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This rnaar was opened to the New Jersey State Board of Real Estate

Appraisers ‘the Board" upon receipt of information which the Board has reviewed and

on which the following findings of fact and conclusions of law are made:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Respondent is a licensed residential real estate appraiser and has been a

Board licensee at all times relevant hereto,

2. A letter from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

HUD dated March 3, 2005, indicated that respondent had been rerroved from the

FHA Appraiser Roster for six months, from March 2, 2005 through September 2, 2.005.

3. HUD cited as a basis for its action, inter aMa, the failure to report an

appraisal clearly and accurately pursuant toStandards Ru!e 2 of the Uniform Standards

of Prpfessional Appraisal Practice the USPAP, and to provide a complete appraisal

pursuant to USPAP Standards Rule 1. The suspension was based upon field reviews of

two appraisal reports, 195 Hillside Avenue, Newark, dated July 1,2004, and 219 Fulton

Street, F[iz1i c0. ii inc 1 5 2004.



3. Respondents report failed to report a prior sale of th 195 Hillside

Avenue property on July 20, 2003 for $160,000.

4. Respondent reported a prior sale of the subject for $21 5,00 which cannot

be documented in public records.

5. Respondent provided to the Board a source dQoument showing a sale of

the subject in June pf 2003; however this document showed a sales price of

$2,150,000, which is plainly inaccurate, and should have triggered further investigation.

6. Respondents appraisal report did not analyze the current agreement of

sale for 195 Hillside Avenue,

7. The appraisal report of 219 Fulton Street did not analyze the contract for

sale. The HUD field review indicates seller concessions of up to $10,000.

8. The following errors were found by the HUD field re?iewer in the appraisal

of 219 Fulton:

aAmenities of front porch, a deck, and a rear patio were not indioated in the

description of the subject.

bComparable #3 has three units. It does not have two units, as indicated in the

appraisal report.

c The room count for comparable #2 should indicate 13 rooms, net six rooms. A

concession paid by the seller of the comparable was not noted in the report.

d The lot size of comparable #3 is .06 acres, riot .11 acres, as indicated in the

report. A sales concession for oomparable #3 of $10,000 was not indicated in the

report.

9. Standards Rule 1-5a of the USPAP requires that an appraiser analyze



aM agreements of sale, options or listing of the subject property current as of the

effective date of the appraisal.

10. Standards Rule 1-5b of the USPAP requires that an appraiser analyze

all sales of the subject that occurred within the three years prior to the effective date of

the appraisal.

-

11. Standards Rule 1-1o requftes that an appraiser not render appraisal

services in a careless or negligent manner.

12. Standards Rule 2-1a requires that an appraiser clearly and accurately

set forth an appraisal in a manner that is not misleading.

* CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Respondents conduct as indkcated supra constitutes a violation of

Standards Rule 1-5a, Standards Rule 1-5b, Standards Rule 1-1o and Standards

Rule 1-1a. Thus HUD’ removal of respondent from the FHA Appraiser Roster

constitutes professional misconduct pursuant to N.J.A.C. 1 3:40A-7.9, and subjects

respondent to sanctions pursuant to N.J.S.A. 45:1-21e and g.

Based on the foregoing findings and conclusions, a Provisional Order of

Discipline imposing a civil penalty of $2,500 and a public reprimand upon respondent

was entered on December 30, 2005, and a copy was foarded to respondent’s

address of record by certified and regular mail. The Provisional Order was subject to

finalization by the Board at 5:00 p.m. on the 30 business day following entry unless

respondent requested a modification or dismissal of the stated Findings of.Faot or

Conclusions of Law by submitting a wriften request for modification or dismissal setting

forth in writing any and all reasons why said findings and cdnclusions should be



modified or d;srnissed and submitting any and aH documents or other written evidence

supporting respondent’s request for consideration and reasons therefor. Respondent

forwarded payment of the $2,50 to the Board, and did not dispute the Board’s findings

of fact and conclusions of law in the December 30, 2005 Order. The Board determined

that further proceedings were not necessary, inasmuch as no material discrepancies

had been raised, and that the Provisional Order should be made final..

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS on this ‘-- day of F

- ORDERED that:

1. Respondent is hereby assessed a civil penalty in the amount of £2,500

pursuant to N.J.S.A. 45:1-25 for the USPAP violations indicated suora. Inasmuch as

respondent has already paid this penalty, no further payment is required.

2. A public reprimand is hereby imposed upon respondent for the USPAP

violations indicated suprà.
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