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APPRAISAL INSTITUTE RESPONSES TO  

THE APPRAISAL FOUNDATION’S LETTER OF  

SEPTEMBER 9, 2015 
 

Over time, The Appraisal Foundation has made and repeated many incorrect or baseless 

claims.  Therefore, the Appraisal Institute believes it is appropriate to provide facts and 

information that will help set the record straight on some of the more egregious claims in TAF’s 

“Open Letter to the Valuation Profession,” September 9, 2015. 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

TAF Statement: “Recent communications by the Appraisal Institute (the Institute) are calculated 

attempts to fracture the whole.”   

 

AI Response: The recent exchanges involving TAF and the AI were initiated by TAF, not AI.  

TAF’s ongoing attacks seem to reflect a fear of open and honest public discussion about its role 

and its work, a discussion that ultimately could benefit the entire appraisal profession, the public 

and TAF itself.  Despite TAF’s ongoing attacks, AI will continue to raise and address issues of 

concern for the benefit of the entire appraisal profession and the public.  AI was not and is not 

willing to let TAF’s false and inaccurate statements go unchallenged. 

 

 

TAF Statement: “This month marks the fifth anniversary of the Appraisal Institute’s decision to 

resign from The Appraisal Foundation, rather than face a suspension for violating the 

Foundation’s Code of Conduct for Sponsoring Organizations.”   

 

AI Response: TAF is incorrect in stating that AI “resigned” from TAF. TAF is not a membership 

organization; therefore, an organization cannot resign from it.  Rather, AI chose to no longer 

sponsor TAF because TAF made clear that its sponsors could not freely and fully represent or 

advocate the interests of its members, the profession and the public, a condition that AI could 

not and will not accept. 

 

 

TAF Statement: “Sponsors shall not engage in conduct prejudicial to or which undermines the 

purposes, interests and work of the Foundation, nor shall Sponsors conduct themselves in a 

manner which brings disrepute to the Foundation.” 

 

Rather than being restrictive as the Institute implies, this language is quite common for non-

profit organizations.  In fact, it is very similar to the standard of conduct that the Appraisal 

Institute requires of its own members in Canon #1 of their Code of Professional Ethics which 

states, in part: 

“One Must Refrain from Conduct that is Detrimental to the Appraisal Institute…” 

 

AI Response: TAF’s code prohibits sovereign and independent organizations from speaking 

freely on behalf of their members, the profession and the public trust.  Simply put, TAF informed 
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AI that, as a sponsor, AI could not say anything that TAF – in its sole opinion – thought 

incompatible with TAF’s interests. 

 

When AI asked TAF for guidance on what AI could or could not say as a sponsor, because the 

TAF code was so vague, TAF’s response was that “You’ll know it when you do it.” 

TAF completely mischaracterizes the AI Code and the meaning and application of its Canons, 

which are clearly set forth in the AI Code.   

              

TAF Statement: “Instead of coming together with their peers, working collaboratively, and 

respecting the opinions of others to further a common purpose, leaders of the Appraisal Institute 

aim to splinter the profession.  This divide and conquer approach is short-sighted, damages the 

profession, and must stop.” 

 

AI Response: AI has some serious disagreements with TAF, particularly TAF’s ongoing efforts 

to codify appraisal methodology and its decision to compete with education providers, despite 

its role in establishing appraisal standards and qualifications, and approving education.  AI 

believes that TAF initiatives such as these will inhibit innovation, increase the regulatory burden 

on appraisers and increase costs to the detriment of appraisers, users of appraisal services and 

the public. Further, TAF chose to pursue these initiatives despite longstanding and repeated 

statements that it would not do so.  AI believes so strongly that these initiatives will harm 

appraisers, the appraisal profession and the public that it will continue to speak freely about 

these fundamental concerns in spite of TAF’s ongoing attacks. 

 

 

TAF Statement: “Over the past two years there have been three face-to-face meetings 

between the leadership of the Appraisal Institute and The Appraisal Foundation, none of which 

were initiated by the Institute.”   

 

AI Response: This statement is simply wrong.  The initial meeting between TAF and AI 

occurred on November 24, 2013, at the AI headquarters office in Chicago and was initiated by 

the Appraisal Institute.  Subsequent meetings were suggested by the Appraisal Subcommittee 

Chair and held jointly with AI, TAF and the ASC.  

Additionally, AI regularly attends TAF meetings, including its Board of Trustees meetings, and 

extended an invitation to the TAF Chair to speak at the 2013 AI Connect meeting and to the AI 

Board of Directors.  The TAF Chair accepted both invitations and his remarks were appreciated. 

 

 

TAF Statement: “At those meetings, The Appraisal Foundation offered that, in an attempt to 

restore trust between the organizations, we undertake collaborative efforts to: 1) attract young 

and minority professionals to the field of valuation; 2) analyze reasonable and customary 

appraisal fees; or 3) consider other topics or concepts the Appraisal Institute might consider 

appropriate for joint collaboration.  To date, we have received no response from the leadership 

of the Institute.” 
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AI Response: TAF’s representation regarding AI’s response to TAF’s offer is inaccurate.  In 

fact, in response to TAF’s offer, which was verbally conveyed near the end of the November 24, 

2013, meeting, AI requested that TAF detail these ideas in writing.  No follow-up communication 

was received by AI. 

 

 

TAF Statement:  “Fortunately, while our relationship with the Institute leadership remains 

strained, we continue to have an excellent relationship with the individual appraiser members of 

the Institute and appreciate all of their work on behalf of the Foundation and the profession.”   

 

AI Response: The disagreements between AI and TAF relate to serious issues regarding the 

impact of TAF’s activities on the appraisal profession and the public.  They are not a dispute 

between certain individuals or leaders, a “red herring” that TAF has repeated over the years, 

even as AI leadership continually changes, and that TAF apparently uses in an attempt to 

deflect attention from its own actions. Moreover, the AI Board of Directors affirmed in a July 30, 

2015, motion its support for the AI Executive Committee’s implementation of AI’s positions 

regarding TAF.  Further, the AI Board remains committed to AI responding to misleading and 

inaccurate statements by TAF. 

 

 

 

TAF Statement: “In recent months the Appraisal Institute has made a concerted effort at both 

the national and state levels to promote the adoption of valuation standards other than USPAP.”   

 

AI Response: AI believes that professional appraisers should have the ability to work under 

generally accepted standards that are most applicable to client needs, as the market for real 

estate valuations evolve. Any efforts to modernize state laws are intended to recognize 

standards in addition to USPAP, not other than USPAP, where appropriate.  

 

 

TAF Statement: “The justification for this is perplexing, as the Appraisal Institute itself stated in 

an August 2013 press release, extolling the virtues of a single standard to include: 

“…creating a more transparent marketplace, greater public trust, stronger investor confidence 

and increased market stability.” 

 

AI Response: This quoted statement was made relative to property measurement standards. 

The AI Code of Professional Ethics applies to AI professionals, not appraisal standards. TAF 

appears to be misleading the reader. 

 

 

TAF Statement: “Fortunately, there appears to be little support within the valuation profession 

for multiple sets of standards.  Membership organizations and coalitions of appraiser 

professionals along with recognized leaders in the profession have rallied to successfully thwart 

such efforts on multiple occasions.”   
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AI Response: Earlier this year, Texas enacted legislation to allow the state appraisal board to 

accept standards in addition to USPAP. 

Despite TAF’s assertion regarding a “lack of support for multiple sets of standards,” most 
professional appraisal organizations in fact maintain their own standards today.  For example, 
the American Society of Appraisers, the American Society of Farm Managers and Rural 
Appraisers, and the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors, all have their own standards, even 
though they are sponsors of The Appraisal Foundation.  

The Appraisal Institute has a long history as the leader of the valuation profession and as a 
developer of valuation standards. In 2014, in keeping with its historic role, and in recognition of 
the limitations of many valuation standards in existence, the AI Board of Directors decided to 
adopt high quality, straightforward, principle-based standards that could be used where existing 
standards are not already required or do not apply.  

The Board believed that such standards could establish a high level of professional practice, 
engender public trust, enable appraisers and the public to better understand the valuation 
standards, and facilitate the growth and advancement of the valuation profession.  

The Board also concluded that such standards could help appraisers better meet the evolving 
needs of clients and facilitate the variety of work that clients’ desire and that appraisers now 
perform. 

 

TAF Statement: “An informal poll of over 170 state appraiser regulators at a recent Association 

of Appraiser Regulatory Officials Conference indicated that not one regulator thought enforcing 

multiple sets of valuation standards made sense.” 

 

AI Response: AI attended this meeting.  This poll was not scientific nor one based on a full 

airing of the issues.  No individual from the audience was offered the opportunity to comment. 

Further, many state laws restrict public servants from taking a position on, or commenting on, 

legislation.  

 

 

TAF Statement: “This is entirely consistent with the stated desire of the Appraisal Institute 

leadership to return to the pre-FIRREA environment of the 1980’s – undoing the stability and 

conformity brought about over the last quarter century.”  

 

AI Response: AI has no intent or desire “to return to the pre-FIRREA environment of the 1980’s 

[sic],” as stated by TAF.  The valuation profession has not been stable in recent years, and that 

fact may be, in part, due to increasing emphasis on rules-based approaches to the profession 

that TAF advocates. 
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TAF Statement: “Be assured that absolutely no federal funds are involved with The Appraisal 

Foundation’s efforts in these matters, but they do come at a cost as attentions are diverted from 

more worthy endeavors.” 

 

AI Response: Unless TAF maintains clear separation of restricted and unrestricted funds, it is 

nearly impossible to identify the use of federal funds TAF receives from the use of its earned 

revenues. Short of complete transparency from TAF about its finances, including independent 

verification of separation and use of federal funds and other revenues, it is difficult not to 

conclude that TAF commingles federal funds and revenues from other sources in one account. 

 

 

TAF Statement: “Their dues could instead be used to lower the cost of educational offerings, 

develop new education, increase outreach to promote the profession, and a whole host of far 

more positive activities.” 

 

AI Response: TAF mandates the following:  when and how often appraisers take – and retake 

– USPAP education, that appraisers purchase USPAP materials, and that TAF dictate the 

content of USPAP education. Given TAF’s ability to dictate content and demand in the market 

for USPAP education, it is ironic that TAF would presume to comment on pricing in the appraisal 

education market.    

 

Practitioners will be interested to know that TAF is increasing the USPAP education licensing 

fee by 20-30 percent for the 2016-17 cycle without explaining or demonstrating to the appraisal 

profession a need or reason. This increase will result in a significant, new “tax” on appraiser 

education providers that ultimately will be paid by appraisers and goes to TAF.  These additional 

funds apparently will be used to cover a budget shortfall, while continuing to help fund TAF’s 

activities outside of its core mission, such as the APB and the AVE. 

 

 

TAF Statement: “Until the Institute’s leadership stops these harmful activities, we will be vigilant 

about providing you factual information so that you can disregard that which is tainted and not 

credible. Together we may overcome their lack of willingness to do so.”  

 

AI Response: TAF should recommit to its core mission for the benefit of the appraisal 

profession and the public. 

 

### 


