
Honolulu, Hi 96814

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Leg, and Commiftee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argumenis of this bill relates o leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQB). The peer review process for multistate firms encormpassas all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves 1o know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audiis by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's,

Piease do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Dallas Shiroma
2815 Lauoha Place
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Madification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates 10 leveling the playing field to ail firms especially
multistate firns. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Mawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for muitistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify,
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Ann Suganuma
1003 Bishop Street Suite 2800
Honoluly, Hl 96813

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, S01, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public’s expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards. ‘

The arguments-of this bill reiates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially.
multistate firms, All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded compani¢s and therefore undergo a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAQOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the Jarge ones tike New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawali offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from Incurring the additionat cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and precedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promuigated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is eéxposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA’s.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatery peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Alfred Fernandes
94-207 Waho Place
Waipahu, HI 96797

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Qshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards,

The arguments of this bili relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
muliistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo a much mare rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Pubfic Company Audit Oversight Board
(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New Yaork or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawaii offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii onty.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality control policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures, Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public. Require mandatory peer review.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Valerie lyn ikemort
909 Kapiolani Blvd #801
Honoluiu, Hl 96814

- Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.,
Conference Room 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair L.ee, and Commitiee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The argumentis of this bill relates to leveling the playing field o all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawail audit publicly
traded companies and therefore undergo @ much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Gversight Board
(PCAOB)., The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses all of their offices,
not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawail offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should be exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

The public deserves to know that a CPA firm’s quality contro! policies and procedures
are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed {o potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA's.

Please do the right thing to protect the public, Reguire mandatory peer review,

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Elias Beniga
1003 Bishop Street Suite 2800
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Raom 308

In Support (with Modification) of SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

Mandatory peer review for CPAs will fulfill the public's expectations and ensure that
CPA-prepared financial statements are prepared pursuant to uniform professional
standards.

The arguments of this bill relates to leveling the playing field to all firms especially
multistate firms. All of the multistate firms with physical offices in Hawaii audit publicly
traded companies and therefore underge a much more rigorous peer review program
through the Center for Audit Quality and Public Company Audit Oversight Board

(PCAOB). The peer review process for multistate firms encompasses ali of their offices,

not just the large ones like New York or Los Angeles. Accordingly, the Hawail offices of
the multistate firms are included in the scope of their peer review process and therefore
they should he exempt from incurring the additional cost and burden of conducting an
additional peer review for Hawaii only.

‘The public deserves to know that a CPA firm's quality control policies and procedures

are in accordance with those professional standards promulgated by the accounting
profession and that the firm is complying with those policies and procedures. Without
mandatory peer review, the public is exposed to potentially sub-standard audits by
uninformed or incompetent CPA’s.

Please do the right thing to protect the public, Require mandatory peer review.,

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Lawrence Chew
95-1008 Ahulili Street
Mililani, HI 96789

Before the House Committee cn Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

[N QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The muiltistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality conirol is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection



)

process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Instifute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program o meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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NANCY C. ROSE, CPA
1177 Queen Street, #2309
Honolulu, HI 96814

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

: Relatin'g to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

¢

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice. ’

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest.

While we support most of the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5,
line 22 through page 86, line 1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii
engagements of foreign or muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review
process works will support this amendment,

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality conirol at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.

Some have stated that the phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms
in Hawaii should not be exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT
exempt from the peer review process or other regulatory overs:ght and testing. The mu!tlstate
firms in Hawaii are included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.
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A key element of every multistate firm'’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’'s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

" Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. Thereis no .

evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Gordon D. Ciano
1434 Hoa Koa Pl.,, Honolulu, Hl 96821

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members: -

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professiconal standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest.

While we support most of the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5,
line 22 through page 6, line 1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii
engagements of foreign or multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review
process works will support this amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design,.or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.

Some have stated that the phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is‘necessary because “multistate firms
in Hawaii should not be exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT



exempt from the peer review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate
firms in Hawaii are included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually 4
performed hoth by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program o meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s i:)eer review program,

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Neison Lau
1677 Hoohalia St.
Pearl City, HI 96782

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Acéountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Membgrs:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepis in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment,

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.
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A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the correspending results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB}) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American [nstitute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of .
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

- Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Terri Fujii
919 Kahena Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96825

Before the House Committee on Finance
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section § on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

" Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level. Mandating peer review of a local office as
proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate the design, or in most instances, the compliance
with many elements of the system of quality control and, therefore, would not serve to increase
public protection.
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Some have stated that the phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms
in Hawaii should not be exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT
exempt from the peer review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. Multistate firms
undergo three robust quality control review processes, including peer review.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the intemal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing annually by the Public
Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and triennially by the firm conducting the peer
review. The results of this oversight and testing of the firm's internal inspection program are
taken into consideration in the two additional quality control reviews undergone by each
multistate firm as conducted by the PCAOB and the peer reviewer under the AICPA peer review -

standards.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as

- proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawali which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other-state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, 8D1, HD1

Relafing to Public Accountancy

Chair Qshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill Is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice,

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quslity control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordanca with profesmonal standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line

1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawasii offices and Hawaii engagements of fareign or '
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how tha peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. .  That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and nof at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office ag proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “muitistate firms in Hawaii shoutd not be
exempl from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.
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A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific fo the Hawaii offices. The internal ingpection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
propesed in this Bifl because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program,

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resul in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review shouid not be a condition of peer review in
Hawail. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Friday, March 26, 2010
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, §D1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits o practice.

The goal of peer review is to promete quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms {and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA fiem are in accordancs with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures. :

Mandatory peer review for GPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section § on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawalii engagements of foreign or
muitistate firme.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
esiablished at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. .  That is why peer review is
intended fo evaluate quality control at the firm [evel and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve t¢ increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section § of this Bill is necessary because ‘multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firs in Hawaii are
included in the muitistate firms’ peer review process.
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A key element of every muftistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagemenis specific fo the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate finms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOR and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawali, participate in
the American {nstitule of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) paeer review program, All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Bawait offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's pesr review program, which is a welk-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-gpecific peer review as
propased in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. Theie is no
evidenhce of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense {o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reascns, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in

-Hawaii, This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify,
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HDA1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshire, Vice Chair Lee, and Committes Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to praciice.

The goal of peer review is to promote qualily in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures,

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of

. the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line

1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawali offices and Hawali engagements of foreign or
muliistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this

amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
estabiished at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality cantrals are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That Is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would de little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase pukiic protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawali should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, muliistate firms in Mawail are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawali are
included in the muitistate firms’ peer review process,



A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB} and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures. performed at the engagement and firm leve! that are
annually performed by the PCAQOB and triennially by peer review for multistate fims,

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all off' ices of a
firm, including Hawaili offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
propesed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
eviderice of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense {0 and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need fo retain & third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program,

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

" Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpase of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepis in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5§ on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment. A '

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.



A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding resuits of the muiltistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually perfermed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, inciuding the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’'s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepied peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already exisfing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity fo testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPQOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating'to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice. -

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of

" the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line

1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do liftle to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." [n fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.



A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the infernal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing -
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review. o

" Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-

established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review -
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this reguirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy

e firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves {o know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms wiil serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
.intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bili would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.



A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific {o the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are

-annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program fo meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, afl offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review. '

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the cpportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm

is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.



- kY

A key element of every muitistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection .
process, which includes engagements specific o the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above réasons. an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.



Charie Wicklund
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Before the House Commiittee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
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Conference Room 308
State Capitol
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms wilt serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section § on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section § of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." in fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.
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A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB} and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and {esting of the firm’'s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Ceriified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program, All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes {o peer review. There is no

_ evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review

which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
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415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures. :

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually ali of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office ievel but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a iocal office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.
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A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, ali offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other statés when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to ¢reate and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public-Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review-is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s inferest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
. 1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or

muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment. K :

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but insiead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. .~ That is why peer review is

" intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a [ocal office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.
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A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding resulis of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and festing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy

- would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review

in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawait. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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- IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, 8D1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice. ~

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’'s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this

amendment.

Virtually al! of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section § of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawali are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.
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A key element of every mullistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The intemal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review. :

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshirg, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you o amend Section & on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment. .

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not

established at the local office leve! but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate

-the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality

control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every mulfistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection



A key element of every multistate firm’'s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.



process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for muliistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

“Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality confrols are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.



process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm'’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity fo testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer review as a condition of certified public accountancy
firm permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals) The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of
the concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line
1 by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. . That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process. '



process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures performed at the engagement and firm level that are
annually performed by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program, which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary, yet
significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public Accountancy
would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of peer review
in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review in
Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Carey Carpenier
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, H! 96813

Refore the Houase Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENEMENT TO 8B 2501, SD~, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Crair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer raviews as a condition o certified public accountarcy
permits o practice

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accourting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The pubiic deserves to know that the quality control polic:ies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA frms wli sarve the public’'s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section § on page 5, ling 22 through page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms." A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the laocal office level out instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
guality controls are consisient office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have staled that the
phrase in Section & of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multisiate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory oversight and test.ng. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review procass.

o A key element of every mullistate firm's system of quaiity control is the internal inspection
( : process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii cffices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muttistate firms iIs subject ic oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Ovarsight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection progrem is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCACB anc triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, ircluding the four multistate firms wity offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICFA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandafory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's pzer review progran: which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should nol he different from ather slates when it comes to peer review. Thare is no
evidence of unique problams in Hawaii which justifies creating a naw system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense {0 and burden or the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accourilancy would need to retain a third party to create ana manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

fFor the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to deiete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank vou for the opportunity to testify.
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Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Canference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TC 8B 2501, SD1. HD1

Reiating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshirp, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of ceriified public accouniancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote gualty in the ascounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with thcse policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the publ ¢'s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawali offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full undersianding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtuatly all of the key elements of the system of quakty control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local o*fice level but instead at the region or firm level. This 2nsures that the
quality controis are consistent office by offize throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate guality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
ihe design, or in most instances. the compliance with many elements cf the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve fo increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill 1s necessary because "mu tistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact. muitistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or cther regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawali are
included in tha multistate firms' peer review process.

. A key element of every multisiate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
& ' process, which inciudes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspaction
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( process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms s subject 1o oversight and testing
) annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCACB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review, This oversight and testing of the firm's inspectior program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm levei that are annually
performed both by the PCAQOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, inciuding the four multistate firms with oftices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
soecific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review pregram, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Pesr review in Hawaii should be basad on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepled peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer raview as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unicue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does noi exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense o and burden on the Hawaii pubiic. The State Board of Public
Accourntancy weuld need 1o retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition 1o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

( For the above reasans, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended fo delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Friday, March 26, 2010
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N QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshirp, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
parmits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CRA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory pesr review for CPA firms wil serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we Lrge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muiltistate firms.” A fu’l understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendiment.

Virtually alt of the key elements of the system of quality controf of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that tre
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elsments of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section & of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt frem peer review." In fact, multistate “irms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multisiate firms in Hawaii are
included in the muitistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
pracess, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii cffices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponcing results of the muttistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm tever thai are annually
performed both by the PCAOR and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including the focur multistate firms with ofices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Inslitute of Cerlified Public Accountants {AICIPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, alf ofiices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review pragram which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
preposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawait wnich justifies crealing a new systemn of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resultin an unnecessary,
yet significant expense o and burden cn the Hawaii public. The Staie Board of Public
Accountancy would need 1o reta.n a third party to creaie and manage an entirely new system of
peer revisw in addition 1o the already exisling AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section &.

Thank you for the opportunity to testiiy.

@ooz 004
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Friday, March 26, 2010
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accouniancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice. ‘

<~' The goal of pear review is to promote quality n the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The pubiic deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA {irm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and arocedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’'s interest.W hile we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you 10 amend Section 5 on page 5, iine 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms." A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment,

Virtually all of the key elements of the system cf quality control of a muliistate firm are not
established at the local office level but insiead at the region or firm lavel. This ensures that the
quality controls are consisten: office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate guality control at the firm level and not at eacn specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compiiance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, woLld not serve to increase public protect.on.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multisiate firms in Hawali should not be
exempt from peer raview.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or Gther regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' pesr review process.

_ A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
( process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firms 18 subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversigh: Board (PCAQB) and trienniglly by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and {esting of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspeclion procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB ard triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institule of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program {o meet thair state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program. ail offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peear review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer revisw program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program,.

Hawaii should not be diflerent from other states when it comes o peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of pear review
which does nol exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Stale Board of Public
Accountancy weuld need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer reviaw in addition o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

. For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opporiunity to testify.
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Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Reiating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
hy CPA firms (and individuais). The public deserves to know that the quality contro! poficies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures. '

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawail offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms." A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment,

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level bui ins{ead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughoutthe firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate qualily control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many alements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve tc increase public protection.Some have staied that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempti from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mullistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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( : process and the carrespending results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing

' annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer raview program. All 47
siates with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's paer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition fo the already existing AICPA peer review program.

(7 p For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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415 Soputh Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commiltee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

(Y
S

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bilf, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works wifl support this
amendment.

Virtually alt of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multisiate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality controf at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bili would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagemenis specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resuits of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspaction procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annualiy
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multisiate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {(AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program {0 meet their stale’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
astablished and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
preposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawail which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other stale. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden an the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy weuld need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer revisw in addition lo the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the apportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of ceriified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality contro! policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section § on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
estabiished at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality conirols are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate guality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate

“the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality

control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the muliistate firms’ peer review process.

A key slement of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection

[#4013/038
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process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistaie firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certfied Public Accountants (AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawali should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.
Hawaii should not he different from other states when it comes to peer review. Thereis no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resultin an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden cn the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to refain a ihird party to creaie and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this reguirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

[F1014/038
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 88 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

GChair Oshirn, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is ¢ require peer reviews as a condition of certified piblic accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality controi polictes and
procedures cf every CPA “irm are in accordance with professional stancards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and.procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve tre public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8. line 1
by deleting the phrase ‘including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process werks will support this
amendment.

Virtually alt of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality conirol at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many slements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve tc increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review pracess or other regulatory oversight and testing, The muitistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' pesr review process.

A key element cf every multistate. firm's system of guality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawait offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resuits of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of {ne firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm ievel that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and trienrially by peer review for multistate firms.

QOver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four muitistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the Amarican Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review pragram, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-speciic peer review as
proposed .n this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review orogram.

Hawaii should not be different from ofher states when it comes {o peer review. There is no
evidence of unicue problems in Hawail which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which coes not exist in any other stale. Such a requirement woul¢ result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden cn the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create arnd manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition 0 the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reascns, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
tr Hawaii, This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section £.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

#608/008
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( B Linda Park
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, Hi 96813

Before the House Commiftee on Finance

> Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

‘Relating to Pubtic Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice. :

( The goal of peer review is fo promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms {(and ingividuals). The pubiic deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with these policies and procedures.

Mandaory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of guality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluale gualily control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a locai office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluale
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrassa in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatery oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process,

A key element of every muitistate firm’'s system of quality conirol is the internal inspection
( process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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( : process and the corresponging results of the muitistate firms is subject 1o oversight and testing
o annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQR) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm leve! that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawali should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer revisw program. No state requires office-specific peer raview as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. Thereisno
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which coes nhot exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party o create and manage an enfirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

(_ ; For the above reascns, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the cpportunity to testify.
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Jennifer Przygodzinski
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIEDC SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SB1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice. -

( _ The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided

h by CPA firms (and individuals}. The public deserves o know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those palicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bili, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deieting the phrase “including the Hawaii ¢ffices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consisient office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intenced to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bili would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exermpt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
inciuded in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject 1o oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are inciuded in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be basad on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a welt-
established and accepted peer revisw program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes {o peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
vet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Siate Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to creaie and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

( K For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the cpportunity to testify.



0372572010 16:56 FAX g]095/038

( Marc Sim
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Fublic Accounta'ncy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair L.ee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

Q - The goal of peer review is 10 promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms {and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professicnal standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a Jocal office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elemenis of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary bacause "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The mullistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process,

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
( ) process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internat inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQB) and triernially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level ihat are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and trignnially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawalii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review pregram.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. Thereis no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which daes not exist in any. other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely naw system of
peer review in addition to the aiready existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended fo delete this requirement in Saction 5.

- Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Cheryl Lum
1132 Bishep Street, Suite 1200
Honoluiu, HI 96813

Before the House Commiitee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretan.a Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT CF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TC 8B 2501, SD1, HD”

Relafing to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose cf this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goa! of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Marnclatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bili, we urge you to amend Saction 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
mulfistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment. |

Virtuaily all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a mLltistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by oifice throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intenced to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each speci‘ic office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do fitile to evaiuate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elemenis of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve {o increase public protaction.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of (his Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawsii should not be
exempt from peer review." in fact, multisiate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory oversight and testing. The multistaie firms in Hawsii are
included in the muitistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of guality control is the internal inspection
arocess, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection

TN
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(\ process and the corresponding results of the muiltistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAORB) and trienniaily by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of th firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspeclion procedures at the engagement and firm evel that are annually
performec both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, :ncluding the four multistate firms with oifices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Cerlified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer raview program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, inciuding Hawaii officas, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AiCPA's peer reviaw program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in th.s Bili because that is inconsistent with the AICFPA's peer review program.

{ ,
Hawaii should nol be different from other states when it comes to peer review. Thereis no
evidence of unique problems in Hawail which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does nof exist in any other state. Such a reguirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burcen on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy woulc need fo retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addilion to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

Fer the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditicn of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank vou for the cpportunity to testify.
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Franklin Shiraki
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honeolulu, Hi 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Canference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SURPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Comimitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits o practice.

( The geal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
- by CPA firms (and indivicuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firrn are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key esements of the sysiem of quality control of 2 multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and nat at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do littie to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, weuld not serve to incraase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the muitistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of qualty control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection

P
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process and the corresponding results of the muiltis:ate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annuaily by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm tevel that are annually
performed both by the PCAORB and trienrially by peer review {or multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawali, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA} peer raview program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA pee- review program lo meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii ofices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state recuires office-specific peer review as
proposed n this Bill because that is incorsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should nol be different from other states when it comes to peer review. Thereis no
evidence of unicue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which coes not existin any other state. Such a requirement waould result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense {o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retan a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition {o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasans, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. Th's is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the cpportunity to testify.
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Harshana Subasinghe
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
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Before the House Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
Stzte Capitol
415 South Beretania Sireet
IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TQ 3B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Putlic Accountancy

Chair QOshiro, Vice Chair l.ee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certifiec public accountancy

permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms {and individuals}. The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muftistate firms." A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support ihis
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
estabiished at the local office tevel bul instead a: the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate guality conirol at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as propased in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances. the compliance with many elemenis of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve {c increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of :his Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The mult:state firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistale frms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality controf is the internal inspection
prccess, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annuaily by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and tesling of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition lo the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOCBE and trienniaily by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the Americar nstitute of Cerlified FPublic Accountants (AICRPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program (o meel their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

FPeer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
eslablished and acceptad paer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposad in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawail which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resull in an unnecessary,
yet significant expeanse to and hurden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third parly o create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For tne above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amendec {o delete this requiremant in Section 5.

Thank you for the opporiunity lo testify.

{21006/008
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Dathan Choy
1132 Bishop Street, Suita 1200
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:0C p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capilol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Pubic Accountancy

Chair Qshiro; Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is {0 require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is fo promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals)., The public deserves to know that the quality centrol poiicies and
procedures of every CPA iirm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we suppori most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you tc amend Secton 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
mullistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer rexiew process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key eiemenis of the system of quality control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consisient office by ofice throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate guality conirol at the firm level and not at each spacific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve {0 increase public protecticn.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory oversight and testing. . The muiltistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistale f.rms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of cuality controt is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review, This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annuaily
performed both by the PCAOB and trienniaily by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii. participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory pear review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firmn, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawali should ba based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No siate requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is incons stent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from oftrer states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which dogs not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii pubiic. The State Board of Public

ccountancy wouid need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition o the alreagy existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditicn of peer review
in Hawati. This is why this Bill should be amended to deiete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

@002/002
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i Ross Kohara
1132 Bishop Streei, Suite 1200
Honolulu, H! 96813

Before the House Commiitee on Finance -

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Sireet

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TC SB 2501, 8D1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chrair Lee, and Commiftee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to reguire peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms {and indiviguals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with profess:onal standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures. ’

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interesi. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 3, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawait engagemenis of foreign or
mutfistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtuaily all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a muliistate firm are not
established at the locai office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evajuate grality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a loca! office as sroposed in this Bill would do liit'e io evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many slements of the system of quality
control and. therefore. would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section. 5 of {his Bill is necessary because "muitistate firms in Hawaii shouid nct be
exempl from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review pracess or other regulatcry oversight and tesiing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every mullistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
pracess, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The intemal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms s subjec: to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspectior program is in
addition to the inspection procedures al the engagement and firm level that are annually
performec both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, inciuding the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate i

the American Institute of Certified Puklic Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions cf the AICIPA’s peer review program, all offices of a -
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii shouid be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
eslablished and accepted pear review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
propesed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnacessary,
ye: significant expzanse to and burder on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Pubiic
Accounlancy would need to retain a third party io create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the anove reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is wiy this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunily to testify.
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( : . Stacie Nakamura
1132 Bishop Sireet. Suite 1200
Honolulu, Hl 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Cocmmittee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to reqLire peer “eviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

( The goal of peer review is o promote qualily in the accounting and auditing services provided
) by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quaiity controi policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional siandards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review [or CPA firms will serve the public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “nciuding the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.. :

Virtuaily all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are nct
established at ihe local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controfs are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local cffice as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, orin most instances, the compliance with many elements cf the system of guality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “muitistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, nitislate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or cther regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the muitistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagemenis specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resutts of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and lesting
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, particioate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) oeer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices cf a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Pezar review in Hawaii should be hasad on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer reviaw program. No state requires office-speciiic peer review as
proposed in this Bl because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no

evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies crealing a new system of pear review

which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,

yet significant exsense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Stale Board of Public

Accountancy wouid need to refain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
( paer review in addition tc the already existing AICPA peer review progiam.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity 1o testify.
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Tertia M. Freas
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro. Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpese of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condifion of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The puolic deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional stancards anc that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms wilt serve the public's interest. While we supper: most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you tc amend Section S on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deieting the phrase "including the Hawaii cffices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually ali of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead al the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality contrals are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm lavel and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a locai office as proposed in this Bili would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compiance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary bacause "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, muitisiate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mullistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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( process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and iesting of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
parformed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

QOver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four muitistate firms with offices in Hawali, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based 01 the AICRPA’s peer reviaw program which is a well-
established and accepted peer reviaw program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review orogram.

Hawa'i should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii wnich justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other stale. Such a requirement would resutt in an unnecessary,
-yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Staie Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retan a third party to create ard manage ar entirely new system of
peer review in addition {o the aiready existing AICPA peer review program.

FFor the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditicn of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended te delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank yeu for the opportunity to testify.
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Lynnsey Nunes
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Canference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SDT, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is ‘o require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits o practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality controi policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each frm
is complying with those paticias and procedures.

Mandatory pee- review for CFA firms will sarve the public's interest.\While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms."” A full understanding of how the peer review process werks will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key efements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead ai the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controis are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluale quality conirol at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firrn. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many efements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, wouid not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated tat tne
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii shouid not be
exempl from pesr review." In facl, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt frcm the peer
review process or other regulatory oversignt and lesting. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistaie firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every muflistate firm's systern of qualily control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the correspending results of the multistate firms is subject to over‘sigh‘z and lesting
annually by the Public Cempany Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the_ .
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to {he inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level Lthat are annually
performed both by the PCACB and triennislly by pesr review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four muitistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participatz in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requiremant.  Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all coffices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-snecific peer review as
praposed in this Bill because that is incans'stent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creatirg a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense 1o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain & third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.,

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawail. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirerment in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Dong Yan Wen
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
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Before the House Commiitee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPRPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENBMENT TCQ SB 2501, SD*, HD1

Relating 1o Putlic Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Crair Lee, and Commiltee Members:

The purpose of this il is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to praclice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals}. The pub ic deserves to know that the quality control polices and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those pclicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms wili serve the public’s interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to ameand Sacticn 5 on page 5, line 22 fnrough page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “inciuding the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process werks will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the sysiem of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are cansistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaiuate guality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do littie to evaluate
the design, o7 in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would notl serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Sect:on & of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii sre NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
inciuded in the multistate firms’ peer review pracess.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
arocess, which includes engagements specific to the Mawaii offices. The internai inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the mullistate firms is subject fc oversight and testing
annually by the Pubiic Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection proceduras at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCACRE and triennialty by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Insritute of Ceriified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICIPA peer review program to meet the'r state's
specific reguiremant.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer reviaw as
proposad in this Bill because that is inconsisient wilh the AICFA’s peer review program.

Fawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a naw system of peer review
which dces not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need o retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition ic the already existing AICPA peer review program.

Far the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the cpportunity io testify.

N
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Crystal Ping
1132 Bisnop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Commiitee on Finance
Friday. March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Bere:ania Street
IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating 0 Public Accountancy

Chair Oshirc, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to praclice.

[

The geal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and suditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality contral policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with prefessional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mancatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the pLblic’s interest.VWhile we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, iine 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawai: offices ard Hawali engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A fLll understanding of how the peer review process works wili support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements o' the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level bu: insiead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality confrols are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control af the firm ievel and nct at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and. therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

. A key element of every multistate firm’'s system of quality conirol is the internal inspection
Q . process, which includes engagements specific o the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (FCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and trienniaily by peer review for mullistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, inclucing the four muitistate firms with offices in Hawail, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requiremeni. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, a1 offices of a
firm, inciuding Hawaii offices, are includad in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be oased or the AICPA's peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bilt because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii shou.d not be difierent from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawati which justifies crealing a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any cther state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
vet significant expense to anc burden on the Hawaii putlic. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in acdition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an cifice-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to defete this requirement in Section 5

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Befare the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD”

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshire, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Membaers:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as & condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

(’ The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounling and auditing services provided

— by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies anc
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the pubiic's interest. White we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, iine 22 through page €, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A fuli understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of 2 multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
imended to evaluate quality contrel at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the pser
review process or other requlatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included 'n the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements spacific t¢ the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversignt and testing
annuslly by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspacticn program is in
addition 1o the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annuaily
performed both by he PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multisiate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Uncer the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, ali offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm'’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii snould be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bil: because that is incansistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be differeni from other siates when it comes to peer review. Thereis no
avidence of unique problems i Hawail which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does nat exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
vet sigrificant expense {o and burden on the Hawai pubiic. The State Board of Public
Accountancy wauld need to retain a third pasty to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition fo the aireacy existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditicn of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capito!

- 415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vica Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require oeer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided

L by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality contral policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with profess;onal standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Manda-ory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. Wh le we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
mullistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
esiablished at the [ocal office level bt instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate qualily control at the firm level and not at each specific oifice within the
firm, Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from pear review." In fact, muitistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt frcm the peer
review process or otner regulatery oversignt and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element cf every mullistate firm's system of cuality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specfic {o the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection

:’/\\
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process and the corresponding resulis of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annualiy
performed both by the PCAOB ard triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, inciuding the four multistate firms with oifices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Instituie of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
stetes with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, ali offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawall should be based on the AICPA’s paer review program which is a wali-
es:ablished and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
propesed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states whan it comres to peer review. There is no
evdence of unique problews in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement woutd result in an unnecessary,
vet significart expeanse to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need o retein a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existirg AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawali. This is why this Bill shoulc be amended {o delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the oppertunity to testify.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 2€, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conferencs Roorn 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshire, Vice Chair LLee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require paer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits io practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quaiity in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures. '

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, ling 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead ai the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve ta increase public protacticn.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The muitistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review orocass.

A key element of avery multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muliistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board {FCAQOB) and friennially by the
firm conductng the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection prccedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms,

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) pear review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, inciuding Hawaii offices, are included n the scope of 5 firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program wanich is a wei-
established ard accepted pear review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bil because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from cther states when it comas to peer review, There is no
evidence of urique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new sysiem of peer review
which does not exist in any oiher state. Such a requirement would resul in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to refain a third party to create anc manage an entirely new syslem of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditior: of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Secticn 5.

Thank you for the opportunity io testify.
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~1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honotulu, HI 96813

Before tne House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m,
Confarence Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPGRT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating o Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commiltee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The coal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The pubiic deserves to know that the gquality cortral policies end
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CRA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Secticn 5 on page §, line 22 through page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawali offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understand'ng of how the peer review process werks will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the Incal office level out instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
guality controls are consisient office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate guality control at the firm level and not at each specific office witnin the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do liitle to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elemenis of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would noi serve {0 increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In facl, multis:ate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulalory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawail are
inciuded in the multistate firms’ peer review procass.

A key eternent of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii cffices. The internal inspection
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<. process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
arnually by the Public Company Accounting Qversight Board (PCAQB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and iriennially by peer review for multistaie firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including tha four muliistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
tne American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices. are included in the scope of & firm's peer review.

FPeer review n Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted pear review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
propased in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not axist in any other state. Such a requirement would resull in an unnacessary,
yei significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Siate Board of Public
Accountancy would neec to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addilion tc the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasans, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to deiete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity io testify.
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Before the House Commitiee on Finance
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415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Mambers:

The purpose of this Bili is tc require peer raviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

‘The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services proviced
by CPA firms (and individuzls). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures cf every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those palicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bili, we urge you lo amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 throeugh page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of fcreign or
mLltistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works witl support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are nof
established at the iocal office level but instead at the region or firm tevel. This ensures that the
quality controls are consisient office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended {o evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at-each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protecticn.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistale firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every muliistats firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
precess, which inciudes engagemenis specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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(. process and the corresponding results o’ the multistate firms is subject lo oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’'s inspection program is in
addition 10 the inspection procadures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCACOB and {riennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, ircluding the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American institute of Certified Public Accountants {(AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
speci‘ic requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires coffice-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
avidance of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a naw syslem of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resull in an unnecessary,
yel significant expense to and burden or the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retair a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition lo the alrzady existing AICPA peer review prog-am.

~ For the above reasans, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditior of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 8.

Thank vou for the apportunity to testify.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 25, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitcl
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro. Vice Chair Lee. and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to reguire peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practics.

The goal of peer review is to promacte quality ‘n the accounting and aaditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’'s interest. Wnile we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you {o amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, I'ne 1
by deleting the phrase “including ths Hawail offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality controf of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by oifice throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality conirol at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluata
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
contral and, therefcre, would not serve to increase public protect:-on.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary becauss "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from oeer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or ciher regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muliistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Cversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection pregramis in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annuaily
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including tha four muliistate firms with offices in Hawail, parlicipate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
spacific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer raview program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of z firm’s peer review.

FPeer review in Hawaii shouid be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a weil-
- esiablished and accepted pesr review program. No state reguires office-specific peer review as
propcsed in this Bil because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review procram.

Hawaii should not be different from other states whan it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement wouid resull in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense 1o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existng AICPA peer review prograim.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to defete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members: -

The purpose cf this Bill is to reguire peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practica.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services previded
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawail engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendmenl.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality contrals are consistent office by office throughcut the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
controt and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firrns in Hawaii are
includad in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resuits of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm levei that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Inslitule of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be hased on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of uhigue problems in Flawaii which justifies crealing a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Staie Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the cpportunity to testify.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
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415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accounzancy
parmits to practice.

C, The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
' by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA {irm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, Iine 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality contral of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a iocal office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section & of this Bill is necessary because “muitistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exermnpt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mullistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every muitistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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( ' process and the corresponding resuits of the multistate firms is subject to aversight and testing

* annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed hoth by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CFA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Cerlified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their siate’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a weli-
established and acceptad peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creaiing a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense {0 and hurden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need 1o retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

(7 For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Before the Mouse Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Strest

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is tc require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

( The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and incividuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control cf a multisiate firm are not
established at the local office level but insiead at the region or firm leval. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer raview is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do litlle to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the campliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection ‘
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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( process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing

annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB]} and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawait, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program o meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scape of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawail should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No siate requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawali should not be different from other states when it comas to peer review. Thereis no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which coes not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need fo retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition {o the aiready existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this regquirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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i( : Lori Taira
1 1132 Biskop Street, Suite 1200
Honaolulu, HI 96813 .

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

~ State Capital
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountarcy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Comniittee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certifiea public accountancy
permits to practice.

( The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing sarvices provided
' hy CPA firms {and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of evary CPA firm are in accordance with professicnal standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
cancepts in this Bilt, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5. line 22 through page 8, fine 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually alf of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the iocal office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended fo evaluate quality contro! at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer raview of a local office as proposed in this Bill would co little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the campliance with many elements of the system of quaiity
control and, therefore, would not serve to ‘ncrease public proiection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Seciion 5 of this Bill is necessary because *multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatery oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review grocess,

A key element of every multistale firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and ihe coresponding resutts of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board {PCAQ3) and iriennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspect:on procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for mullistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four muitistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Cert fied Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program toc meet tneir state’s
specific requirement.  Uncer the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawail should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires o*fice-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is incopsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawalii should not be differen: from other states when it comeas to peer review. Thereis no
evidence of unicue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of pear review
which coes not exist in any other state. Such a requirement woulc result in an unnecessary.
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy woulc need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
paer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review pragram.

For the above rsasons. an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Jarid Kawamcio
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, HI 86813

Beiore the House Commitiee cn Finance

Friday, March 26, 2C10
12:0C p.m.
Conference Room 308
Sta:e Capilol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HDA

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro. Vice Chair Lee. and Commiitee Members:

The purpese of this Bill is o reguire peer réviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and ihat each firm
is complying with those palicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for GPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of the
congepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
estabiished at the local cffice level bul instead at ihe region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are cons’stent oifice by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate qualily control at the firm levei and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Biil would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many eiements of the sysiem of guality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 ot this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawail should not be
exempi from peer revew.” In faci, muliistate firms in Hawail are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
incluced in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's sysiem of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which ncludes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internat inspection

4001/010



03/25/2010 16:49 FAX ' ' @0602/010

process and the correspanding resulls of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multisiate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii. participata in
the American [mstituie of Certiied [Public Accouniants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all cffices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scops of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICFA’s peer review program which is a well-
astablished and accepted peer raview program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
preposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii shouid not be different from other stetes when it comas to peer review. There is no
evidence of unicue problems in Hawaii wnich justifies creating a new system of peer review
which coes not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resuit in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense 1o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accouniancy woulc need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition ‘o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this regquirement in Saction 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify,
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David Kwon
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
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b Before the House Commitiee on Finance

: Friday, March 26, 2010
i 12:60 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
418 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer raviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

( The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are i1 accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawali offices and Hawali engagemenis of foreign or
muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements o7 the systerr of cuality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the iocal office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistert office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to eva uate quality conirol at the firm level and nct at each specific off:ice within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a Jocal office as proposed in this Bill would do litlle to evaluate
the design, cr in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because 'multistate firms in Hawait should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms ir Hawail are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory overs'ght and testing. The multistate firms in Hawan are
included in the multistate firms’ 2eer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality centrol is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponcing results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and trienrually by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at Ine engagement and firm ievel that are annually
perfarmed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review “or multistate firms.

OQver 30,000 CPA firms, inciuding the four muidtistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandaiory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet thair stale's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program. all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

FPeer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s paer review program which is a well-
es:ablished and accepied peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review &s
propased in this Bill bzcause that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program,

Hewaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evdence of unigue prodlems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnacessary,
yet significant expense 10 and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need 0 relain a third parly to create and manage an entirely new systern of
peer review in add-tion to ithe already existing AICPA peer review program.

[‘or the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Than< you for the opportunity io testify,
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Asami Nagata
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, Hi 96813

Bafore the House Committee on Finarce

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Sireet

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members;

The purpose of this Bill is to reguire peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the qualit'y control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each fum
is complying with those pclicies and procedures.

Mandatory pee- review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Saction 5 on oage 5, line 22 through page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muftistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process werks will support this
amendment.

Virtually alt of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate gquality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandaling peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do litte to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compiiance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawati shouid not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawai: are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm'’s syStem of quality control is the internal inspecticn
process, which includes sngagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to ovarsight and lesting
annuaily by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the fir's inspection program is in
addition ta the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm leval that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer eview for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the Americar: Insiitute of Certified Public Accountants {AICRPA) peer review program. Alt 47
states with mandatary peer raview use the AICPA peer review pragram to meef their state's
speciic requirement,  Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of &
firm, including Hawaii officas, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review prograrn.

Hawaii should not be different irom other staies when :t comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of urigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yel significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii pudlic. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to ratair a third party to create and manage an entirely new systermn of
peer review i1 addition ta the already existing AICPA peer review program.

F-or the above reasons, an office-soecific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

s

Thank you for the epportunity to testify.
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(, Mana Newton
' 1132 Bishoo Street, Suite 1200
Honoiulu, Hi 86313

Before :he House Comm.titee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Roormn 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Strest

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relat ng to Pubic Accountancy

Chair Oshiro. Vice Chair Lee. and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

( . The goal of peer eview is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuais). Tha public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying wiih those policies and procedures. '

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interesi. While we support most of the
concepts in tnis Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A fult understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of qualily control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the local office [evel but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are censistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluaie quality controt at the firm level and not ai each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a iocal office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section & of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawait should not be
exempt from peer review." In ‘act, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process o7 other regu atory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every muitistate firm'’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which incudes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the correspanding resuits of the muitistate firms is subject fo oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQ3) and iriennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawali, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA pear review program to meet their staie’s
specific requiremeni. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bil because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not he different from other siates when it comes 1o peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems ir Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such 2 requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense io and burden on the Hawaii publc. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain & third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the alreacy existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this 3il should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Gienn Sakuda
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Horolulu, HI €6813

Before the House Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conferznce Room 308
State Capital
415 South Beretania Straet

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Qshirg, Vica Chair Lee, and Committee Membaears;

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountarcy
permits to practice.

The coal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and incividuals). The public deserves to know that the quality contral poiicies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professicnal standards and that each firm

‘is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5. line 22 through page B, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of cuality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level, This ensures that the
quaiity controls are consistert offica by office throughout the firm. That is why peer raview is
intended to evaiuate quality control at the firm ievel and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do litfle to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of guality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory overs:ght and tesiing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control’is the internal inspection
process, which inciudas engagements specific (o the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection

id001/004
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process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firms is subject 10 over_s!ght and lesting
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAO3B) and :riennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition lo the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOR and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA frms. including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawai, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program o meet their slale's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted neer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as

preposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawa:i should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden cn tne Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retan a third party to create and manage an entirely new systam of
peer reviaw in addition to the already existing AICPA pesar rev ew program.

Fer the above reasons. an office-specific peer review should not be a conditicn of peer review
in Mawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended ic delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank vou for ihe cpportunity to testify.
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: ( | Nichotas Cotton
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Horolulu, HI 86813

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 Socutn Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee. and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is tc requure peer reviews as a condition of cerified public accountancy
permits to praclics.

N The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). Tha public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedares of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards ang that each firm
is complying with those palicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA frms will sarve the pubiic's interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bil , we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6. line 1
by deieting the phrase “including the MHawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms." A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendmen..

Virtually ail of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead a: the region or firm fevel. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by offica throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do litile to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would no: serve (o increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In faci, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversignt and testing. The multistate firms ‘n Hawaii arg
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every mullistate firm's sysiem of qualily control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the correspending resuits of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm levei that are annually
performed both by the PCAORB and triennially by pear review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawail, participatz in
the American Institute of Certified Pubfic Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory pee- review use tha AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’'s peer review pragram, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scopa of a firm's peer review,

Peer raview in Hawaii shoutd be based on the AICFA’s peer review program which is a well-
astablished and accepted peer review program. No state recuires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICFA's peer review program.,

Hawaii should nol be diiferen: from other states when it comes to peer review. Tnereis no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement woulc result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden cn the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need (o retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons. an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this reguirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity (o testify.
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Perry Dang
1132 Bishop Street, Suile 1200
Haonolulu, HI 96813

Before the Mouse Committee on Finance

Friday, March 25, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitot
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Pubiic Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vica Chair Lee, and Committee Mémbers:

The purpase of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
hy CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the guality control polices and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with prafessional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandazory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment, f

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistatz firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controis are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate qualily control at the firm level and rot at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as oroposed in this Bill would do little {o evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, woeuld not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section  of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii shoud not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversignt and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every mullistate firm's system of quality conirol is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCACB) and iriennially by the
firm conducting the peer review, This oversight and testing of the firm’s irspection program is in
addition to the inspecton procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPPA firms, including the four muttistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Pub:ic Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their stale’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review i1 Hawali should be hased on the AICPA's peer raview program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No stale requires office-specific peer raview as
proposed :n this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of Lnique problems in Hawaii which justifies crealing a new system of pear review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary.
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need 1o relain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition tc the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill shouid be amended {o delste this requirement in Secticn 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Travis Harada
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Horolulu, HI £6813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Cenference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Stree:

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relat ng to Pubiic Acccuntancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members: -

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits {o practice.

The goal of peer review is 10 promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individials). The public deserves to know that the quality control poticies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procadures.

Mandatory peer review far CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we suppart most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you io amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii cffices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the oeer review process works will support this
amendment. :

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
esfablished at the local office tevel buf instead at the region or firm Ievel. This ensures that the
quality controls are consisient office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandatirg peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate

~ the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve {o increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section & of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other raguiatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
inciuded in the multistate firms' peer review process.

) A key element of avery multistate firm's system of quality control is the interral inspection
( : process, which inciudes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accountirg Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspacticn procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed bceth by the PCAOR and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms. including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute cf Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
siates with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their staie’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, il offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review i1 Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer raview program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires oifice-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comas o peer review. There is no
evidence of unicue problems in Hawaii wnich justifies crealing a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such s requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy woulc need to retain a third panly to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the aiready exisling AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons. an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii, This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this reguirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity ic testify,

Bo16/010
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Steven Wong
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, Hi 96813

Befcre the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capilol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TC SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goat of péer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, kne 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality conirol of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls a~e consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer raview is
intended to evaiuate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandazing peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little fo evaluaie
the design, or in most insiances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
chrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exampt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory overs:ght and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's systemn of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which inciudes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection



032572010 16;43 FAX [Goo2,/010

process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and ‘riennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American tnsttute of Certified Public Accouniants (AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program o meet their stale's
specific requiremert. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peaer review in Hawalii should be based on the A|CPA’s peer review program which is a well-
eslablished and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specitic peer review as
proposed in this Bil because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other siates when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii pablic. The Stale Board of Public
Accountarcy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition tc the aiready existing AICPA pezr review program. , |
For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of pesr review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill shouid ke amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank vou for the cpportunity to testify,
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Kelly Yamamoto
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honotulu, HI 96813

Before the House Cohmitzee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:.00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, hD1

Relatirg to Pubﬁc Accountarcy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer revisws as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the aczounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and ingividuals). The pubiic deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those palicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. Wh le we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 3, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process warks will support this
amendment,

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm ievel. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quaiily control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as preposed in this Bill would do little to evaluaie
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase pubiic proleciion. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "muliistate firms in Hawalii should not be
exemp: from peer review." In fact, muitistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or othar regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every muliistaie firm’s sysiem of quality cantrol is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resulis of the muitistate firms is subjact to oversight and tesiing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and trienniaily by the
firm conducting the peer review, This oversighl and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for muttistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawait, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICIPA) peer review program. Alf 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program 1o meet their stale’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's pee- review.

Paer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bil because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawail should not be different from other s:ates when it comes G peerreview. Thergis no
avidence of unique problems in Hawai. which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawa.i public. The State Board of Public
Accouritancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this 3ill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify,
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Clair Gonzales
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, H1 96813

Before “he House Committee aon Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:0C p.m.
Conference Roor1 308
Stae Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relatng to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshirn. Vige Charr Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bili is to require peer reviews as a condition of cerlified public accountancy
permits to practica. :

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing servicas provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality controi policies and
procedures cf every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest.While we suppart most of ihe
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Secticn 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process warks will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by off:ice throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality controf at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as preposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “mullistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt fram the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mulistate firrs’ peer review process.

- A key element of every multistate firm's sysiem of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes sngagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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pracess and the carresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and lesting
annually by the Public Company Accountirg Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and {esting of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspaction procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed beth by the PCAOB and trienrially by peer review for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms. including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Cerlified Fublic Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program tc meet their state’s
specific requiremeant.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii ofices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawali should be hased on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepled peer review program. No siate requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsisient with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different irom other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creaiing a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resultin an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on ihe Hawaii public. The State Board of 2ublic
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-soecific peer review shouid not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill shou!d be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the oppartunity to testify.
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Gregg Furuya
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honalulu, HI 96813

Refore the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 28, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating fo Public Accountancy

‘Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill Is o require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits 1o practice. : :

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality contro! palicies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA frms will serva the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bilt, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtualiy ail o7 the key elements of the systam of quality control of a multistate firm are not
eslablished st the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality controi at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a lecal office as proposec in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve tc increase public protection. Some have staled that the
phrasz in Section 5 of this Bili is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not ba
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review pracess or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
inciuded in the muiltistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every mulitistate firm's system of quaiity control is the internal insoection
process, which includes engagements specific io the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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pracess and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accountirg Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight anc testing of the firm’s inspaction program isin
addition to the inspaction procecures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed beth by the PCAOB and trienrially by peer review for mullistate firms.

Qvear 30,000 CPA firms. including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA pee: review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawait offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state recuires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because {hat is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review pragram.

Hawaii shoutd not be different from other states when it comas to peer review, There is no
evidence of unicue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which coes not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resuit in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and bu-den on the Hawaii public. The Stale Board of Public
Accountancy woulc need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition io the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasans. an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

igi004/004
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(- Culien Reid
- 1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, Hi 86813

Before the House Commitlee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania, Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 25601, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members.

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

<k_ The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms {and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section § on page 5, line 22 through page 6, fine 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii oifices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment. :

Virtually ali of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office leve! but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bili would do fittle o evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of guality.
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase pukiic protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory oversight and testing. The muliistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multisiate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
( process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resulis of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (IPCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This aversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspeclion procedures at the engagement and firm levei that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for muitistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate finms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requiremant.  Under the provisians of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a finm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resull in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need {o retain a third party to ¢create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

41032/038
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( | Michael Silberfeld
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, Hi 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 28, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO $B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating fo Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits tc practice.

(_, ‘ The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the guality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is.complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full urderstanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment,

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office tevel but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm levei and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a tocal office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quaiity
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawalii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mutltistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's ingpection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, inciuding Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review,

Peer review in Hawali should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
estavlished and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as

- proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be diiferent from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet signiiicant expense to and burden cn the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party fo create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bili should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

[@1034/038
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(_ _ Garrett Taira
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Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 28, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capiicl
i 415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Membaers:

The purpose of this Bill is tc require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practica,

(__ , The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality contro! policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mardatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bili, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a lccal office as proposed in this Bill would do liitle to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve o increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms, in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, muitistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review prccess or other regulatary oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspeciion
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annualiy by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the _
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
parformed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Qver 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer reviaw program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their stale's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from cther states when it comes to peer revisw. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party fo create and manage an enfirely new sysiem of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer reviews prograrn.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawail. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Tricia Tenn
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, M1 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, S, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves o know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do litile to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the cormpliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not servs to increase public protection.Some have stated that the.
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.,

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resulis of the muitistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and iriennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition fo the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
preposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawail which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Pubiic
Accountancy would need to refain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended ic delete this requirement in Section 5. _

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Ryan Cutwright
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Before the House Committee on Finanée

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 Sauth Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO S8 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is compiying with those palicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest.\While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually ail of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended {0 evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public proiection.Some have staied that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which inciudes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding resulls of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for muitistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in

-the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47

states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program io meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICIPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state reguires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should nol be different from cther states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense {o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reascns, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of pagr review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should he amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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(_ Dane Maehara
1132 Bishop Street, Suiie 1200
Henolutu, Hi 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Fricay, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Cshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Membaers:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

<-- The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms {and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures,

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interes:.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawail engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluale
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii shouid not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
( process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Instituie of Ceriified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
siates with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review pregram, all offices of a
firm, including Hawail offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill becauss that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need 10 retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD

Relating o Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commiitee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice,

(__ The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muliistate firms." A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment. '

Virtually alt of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are censistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a loca! office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
controf and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should nct be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatery oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
L pracess, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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( * process and the correspording resuilts of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
" annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawait offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICFA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
praposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comeas to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Stale Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

( j For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditicn of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Kris Nezu
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Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating fo Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee. and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandalory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest.VWhile we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality confrols are consisient office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandafing peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances. the compliance with many elements of the system of quaiity
control and, tharefore, would not serve i¢ increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistale firms’ peer review process. '

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of guality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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(\ process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and tesiing of the firm’'s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAORB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four muitistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their stale’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-speacific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comeas to peer review. Thereis no
evidence of unique preblems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new systam of peer review
which does not exist in any other state, Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant exoense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to refain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

( For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose cf this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice. '

C The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those palicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deieting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of fareignh or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment,

Virtually ail of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
estabilished at the locai office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality confrols are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended {o evaluate guality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as propased in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm’s system of quaiity control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muitistate firns is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition 1o the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawsii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawail should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
praposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of uniqgue problems in Hawali which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition {o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above raasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of pee'r review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bijl should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

[fio16-038
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Jaymee Zeller
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, Hi 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO $B 2501, 8D1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oghiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members;

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

-

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and pracedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 8§, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually alt of the key elements of the system of quality control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, cor in most instances, the compiiance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve 1o increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every muitistate firm's system of quality control is ihe internal inspection
process, which includes engagemenis specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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(_ process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAQOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition fo the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm levei that are annually
performed both by the PCACB and triennially by pesr review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four muitistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountanis (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program fo meet their staie’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawall should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes o peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would resultin an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

(\ : For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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( Hye Ri Lee
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, HI €6813

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TQO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

(_. The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves {o know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures. )

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public's interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section & on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works wili support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate guality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section & of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." in fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The muiltistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the muitistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every mullistate firm’s system of quality control is the internat inspection
process, which inciudes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annuzlly by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm’s inspaction program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm levet that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multisiate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review prograim tc meet their state’s
specific requirement. Uncer the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICFA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bil: because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other siates when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawalii which jusiifies creating 2 new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Stale Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer raview in addition to the alreacy existing AICPA peer review program.

For the abova reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

l1020/038
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(__ Taryn Hamamoto
1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
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Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capilal
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Reilating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Mambers:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

( ‘ The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the pubiic's interest.While we support mosl of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Secticn 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6. line 1
hy deleting the phrase “including the Hawali offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
esigblished at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality conirol at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little o evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight anc testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal ‘inspection
( process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection



03/25/2010 17:03 FAX

7N

process and the corresponding resulis of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and lesting of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed beth by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

QOver 30,000 CPA firms, inciuding the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer raview program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review pragram, all offices of a
firm, inctuding Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Pesr review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unigue problems in Hawaii which justifies crealing a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense fo and burden on the Hawali public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an oifice-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this 8ill should be amended to delete this regquirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

022,038
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( ‘ Ryan Taguchi
: 1132 Bishop Street, Suite 1200
Honolulu, HI 96813 -

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair L.ee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified pubiic accountancy
permits to practice.

C. The goal cf peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest While we support most of the
concepis in this Bili, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawalii engagements of fareign or
muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment,

Virtually all of the key elements of the sysiem of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a tocal office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design. or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because “muliistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawati are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key slement of every muliistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
( process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm leve! that are annually
performed both by the PCAOB and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institlite of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program o meet their state’s
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a weli-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other staie. Such a requirement wouid result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burcen on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Pubtic
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition ic the already existing AICPA peer review program.

Far the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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( _ Gary T. Nishikawa
1132 Bishop Street, Suile 1200
Honolulu, HI 96813

Before the House Commitiee on Finance

Friday, March 25, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
Siate Capitcl
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, D1

Reiating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as'a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

(- The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing serv:ces provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality controi policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s intarest.While we support most of the
concepts in.this Bill, we urge you tc amend Section £ on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawali engagements of foreign or
mudtistate firms." A {ull understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
irtended to evaiuate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, o7 \n most instances, the compliance with many elemenis of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review.” In fact, multistzte firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulalary oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
inciuded in the muliistate firms' peer review procsss.

A key element of avery mLltistate firm’s system of quality control is the internal inspection
( - process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawait offices. The internai inspection
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(_ procass and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) and triennially by the
firm conducling the peer review. This oversight anc iesting of the firm's inspaction program is in
addition to the inspecticn procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed hoth by the PCAQ3 and triennially by peer review for rultistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA frms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Pubtic Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states witr mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program {o meet their state's
specific requirement.  Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, &ll offices of a
firm, including Hawsii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program whick is a well-
established and accepted peer raview program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is incorsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justilies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other stale. Such a reguirement would resuit in an unnecessary,
yet sigrificant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The Stale Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition 1o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

( lFor the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should noi‘ be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bil should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the apportunity to testiiy.
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Paul H. Higo
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, Marcn 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Berefania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO 8B 2501, SD7, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Ctair Oshiro, Vice Chair L.ee, and Commitiee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits 1o practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and incividuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms wilt serve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in tnis Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 througi page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
muitistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment. .

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a multistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by offica throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the {irm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a locat office as proposed in this Bill wouid do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many aiements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve tc increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary becauss "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempl from peer review." I fact, muliistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatcry oversight and testirg. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mullistate firms’ peer review process,

A key element of every mullistate firm's system of quality contrel is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresoonding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accouniing Oversight Boardg (PCAGCB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This cvarsight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspeclion procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annually '
ne~farmed both by the PCAOR and triennially by peer review for mullistate-firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Instifute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICFA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requiremant. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, alf offices of &
firm, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm’s peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted pesr review program. Nc slate raquires office-specific peer review as
propesed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new sysiem of peer review
which does notl exist in any ofther state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
ye: significart expanse o and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need o retain a third parly to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not ne a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirament in Section 5.

Thank you for the oppertunity to testify.
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Yalerie N Shintaku
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

iIN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating fo Public Accountancy

Chair Oshirg, Vica Chair Lee, and Commitlee Members:

The purpose cof this Bill is ic require peer reviews as a condition of ceriified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals}. The public deserves ic know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will sarve the public’s interest. While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you o amend Seclion & on page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of ‘oreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment,

Virtually all of the kay elements of the sysiem of quality contro! of a multistate firm are not
established at the focal office ievel but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
contrcl and, therefcre. would 1ot serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section § of this Bill is necessary because “muitistate firms in Hawait should not be
exempt from peer raview." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or qither regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the muttistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagements specific {o the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the muitistale firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCACB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspeciion program is in
addition to the inspection procedures at the engagement and firm leve: that are annually
performed botn by the PCAOR and triennially by peer review far muitistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, inciuding the four multistate firms with offices in HMawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA} peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to mest their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii offices, are includec in the scope of a firm's peer review.

IPeer review in Hawaii should be basad on the AICPA’s peer revizaw program which is & well-
established and accepted peer review program. No slate requires office-specific neer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other stales when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of Lnique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new systam of pear review
which does nol exist in any other state. Such a requirement woulé result in an unnecessary.
yetl significanl expense {0 and bu-den on the Hawali public. The Staie Board of Public -
Accountancy woule need (o retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition {o the already existing AICPA peer review program.

Far the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a conditicn of peer review
in Hawatii. This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the cpportunity to testiiy.
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Before the House Committee on Firance

Fricay, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 30§
State Capitol
415 Sou:h Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1., HD1

Relating io Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

( The goal of peer review is to promote guality in the accounting and auditing services provided
B by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control poiicies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with profess.cnal standards and that each firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest.While we support most of the
concepts in tnis Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5, line 22 thrcugn page 6, line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A full understanding of how the peer review process works will support :his
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a muitistate firm are not
established at the local office level but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
guality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate gquality control at the firm level and not at each specific office witnin the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local of‘ice as proposed in this Bill would do little to evaiuate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would nof serve (o increase public protection. Some have stated that the
phrase in Section & of this Bill is necessary because “multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." In fact, multistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mullistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multisiate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagemenis specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAGB) and trienrially by the
firm conducting the peer raview. This aversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection proceduras at the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCAGRE and friennially by peer review for muliistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawail, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AKCPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state's
specific requirement. Under the provisions of the AICFA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firm, including Hawaii cffices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA's paer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposed in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other states when it comes to peer review. There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other staie. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawail public. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to refain a third parly o create and manage an entirely naw system of
peer review in addition ic the already existing AICPA peer review program.

For the above reasons. an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this B8ifl should be amended to deiete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank vou for the opportunity to testify.
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Tracy Nakano
1132 Bishop Sireet, Suite 1200
Honoliu, H! 96813

Before the House Commiitee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p m.
Conference Room 308
State Caoitol
415 South Beretania Street

N QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating fo Public Accountancy

Chair Qshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permits to practice.

The goal of peer review is to promote quality in the accounting and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuals). The public deserves to know that the quality control policies and
procedures of every CPA ‘irm are in accordance with professional standards and that each firm
is complying with those pclicies and procedures.

Mandatory peer review for CPA frms will serve the public's interest.While we support most of the
concepts in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section & on page 5, line 22 through page 6. line 1
by deleting the phrase "including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagements of foreign or
multistate firms.” A {ull understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a mulitistate firm are not
established at the local office level out instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
quality controls are consistent office by office throughout the firm. That is why peer review is
intended {o evaluate quaiity control at the firm level and not at each speciiic office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill would do liitle to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elemenis of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Seclion 5 of this Bill is necessary bacause "multistate firms in Hawait should not be
exempt from peer raview.” In fact, multisiate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other regulatory oversight and testing. The multistate firms in Hawaii are
included in the mullistate firms' peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality control is the internal inspection
process, which includes engagemenis specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject {o oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB} and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. Th:s oversight and testing of the firm’s inspection program is in
addition to the inspection procaduras a: the engagement and firm level that are annually
performed both by the PCACB and triennially by peer review for muliistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawaii, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants {AICPA) peer review program. All 47
states with mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requirement.  Under the provisions cf the AICPA’s peer review program, all offices of a
firmy, including Hawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review,

Peer review in Hawait should be based on the AICPA's peer review program which is a wall-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
proposead in this Bill because that is inconsistent with the AICPA's peer review program.

Hawaii should not be different from other stales when it comeas to peer review. Thareis no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii wh.ch justifies creating a new system of peer review
which dees not exist in any other state. Such a requirement would result in an unnecessary,
yal significant expense to and burden on the Hawait pubiic. The State Board of Public
Accountancy would need to retain a third party to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition ic the already existing AICPA peer review program.

, For the above reasons. an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
( in Hawaii, This is why this Bill should be amended to delete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank vou fo- the apportunily to testify.

o
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Lynelle Tamashiro
1132 Bishop Street. Suite 1200 .
Honelulu, HI 96813

Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

IN QUALIFIED SUPPORT OF AND PROPOSING AN AMENDMENT TO SB 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Putlic Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee, and Committee Members:

The purpose of this Bill is to require peer reviews as a condition of certified public accountancy
permiis tc practice.

The gcal of peer review is to promote guaiity in the account:ng and auditing services provided
by CPA firms (and individuais). The pubiic deserves to know that the guality control policies and
procedures of every CPA firm are in accordance with professional standards and that sach firm
is complying with those policies and procedures.

Mandatory peer rev.ew for CPA firms will serve the public’s interest.While we support mest of the
caoncepls in this Bill, we urge you to amend Section 5 on page 5. line 22 through page 8, line 1
by deleting the phrase “including the Hawaii offices and Hawaii engagaments of foreign or
multistate firms." A fuli understanding of how the peer review process works will support this
amendment.

Virtually all of the key elements of the system of quality control of a mulktistate firm are not
established at the iocal office lavel but instead at the region or firm level. This ensures that the
guality controls are consistent office by office throughout the ‘irm. That is why peer review is
intended to evaluate quality control at the firm level and not at each specific office within the
firm. Mandating peer review of a local office as proposed in this Bill wouid do littte to evaluate
the design, or in most instances, the compliance with many elements of the system of quality
control and, therefore, would not serve to increase public protection.Some have stated that the
phrase in Section 5 of this Bill is necessary because "multistate firms in Hawaii should not be
exempt from peer review." in fact, muttistate firms in Hawaii are NOT exempt from the peer
review process or other reguiatory oversight and tesiing. The muitistate firms in Hawait are
included in the multistate firms’ peer review process.

A key element of every multistate firm's system of quality centrot is the internal inspestion
process, which includas engagements specific to the Hawaii offices. The internal inspection
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~process and the corresponding results of the multistate firms is subject to oversight and testing
annually by the Public Company Accoun:ing Oversight Board (PCAQB) and triennially by the
firm conducting the peer review. This oversight and testing of the firm's inspection program is in
addition to the inspeclion procedures at the engagement and firm level that are annuaily
performed boti by the PCACR and triennially by peer review for multistate firms.

Over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four multistate firms with offices in Hawali, participate in
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) peer review program. Al. 47
states w:th mandatory peer review use the AICPA peer review program to meet their state’s
specific requiremant. Under the provisions of the AICPA's peer review program, ali offices of a
firm, inciuding Mawaii offices, are included in the scope of a firm's peer review.

Peer review in Hawaii should be based on the AICPA’s peer review program which is a well-
established and accepted peer review program. No state requires office-specific peer review as
propesed in this Bil because that is inconsistent with the AICPA’s peer review program.

Hawail should not be different from other states when it comeas to peer review, There is no
evidence of unique problems in Hawaii which justifies creating a new system of peer review
which does not exist in any other state. Such a requirement{ would result in an unnecessary,
yet significant expense to and burden on the Hawaii public. The State Board of Public
Accouniancy would need to reain a third parly to create and manage an entirely new system of
peer review in addition to the already existing AICFA peer review pregram.

For the above reasons, an office-specific peer review should not be a condition of peer review
in Hawaii. This is why this Bili sheuld be amended to delfete this requirement in Section 5.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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To: FINTestimony
Cc: msagara@horwathkam.com
Subject: Testimeny for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM 5B2561

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support
Testifier will be present: No
Submitted by: Melissa Sagara
Organization: Individual
Address:

Phone:

E-mail: msagara@horwathkam.com
Submitted on: 3/25/2016

Comments:



FINTestimony

~ “rom: - mailinglist@capitol.hawali.gov
( jent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 2:57 AM
To: FINTestimony
Cc: lingjon@earthlink.net
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/201@ 12:00:00 PM SB2501

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Jessica Swanson

Organization: Individual

Address: 1428 Haleko Drive Honolulu, HI 96821
Phone:

E-mail: lingjon@earthlink.net

Submitted on: 3/25/20180

Comments: ‘

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support mandatory peer

review because I believe it will provide a level of assurance that financial statements

prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are prepared in accordance with

established professional standards. Consequently, it will provide a higher level of

confidence to the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but

_ incorrectly. Most financial statement users currently thought that all CPAs participate in a

(: eer review process or a monitoring program when in fact, some of the CPA are not.
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“"“rom: . mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov

. ant: Thursday, March 25, 2010 10:03 AM
" "To: FINTestimony
Co: akam@horwathkam.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM SB2501

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Amelia Kam

Organization: Individual

Address: 7532 Puumahoe Place Honolulu, HI 96825
Phone:

E-mail: akam@horwathkam.com

Submitted on: 3/25/20180

Comments:

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs because it will provide a
level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of
Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established professional standards. Most
importantly, SB 25601 provides a greater level of confidence to the public and users of such
financial statements who currently, but incorrectly, believe that all CPAs participate in a
. peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure that those statements comply
ith established professional standards.



FINTestimony

““From: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
ent: . Thursday, March 25, 2010 10:53 AM
" To: FINTestimony "
Cc: jayohh.river@gmail.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2010 12:06:00 PM SB2581

Conference room: 368

Testifier position: support
Testifier will be present: No
Submitted by: Justin Okawa
Organization: Horwath Kam &amp; Co.
Address: 700 Bishop St. Honolulu, Hi
Phone: 524-8086

E-mail: jaycohh.river@gmail.com
Submitted on: 3/25/2018

Comments:
I strongly support SB2561 and believe that a mandatory peer review will help our profession
as accountants in the state of Hawaii.



FINTestimony

~ “rom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
jent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 11:50 AM
Te: . FINTestimony
Cc: ho_blah@hotmail.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2010 12:80:00 PM SB2581

Conference room: 388

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Glenn Yoza

Organization: Individual

Address: 98-1481 Kamahao St., #175 Pearl City, HI 96782
Phone:

E-mail: ho blah@hotmail.com

Submitted on: 3/25/2010

Comments:

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support the mandatory
peer review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and

issued by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established

professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2581 provides a greater level of confidence to
the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe

_ that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program tc ensure
hat those statements comply with established professional standards.
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~ “rom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
( ent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 9:28 AM
" To: FINTestimony :
Ce: cyamada@horwathkam.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2016 12:80:80 PM SB2501

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Casey Yamada

‘Organization: Individual

Address: 1356 Wilhelmina Rise Honolulu, HI 96816
Phone: B08-524-8688 ext. 515

E-mail: cyamada@horwathkam.com

Submitted on: 3/25/2016

Comments: .

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support mandatory peer

review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued

by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established

professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2561 provide a greater level of confidence to

the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe
_that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure

(:_'hat those statements comply with established professional standards.
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(” Srom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
. sent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 9:30 AM
" To: FINTestimony
Cc: ntachida@horwathkam.com

Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM SB2501

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Naoko Tachida

Organization: Individual

Address: 3814 Pukalani Place Honolulu, HI 96816
Phone:

E-mail: ntachida@horwathkam.com

Submitted on: 3/25/20610

Comments:
I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued
by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established
professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2561 provide a greater level of confidence to
the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe

. that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure

(; ‘hat those statements comply with established professional standards.



FINTestimony

~ “rom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
( ent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 9:47 AM
" To: FINTestimony
Cc: shuang@horwathkam.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2019 12:08:00 PM S5B2501

Conference room: 388

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Yinen Huang

Organization: Individual

Address: 633 Nalanui Street, Apt #306 Honolulu, HI 96817
Phone:

E-mail: shuang@®horwathkam.com

Submitted on: 3/25/2@10

Comments: .
I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued
by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established
professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2501 provide a greater level of confidence to
the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe
that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure
(i ‘hat those statements comply with established professional standards.



FINTestimony

—From: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
( ent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 9:50 AM
~ To: FINTestimony
Cc: ymorinaga@heorwathkam.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2018@ 12:00:00 PM SB2581

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Yumi Morinaga

Organization: Individual

Address: 1655 Makaloa Street, APT. 1714 Honolulu, HI 96814
Phone:

E-mail: ymorinaga@horwathkam.com

Submitted on: 3/25/2610

Comments:

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support mandatory peer

review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued

by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established

professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2581 provide a greater level of confidence to

the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe

__that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure

(\ ‘hat those statements comply with established professional standards.



FINTestimony

" “rom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
Jent; Thursday, March 25, 2010 9:57 AM
To: FINTestimony
Cc: mcortez@horwathkam.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2016¢ 12:80:80 PM SB25Q1

Conference room: 388

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Marie Lou Cortez

Organization: Individual

Address: 91-852 Keakaula Place Ewa Beach, HI
Phone:

E-mail: mcortez@horwathkam.com

Submitted on: 3/25/2010

Comments:

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued
by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established
professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2501 provide a greater level of confidence to
the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe

. that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure
hat those statements comply with established professional standards.
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" “rom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
sent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 10:16 AM
To: FINTestimony
Cc: jhatakenaka@horwathkam.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM SB2501

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Jill Hatakenaka

Organization: Individual

Address: 708 Bishop 5t 5te 1786 Honolulu, HI
Phone: 808-524-8080

E-mail: jhatakenaka@horwathkam.com

Submitted on: 3/25/2019

Comments:

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirements for CPAs. I support the mandatory
peer review requirement in order for financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the
State of Hawaii to be uniformly prepared in accordance with established professional
standards. Most importantly, SB 2501 provides a greater level of confidence to the users of
the financial statements.
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~ Zrom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
Jent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 10:16 AM
To: FINTestimony
Cc: tsujir@hawaiiantel.net
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM SB2501

Conference room: 308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Ryosuke Tsuji

Organization: Individual

Address: 6718 Hawaii Kai Dr. #814 Honolulu, HI 96825
Phone: 808-395-70677 _

E-mail: tsujir@hawaiiantel.net

Submitted on: 3/25/2610

Comments:

I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued
by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established
professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2581 provide a greater level of confidence to
the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe

. that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure
hat those statements comply with established professional standards.
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7/~ Srom: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov
i Lent: Thursday, March 25, 2010 11:44 AM
To: FiNTestimony
Cc: meeyo@hotmail.com
Subject: Testimony for SB2501 on 3/26/2010 12:00:00 PM

Testimony for FIN 3/26/201@ 12:00:00 PM SB2501

Conference rcoom: 2308

Testifier position: support

Testifier will be present: No

Submitted by: Lisa Yoza

Organization: Individual

Address: 98-1401 Kamahao St., #175 Pearl City, HI 96782
Phone:

E-mail: meeyo@hotmail.com

Submitted on: 3/25/2018

Comments:
I strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. I support the mandatory
peer review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and
issued by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in accordance with established
professional standards. Most importantly, SB 2581 provides a greater level of confidence to
the public and users of such financial statements, who currently, but incorrectly, believe

. that all CPAs participate in a peer review process or practice monitoring program to ensure

(j ‘hat those statements comply with established professional standards.
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Before the House Committee on Finance

Friday, March 26, 2010
1200 p.m.
Conference Room 308

Testimony of Tom Herman

In Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1
Relating to Public Accountancy

Chair Oshiro, Vice Chair Lee and Commitiee Members:

| strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs. | support mandatory peer
review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial statements prepared and issued by

CPAs in the State of Hawali are uniformly prepared in accordance with established professional
standards.

The benefits of mandatory peer review program will: (1) improve the quality of the financial
statements being prepared and issusd by CPAs in the State of Hawali, (2) enhance the
( creditability and rellability of financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of
Hawaii; (3) most importantly, batter protect the unsuspeciing public and users of such financial
statements, who incorrectly believe that all CPAs paricipate in a peer review or practice

monitoring program to ensure that they comply with established professicnal standards; and (4)
place CPAs who prepare and issue financials statements in the State of Hawail on an equal
playing field and enhance their competitiveness.

For the above reasons, | urge you to support mandatory peer review for CPAs as it will provide
the public with an improved fevel of assurance that CPA-prepared financial statements are
prepared pursuant to uniform professional standards and fulfill the public's expectations.
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House Committee on Finance
Friday, March 26, 2010
12:00 p.m.
Conference Room 308

Testimony of Thomas C. Pearson

in Support of SB 2501, SD1, HD1, SD1, (HSCR828-10)

Relating to Public Accountancy

Dear Chair Oshiro, Vice~-Chair Lee and Committee Members:

As an accounting educator, | strongly support the mandatory peer review requirement for CPAs.
| support mandatory peer review in order to provide a level of assurance that financial
statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawaii are uniformly prepared in
accordance with established professional standards.

Additionally, | support mandatory peer review, which has been mandatory since 1988 for a
majority of practicing CPAs who prepare and issue financial statements in the State of Hawaii
and are members of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (“AICPA"), as the
current national debate is not whether peer review should be mandatory but should the peer
review findings be made fransparent and disclosed to better inform and protect the public’s
interest similar to the review results of the Public Company Oversight Accounting Board
(“PCAOB") created under the Sarbanes-Oxley Act for publicly-held companies.

The benefits of mandatory peer review program will: (1) improve the quality of the financial
statements being prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of Hawaii; (2) enhance the
creditability and reliability of financial statements prepared and issued by CPAs in the State of
Hawaii; (3) most importantly, better protect us, the unsuspecting public and users of such
financial statements, who incorrectly believe that all CPAs participate in a peer review or
practice monitoring program to ensure that they comply with established professional standards;
and (4) place CPAs who prepare and issue financials staiements in the State of Hawaii on an
equal playing field and enhance their competitiveness.

For the above reasons, | urge you to support mandatory peer review for CPAs as it will provide
the public with an improved level of assurance that CPA-prepared financial statements are
prepared pursuant to uniform professional standards and fulfill the public's expectations.

Respectfully,
Thomas C. Pearson
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Andrew Kamikawa
94-5572 Poleahilani Street
Militani, Hl 96789

Before the House Committee on Finance

Mareh 26, 2010
12 noon
Canference Room 308

IN SUPPORT WITH AMENDMENT OF S8 2501, SD1, HD1

Relating to Public Accountancy

Chalr Osghira, Vice Chair Leg, and Commiitee Members:

| belleve that it is iImportant for Hawail fo have & mandatory peer review systern. Peer review 1
strengthens the quality of the audit and attest services provided by CPA firms, protecting those who
purchase such services and those who use the Tinancial statements resuliing from such services.

- Peer review also provides for continuous quality improvements as CPAs make changes to their
processes to improve the quality of their work.

Currantly, over 30,000 CPA firms, including the four muliistate firms with offices in Hawaii,
participate in the American Instiute of Certified Public Accountants peer review program {“ AIGPA
PRP"). The 45 states with mandatoty peer review have determined that participation in the AICPA
PRP Is sufficient to meet each state's specific reguirement.  Undsr the provisions of the AICPA FRF,
all offices of a multistate finm must be included in the scope of the firtn's peer review. However,
because peer review is focused on high-tisk engagemeris, there is no requirement for every office of
a mulfistaie firm to be Inspected during each three-year review cycle.

A requirement that the Hawaii office of a muitistate firm be inspected during a peer review would be

cohtrary to the risk-hased AICPA PRP process, and would impose exira compliance burdens on CPA

firms which are subject to peer review in multiple jursdictions. Currently, no state requires that a

peer review specifically address one or more of a firm'’s in-state offices as a condition of satisfying

the state’s peer review program. In addition, this requirement would create a significant cost to and

burden on the State Board of Public Accountancy by requiring it to deveilop two peer review programs
. - an office peer re\(iew program covering only the four multistate firms in Hawail and a firm peer

review program covering the rest of the CPA firms in the siate. This requirement should not be a
ponditton of peer review in Hawail.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.





