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January 17, 2012 
Mr. J. Carl Schultz, Jr., Chair 
Appraisal Standards Board 
The Appraisal Foundation 
1155 15th Street, NW, Suite 1111 
Washington, DC 20005 
asbcomments@appraisalfoundation.org  
 
 
RE:  “Third Exposure Draft of Proposed Changes for the 2014-15 Edition of the Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice” dated November 30, 2012 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Schultz: 
 
On behalf of the Appraisal Institute, the Appraisal Standards and Guidance Committee (“ASGC”) submits 
these comments in response to the “Third Exposure Draft of Proposed Changes for the 2014-15 Edition of 
the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice” dated November 30, 2012.  
 
 
Section 1: Proposed Retirement of STANDARDS 4 and 5 
 

We continue to support the proposal to retire these Standards (not renumbering later Standards) since 
the concept is adequately addressed in the balance of USPAP.  
 
We are pleased to see the ASB’s proposed guidance addressing what is currently referred to as a real 
property appraisal consulting assignment in the form of additional illustrations in Advisory Opinion 21.  
However, we continue to offer the following suggestions with regard to them: 
 
Line 10: “Examples include appraisal, brokerage, auctioning, property management, advocate 
consulting, appraisal review consulting and collecting market data.” We suggest this be edited to 
include “and non-advocate” between “advocate” and “consulting.” As this is now written, it creates the 
impression that all consulting falls into advocacy, which is not so. A conforming edit is also needed on 
line 43.   
 
Line 315: “That appraisal was prepared by another appraiser and reviewed by John” we suggest be 
edited to state “will be reviewed by John”, because at this point John has not commenced the 
assignment. In other words, it needs to be clear that John’s assignment WILL include an appraisal 
review, as opposed to having already been performed prior to this assignment. 
 
Lines 323-326: It is not clear from the problem set-up just what Chris’ assignment objective will be.  
The question cannot be answered without knowing this.  We are told he is being asked to “advise a 
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corporation regarding a potential stock offering.” Advise what?  What kind of advice?  This matters, 
because depending on what that objective is, the assignment may or may not involve an appraisal, 
and the use of the extraordinary assumption may or may not be appropriate. 
 
We emphasize the need, at line 332, to clarify that “Standards” means Standards 1-10, because 
among practitioners and others “Standards” is often used to mean USPAP in its entirety. 
 
In addition, we note that the new Illustration 5(d) further reinforces the implication that all consulting 
constitutes an assignment performed by an advocate, which may cause confusion among both 
appraisers and users of appraisers’ services and which will not enhance public trust. Therefore, we 
recommend that the words “that is viewed by Jane and her client as a consulting service” be deleted 
from line 335. 
 
We are aware that this is intended to be the final exposure before adoption; we are also aware that the 
ASB is not required to expose Advisory Opinions for comment. For this reason, we are hopeful that 
you will consider accepting our suggestions, all of which are for the purpose of clarification and not 
change. 

 
 
Section 2: Proposed Revisions to the DEFINITION of “Assignment Results,” “Report,” and “Scope 
of Work” 
 

Assignment Results 
As stated in our last comment letter to you, we believe that no specific changes should be made to the 
definition of “Assignment Results” as we believe the existing definition is clear and adequate. 
However, we are not opposed to the proposed revision as it does not alter the meaning of the term. 

 
Report 
We are pleased that no changes will be made to this definition at this time. We do ask that you keep 
our comments on this point presented in earlier comment letters in mind as you continue to consider 
the definition of “report.” 
 
Scope of Work 
As we expressed earlier, we do not agree with the proposal to edit the definition of Scope of Work.  
First, the Scope of Work Rule is clear that its application is to appraisal and appraisal review 
assignments only.  Second, while the Rule itself clearly does not apply to “other” assignments, the 
concept of scope of work can and should.  By making this edit, the door would be shut on the notion 
that “other” assignments might involve scope of work identification and determination. 
 
We recommend that no change be made to this definition at this time. 

 
 
Section 3: Proposed Revisions to the RECORD KEEPING RULE 
 
We are pleased that the proposed revision has been withdrawn. 
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Section 4: Report Options 

 
If this is in fact the final exposure prior to adoption, we will not oppose the report options presented, as 
this represents an improvement on the existing options. However, if it is decided that another exposure 
is needed, we strongly recommend two amendments to the Restricted Appraisal Report option: 
 

• The ASGC continues to believe that limiting the use of this type of report to the “client only” is 
not needed to support public trust. The question remains: if the level of content is adequate for 
the client, why could it also not be adequate for other intended users? 

• USPAP’s record keeping requirements no longer include that the intended user of a Restricted 
Use Appraisal Report has access to the workfile for that assignment; workfiles are for the 
appraiser’s use only. Therefore the requirement set forth on lines 562-563 is contrary to 
USPAP’s intent with regard to the appraiser’s workfile. We strongly suggest that the words 
“without additional information in the appraiser’s workfile” be deleted. 

 
In the event the report options are adopted as currently exposed, we exhort the ASB to take these 
recommendations and suggestions under consideration for the 2016 edition of USPAP. 
 

 
Section 5: Proposed Revisions to Advisory Opinion 11, Content of the Appraisal Report Options of 
Standards Rules 2-2 and 8-2 and Advisory Opinion 12, Use of the Appraisal Report Options of 
Standards Rules 2-2 and 8-2 

 
On page 51, lines 1214-15, it should be clarified that the requirement applies to written reports only. 
Otherwise, this sentence will be misinterpreted to mean that when an oral appraisal is communicated a 
written Appraisal Report must also be prepared. 
 
 

Section 6: Proposed Revision to COMPETENCY RULE 
 

The ASGC does not believe this proposed change is necessary as it creates a redundancy which is 
not in the best interest of clarity.  

 
 
Section 7: Proposed Revisions to the PREAMBLE – When Do USPAP Rules and Standards Apply? 
 

We do not believe these proposed revisions to be necessary, but we do not oppose them. 
 
 
Section 8: Proposed Revisions to Standards Rule 3-5 
 

We do not oppose this proposed additional requirement to state the date of the appraisal review 
report, but we do not believe it is necessary. 
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Section 9: Certification Requirement Related to Current or Prospective Interest and Prior Services 
 

The ASGC strongly opposes the proposed addition of the language on lines 1415-1418. This 
information serves no purpose, as USPAP is clear with regard to when a certification is required. As 
presented, this language is confusing to the point that we are unclear as to its intent. We fear this 
addition will cause unnecessary confusion in the marketplace. 
 
Therefore, we recommend that no changes be made to the Conduct section of the ETHICS RULE. 
 
The information presented in the proposed changes could be more appropriately presented as 
Frequently Asked Questions, which would also permit for greater clarity.  

 
 
We trust that you will find our comments helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any 
questions regarding these comments. 
 
 
 
 Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Paula K. Konikoff, JD, MAI 
Chair, Appraisal Standards and Guidance Committee 
Appraisal Institute 
Ph: (212) 308-6676 
Email: pkonikoff@psnyc.us  
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