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February 3, 2026, Maryland Board of Public Accountancy meeting was called to order at 9:03 AM by Mr. Jeff Wilson II, Chair.


Chairman’s Report
Jeff Wilson II
The Chairman reported that he has begun meeting individually with Board members and is continuing those meetings to discuss Board priorities for 2026. He stated that, although the meetings are still ongoing, several consistent themes have emerged from these discussions.
The Chairman noted that a key priority for 2026 will be improving clarity, consistency, and transparency across multiple aspects of the Board’s work. To support this objective, the Board anticipates engaging in targeted working groups or task force efforts throughout the year to address specific procedural and policy areas. These efforts are intended to strengthen institutional continuity, particularly given regular changes in Board membership and the absence of comprehensive written internal guidance for new members.
The Chairman identified one priority area related to the complaint review and disciplinary process. He explained that while statutory and regulatory frameworks exist for complaint intake and evaluation, and staff administers those processes effectively, the Board does not currently maintain an internal guidance document outlining how complaints are evaluated at the Board level, including considerations related to severity, penalties, and fines. The Chairman stated that Mr. Jeffery Lawson, as Chair of the Complaint Committee, will assist in leading this effort. The goal is to develop non-regulatory internal guidelines to promote consistency in Board decisions, support proportional disciplinary outcomes, and provide future Board members with a clear reference point regarding past practices. No formal timeline has been established, as the scope of work is still being defined and multiple initiatives are underway.
The Chairman next discussed efforts to improve clarity regarding education and continuing professional education requirements. He reported that, following discussions with Board members, including Ms. Sotka, the Board intends to review the clarity of information provided to applicants and licensees, including materials on the Board’s website. The objective is to reduce ambiguity regarding whether coursework will satisfy licensure requirements and to make the path to CPA licensure in Maryland more transparent. Current and former Education Committee members will assist in assessing existing guidance on acceptable coursework and identifying opportunities for improvement. Particular attention will be given to coursework related to federal and state government accounting, given Maryland’s proximity to government institutions and the structure of certain academic curricula.
The Chairman then provided an update on the NASBA and AICPA exposure draft regarding alternative practice structures. He advised that NASBA will host a webinar on February 4, 2026, at 2:00 p.m. Central Time to discuss the exposure draft. The Chairman stated that he plans to attend the webinar to gain a better understanding of the proposed changes and to provide informed feedback to the Board. He noted that alternative practice structures have been a recurring topic on the Board’s agenda and explained that prior discussions focused on understanding the prevalence of such structures in Maryland, including private equity involvement, in order to assess potential risks without being unduly intrusive.
The Chairman explained that the exposure draft primarily addresses independence considerations, including relationships and circumstances that may impair independence, particularly in the context of private equity investment, significant influence, and control. He stated that this will likely be an ongoing issue and that changes to standards may take time.
The Chairman also reported that he attended the AICPA Private Companies Practice Section (PCPS) Executive Committee meeting the previous month. He shared data presented at that meeting regarding merger and acquisition activity among the top 500 U.S. accounting firms. According to information shared, there were approximately 172 transactions in 2023, 159 transactions in 2025, and 149 in a later reporting period, suggesting that transactional activity may not be increasing at the level sometimes reflected in public reporting. The Chairman noted that the data was preliminary and not fully verified.
Finally, the Chairman addressed artificial intelligence and its impact on the profession, emphasizing its relevance to ethics, regulation, and the future CPA workforce. He noted that AI adoption is accelerating and must be considered both from an employment and regulatory perspective, particularly with respect to professional judgment and independence. The Chairman advised that the AICPA has launched a generative AI assistant designed for accounting and audit firms, known as JESSE, to support professional work. He emphasized the importance of monitoring AI use to ensure that professional judgment and due diligence are maintained.
The Chairman concluded his report and stated that the meeting would proceed to the Executive Director’s Report.

Executive Director’s Report
 The Executive Director reminded Board members that their annual ethics filing is due by April 1. He stated that Board members should have received an email containing the filing information and advised that any member who did not receive the email should notify him so that the link can be provided. The Executive Director noted that he is also required to complete the annual ethics filing.
The Executive Director next advised the Board that the NASBA Conference for Executive Directors, Board Staff, Legal Counsel, and State Society CEOs will be held in Austin, Texas, from March 24 through March 26. He stated that he plans to attend the conference, along with Ms. McNeel and the Board’s legal counsel, Mr. Robert Pambianco. He noted that the conference is expected to be a valuable experience.
The Executive Director concluded his report. No questions were raised.

Exam Appeals
There were zero (0) Exam Appeals

Committee Report Numbers

The Board reviewed the committee numbers, which are provided below, and agreed that discussion will occur only if any issues or discrepancies arise with the figures. 
Licensing (Experience) Committee – February
· Original License Applications:
· 21 approved
· 0 denied
· Reciprocal License Applications:
· 4 approved (Virginia – 1; West Virginia – 1; Oklahoma – 1; New York – 1)
· 0 denied
Firm Permits – February
· 0 firm permits approved
· 0 firms closed
Peer Review Committee – February
· 2 newly enrolled firms
· 15 peer reviews accepted
· 3 first-time passes with deficiencies
· 0 first-time failures
· 1 firm dropped or terminated

Coastal Peer Review Report
Mr. Michael Manspeaker, representing Coastal Peer Review, provided an overview of peer review activity, processes, and current trends affecting reviewed firms.
Mr. Manspeaker first addressed a question regarding the status of peer reviews in process. He advised that Coastal Peer Review tracks all reviews currently underway and moves them through the acceptance process in a timely manner once submitted. He explained that peer review activity is highly seasonal, with a significant volume of reviews submitted near firm year-ends, particularly in December. As a result, workloads are typically highest in January and February, with substantially fewer reviews submitted during the spring months. He stated that delinquent reviews are tracked and monitored, and that reviews are processed as efficiently as possible once received.
Mr. Manspeaker then provided an overview of the peer review process, noting that it applies only to firms performing attest services, meaning engagements that provide assurance or financial statements relied upon by third parties. Services such as tax preparation, consulting, and estate planning are not subject to peer review oversight. He explained that peer review functions as a quality monitoring process designed to protect the public interest.
Mr. Manspeaker explained that Maryland firms undergo peer review through one of two administering entities: the AICPA National Peer Review Committee or Coastal Peer Review. Firms performing public company work subject to PCAOB standards are administered by the National Peer Review Committee. He further noted that firms operating under alternative practice structures will also have their peer reviews administered by the National Peer Review Committee to ensure consistent oversight given the complexity of those structures.
Mr. Manspeaker emphasized the relevance of peer review to the Board’s licensing and enforcement responsibilities, noting that peer review outcomes are an important factor in evaluating firm quality and compliance.
Mr. Manspeaker next discussed peer review results and corrective actions. He explained that while firms aim to receive a pass report, reviews may result in a pass with deficiencies or a fail. In such cases, Coastal Peer Review issues corrective actions intended to address identified issues and improve firm quality. He stated that peer reviews evaluate not only engagement performance, but also underlying factors such as continuing professional education, quality control policies, and independence requirements. He noted that the vast majority of firms respond constructively and remediate issues, and in some cases elect to discontinue engagements outside their areas of competence. Repeat deficiencies or failures receive heightened scrutiny and typically require a separate hearing process.
Mr. Manspeaker then discussed industry trends affecting peer-reviewed firms. He highlighted the implementation of new quality management standards, noting that Coastal Peer Review has provided multiple free CPE-qualified seminars to assist firms in adapting to these standards. He also discussed the increasing volume and complexity of professional standards, which has led some firms to exit high-risk or specialized assurance areas when they lack sufficient scale or expertise.
Mr. Manspeaker addressed alternative practice structures, reiterating that independence remains the primary concern and noting that centralized administration through the National Peer Review Committee promotes consistency in oversight. He also discussed the growing trend of firms shifting toward outsourced accounting services, which fall outside the scope of peer review because they do not involve third-party reliance. Firms that discontinue attest services often withdraw from the peer review program for this reason.
Mr. Manspeaker provided current enrollment statistics for Maryland firms administered by Coastal Peer Review. As of the prior day, there were 317 enrolled firms, of which 167 had engagement reviews and 150 had system reviews. He explained that system reviews apply to firms performing audits or other assurance engagements, while engagement reviews apply to firms preparing compiled financial statements relied upon by third parties. He noted that enrollment reflects a three-year peer review cycle.
Mr. Manspeaker concluded by emphasizing Coastal Peer Review’s role as a partner to the Maryland Board of Public Accountancy in protecting the public interest and supporting quality in the profession. He expressed appreciation for the opportunity to present and encouraged ongoing communication with Board members and staff. He then offered to respond to any questions.
Following the presentation, Board members engaged in discussion with Mr.  Manspeaker.
Ms. Pamela Gray thanked Mr. Manspeaker for his report and requested additional historical data regarding firm enrollment. She asked whether Coastal Peer Review could provide the number of enrolled firms for the prior two triennial periods, in addition to the current period, in order to assess trends within the profession. Ms. Gray noted her observation that an increasing number of firms appear to be discontinuing attest and assurance services, and stated that comparative data across three triennial periods would be helpful in understanding the scope of that trend.
Mr. Manspeaker confirmed that Coastal Peer Review tracks firm enrollments, drops, and new admissions annually and agreed that the requested data should be available. He stated that, while he could only speculate without reviewing the data, the implementation of new quality management standards may be contributing to firms’ decisions to exit attest and assurance practices. He explained that firms that discontinue attest services typically do so after determining that the investment in education, training, and compliance is disproportionate to the limited number of audit or attest engagements they perform. He noted that these firms often continue operating as tax or accounting services practices. Mr. Manspeaker agreed to compile and provide the requested historical enrollment data to the Board.
Chair Jeff Wilson II then posed several questions. First, he requested clarification of the current enrollment figures presented. Mr. Manspeaker confirmed that, as of the referenced date, Coastal Peer Review administered peer reviews for 317 enrolled firms, consisting of 167 engagement reviews and 150 system reviews, noting that the figures represent a snapshot in time and may fluctuate as firms enter or exit the program.
Chair Wilson then asked whether Coastal Peer Review is observing demographic or market trends related to firms entering or exiting attest and assurance practice, particularly in light of increasingly stringent quality control standards. Mr. Manspeaker responded that while there is not a significant mass exodus, the overall trend reflects more firms exiting attest and assurance services than entering. He explained that two primary patterns are evident:
1. Firm combinations or mergers, often driven by succession planning challenges, where multiple firms consolidate into a single firm that continues providing attest services; and
2. Smaller firms voluntarily exiting attest and assurance work, particularly those performing only a limited number of audits, due to the growing complexity of professional standards and compliance requirements.
Chair Wilson next asked whether Coastal Peer Review has observed independence issues arising from alternative practice structures, and whether such issues have appeared in peer reviews administered by Coastal. Mr. Manspeaker responded that the majority of firms operating under alternative practice structures are larger firms whose peer reviews are administered by the AICPA National Peer Review Committee, rather than Coastal. He stated that he has personally conducted one peer review of a firm with an alternative practice structure and, in that instance, the firm had implemented extensive safeguards, including policies, procedures, and “guardrails,” to address independence risks. He stated that Coastal Peer Review has not encountered significant independence issues related to alternative practice structures and that such structures are not yet prevalent among smaller firms. He further noted that independence concerns may arise both from services performed outside the CPA firm and from investor relationships, making this an area of continued focus for regulators and standard setters.
Chair Wilson also asked about the impact of artificial intelligence (AI) on peer reviews and whether its use is presenting new challenges for firms or reviewers. Mr. Manspeaker responded that, at present, AI usage observed in Coastal-administered peer reviews has been limited. He noted that larger firms often use proprietary or closed AI systems rather than open platforms. He stated that, while AI is currently being used in limited ways—such as data analysis and population segmentation for audit testing—its broader implications are actively being considered by standard setters. Mr. Manspeaker added that, in his role with the Auditing Standards Board and in international standard-setting efforts, the evaluation and validation of AI-generated audit evidence is a significant topic of ongoing discussion. He indicated that additional standards and guidance addressing AI are expected in the coming years as usage expands.
Chair Wilson thanked Mr. Manspeaker for his responses and noted that the Board looks forward to future updates as trends continue to develop. He then asked whether there were any additional questions.
No further questions were raised.
Mr. Manspeaker thanked the Board for the opportunity to present and expressed his appreciation for continued collaboration.
Unfinished Business
AICPA Potential Revisions to Code of Conduct related to Independence in Alternative Practice Structure
The Board moved to Unfinished Business and discussed the AICPA’s potential revisions to the Code of Professional Conduct related to independence, including matters associated with alternative practice structures. The Chair noted that this topic had been referenced earlier in the Chair’s Report and advised that the exposure draft issued by the AICPA Professional Ethics and Executive Committee (PEEC) has a public comment deadline in April 2026.
The Chair recommended that Board members review the exposure draft in advance and return to the next Board meeting prepared to discuss potential comments. He stated that the timeline allows sufficient opportunity for thoughtful consideration, including the possibility of obtaining public input, so that the Board may determine whether to submit a formal response to the AICPA in a timely manner.
The Chair asked whether any Board members wished to provide additional context or comments regarding the proposed revisions or alternative practice structures. No additional comments were offered.
The Board reached consensus to proceed as outlined, with members to review the exposure draft independently and be prepared for discussion at the next meeting.
No formal action was taken at this time.
New Business 
CPA Emeritus Status
The Chair introduced an item regarding CPA Emeritus status, placed on the agenda at the request of a licensed CPA. The Chair reminded the Board that legislation enacted in 2025 required the Maryland Board of Public Accountancy to establish a CPA Emeritus status and to accept applications for that designation.
The Chair noted that early in his tenure as Chair, the Board received feedback that the CPA Emeritus application was not yet available online. He emphasized that the Board and staff are aware of the issue and have been actively working toward making the application available electronically. The Chair further clarified that, despite the application not yet being posted online, individuals are still able to apply for CPA Emeritus status.
Staff explained that the delay in posting the application online is due to competing system-related projects currently in progress. However, staff confirmed that interim workarounds are in place. Specifically, the Board is able to process CPA Emeritus applications manually through coordination with the Department’s lockbox unit.
Staff reported that the CPA who raised the concern has been successfully assisted using this manual process and that his application has been handled accordingly. The Board was advised that staff will continue to utilize these workarounds until the online application becomes available.
The Board acknowledged the update. No formal action was required at this time.
Presentation by the Commissioner of Labor and Industry: Workplace Fraud Legislation
The Chair recognized Devki Virk, Commissioner of the Division of Labor and Industry, who appeared before the Board to request its support for legislation introduced by the Maryland Department of Labor during the current legislative session, with approval from the Governor’s Office. The proposed legislation is intended to strengthen enforcement mechanisms related to workplace fraud.
Commissioner Virk explained that workplace fraud commonly occurs when workers who are legally classified as employees are misclassified as independent contractors or paid off the books. She noted that Maryland law currently prohibits such practices through multiple statutory frameworks, including unemployment insurance laws, workers’ compensation laws, and specific provisions enforced by the Division of Labor and Industry that apply to the construction and landscaping industries. Despite these existing prohibitions, Commissioner Virk stated that enforcement experience over recent years demonstrates that workplace fraud remains prevalent.
Commissioner Virk advised that the proposed legislation does not create new grounds for liability for CPAs or other licensed professionals. Rather, it strengthens the consequences associated with violations of existing law by allowing licensing boards to impose disciplinary action when a licensee is found to have knowingly violated the Workplace Fraud Act. She emphasized that the standard for CPA liability remains unchanged and requires a finding of a knowing violation, such as knowingly forming or assisting in the formation of an entity for the purpose of facilitating or evading detection of workplace fraud, as outlined in the Labor and Employment Article.
Commissioner Virk further explained that any licensing consequences would occur only after a full investigative and adjudicatory process, including due process protections. She stated that the intent of the legislation is to provide licensing boards with enforcement authority comparable to their existing authority in other areas of professional conduct, thereby strengthening deterrence and addressing the broader economic and social impacts of workplace fraud, including lost tax revenue, diminished unemployment insurance funds, and unpaid workers’ compensation premiums.
The Chair thanked Commissioner Virk for her presentation and opened the floor for questions.
The Chair noted that during the completion of a recent Maryland business annual report filing, he observed expanded attestation questions related to employee classification, payroll accounts, and unemployment insurance accounts. He inquired whether these additional disclosures were connected to broader workplace fraud enforcement efforts.
Commissioner Virk responded that the Department of Assessments and Taxation, which administers the annual report process, is a participant in the Governor’s Joint Enforcement Task Force on Workplace Fraud. While she was not specifically aware of the attestation referenced, she acknowledged that it may reflect interagency efforts to gather relevant information. She indicated she would follow up on the matter.
The Chair shared additional context, noting that practitioners assisting clients with annual business filings are now required to make attestations regarding workforce-related information before completing registrations. He observed that this reflects increasing intersections between workforce enforcement initiatives and professional practice and stated that he wished to bring this development to the Board’s attention.
The Chair again opened the floor for questions. 
Ms. Pamela Gray thanked Commissioner Virk for the presentation and asked whether the Department of Labor and Industry had observed any prevalence of workplace fraud involving accounting firms that provide attestation services, as compared to firms that provide bookkeeping or similar non-attest services.
Commissioner Virk responded that during her approximately two and a half years as Commissioner, the Department has not investigated or cited any licensed CPAs or CPA firms for violations of the Workplace Fraud Act. She explained that liability for CPAs would arise only under the statute’s “aiding and abetting” provision, which requires a knowing violation and represents a very high evidentiary bar. She further noted that no citations have been issued against CPAs, accountants, or tax preparers under that provision.
The Chair offered a clarifying question regarding the enforcement mechanism described in the bill. He noted that under the bill’s framework, if a knowing violation were ultimately found, licensing consequences could include mandatory suspension, assuming a final adjudication of guilt.
Commissioner Virk confirmed that this was correct and emphasized that any licensing referral would occur only after a full enforcement process. She outlined that the Department’s process includes issuance of a citation, an opportunity for the respondent to contest the citation, a full evidentiary hearing before the Office of Administrative Hearings, and the right to judicial appeal. Only after a final adjudicative finding of a knowing violation would the matter be referred to the appropriate licensing board for consideration of disciplinary action.
The Chair then asked for additional clarification regarding the definition of “aiding and abetting,” noting practitioner concerns about routine activities such as processing payroll or issuing Forms 1099 based on client-provided information. He asked whether performing such services, without direct involvement in employee classification decisions, could expose a CPA to liability.
Commissioner Virk responded that the statutory standard requires intentional conduct undertaken for the purpose of facilitating or evading detection of workplace fraud. She explained that the provision is analogous to fraud standards generally, requiring a knowing misrepresentation or intentional participation in deceptive conduct. She stated that inadvertent errors, reliance on client representations, or routine compliance services would not meet the statutory threshold absent intentional misconduct.
The Chair asked whether any economic impact analysis had been conducted in connection with the bill.
Commissioner Virk stated that a fiscal note prepared by the Department of Legislative Services accompanies the bill. She explained that the legislation is intended to deter violations by increasing consequences rather than expanding liability. She noted that workplace fraud results in significant economic harm, including lost tax revenue, unpaid workers’ compensation premiums, and diminished unemployment insurance funds, with losses totaling tens of millions of dollars annually as identified in the Joint Enforcement Task Force’s 2025 report.
The Chair remarked that while enforcement is necessary, the bill may result in increased due diligence obligations for practitioners, potentially increasing compliance costs. He observed that practitioners are likely to take additional steps to avoid exposure, particularly in connection with attestations and annual business filings.
Commissioner Virk acknowledged those concerns and emphasized that the Department’s primary goal is compliance, not citation. She expressed interest in partnering with the accounting profession and the Board to develop educational resources and guidance materials to assist practitioners in advising clients and promoting lawful classification practices.
The Chair then asked which other licensed professions would be subject to licensing consequences under the bill.
Commissioner Virk explained that the bill applies to boards overseeing professions connected to the construction and landscaping industries, including mechanical boards, the Maryland Home Improvement Commission, CPAs, and individual tax preparers. She noted that the Workplace Fraud Act currently applies specifically to construction and landscaping employers and that the bill’s reach is limited to aiding and abetting violations within that statutory framework.
The Chair asked whether attorneys were included within the scope of the bill.
Commissioner Virk confirmed that attorneys are not included, explaining that they are regulated by a separate authority and are already subject to professional discipline for fraudulent conduct. She reiterated that the bill was necessary to grant occupational licensing boards explicit authority to impose discipline for violations of the Workplace Fraud Act, authority that does not currently exist under many boards’ existing statutes.
The Chair thanked Commissioner Virk for her responses and asked whether there were any additional questions. There being none, the Board thanked Commissioner Virk for her presentation and discussion.
No formal action was taken.
Correspondence 

None

MACPA Report to the Board
Rebekah Olson provided the report on behalf of the Maryland Association of Certified Public Accountants (MACPA). She began by addressing legislation SB34, noting that the Senate hearing is scheduled for Thursday, and that she had signed up to provide oral testimony. MACPA also submitted written testimony, and Ms. Olson expressed appreciation for the Board’s letter of support. She further noted that the cross-filed bill, HB643, has been filed and that testimony will also be provided at the House hearing once it is scheduled. She emphasized that MACPA is enthusiastic about the progress of the legislation, recognizing the extensive discussion and effort over several years, and expressed gratitude for the Board’s support in advancing the initiative.
Ms. Olson then acknowledged Chairman Wilson for addressing MACPA members at CPA Day in Annapolis. She shared that the remarks received positive feedback, with members particularly appreciating the Chairman’s candor and the Board’s focus on clarity in the licensing process, which is especially helpful for students navigating the licensure pathway. She offered MACPA’s ongoing support in providing feedback on Board communications, website resources, and other initiatives.
Ms. Olson next addressed alternative practice structures, specifically referencing the current AICPA exposure draft. She noted that MACPA has convened a task force to review and comment on the draft, with Michael Manspeaker serving as a member. She encouraged Board members to review the draft and stay engaged in the discussion.
Finally, Ms. Olson highlighted the upcoming NASBA Executive Directors Conference, noting that she looks forward to attending with the Board team in Austin. She also serves on the NASBA State Society Relations Committee and anticipates participating in those meetings while at the conference. She provided a brief update on the House hearing for SB34/HB643, now scheduled in the House Economic Matters Committee at 8:00 a.m., and confirmed that she will provide testimony.
Top of FormBottom of FormPublic Questions and Comments
None

Closed Session

On a motion (I) by Ms. Gray and seconded by Mr. Lawson, the Board voted to move to a closed session at 11:05 am via a Google Meets teleconference, where log-in information was only provided to Board members and staff. The purpose of this session was to protect confidential attorney-client communications and licensing information shielded by the Maryland Public Information Act in regard to application disclosures (as permitted by Sections 3-305(b)(7) and (b)(13) of the Open Meetings law), as well as to receive the Complaint Committee Report and the minutes of its January closed session, administrative functions not subject to the Open Meetings law pursuant to Section 3-103(a)(1)(i) of the General Provisions article. Topics of Discussion: application disclosures, complaint committee report, minutes of January closed session. Actions taken: the Board voted to allow two applications to proceed, to request more information on a third, and to approve the complaint committee report and the January closed session minutes.

Return to Open Session

Upon Motion (II) by Mr. Lawson and seconded by Ms. Sotka the Board unanimously approved and adopted the motions made during the Closed Session.

[bookmark: _Hlk213664309]Upon a motion (III) by Mr. Wilson II and seconded by Ms. Sotka the Board adjourned at 11:49 am.
NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, March 3, 2026 via Google Meets teleconferencing at 9:00 AM

_________ With corrections                 ______x____Without corrections 
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