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Inside this issue:  

Alabama Real Estate Appraisers Board  

Board members listed from L-R and congressional district they represent:  
FRONT:  Billy Cotter - 2nd. Congressional District, Angie Frost - AMC 
Member, Chester Mallory -  State-At-Large; BACK:  Edmond Eslava, III 
(Buddy) - 1st. Congressional District, Richard Pettey (Rick) - 5th  
Congressional District, Dennis Key (Denny) - 4th Congressional District, 
Carroll Watson (Lew) - 3rd Congressional District and Robert Butler - 7th 
Congressional District.  Not pictured is Christopher Baker (Chris) - 6th  
Congressional District.   Currently Mr. Baker serves at Chairman and Mr. 
Eslava as Vice-Chairman. 

 
During the 2015 regular session Governor Bentley re-appointed Mr. Eslava, 
Mr. Key, Mr. Baker and Ms. Frost.  Also, during this session Governor  
Bentley appointed Ms. Patrice McClammy to replace Mr. Mallory since he 
has served his second term. The Alabama Senate confirmed all of these 
appointments.  See a short bio and photo of Ms. McClammy on the next 
page. 
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Patrice E. McClammy - appointed as a State-At-Large 
Member.  Ms. McClammy owns Patrice E. McClammy, 
Attorney-At-Law, L.L.C. in Montgomery, Alabama.   
Attorney with general criminal, civil, municipal, public 
administration, airport, real estate, and domestic  
relations law practice.  Appointed Counsel for  
Montgomery County Juvenile, Family and Probate 
Courts, Former General Counsel, Montgomery  
Regional Airport: Of Counsel, Susan G. James &  
Associates.  We are honored and excited for her  
appointment to our Board. 
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CALENDAR 
 

The Alabama Real Estate Appraisers Board meets on the third Thursday every other 
month unless there is a need to reschedule.  If committee meetings are scheduled they 
will be held on the Wednesday afternoon before the meeting on Thursday.  If a  
disciplinary hearing is scheduled the regular meeting and hearing is typically scheduled on 
Thursday.  Meeting notices are now published in advance on the Secretary of Stateôs 
website at www.sos.state.al.us/aloma/.  Continuing education credits are available for Board 
meeting attendance.   Most meetings and all disciplinary hearings are held at the Board 
offices in Montgomery.  All licensees are urged to attend Board meetings.  When you plan 
to attend a meeting please call the Board office in advance to confirm the particulars of 
time and location.  
 

 
2015 TENTATIVE MEETING SCHEDULE 

 
January 15, 2015  
March 19, 2015 
May 21, 2015 
July 16, 2015 

September 17, 2015 
November 19, 2015 

http://www.sos.state.al.us/aloma/
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NEW 2015 AQB TRAINEE REAL PROPERTY APPRAISER and SUPERVISORY  
APPRAISER EDUCATION REQUIREMENT  

 
 

As of January 1, 2015 Trainee Appraisers  shall be required to complete a course that, 
at a minimum, complies with the specifications for course content established by the AQB, 
which is specifically oriented to the requirements and responsibilities of Supervisory  
Appraisers and Trainee Appraisers.  The course must be completed by the Trainee 
Appraiser prior to the Trainee Appraiser credential being issued. This will take the 
place of the Trainee/Mentor course previously conducted by the Board. Several education 
providers have approved courses that meet this requirement approved and they are listed 
on the approved education list on the Boardôs website.  Further, this course is not eligible 
towards the 75 hours of qualifying education required.  
 
As of January 1, 2015, appraisers who are approved as Mentors  must complete a 
course that, at a minimum, complies with the specifications for course content established 
by the AQB, which is specifically oriented to the requirements and responsibilities of  
Supervisory Appraisers and Trainee Appraisers.  The course must be completed by 
the Mentor prior to supervising a Trainee Appraiser. This will take the place of the 
Trainee/Mentor course previously conducted by the Board. Several education providers 
have approved courses that meet this requirement and they are listed on the approved 
education list on the Boardôs website.     
 
*Supervisory appraisers shall have been certified for a minimum of three (3) years prior to 
being eligible to become a Supervisory Appraiser. 
 
To satisfy the continuing education requirement for the September 2015 renewal, all 
Trainees and Mentors who received their license/mentor status after October 1, 2013 
must take this course before their license will be renewed in 2015.  
 
If you have any questions please donôt hesitate to contact our office at 334-242-8747.  



DISCIPLINARY REPORT  

The Alabama Law requires the Board to regulate the conduct of appraisers in Alabama.  The 
Boardôs Administrative Rules outline the procedure for handling complaints.  The Uniform 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice provide the basic ethical standards for which 
appraisers must comply.  Appraisers should carefully note the following violations, which  
resulted in disciplinary action of the Board. 

 
 
AB-12-23; AB-12-25: On January 16, 2014, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with 
Roger Pugh, G00162 where Licensee agreed to pay an administrative fine of $8,000 to the 
Board. The violations in the reports are as follow:  In AB-12-23, Licensee failed to fully identify 
the characteristics and attributes of the Subject.  Information provided for the main residence was 
limited and no information was provided for the second residence except an exterior photo.  
Licensee failed to provide the analysis for the differences in site and differences in location of the 
Subject and Comparables.    Licensee failed to provide the analysis of the actual age, when the  
actual age of the Subject (6 years) and the Comparables (C#1-72 years, C#2-15 years, C#3-87 
years) were different.  The actual ages provided were not supported by the data source.  Licensee 
failed to provide the analysis when a second residence was present on the property.  For  
Comparable #1/Garage-Carport section, Licensee stated ñNoneò when the data source reports 
there was a 3-car garage.  In Comparable #1, Licensee failed to completely list and analyze the 
amenities reported in the data source:  located on the crest of Red Mountain with a view of the city 
on an estate size lot, with energy efficient items, an elevator, a gated entrance to the property, fire-
places, a playhouse and a generator.  In Comparable #2, Licensee failed to completely list and  
analyze the amenities reported in the data source:  energy efficient items, elevator, fireplaces and a 
generator.  In Comparable #3, Licensee failed to completely list and analyze the amenities reported 
in the data source:  energy efficient items, indoor fireplaces, outdoor fireplace, putting green and 
generator. The appraisal was used for a tax appeal and Licenseeôs decision to use a Fannie Mae 
Mortgage Form to report the appraisal without striking the mortgage language from the form results 
in a misleading report.  In the Site/Dimensions, Area and Shape sections, Licensee provided  
information that was not accurate:  The dimensions were not complete; the square footage of the 
area analyzed was not credible; the shape was stated as rectangular, when it was irregular.  In the 
Improvements/General Description section, Licensee reported improvements as a ñoneò unit when 
there was a second residence on the property.  In the Sales Comparison Approach/Actual Age  
section, Licensee stated and analyzed incorrect actual ages for the Subject and Comparables.  In 
the Sales Comparison Approach/Porch-Patio-Deck section, Licensee failed to provide an analysis 
of the porch/patio for the Subject and Comparables.  In the Sales Comparison Approach/
Comparable #1/Garage-Carport section, Licensee stated ñNoneò when the data source provides 
there was a 3-car garage.  In the Reconciliation section, Licensee indicates the appraisal is made 
ñas isò.  In the Additional Comments section, Licensee provided information about the room count of 
the home that did not reflect the room count information provided in the Improvement section and/or 
Sales Comparison Approach section of the appraisal report. Licensee failed to identify the client by 
name and did not comply with USPAP when the client name is omitted at the clientôs request.   
Licensee failed to identify the intended user or comply with USPAP when the intended userôs name 
is omitted.  Licensee failed to identify the intended use of the report.  Licensee, in the  
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 the Neighborhood/Present Lane Use % section, failed to analyze the complete land use percent-
ages of the named neighborhood or the described neighborhood.  Licensee failed to provide the  
information on the commercial land use or explain the 10% other land use within the neighborhood.  
Licensee, in the Neighborhood/Neighborhood Description section, provided a general comment that 
did not actually provide a neighborhood description of the neighborhood.  (White collar  
neighborhood with high end residence)  Licensee reported the appraisal Fannie Mae Form 1004/
Freddie Mac Form 70 March 2005 version.  The appraisal report form was not designed for the  
appraisal of a property within two residences, which resulted in the form failing to provide sufficient 
information on the second residence appraised/analyzed.  Licensee, in the Sales Comparison  
Approach/Sales or Financing Concessions section, failed to provide the sales information and  
analysis.  Licensee, in the Sales Comparison Approach/Location section, failed to provide the  
actual elements of comparison for the location of the Subject and Comparables that would have 
been analyzed.  Licensee, in the Sales Comparison Approach/Site section, failed to provide  
information of the analysis of the difference in the Subject site and the site of the  
Comparables.  Licensee, in the Sales Comparison Approach/Actual Age section, failed to provide 
the analysis of the difference in the actual age of the Subject (6 years) and the Comparables  
(C#1-72, C#2-15, C#3-87).  (actual age analyzed was not accurate)  In the Sales Comparison  
Approach/Comparable #1 & Comparable #2/Total Room Count sections, Licensee failed to provide 
an analysis of the differences in the total room count.  In the Sales Comparison Approach/Subject, 
Comparable #1 & Comparable #3/Second Residence section, stated only ñYesò without providing 
sufficient information as to the analysis of the guest house; no information provided for GLA/square 
feet, room count, amenities.  In the Sales Comparison Approach/Comparable #1 section, Licensee 
failed to state and analyze the amenities listed in the data source:  located on the crest of Red 
Mountain with a view of the city on an estate size lot, energy efficient items, elevator, gated  
entrance to the property, 3 car garage, fireplaces, playhouse and generator.  In the Sales  
Comparison Approach section, Licensee failed to provide an analysis of the pools and media 
rooms.  Licensee failed to explain the exclusion of the Cost Approach and the Income Approach 
within the appraisal report.  Licensee failed to provide a sketch of the Subject in the appraisal report 
when a reference to the sketch was elsewhere in the report. Licensee failed to identify the client 
within the appraisal report.  Licensee failed to comply with USPAP when the client is not named. 
Licensee failed to identify the intended use of the report. Licensee failed to explain the exclusion of 
the Cost Approach and Income Approach, which was not employed within the appraisal process.  
 
In the case of AB-12-25, Licensee reported and communicated the results of a retrospective market 
value appraisal assignment for an ad valorem tax protest on a Fannie Mae Form 1004/Freddie Mac 
Form 70 March 2005, a mortgage lending form and did not strike out the many references to  
mortgage lending, resulting in misleading language in the report.   The appraisal report form (1004) 
was not designed for retrospective market value appraisals.  Licensee included and considered a 
sale that occurred after the effective date of value.  Licensee failed to research, collect, verify and 
analyze the necessary information/data in preparing and developing the appraisal assignment.  (No 
analysis of  the property tax assessment of the Subject, Comparable or Neighborhood properties.)  
Licensee failed to identify an appropriate scope of work. Licensee failed to analyze that the Subject 
is located within a gated, planned community/development with restrictions, covenants and special 
assessments. Licensee failed to identify the Scope of Work necessary for a retrospective ad  
valorem tax protest appraisal. For Comparable #3, Licensee failed to analyze the $6,000 seller 
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concession, and the homeownersô association fees.  For Comparable #2 Licensee failed to analyze 
all the amenities listed in the data source:  planned gated community/development with a scenic 
view of the river valley, energy efficient items, appliances and fireplaces.  Comparable #3 sale  
occurred after the effective date of the retrospective appraisal report.  The sale would not have 
been available for analysis by an appraiser on the effective date of the appraisal report. In the 
Neighborhood/Market Conditions section, Licensee provided a comment ñAll properties in this 
neighborhood sell within 30 days of listing assuming the listing price is realistic.ò  The comment is 
inconsistent with the Neighborhood/One Unit Housing Trend/Marketing Time section and is not  
supported by Licenseeôs work file. Licensee failed to identify the client by name or comply with  
USPAP requirements when the identity of the client is omitted.  In the Subject/Special Assessment 
HOA section License failed to provide the homeownersô association fee.  Licensee failed to provide 
information on the commercial land use or explain the 5% other land use analyzed within the  
neighborhood.  Licensee described the neighborhood as white collar neighborhood.  In Comparable 
#3, Licensee failed to analyze the $6,000 seller concession.  Licensee failed to explain the  
exclusion of the Cost Approach and Income Approach within the appraisal report.  Licenseeôs 
sketch did not include the second floor, porch, deck, patio and basement (garage) of the improve-
ments to the Subject property.  Licensee failed to provide an analysis of the tax assessment records 
for the Subject, Comparables and Neighborhood properties.  Licensee did not include the name of 
the client or comply with USPAP when the client name is omitted. Licensee failed to explain the  
exclusion of the Cost Approach and Income Approach, which were not employed within the  
appraisal process. 
 
AB-09-06:  On March 20, 2014, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with a Certified 
Residential appraiser where Licensee received a private reprimand and agreed to pay an  
administrative fine of $750 to the Board. The violations in the reports are as follow:  Licensee  
analyzed dwelling costs (Porch, Stoop, Fireplace) in the ñas isò value of site improvements under 
the Cost Approach to Value section of the report. In describing the ñNeighborhood  
Boundariesò (page 1 of the report), Licensee stated a neighborhood boundary that was not  
accurate. The Subject property was not located within the neighborhood boundary described, but 
was rather to the south of the southern boundary described in the report.  No finding of violation is 
made as to the ñNeighborhood Descriptionò stated in the report. Licensee stated or commented in a 
manner that was not clear and accurate when: The Subject is not located within the  
neighborhood boundaries stated within the appraisal report; and by representing a photo of a 
room with a fireplace in the photo addendum as the Subject, when the photo was of a different piece 
of property. Licensee failed to include the statutory certification as required by the Alabama  
Real Estate Appraisers Act.  
 
AB-13-17:  On March 20, 2014, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order from John T. 
Woodall, R00285, where Licensee agreed to assessment of an administrative fine of $1500.  
The violations are:  Licensee signed a certification that included in item 2 ñI performed a complete 
visual inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the Subject property.ò  Licensee also certified 
in item 19 ñIf I relied on significant real property appraisal assistance from any individual or  
individuals in the performance of this appraisal or the preparation of this appraisal report, I have 
named such individual and disclosed the specific tasks performed in the appraisal report. Licensee 
did not inspect the interior of the Subject and did not acknowledge the assistance of the trainee.  
Assignment was an FHA appraisal and was appraiser specific and could not be performed by 
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AB 12-26  On September 19, 2013, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with Certified 
Residential Appraiser Reuben Bullock, R01155, where the Licensee agreed to pay an administra-
tive fine of $875 to the Board.  The violations in the report are as follows:  In the Sales Comparison  
Approach, Licensee failed to list and analyze the sales concessions reported by the data source.  In 
the Cost Approach, Licensee failed to analyze the cost of the appliances reported in the  
Improvement section in the total estimate of cost-new. Licensee chose a mortgage lending report 
form for a report the client intended to use in divorce litigation. Licensee stated the intended use for 
divorce litigation but did not strike out all the references in the preprinted form to mortgage lending.  
Licensee did not strike the mortgage lending terminology and provisions from the preprinted form.  
Licensee provided comments that insinuated membership in the Appraisal Institute when Licensee 
was not a member.    Licensee did not analyze the sales concessions for Comparable #1,  
Comparable #2 and Comparable #3.  In the Neighborhood/Neighborhood Boundaries section,  
Licensee described a neighborhood that failed to include the subject location.  In the Summary of 
Sales Comparison Approach comments, Licensee stated Comparable #1 was the closest in size to 
the Subject when Comparable #3 was the closest.  In the Additional Comments section, Licensee 
stated the summary appraisal report was prepared under Standard Rule 2-2(a) instead of 2-2(b). In 
the Present Land Use %/Other section, Licensee failed to provide information as to what the 15% 
other land use was.  In the Sales Comparison Approach/Comparable #1, Comparable #2 and  
Comparable #3/Concessions sections, Licensee failed to state the concessions and analyze the 
concessions.  Licensee failed to provide support/data of the information used to develop the opinion 
of site value in the Cost Approach.  
 
AB 12-55  On September 19, 2013, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with a  
Certified Residential Appraiser where the Licensee agreed to a private reprimand, an administrative 
fine of $2,500 to the Board. Licensee surrendered his Mentor status.  The violations in the report 
are as follows: Licensee certified that he performed a complete visual inspection of the interior of 
the Subject property, when Licensee did not perform the interior inspection.  Licensee provided a 
Scope of Work, which included a complete visual inspection of the interior of the Subject property 
that  
Licensee did not perform.  Licensee certified that he did not knowingly withhold any significant  
information from the appraisal report and to the best of Licenseeôs knowledge, all statements and 
information provided within the appraisal report were true and correct.  Licensee withheld  
significant information from the lender/client in reporting that he performed the interior inspection 
when Licensee knowingly did not perform an interior inspection of the Subject property.  Subject 
property is located within a planned development and comparables were located inside and outside 
of planned developments.  Licensee failed to analyze the developments and all the amenities for 
the Subject and comparables. Licensee failed to completely identify all the characteristics and at-
tributes of subject property located within a planned development.  Licensee reported the streets 
were  
public, when the streets were private.  Licensee failed to identify the restrictive covenants  
associated with the planned development. In the Additional Comments sections, the trainee  
appraiserôs contributions to the appraisal assignment were not clear.  Licensee used the term ñand/
orò several times in the contributions, which resulted in the comment being unclear what the trainee 
appraiser contributed. Licensee failed to provide the complete dimensions of the Subject property; 
failed to provide an analysis of the HOA fees and development amenities of the Subject and  
comparables that were located within a PUD; provided information the site value is based on recent 
land sales in and/or near the subject market area and failed to provide the supporting data/ 
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another appraiser.  The assignment had to meet FHA guidelines as required by the client and these 
guidelines required at a minimum an interior and exterior inspection of the Subject by the licensee.  
Licensee did not inspect the interior of the Subject property. Licensee did not inspect the Subject  
interior yet signed the report as the appraiser and failed to acknowledge the assistance of the  
trainee.  
 
AB-13-33: On May 15, 2014, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with a Certified  
General appraiser Ray Brannum, G00260 where Licensee agreed to pay an administrative fine of 
$1,000 to the Board. The violations in the reports are as follow:  The assignment was a Market  
Value appraisal. Licensee only considered sales of REO / Foreclosed properties and the work file 
did not contain data to determine if a condition of sale adjustment should have been made. The 
work file did not contain records of comparable sales of non- REO properties so it is assumed that 
only REO properties were considered as comparable sales. Licensee did not perform the Income 
Approach because the business had been closed for a substantial period of time demonstrating a 
lack of understanding of the use of the Income Approach in this assignment.  Licensee developed 
an opinion of Highest and  Best Use for the Subject and then used sales in the Comparison  
Approach of properties with uses different than Licenseeôs opinion of Highest and Best Use for  
subject.  This indicated that the licensee did not correctly employ the Sales Comparison Approach. 
Licensee committed a substantial error of omission by not performing the Income Approach  
because the business had been closed for a substantial period of time. Licensee failed to analyze 
the comparable sales utilized that would produce a credible assignment result.  The Comparables 
were REO properties that did not meet the definition of Market Value used in the appraisal and the  
condition of sale should have been analyzed. Licensee has no support or justification in the  
appraisal report or the licensees work file for the depreciation utilized.   There is also no discussion, 
support of justification in the report or work file for the depreciated value of furniture utilized in the 
final value of the Cost Approach. Licensee analyzed and reported the Highest and Best Use of the 
Subject property as one thing but used comparable sales and cost data from properties with  
different use to develop the opinion of value reported in the report. Licensee reported on the cover 
page the report that a ñlimited appraisal reportò was performed.  It was also noted that in the cover 
letter the licensee states that ñA full report with the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions followò.   It 
was also noted that in the licensees report under the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions section 
the licensee states ñThis Appraisal Report is intended to comply with the reporting requirements set 
forth under Standard Rule 2-2(b) of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice for a 
Limited Appraisal Reportò the same statement is made on page 10 of the report under section titled 
ñType Appraisal and Reportò. The licensee states that the Income Approach was considered but  
because the business ñhad been closed for an extended period of timeò was not used.  An appraisal 
measures future benefits in to a present value, therefore a business not being operational for an  
extended time is not a valid reason for not doing an Income Approach.  
 

AB-13-37: On July 17, 2014, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with a Certified  
Residential appraiser William M. Robbins, R00223 where Licensee agreed to pay an administrative 
fine of $3,500 to the Board and complete a 15 hour USPAP course with exam. The violations in the 
reports are as follows:  The licensee did not gather significant information about the proposed sales 
or sales contract to make a thorough analysis such as: days on market, relationship between buyer 
and seller.  Licensee failed to develop and perform a Scope of Work that intended users and  
Licenseeôs peers would expect by: selecting sales that were not comparable to the subject in terms 
of size, age and condition when there were sales closer to the subjects size, age and 
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information used to arrive at the opinion of site value; provided a comment explaining exposure time 
with a reference to 2010-2011 USPAP, when the report was in 2012; provided comparable photos 
that were MLS photos and not photos actually taken by Licensee and failed to disclose the source of 
the comparable photos. Licensee failed to explain the reason the Income Approach was not  
applicable and excluded from the appraisal assignment.  
 
AB 12-68  On September 19, 2013, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with a  
Licensed Real Property Appraiser, Michael L. Murphree, L00121 where the Licensee agreed an ad-
ministrative fine of $875 to the Board. The violations in the report are as follows: Licensee had no 
data to support adjustments made in the sales comparison approach to value. Licensee failed to 
perform the research for comparable sales that were needed to produce a credible assignment.   
Licensee bypassed sales of potential comparable more proximate to the subject that would produce 
a different value opinion  than the sales selected. Licensee failed to utilize more comparable sales 
that were available that would produce a more credible opinion of value.  Licensee reported that the 
subject neighborhood was in balance with average demand and that values were stable.  The  
Licensee includes a Market Condition Addendum that was generated utilizing a 5 mile radius.  This 
5 mile radius takes into consideration a number of neighborhoods with higher priced properties and 
water front properties.  On this addendum, the Licensee repeats that the subject neighborhood was 
in balance with average demand and that values were stable.  The Licensee does not discuss the 
number of foreclosures and REO sales in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.  For the 
year preceeding the effective date of the appraisal there were eight sales within one mile of the  
subject and of those eight sales,  four were REO sales. Three of the REO sales were the most  
proximate sales to the subject property.   Licensee made an unsupported assumption that the  
subject 25 year old home had an effective age of 5 years. Licensee used MLS as his verification 
source for comparable sales. Consequently, he did not verify the sales the used as comparables.  
MLS is a data source, not a verification source. Verification is with a party to the transaction.  The 
Licensee failed to utilize sales that were available that were more comparable to the subject and 
would produce a more credible opinion of value.  Licensee reported a prior sale of the subject but 
failed to analyze the prior sale, only listing the date of sale and the sales price. The Licensee report-
ed that the subject neighborhood was in balance with average demand and that values were stable.  
The Licensee includes a Market Condition Addendum that was generated utilizing a 5 mile radius.  
This 5 mile radius takes into consideration a number of  neighborhoods with higher priced properties 
and water front properties.  On this addendum, the Licensee repeats that the subject neighborhood 
was in balance with average demand and that values were stable.  The Licensee does not discuss 
the number of foreclosures and REO sales in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.  For the 
year preceeding the effective date of the appraisal there were eight sales within one mile of the  
subject and of those eight sales,  four were REO sales. Three of the REO sales were the most  
proximate sales to the subject property. Licensee failed to utilize more comparable sales that were 
available that would produce a more credible opinion of value. Licensee failed to provide sufficient 
information to support that the effective age was 5 years when actual age was 25 years. 
 
AB 12-69  On September 19, 2013, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with a  
Certified Residential Appraiser where the Licensee agreed to a private reprimand and an  
administrative fine of $1400 to the Board. The violations in the report are as follows: The Licensee 
stated that the site value in the cost approach was developed from ñData was used from County  
Records and MLS, to estimate site value.  Opinion of site value is based upon recent vacant land 
sales for the market area.ò  There was no data or reference to the data found in the work file to  
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condition that Licensee chose not to use. Licensee did not correctly employ the Sales Comparison 
Approach when he selected comparable sales where size, age, and condition were superior to the 
subject and did not adjust the sales price with market based adjustments. Licensee did not  
demonstrate that he understood the proper execution of the Sales Comparison Approach to value.  
Licensee made an unsupported assumption that the Subject 86 year old home had an effective age 
of 20 years. Licensee stated under the section titled verification source, MLS/AGDA/CRS.  These 
are not verification, these are data sources.  Verification is with a party to the transaction. Licensee 
has no support or justification in the appraisal report or the work file for the site value utilized and 
the value was not developed utilizing an appropriate appraisal method or technique. Licensee did 
not have date to support his opinion of effective age and the adjustments to the comparable sales 
based on that effective age.  

 

AB-13-39: On July 17, 2014, the Board approved a Consent Settlement Order with a Certified  
Residential appraiser Alan Lloyd Daniel, R01205 where Licensee agreed to pay an administrative 
fine of $3,500 to the Board and complete a 15 hour USPAP course with exam. The violations in the 
reports are as follow:  The letter of engagement specified that the assignment was to meet FHA 
guidelines and that the assignment ñcan only be completed by the approved appraiser to whom it 
has been assignedò. Licensee did not personally inspect the interior of the Subject as required by 
FHA guidelines. The Licensee certified in Item 2, Page 8, ñI have performed a complete visual  
inspection of the interior and exterior areas of the Subject property.ò  Additionally, in Item 8, page 30 
Licensee certifies:  ñI have personally inspected the interior and exterior area of the Subject  
propertyò.  Licensee did not personally inspect the interior of the Subject property and disclosed that 
the Trainee inspected the interior only when the AMC made a post appraisal inquiry. On page 6, in 
the Cost Approach section, Licensee supports the opinion of site value by stating ñThere is  
insufficient data to help establish a market value for the site and the tax appraisal for the site value 
is utilized in helping determine the site value of this appraisal.ò  The use of ad valorem tax values is 
not a recognized method to develop an opinion of site value. The use of ad valorem tax values is 
not an appropriate  method to develop an opinion of site value. Licensee falsely certified he  
inspected the Subject property. Licensee failed to disclose the significant real property appraisal  
assistance of a Trainee appraiser and falsely certified that the work was his own until the AMC  
ordering the appraisal requested an explanation based on the homeownerôs statement that the  
interior inspection was made by a female. Licensee altered the appraisal report submitted to the 
Board when the copy of the report was requested for investigation.  
 
AB-08-100:  Joshua Matthew Smith is a Certified Residential Property Appraiser, R00770, 
who serves as a mentor appraiser.  While he had no current trainees at the time of this hearing, he 
had previously mentored Charles William Jaggers, who held a Trainee Real Property Appraiserôs 
Certificate numbered T00662.  During the course of this mentor/trainee relationship, Mr. Smith  
received, on November 10, 2006, a Request for Appraisal from First Commonwealth Mortgage.  
This Request for Appraisal dealt with the Subject property, which is a single-family residence  
located at 357 County Road 429, Fruithurst, Alabama, 36262, in the County of Cleburne.  Mr. Smith 
assigned this appraisal to Mr. Jaggers, his trainee who inspected the property, otherwise  
researched the necessary data, and prepared the report.  The final appraisal report was issued on 
November 14, 2006, effective November 13, 2006.  Both Mr. Jaggers and Mr. Smith executed the 
final report which was transmitted to the client, First Commonwealth.  Thereafter, on or about 


