
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
July 3, 2013 
 
 
Mr. Barry J. Shea, Chair 
Appraisal Standards Board 
The Appraisal Foundation 
1155 15

th
 Street, NW, Suite 1111 

Washington, DC 20005 
asbcomments@appraisalfoundation.org  
 
 
RE:  Request for Comments on 2016-2017 USPAP 
 
 
Dear Mr. Shea: 
 

On behalf of the Appraisal Institute, the Professional Standards and Guidance Committee (“PSGC”) 

submits these comments in response to your survey on requesting feedback prior to drafting changes to 

the 2016-2017 USPAP. 

 

1.  Does USPAP effectively address the behaviors and practices of appraisers to the extent 

necessary to promote and maintain a high level of public trust in the appraisal profession? 

 

We believe USPAP has a mixed record in answer to this question. Elimination of the Departure Rule 

and the development of the Scope of Work rule were major and substantive positive changes that 

allow appraisers to tailor their services to a variety of clients and client needs. These changes also 

resulted in better understanding on the part of clients of the type of service rendered, thereby 

promoting the public trust. The recent decision to retire Standards 4 and 5 are also a move in the right 

direction and will simplify the document and increase understanding of USPAP. 

 

USPAP plays an important role in promoting a high level of public trust in appraisal practice. However, 

the valuation profession is constantly evolving so USPAP needs to continue to work toward increasing 

[a.] its flexibility to address emerging issues, [b.] its understandability for both appraisers and their 

clients and [c.] increasing its enforceability for the protection of the public.  USPAP remains too 

lengthy, too complex, and too focused on appraisals prepared for mortgage lending. 

 

At the present time one of the greatest needs is for USPAP to be vigorously and consistently enforced 

by the numerous regulatory bodies responsible for enforcement.  
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We have suggested in the past that the definition of “bias” in USPAP is problematic from an 

enforcement standpoint. We believe the definition of “biased” in the Code of Professional Ethics of the 

Appraisal Institute provides an excellent basis for enforcement and continue to suggest the following: 

 

 Change the USPAP definition of “bias” (USPAP Lines 48-49) to “the act of being biased”, and add 

a definition of the word “biased”.  

 
Biased: Not reasonably supported, and favoring or promoting the cause or interest 
of the client, one’s self, or another. 

 

Comment: In appraisal practice, an appraiser may never develop, prepare, 
use or report a biased analysis, opinion, or conclusion. 

 

(Note that to be “biased”, both tests must be met.  An assignment result that is reasonably 

supported but happens to favor someone’s cause or interest would not be biased.  Also, the word 

“credible” could be substituted for “reasonably supported”.) 

 

 

2a: Is USPAP too complex? 

 

We believe that, for the most part, the Ethics Rule, the Record Keeping Rule, the Competency Rule, 

and most of the Scope of Work Rule are clear. The following list highlights several areas where 

confusion may exist. 

 In the Management Section, the matter of contingent fees should be more clearly addressed. 

 Many appraisers and users of appraisal services express confusion about the various dates 

related to an appraisal, i.e. “date of report”, “date of value”, “date of inspection”.  

 The definition of the terms “intended use” and “intended user” are confusing to many.  While 

we believe the concepts are correct, they could be better expressed in their specific 

definitions. In particular, the public and users of appraisal services do not understand the 

subtleties of these concepts. (See FAQ #122, as an example). 

 Many appraisers do not understand that several of the requirements of the Standards Rules 

are dependent on the Scope of Work.  

 Many provisions of USPAP are redundant and lead to unnecessary complexity. 

 There is significant implied cross referencing within the document. In order to understand any 

single issue, it is often necessary to read unconnected parts of the document, jumping around 

between and within the different sections of the Rules, the Standards, the Statements, the 

Advisory Opinions, and even the Frequently Asked Questions. This leads to confusion on the 

part of practitioners and users, in addition to diminished understanding of the document. 

 

2b: Are there areas of conduct or practice that should be covered that are not? 

 

No; we believe that the 2014-2015 Edition of USPAP covers the appropriate areas of conduct and 

practice. 
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2c: Are there areas of conduct or practice that should not be covered that are? 

 

Please see response to 2b above. 

 

 

3: If your answer to 2a., 2b., and/or 2c. is “Yes,” how could USPAP be revised to be more effective 

and understandable, but also enforceable? 

 

 Responses to this question are included in the other responses of this letter.  

 

4: Do appraisers have enough or too much flexibility in reporting? 

 

The Appraisal Institute continues to be concerned that USPAP does not allow enough flexibility in 

reporting.  We strongly recommend two amendments to the Restricted Use Appraisal Report 

option: 

 We 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 808-810 is 

contrary to USPAP’s intent with regard to the appraiser’s workfile. We strongly suggest 

that the words “and warns that the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions set forth in the 

report may be not be understood properly without additional information in the appraiser’s 

workfile” be deleted. 

 

 

5: Should USPAP specifically allow for interim communication and/or draft reports? If so, should 

they be allowed for all assignments, or just a subset of assignments? If a subset, how should that 

subset be defined? 

 

We suggest a more direct approach. Rather than trying to make this term fit within current definitions, 

the AI PSGC believes “draft report” needs to be defined in USPAP. A definition of draft report should 

include the following elements: 

 

A draft report is any communication transmitted to an intended user that clearly and conspicuously 

discloses that it is a preliminary report, that is, a work in progress. A draft report is not subject to 

the reporting standards of USPAP. The intended use of a draft report is different from that of a final 

report. When a draft report is properly identified, there is no harm to public trust.  

 

 

6: What appears to be the most misunderstood part of USPAP among appraisers?  

 

Please see response to 2a above. 
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We trust that you will find these comments helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any 

questions regarding these comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Paula K. Konikoff, JD, MAI; Chair 
Appraisal Institute Professional Standards and Guidance Committee 
 
 

 
Richard L. Borges II, MAI, SRA; President 
Appraisal Institute 
 


