BEFORE THE REAL ESTATE APPRAISER BOARD

STATE OF OKLAHOMA
In the Matters of )
WILLIAM D. MOWAT )
) Complaint #13-019, 13-026, 14-001,
) 14-020, 14-026,14-033
Respondent. )

CONSENT ORDER FOR RESPONDENT WILLIAM D, MOWAT

COMES NOW the Oklahoma Real Estate Appraiser Board (“OREAB”), by and through
the Prosecuting Attorney, Stephen McCaleb, and the Respondent WILLIAM D, MOWAT,
represented through his Counsel of Record, Daniel J, Gamino, and enter into this Consent Order
pursuant to Oklahoma Statutes Title 59 §858-700, et seq. and Oklahoma Administrative Cade
600:10-1-1, et seq. All sections of this order are incorporated together.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On August 13, 2013, the OREAB entered Board Order #13-014 concerning the
Respondent, In that matter, Respondent, who resides in Stillwater, Oklahoma, completed an
appraisal report for a property located in the Qklahoma City metro area. As part of the OREAB’s
Final Order, the OREAB imposed a one-year probation in which Respondent was to submit
monthly work logs for all of the work he performed. Reports contained in his log were randomly
selected for review and these reports resulted in further grievances and formal complaints,

On July 9, 2014, Complaint 13-019 was heard by the Board's duly appointed hearing
panel. OAC 600:15-1-6. The State presented its case in chief, then rested. Respondent
presented his defense, then Respondent rested, The panel deliberated and issued its
recommendation on or about July 21, 2014, (See attached Exhibit “A"). This recommendation

has not yet been presented to the OREAB for adoption,
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On September 8, 2014, Complaint 13-026 was heard by the Board’s duly appointed
hearing panel. OAC 600;15-1-6. The State presented its case in chief, then rested. Respondent,
represented by Counsel, presented his defense, then Respondent rested. The panel deliberated
and issued its recommendation on or about September 23, 2014. (See attached Exhibit “B”.
This recornmendation has not yet been presented to the OREAB for adoption.

Complaint 14-001 against Respondent was set to be heard by the Board’s duly appointed
hearing panel on December 1, 2014, but was continued pending settlement discussions, as well
as 14-020, 14-026 and 14-023, which have not yet been forwarded to prosecution and/or set for
hearing,

This Consent Order resolves all six matters: 13-019, 13-026, 14-001, 14-020, 14-026, and
14-033,

AGREED FINDINGS OF FACT IN 13-019

L. Respondent agrees that the findings of fact issued by the Board’s duly appointed
Hearing Panel are adopted in this Consent Order, (See Exhibit “A™). The Hearing Panel’s
recommendation is currently pending oral argument in front of the Board.

AGREED FINDINGS OF FACT IN 13-026

2, Respondent agreos that the findings of fact issued by the Board’s duly appointed
Hearing Panel are adopted in this Consent Order. (See Exhibit “B”). The Hearlng Panel’s
recommendation is currently pending oral argument in front of the Board.

ALLEGATIONS OF FACT IN 14-001

This matter has yet to be heard by the Board’s duly appointed Hearing Panel. It is the
position of the State that should the matter be heard, the following findings would be proven by

clear and convineing evidence:
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3. InNovember of 2013, Arvest Mortgage Company (the “client™) hired Respondent to
complete an appraisal (the “appraisal”} for a property located at 809 North Kimberly, Teenmnseh,
Oklahoma (the “subject”).

4. Respondent completed the appraisal and transmitted the appraisal to the client, with
an effective date of November 4, 2013. The appraisal was for a purchase transaction,

5, Respondent committed a series of errors in the report which led to a misleading
and non-credible report, These errors include, but are not limited 1o, the following in paragraphs
6-23,

Neighborhood Section

6. Respondent fatled to report several negative factors in the Tecumseh area, that
are unique to Tecumseh, which may affect marketability. These include that Tecumseh has no

full food store, and no hospital. Furthet, employment, retail, and other services are very limited,

7. Respondent failed to report of the close proximity to Highways 177 and 9,

creating an above average noise level,

Description of Improvements

8. Respondent reports in his sales comparison approach that the subject has an
attached garage when in fact the available data sources report that there Is 2 one car detached

garage.

9, Respondent failed to explain why a fifty three (53) year old house has an

effective age of twenty four (24) years.

10, Respondent failed to report and analyze that the subject had two rear decks.
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11. Respondent failed to report and analyze that the subject had a mock fireplace,

Cost Approach

12. Respondent reports that the site value is based on “actual closed sales of vacant
sites...” but does not provide any summary of these purported closed sales.

13. Respondent’s work file did not contain any actual closed sales of vacant sites,

Sales Comparison Approach

14.  Respondent ignored more comparable properties, that sold within one (1) year of
the report, to the subject in his sales comparison approach.

15, This includes two (2) properties that sold in March of 2013 and August of 2013
that were more similar in size fo the subject than comparables two, three, and four in
Respondent’s report. The sale most similar in size fo the subject property is on the same street as
the subject but was not reported nor used.

16.  Respondent’s comparable two (2) is located in an area nearby the subject, but in
an arca that mainly consists of rental properties.

17. Respondent’s comparable four (4) was from a superior area with newer homes.

I8.  In Respondent’s sales comparison grid he reports that the grid adjustments are
based on percentage of depreciation of the comparables, which is not a recognized method.

19, Respondent failed to report that comparable one was a real estate owned (REO)
property.

20.  Respondent failed to explain his lack of age adjustments to the comparables.

21. Respondent’s failure to use or analyze a recent sale on the subject street, along
with the failure to utilize sales more similar in size to the subject property, indicates a problem

with the data utilized by Respondent.
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Confract Section
22, In the contract section of the report, Respondent reports that the seller was not
paying any of the buyers closing costs, However, the contract indicates that the seller was to pay
an amount not to exceed $4,500 of buyers’ prepaid items and closing costs,
23.  Respondent incorrectly reports that comparables one, two, and three had no

seller’s concessions,

ALLEGATIONS OF FACT IN 14-020

This matter has yet to be heard by the Board’s duly appointed Hearing Panel. It is the
position of the State that should the matter be heard, the following findings would be proven by
clear and convincing evidence:

24.In April of 2014, First National Bank and Trust (the “client™) hired Respondent to
complete an appraisal (the “appraisal”) for s properfy located at 708 Madeline Drive, Shawnes,
Oklahoma (the “subject”),

25. Respondent completed the appraigal and transmitted the appraisal to the client,
with an effective date of April 29, 2014. The appraisal was for a refinance transaction.

26.  Respondent committed a series of errors in the report which led to a misleading
and non-credible report, These erors include, but are not limited to, the following in paragraphs
27-34.

Neighborhood Section

27.  In the neighborhood seetion, Respondent failed to repoxt that the Shawnee Golf &

Country Club is located across Bryan Road, Bast of the Subject Location; an apartment complex

is Jocated within one block to the West; Bryan Road is a four lane, high traffic strest which has

ORDER 14-009



experienced an increase in traffic over the last five years; and a large mini storage facility is
located to the South of the Subject Location,

Improvements Section

28.  In the improvements section, there are minimal comments regarding the support
of the indicated effective age of 18 years. Respondent reports no updates to the 34 year old
dwelling. No comments were found regarding the age of the heat/air system, roof cover or
appliances,

Cost Approach

29.  The source of cost data is shown to be the Marshall & Swift Cost Service. The
cost indicators for the reported “average” cost do not appear 10 be taken from the indicated
source, Average cost base is $94.23 for this size of dwelling. The cost factors have been
rounded off to even dollar amounts which is not typical when the calculations are taken from the
indicated source, Depreciation is based on an effective age of 18 years which is not supported by
commentary.

30.  Respondent reports that the site value is based on “actual closed sales of vacant
sites..,” but does not provide any summary of these purported closed sales,

31. Respondent’s work file did not contatn any actual closed sales of vacant sites.

Sales Comparison Approach

32.  Respondent reports that he utilized MLS as a data sowce. MLS data and photos
indicate that Sale #2 has carpet that is less than 1 year old. Sale #3 has new heat and air as well
as a remodeled bath and 3 storm cellar. Sale #1 is reported to have a fireplace which Respondent
did not report. No adjustments are taken for differences in condition. Subject has an effective

age of 18 years which would usually support an adjustment for conditiog,
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33, The subject dwelling has vinyl flooring while the sales have carpet. Respondent
failed to adjust or analyze this.

34.  Sales #1 and #2 are located in the Larkins Meadow edition, which has a stronger
buyer appeal than the subject location.

AGREED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW IN COMPLAINT 13-019

Respondent agrees that the conclusions of law issued by the Board’s duly appointed
hearing panel are adopted in this Consent Order, (See Exhibit “A”). The Hearing Pancl’s
recommendation is currently pending oral argument in front of the Boaxd.

AGREED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW IN COMPLAINT 13-026

Respondent agrees that the conclusions of law issued by the Board’s duly appointed
hearing panel are adopted in this Consent Order. (See Exhibit “B”). The Hearing Panel’s

recommendation is cwrently pending oral argument in front of the Board.

ALLEGATIONS OF LAW IN COMPLAINT 14-001 AND 14-020

These matters have yet to be heard by the Board’s duly appointed Hearing Panel. It is the
position of the State that should these matters be heard, the following conclusions would be
proven by clear and convincing evidence:

1, That Respondent has violated 59 0.S. § 858-723(C)(6) through 59 Q.S, §858-

726, in that Respondent violated:

A) The Ethics Rule and the Conduet Section of the Uniform Standards
of Professional Appraisal Practice Ethics Rule;
B) The Competency Rule of the Uniform Standards of Professional

Appraisal Practice;

ORDER 14-009



8} The Scope of Work Rule of the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice;

D)  Standard 1, Standards Rules 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, and 1-6; Standard 2,
Standards Rules 2-1, and 2-2 of the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice. These include the sub sections of the referenced rules.

2. That Respondent has violated 59 0.8, § 858-723(C)(7): "Failure or refusal
without good cause to exercise reasonable diligence in developing an appraisal, preparing an
appraisal report or communicating an appraisal.”

3 That Respondent has violated 59 0.8, § 858-723(C)(8): "Negligence or
incompetence in developing an appraisal, in preparing an appraisal report, or in communicating
an appraisal,”

4, That Respondent has violated 59 0.8. § 85 8-723(C)(9): "Willfully disregarding or
violating any of the provisions of the Oklahoma Certified Real Estate Appraisers Act,”

5. That Respondent has violated 59 O.8. § 858-723(C)(13) in that Respondent
violated 59 0.8. § 858-732(A)(1): "An appraiser must perform ethically and competently and not
engage in conduct that is unlawful, unethical or improper. An appraiser who ¢ould reasonably be
perceived to act as a disinterested third party in rendering an unbiaged real property -valuation
must perform assignments with impartiality, objectivity and independence and without
accommodation of personal interests.”

6. That Respondent has violated 59 0.8. § 858-723(C)(5): “An act or omission

involving dishonesty, fraud, or misrepresentation with the intent to substantially benefit the

certificate holder or another person or with the intent to substantially injure another person.”
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CONSENT AGREEMENT

The Respondent, by affixing his sighature hereto, acknowledges:

L. That Respondent has been advised to seek the advice of counsel prior to signing
this document, and

2. That Respondent possesses the following rights among others:

a. the right to a formal fact finding hearing before a disciplinary pane] of the

Board;
b. the right to a reasonable notice of said hearing;
c. the right to be represented by counsel;
d. the right to compel the testimony of witnesses;
e, the right to ¢cross-examine witnesses against him; and
f the right to obtain judicial review of the final decision of the Board,

3. The Respondent stipulates to the facts as set forth above and specifically waives
him right to contest these findings in any subsequent proceedings before the Board and to appeal
this matter to the District Court.

4, The Respondent consents to the entry of this Order affecting his professional
practice of real estate appraising in the State of Oklahoma,

5. The Respondent agrees and consents that this Consent Order shall not be used by
him for purposes of defending any other action initiated by the Board regardless of the date of the
appraisal,

6, Respondent acknowledges that two additional cases, 14-026 and 14-033, are
currently pending, end that similar violations would be proven should those matters continue
throngh the disciplinary process.

7. All other original allegations in this matter are dismissed.

ORDER
WHEREFORE, on the basis of the foregoing Agreed Findings of Fact and Agreed

Conclusions of Law, it is ordered and that:

ORDER 14-009



1. Respondent shall complete all qualifying education otherwise known as the “core
cutrienlum® which totals 200 hours of education, as currently required of an
appraiser applicant for the Certified Residential appraiser credential under the
Appraiser Quahﬁcatton Criteria, within a twelve (12) month period, Respondent

ould néel to keep the Board’s staff am via written communication, of his

G LA Juet” o ewetl

progress on 4 monthly bast must complete half of the hoyrs within the first

six months after the Board approves the Consent Order;

2. Respondent is placed on probation for a period of thirty (30) months from the date
this Consent Order is approved by the Board, During the period of probation,
which will commence six (6) months after this Consent Order is approved by the
Board, Respondent shall provide an appraisal log on REA Form 3 to the
administrative office of the Board no later than the fifih working day of each
month, detailing his appraisal activity during the preceding month, The Board
may select and require samples of work product from thess appraisal logs be sent
for review; and

DISCLOSURE
Pursvant to the Oklahoma Open Records Act, 51 0.8, §§24-A.1 — 24A.21, the signed

original of this Consent Order shall remain in the custody of the Board as a public record and
shall be made available for public inspection and copying upon request,
FUTURE, VIOLATIONS
In the event the Respondent fails to comply with any of the terms and conditions of this
Consent Order, Respondent will be ordered to show cause for his failure to comply which coyld

result in additional penalties.
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RESPONDENT:

A/j/ PN

WILLIAM D, MOWAT

“DANIEL J, GAMINO,
Coungel for Respondent

4

CERTIFICATE OF BOARD PROSECUTING ATTORNEY

I believe this Consent Order to be in the best interests of the QOklashoma Real Estate

Appraiser Board, the State of Oklahoma and the Respondent with regard to the violations alleged

STEPHEN MCCALEB, OBA #15649
Board Progectuor

3625 NW 56t Street, Suite 100
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73112

-7 4

DATE

in the formal Complaint,
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ERIC SCHORN; Board Sactetary
Oklahoma Reg} Estate Appraiser Boned

OKLAHOMA REAY, ESTATE:

APPRAISHR BOARYD

RYAN NEAY, OBA #6590
-Asistant Attorncy General
Attorney for the Board

313 NE 21" Sivest _
Oklahoma Cily, Oklalioma 73105
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

1, Ashley Snider, hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing
Consent Order for Respondent William D. Mowat was mailed postage prepaid by certified mail
with return receipt requested on this ¢{ day of December, 2014 to:

Daniel J. Gamino 7013 2250 000 5046 1929
GAMINO & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

James Town Office Park, North Building

3035 N.W. 63" Strect, Suite 214

Oklahoma City, OK 73116

and that copies were forwarded by first class mail to the following:

Bryan Neal, Assistant Attorney General
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
313 N.E. 21" Street

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

Stephen L. McCaleb
DERRYBERRY & NAIFEH
4800 N. Lincoln Boulevard
Oklahoma City, OK 73105

ASHLEY SNIDER




BEFORE THE REAL ESTATE APPRATSTR BOARD
STATE OF OKLAHOMA

In the Matter of WILLIAM D. MOWAT )
- : ) Complaint #13-019
Respondent. B ) .
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PANEL RECOMMENDATION
ON THE Sth day of July, 2014, the above numbered and entitled cause came on for heariné
before 2 duly appointed Disciplinary Hearing Panel of the Oklahoma Real Estate Appraiser Boatd
_ {the “Board” o;' “ORBEAB”). The Board was represented by a Disciplinary Heating P;nel composed
of thzee (3) membess, Patti Fisher of Shawnee, Oklahoma, Donald Eeﬁdﬁson of Brokez_t Armw,
Oklshoma, and Scott Goforth of Olklahoma City, Oklahoma, Patti Fisher was elected and served
as Hearing Panel Chairman at the hearing. Said panel was represented by the Board’s attorney,
Assistant Attomgy General Bryan Neal, The casc was prosecuted by the Boatrd’s prbsemx'tor,
Stephen L., McCalgb. On beh‘a]f of the Board, Mr. McCaleb elecied to have this matter recorded by
electronic device and to rely on the electronic recording.
R ' The Respondent, William D. Mowat, of Stillwater, Oklahoma (the “Respondent”), having
been mailed a copy of the Notice of Disciplinary Proceedings and Appointment of Hearing .Panel
(the “Notice™) by first class U.S. certified mail with teturn receipt requested to his last known
address, on May 30, 2014, pu;rsuant to the Oklahoma Certified Real Estate Appraisers Act, 59 0.8, §
858-724, and fhe dklahoma Administrative Procedures Act, 75 O.S. §§250-323, appeared in person
pro se and was not represented by an attomey.at the hearing: The Respondent t;,lected 10 have this
matter recorded by.electronic- deviee and to rely on the electronic ;ecording.
Ag the Board’s prosecutor, M. McCaleb presented his opening statement on behalf of the

Board and the Respondent reserved his opening statement in his defcnsé until he was to present }ns

defense,




PRELIMINARY MATTERS

The Board’s prosecutor initially moved for the admission of ten (10) exhibits for the
Board (Exhil?its 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8, 9, and 10, respectively) to which there was no objectio_ﬁ and all
Jceﬁ such Board exhibits were adn-aiﬁed' mto evidence. 7 S

Exhibit 1 was the previous Board Decision‘ as to Disciplinaty Hearing Panei
_ Recomplendaﬁon in Case #12-050 involving the Respondent dated August 7, 2013, Exhibit 2 wyas
the subject appraisal report on 2804 SE 45" Street, Oklahoma C.ity, Oklaboma 73129 (Property 1)
dated Angust 23, 2013 l(attached hereto), Exhibit 3 was the multi-listing service (MLS) data sheets
for 1;he Rcspondent’§ subject Property 1 and Ielaﬁd comparable sales (also known as
“comparables’) produceﬁ by tho reviewing apptaiser Stephen E. Meyer (attached hereto), Exhibit 4
was the data from Oklahoma County for the Respondeﬁt’s sobject Property 1, and- Exhibit S was the
Respondent’s work file for 2804 SE 45™ Street, Okdahoma City,-Oldahoma 73129 (Property 1).

Exhibit 6 was the subject appfaisal report on 3027 SW 17" Street, Oklaboma City,
O]dahom-a. 73108 (Property 2) dated Augﬁst 18, 2013 (attached ilerete), Exhibijt 7.was the MLS data
sheets and the Oklahoma County Assessor data sheets for the Resgondént’s subject Property 2,
EBxhibit 8 was éddiﬁonal data, from Oklahoma County for the Respondent’s subject Proi)erty-z,
Exhibit 9 was the Respondent’s wark’ file for 3027 SW 17" Street, (jklahqma City, Oklahoma
73108 (Propecty 2), and Exlﬁbit 10 was the Respgndeut’s two (2) page Letter Response to the
Grievance filed in this matter ds to 3027 SW 17% Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73108 (Property
2,)(attachec_1 hereto). . _

Subséquaqﬂy during the Hearing, Mr. McCr‘aleb moved for ﬁe admission of oﬁe 4} mo;re '
exhibits, E;:hibitl‘ll, rgspectively, to which there was no objegtion. The eleventh exhibit, Bxhibit

11, was an Oklahoma City zoning map for the Respondent’s subject Propety 1 from the

f -




2

?

J Assoeiation of Cenfral Oldahqmﬁ Governments (ACOG), Zoning Online Locator, a ﬁ'ee; on-line
service. The Resp ondent did not sx;tbnﬁit apy documents for admission a‘s evidence in this matter,
Neither party to these proceedings quues;c.ed thata comi: reporter record this matter. No
' proposed findings of fact were submitted to the Boazd by either party tc; these proceedings.
* WITNESSES AND EVIDENCE PRESENTED '
The Board’s prosecutor presenied two (2) wilnesses in support of the case against the
" Respondent: Christine McEntire, the B‘oard’s Director; and, Stephén E. Meyer, a certified residential
appraiser Ticensed as 10194CRA, of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma,
Christine Mclntive Testimony
Upon bei.ﬁg duly swort, Ms. McEntire testified that she has worked for the Board for seven
years, four of which were as the Board’s Legal Secretary and more recently she has beep the
Boatd’s Director for the past three years. Ms, McEntire identified the Board’s Exhibit 1 as the
- Board’s Decision as té the Disciplinary Hearing Panel Recommendation in Case #12-050 involving
the Réspondent with‘the Board adopting the recommendation of the then-seated hearing i)anel on -
Awgust 7, 2013, to impose discip]jgle, in part, through a oné (1) y@af Probation. According to Ms. '
McEnﬁe, as part of the one year Pmbatiqﬁ which began on the date of the Board’s Dcciéion
(August 7, 2013), the Respondent was required to subml:t his work logs to the Board 0;1 a ﬁonthly
basis'which submissions he lias made and that two of his‘repoﬁé from August 2013 we're pulled for .
review by a member of the Board’s Standards ‘and Disciplinary Procedures Committee. Further,
according to Ms. McEntire, thevkespondent has successfuﬁy.coméleted one of the two corrective

education courses he is required to complete during his one (1) year probation, that being the coutse

" on Basic Appraisal Procedures, Couzse No. 602, and, with about a month left on his probation

peried, the Respondent has not submitted a cerfificats that he has completed Course No, 601, Basic




P;ppraisal Principles as required. Ms.‘ McHntire testified that o motion for a continuance of this
matter was filed by the Respondent,

. Stephen E. Meyer Testiniony

Upon being duly sworn, Mr. Meyer testified that he is a certified residential appraiser,
that he has been appraising Ieai propexty foi' about 33 years, that he ‘performs review appraisals, l
that ‘review appraisals are p‘erformed for quality control purposes, that he is a member of the
. -Board’s Standards and Dis;:ip]jnary Procedures Committefa, and that he appraises in the
Oklahoma City metrop oh:tan area. o _

Mr. Meyer testified that, as & member of the Board's Standards and Disgciplinary
Procedures Commitiee, he received two of the R_espondent’s reports from. the Board to review,
one for the property located at 2804 SE 45% Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73i29, that he
identified as Exhibit 2 and the se;cond for the property located at.3027 SW 17t Street, Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma 73108, that he identified as Exhibit 6, and that in his opinion neither of the two
reports passed USPAP muster.

In connection with his reviews, Mer., Meyer stated that he first verifies all factual data in a
teport and then verifies all information on the repoyte,d comparable sales. Continming, Mr. Meyer
identified Exhibit 2 as the subject appraisal report on 2304 SE 45" Street, Oklahoma City,
Oklah(;ma 73129 (Propetty 1) dated Augﬁst 23, 2.013, that he reviewed, that it was a refinance
. transaction according to the Respondent on page 3 of Exhibit 2, and that the report was an
“extc_r@o'rhonly” inspecﬁon report that requires you to.make massive assumptions about the
subject as an appraiser does not view the subject propetty’s i'ritexior. : - .

Iﬂ reference to the repott on 2804 SE 45% Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73129

(Exhibit 2) as to the “Neighborhood” on page 3,.St¢phei1 E.Meyer noted that the 'description of




the neighborhood boundaries as. being “Sontheast Oklahoma City and its subdivisions” is not
good ‘as Southeast Okif;ahoma City has many different subdivisions, Southeast didahoma City is
part of the larpest city in the State and it is not a sufficient descriptidn, Continuing in Exhibit 2 as
;zo the “Neighborhood”, Mr. Meyer also noted that the Respoﬁdént’s report on page 3 zm&er
“One-Unit Housing” ﬁsts the predominant value as being $120,000, the low value as being
$100,000 and the high value as being $165,000 while on page 4 of the same report (Exhibit 2),
the Respondent’s Cdmparable Sales values are Sale 1 at $60,000, Sale 2 at $55,000 and Sale 3 at
555,060. |

In reference to the “Site” section on page 3 of the report in Exhibit 2, Mr. Meyer noled
that the Respondent reported ﬂxe zoning cIassi.ﬁoaﬁc-an as b_eiﬂg “R-17, that such zoning
classification is not cotrect based upon the Oklahoma City zoning map for the Respondent’é
subject Property 1 fiom the Association of Central Oklahoma Governments (ACOQ), Zonring
Online Locatoz, a freo, onniintg service, a copy of y}hich map covering the subject propérty’ s’ area
was identified as being Exhibit 11 which lists the zoning classification as being “R-2”.

Ta reference to the “Improvements” section on page 3 of Bxhibit 2, Mr, Meyer stéted that
the Respondent’s Data Sources are listed to be “MLS-Owner” for multi-list service (MLS} data
sheets and the property®s Owner, that in his grids on page 4 of the report (ﬁxhibit 2) the
Respondént Teports the subject Property 1 to have two (2) bathrooms. The report,. according to
Mr. Méyer, conflicts with the MLS dafa sheet for the subject Property 1 identified in Exhibit 3,
péga 1, the multi-listing service (MLS) data sheet for the i{espondent’s subject Property 1
prociuced by Stephen E. Meyer that lists the existence of only one (1) bathroom. Continning, Mr.

~Meyer noted that looking at the Market Data‘ Center (now' CoreLogic) database, he located

information, from three (3) previous appraisals in Exhibit 3, page 9, that all say that the subject




f’ropertj 1 has only one (1) batbroom and that ali thlec of those previous appraisers each actually
entered tﬁe.hoﬁse at 2804 SE 45™ Sireet, Oklahoma City, Okl_al-loma 73120, Fmﬂler,' Mr. Meyer
stated that the information at Exhibit 3, page 9, indicateé that ﬁe gérage for the subject Property
1 was converted into ﬁviﬂg areq, which information he verified through the Oklaboma County
Assessor’s website at Exhibit 4, page 9, that says thaf the living area ihcludes the garage, and that’
none of the Resp;mdent’s compatable sales had converted gmages so as to erroneously indicate
that converted -garages nmyst not be prevalent in the neighborhood.

In reference to the “Cost Approach’ s'eo’cion of the report (Exhibit 2, page 5), Mz, ]ﬁeyef
 testified ti:at he does not think that you can do a proper cost approach on a “drive-by” inspecfion
report, that the reported Site value of $15,000 (or 26%) of the subjest Property 1's value se&;,ms
high and not realistic in Hght of the property Mr, Meyer found at 2812 SE 29, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma 73129, that he identified as Exhibit 3, page 8, that has a 7,000 square foot lot that sold
for $3,00(j. ‘

In reference to the Respondent’s comparable sales in his grids in the report (Bxhibit 2,
page 4), Stephen E. Meyer noted that while tine Respondent reported that all three (3) comparable .
financings were the same (i.e. no sale or financing and conventionai concessions), that according
to the MLS dafa sheets at Exhibit 3, Sale 1 (page 2) was an FHA insured mortgage transaction
while Sales 2 (page 3 Oklahoma Qounty Assessor‘ detasl sheet) and 3 (page 5) were both cash
transactions, that the Reéponden’s had access to the same MLLS data sfleets on Sales 1 and 3, and
that the Respondent did not look at the concessions and séles.

In reference to the R;espondent‘s F;Lnal Estimate of Vailuz_a at page 4 of Exhibﬁ 2, Mr.
Meyer testified that such final value estimate of $57,500 (Exhibit 2, page 12) was not supported

L

by the Respondent’s Cost Approach which would be $81,000 plus.”




Mz, Meyer said that hjs conclusion on the Respondent’s report on subject Property 1
(Exhibit 2} is thatitis a mmleadmg report.

The second report prepared by the Resﬁondent for bis client Bank of Oklahoma was for
an appraisai on the property located at 3027 SW 17t Sﬁeet, Oklahoma City, Ok}ghoma 73108
(Pr(;perty 2) dated August 19, 2013, was an “exferior-only™ inspection, and ‘was identified by Mr.
Meyer-as being Bxhibit 6.

In reference to the “Neighborhood” section of the second report (Exhibit 6, page 3), Mr.
" Meyer testified that the “Neighborhood Boundaries™ description. was identical to 'th:'at of the
Respondent’s first report (Exhibit 2, page 3) even down to the same Wpogréphical error in the
Respondent’s second report, that the subject Property 2 is not located in Southeast Oklahoma

City as the Rcsp.ondent rcportcd. but rather its located in Southwest Oklahoma Ci’q;, that the
ﬁoxmdaties are too general a description, that the neighborhood boundaries should be described
as being boundet'l by “Southwesé 15™ Street on the north, Pennsylvania on the éast, Southwest

9% on the south and by T-44 on the west”, and that the Respondent’s second report (Exhibit 6)
appears to be a “clone™ of the Respondent’s first report (Bxhibit 2).

11; teference to the “Site” section of the second report (Exblbrt 6, page 3), Mr. Meyer
noted that the Respondent did not anaiyze the proxmty of subject Property 2 to 144 and the
relafed trafﬁc noise issues, that the Association of Cenfral Oklahoma Governments (“ACOG”) '
website has fraffic counfs, and that the ACOG traffic counts show that the traffic (as of 2010) is
108,100 cars per day indicating a sreat deal of noise.

In reference to the “Improvements” section of the second repott (Exhibit 6, page 3), Mr.

Meyer noted that the Responderit did not qualify his report as bemg for “extenor—only”




In reference to the “Sales Comparison Analysis” in the second report (Exhibit 6, page 4),
Mz, Meyer noted that the Respoﬁdent made a site adjustment for eoxﬁpatablés two (2) and three
(3) of plus $4,000 each with no explanation ox support for these adjustments, énd that the
mileages listed as 1thef proximity to the subjéct for the comparables were not correct.

As fo the “Cost Approach” section in Exhibit 6, page 5, Mr. Meyer stated that the
Respondent’s sito value opinion of $10,000 is not supported in the report. Mr. Meyer identified

Exhibit 7 as the MLS data sheets and Oklahoma Cowmty Assessor dafa sheets for the .

~ Respondent’s subject Property 2, that Mz, Meyer found some other land sales at Exhibit 7, page

7 for a.property at 2840 SW 39™ Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73119 with a land value of
$5,775 and another one at Exhibit 7, page 8 for a property at 3604 S. Roff Avenuve, Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma 73119 with a land value of $_7,000, and that the Rmbpondént’s second report s to
subject Property 2 depreciation (Exhibit 6, page S) of thirty percent (30%) had no suppott or
explanation in the second report. '

Asto the R@sgondenf’s second report (Exhibi’; 6, page 7) Location Map Addendum, M.
Meyer stated that the Respondent’s map was wrong, that the Respondent’s Comparable Sale 3
was actually located north of 1-40, that the location map provided by Mr. Meyer in Exhibit 7,

page 3 has the proper location of each of the respondent’s comparable sales. Continning, Mr.

Meyer noted that in the Respondent’s second report (Exhibit 6, pagé 3), the Respondent’s

comparable sales 2 and 3 are located in neighborhoods that are far superior to that of the subject
Property 2.
Stephen E. Meyer stated that as to the Respondent’s second repott (Exhibit 6), that the

mileage listed on page 4 wwas pot correct, that the Respondent’s square footage adjustmerit




é&scription in the “Additional Comments” section, paragraph 3, on page 5 is unfamiliar to My, .
) Meyer‘,' thaf the Respondent’s $1,000 adjustments for Th.e ‘room count was not gxplaine,d. |

In conc-:lusion, ‘Mr. Meyer stated that the property improvements (Exhibit 2) were too
high for that property, that it was “over-improved”, that neither report was professionally written,
tha{ tﬁe reports were not credible and that the reports both violate USPAP. At thig point the State
rested. |

| William D. Mowat Testimony

The Respondent, William D, Mowat, upon bciné duly sworn, testified that ho had spolen
to an Attorney but that she could not be there the day of the hearing which is the reason he was
not represented by legal connsel. Continuing, the Respondent said that while he had wanted &
continuance of his case, he admitted that he had not filed any motion for a continuance. Both the
Board’s prosecutor and the Board’s Cmmsal advised the Respondent at that time that the Board’s
rales require a writfen motion for a continuance T;e filed not less than ten days in advance of any
sc;heduled hearing in ordé1_‘ to be consideted. |

The Respondent testified that the Board’s witness, Stephen H. Meyer, did the reviews in
his previous disciplinary case (Exhibit 1, Coroplaint # 12-050), that he thinks it’s a conflict for
Mz, Meyer to testify as he was involved in the ﬁrevious disoiﬁlinafy case and that the State
should have picked someone elso from the commiteo (ic. Standards and Disoiplinary
Procedures-Committee) to do reviews rather than Mr. Meyer. |

Continuing, Mr. Mowat. testified that he has done reports for Bank of Oklahoma for
‘twelve years, that he has never been questioned before by his ch‘eﬁt the Bank of Oklahoma, that
these xeports are for small loans for things like fences, etc. and that thesé appraisals go into the

[

Bank’srﬁles and nobody cares about them, other than the value, M. Mowat adoitted that his .




+

reports should conform to the Uniform. Standards of Professional Appraisal f’racﬁce (USPAP).
Asa general comument, the Respondont noted that he has changed tho' way ho doos things in the
ten months since the 1mposmon of his probation and that everythlng now 1s a Jot more thorough.

In reference to his report on. subject Property 1 (Bxhlbrt 2, page 3, “Nelghborhood —
Neighborhood ‘Boundaries”), the Respondent indicated that his report was, not a Universal
Appraisal Data set (UAD) xoportland that his report does not have to meet UAD guidelines. The
Respondent testified that be beﬁwes that his Neighborhood description (Exhibit 2, page 3) is
okay as he’s used it for years for this pmpose

In reference to his report on subject Property 1 (Exhibit 2, page 3) as to the zoning
classification, the Respondent adn?itted, based upon, the Online Zoning T.ocator sheet for 2804
SE 45 Street ident-‘tﬁed by the Board’s witness, Stephen B, Meyer (Exhibit 11), that ho was half
a street off oothe zoning map as his eyesight was not the best.

.Referring to his report on subject Property 1 (Exhibit 2, page 3, as to “Improvements™),
the Respondent testified that he talks to the owners of the properties he appraises as the bank has
given]}imtho lenlency to do so to gather informafion, that these loans are “low equity” loans and
that the bank orders the aﬁpraisa_ls 1o be exterior-only or “drivo~oy’ ’

As to his work file (Exhibit 5); the Respoodont noted that a lot of county assessor records
are wrong and admitted that he had he had no support for his site value of the subject Property 1
(Exhibit 2, page 5) in his work file. -

The Respondent admitted that these two reports (Exhibito 2 and 6) are not the best while

his value opinions in both Ioports are still good.

 Tn. reference to his zeport on subject Property 2 at 3027 SW 17° Street, Oklahoma C1ty :

{(B=hibit 6, page 3, ‘Neighboxpood — Neighborhood Boundaries™), the Respondent admitied that .
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the boundaries should have been in in Southwest Oklshoma City. M. Mowat went on to indicate
that as to his Comparable Sale 3, ho put (located) if where his soﬁwére put it. by putting it right
on.the map and that he did not check it aﬁerwards.‘ . |

The Respondent, who resides in Stillwater, Oklahoma, stated that he feels that he is
geographically competent to do the;se tepotts as he has been over here in Okl'ahoma. City doing
reports Tor one and a half to two years. As to Mr. Meyer’s séarches for comparlable sales, the
Respondent opined that three fxppraisers can cg_mé up w1t11 threc answers, and that one sale does

‘1ot define a market whether I ]:;a.d any or not (in his work ﬁlej.

Referring o his second report —(Exhibit 6, page 5) as.to the Cost Approach, the
Respondent noted that he used sixty years as remaining economic life in the depreciation line as
the subject Property 2 had already used éighteen years effective lifo and tﬁat you divide by 60 to
get the effective age. Continuing, the Respondent testified that Bank of Oklehoma requires him
to fil} out the Cost Approach,.that the bank wants “drive-bys?, and that he has warried the Bank
of Oklahoma.fox years about the problems with “drive-bys” for years.'

In aﬁswer 1o a question from a member of the Hearing Panel as to the meaning of the

“unfamiliar abbreviation “OSP” in his grids in his reports for tﬁe s‘ﬁbject Prdpe_fties 1and 2
(Exhibits 2; and 6, page 4), The Respondent replied that “OSP” means “off street parking”.

J Responding to another hearing panel member question, the ﬁespondent sta’éed that as to
his second report (Exhibit 6}, he did call the Owner to verify the information, but he admitted
that he did not disclose such phone call, . ‘

The Respondent stated with regard to the “Impmvements” gection in his first report

. (Exhlbrt 2, page 3), that ]us determtnahon of an “effsctive age” of 18 years, that he does it like

anyoue else, its just his opinion, and just an opinion is all it is.
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The Respondent stated as to hlS fizst report (Exhibit 2), that the problem with the Cost
Appmach is depreciation, that the way he calculates sales ad_';ustmenfs- that nobody teaches fhis,
he’s been to classes for twenty years and no one teaches how to do it, that he learned it ﬁ‘om
someotie else, -and that no one feaches how_f to quantify what weight to give site value. Further,

‘the Respondent said that he could not find any comparable sales with converfed garages in '
Southeast Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, to which Hearing panel Member Scott Goforth said that
converted garages are everywhers in both Southeast and Soufhwest dklahoma City, Oklahoma.

The Respondent admitted that that e did not disclose that he checked with the Owner on
either report as to whether either Ow'ner ilad anyfhing to say about the physical characteristics of
their property.

The Respondent admitted that in ]:ns second report {Bxhibit 6) that he listed no support
for his gite value and that he doesn’t remember how he came up with that adjustment.

In hig closing, the Respondent said that he has done this [appraising] for 22 years, that his
reporis were not intentionally misleading, that his work was not scrutinized until these two
reports were, At this point, the Respondent rested. —

Tﬁc-Respondcnt presented no witnesses in his defense and at no time troduced any
exhibits info evidence on his own behalf,

COMES NOW the Oﬂaﬁoma Real Estate Appraiser Board Diéciplinary’ Hearing Panel
being duly appointed in this matter as aforesaid hereinabove, afier having received all evidence and -
being fully advised in the pfemises as to the above maiter, and recommends that the Boayd find by
clear and convincing evidence as follows, and make the following disciplinary Iecommendations as
set forth at OAC 600 15—1 14, to wit: ‘

JURISDICTION
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1. The OREAB has the duty to carry out the provisions of the Oklahoma Ceﬁiﬁed

Real Estaté, Appraisers Act as set forth at Title 59 of the Oklahoma Statutes, §§$858-701, ef seq.
.and to establish administrative procedures for disciplinary proceedings conducted pursuant to the
provigions of the Oklahoma Cexrtified Real Estate Appraisers Act. ‘

2. The OREAB has pr@ﬂgaied 'rules{ and regulations to implement the provisions
of the Oklahoma Certified Real Estate Appraisers Act inxega%d 1o cliscipl'uim‘y proceedipgs ag set
forth at the Oklahoma Administrative Code, §§600:15-1-1 thmu 600:15-1-22, including

- administrative hearings. - ‘

3. The Respondent, WILLIAM D. MOWAT, is . State Certified Residential
Appraiger in the State of Oklahoma, holding certificate number 11022CRA and was first licensed
with the Oklahoma Real Estate Appratser Board on August 10, 1993,

FINDINGS OF YACT
Ttds the finding of the Disciplinary Hearing Panel that the following facts were ptoven by -

clear and convincing evidence as follows:

1, The Respondent WILLIAM D, MOWAT, is a State Certified Residential
. Appraiser in the State of Oklahoma, holding certificate number 11022CRA and was first licensed
with the Oklahoma Real Estate Appraiser Board on Angust 10, 1993,

2. The complajnt contains two (2) separate reports complefed by the Respondent.
Both reports contain information submitted by the Respondent whio:h resulted in two misléading
T6pOIts. | |

2804 SE 45" Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma -

3. Tn August of 2013, Bank of Okle;homa {the “client™), hired Respondent to
complete an appraisal (the “appraisal®) for a property located at 2804 SE 45" Street, Oklahoma
City, Oklahci;na {the “subject” or “subjéci Property 17). '
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4, Respondent coﬁpleted ;:he appraisal and submitted the appraisal to the client, with
an effective date of Aungust 23, 2013, The appraisal was for a refinance transaction. The report
‘wag completed as an extorior only inspection.

5. Respcﬁdent committed a series of errors in the report which led to amisleading
report. ’I‘hes.e errors include, but not imited to, the fo]lqwing paragraphs 6 — 19.

| The Neighborhaod Section '
. The neighborhood boundaries are unclear and read as, “NEIGHBORHOOD
CONSISTS OF SOUTHEAST OKLAHOMA CITY, ORLAHOMA. AND ITS SUBDIVITIONS
(sic).” The stated price range of $100,000 to $165,000 with a predominant vatue of $120,000 is
not correct. The comparables in the report sold for $60,000, $55,000, and $55,000. The
- Respondent’s value opinion is $57,500. The indicated range of values of the comparables, the
opinion of value for the subject, and the price range of the subject neighborkood are confusing

and misleading,.

Site/Highest & Best Use
1. The Respondent reports the zoning to be R-1, Single Family. The correct zoning

is Il{~2, Medium Low Density Residential according fo the Online Zoning Loeator provided by
the Association of Central Oklahoma Governments (*ACOG”) and presented by. the Board’s
witness, Mr. Stephen E. Meyer as Extabit 11. . | - |
Degcription of Improvements
8. Respondent fajled to disclose or explain that tﬁe property had a functional
obsolescence issue, The subject’s garage has been converied to living arca. The subject has no
other apparent antomobile storagé available, MNone of the comparables reported b);r the

Respondent had converted garages. No explanation or analysis was provided.
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9. The Respondent shows the subject with two bathrooms. A seatch of ﬂl-e'Market
Data Cent-er (now known as CoreLogic) shows that 1t wag appraised in 1990 and 2000 and only
had one baﬂjmom._ The subject’s MLS #1'24580 listing ﬁ'O.Hl June 14, 2002, when it was
purchased, showsrthat it had a converted ga‘tage.. Respondent inrovides no exl;laﬂation in his’
teport, | | |

CostAppfoach

10,  The Respondant'uses ﬂ;e cost approach, but did not perform an on-gite ins;'necﬁonK
Estimating appreoiatioﬁ from a fiont view of the subject property from the street is miéleading,
especially when it is not qualified in ﬁiﬁng; Also, the I_{espondent“ giﬁeé no sapport for land -
value, he simply states the methoa used. The Respondent has a value opinion of the site ;)f
$15,000 to which he provides no support.

‘ Sales Comparison Approach

11.  The Respondent seports that all comparable sales sold “with conventional
financing. Comparable 1 sold on an FHA.insured mortgage and comparables 2 and 3 sold for
cash according to the testimony provided by the Board’s witness, Stephen E. Meyer and
supported by the documents in Exhibit 3. '

12.  The Resp:pﬁc-ient failed to use reco-gnized methods fo detemﬁne' living area -
adjﬁstﬁlenfs or - additional féatlme adjustments. Eurther, the Respox‘ldent did not use any
comparable sales with converted garages. |

Final Recongiliation
13.  The Respondept states that the sales comparison approach (.$57,500)‘is supporied

by the cost approach ($86,031), A cost approach more than 30% higher than a sales comparison |
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'apprqach is not supported. A cost approach cannot be properly completed when an on-site
ingpectian is not performed.
14, The many errors and omissions in this report greatly reduce ifs credibility. The

Respondcnt hag demonstrated a lack of understanding of the appraisal process.

3027 SW 17 Street, Oldahoma City, Oldatioma

15, In August of 2013, Bank of Oklahoma (the “clien‘t 21, hired the Respondent to
complete an appfcais-al (the “appraisal 2” or “second report”) for a ﬁroperty located at 3027 SW
17" Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma (the “subject 2 or “subject Property 2.

16.  Respondent completed the appraisal 2 ami transmitted thg‘aﬁpraisal 2 to the ;:]ient
2, with an effective date of August 19, 2013. The appra;isalz wag for a refinance transa'ction. The
report was completed as an exterior-only inspection. .

17. The Re@ondmt committed a seties of errors in the report which led to a
misleading repost, Thése errors include, but are not limited to, the following in paragraphs Ié —
35.

The Neighborhood Section

18.  The neighborhood boundaries repérted by the Respondent are uuclear amd
inadequate and read as, “NEIGHBORHOQD CONSISTS OF SOUTHEAST OKLAHOMA
CITY, ORLAHOMA AND ITS SUBDIVITIONS (sic)." The Respondent failed to distinguish or
explain the neighborhood boundaries,

19, The Respondent reports that the nezghbo:hood is in southeast Oklahonm City,

when it is in southwest Oklahoma City.

Site/Highest & Best Use
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20. ;,[‘he subject 2 abuts-lnterstz.ate 44, with a large berm that shields the view. The
Association of Central Oklahoma Governments ("ACQOG”) fraffic counts show that the traffic (aé
of 2010) is 1083100 cars per day according to Stephen B, Meyer. However, the RcSpondent’g )
teport (E};bibit 6, page 3) stated that there were no noisé factots.

. a Description of Improvements

21.  The Respondent performed an eﬁeﬁox—oﬂy (drive-by) 1eport and failed to quakify
the wndiﬁon &escription. The Respondent reports thgt the condition oﬁ thé subjcc"c 2 ﬁroperty
dictates that o repairs ave needed, but does not Iepol'f-l'}l this report that he did not inspect the
interior.

“Cost Approach -

Zg. The Respondent failed to explain how he derived his site value; of 316,000, to
which he provides no snppott. , —

23,  'The Respondent fails to explain his depreciation in hig cost approach in light of
the fact that he did not do an joterjor inspection.

. Sales Comparison Approach
24,  The Respondent’s choices of comparable sales compromise the credibility of the

. .

. repoit,
‘ 25.  The subject 2 property and coﬁlpaxable c-me (1) are located within the same square
mile. According to the Board’s witness, Stephen E. Meyer, the median .sale price in the subject 2
area in the _Szear preceding the effective dafe of the report was $33,500; the median pﬁce per
square foot in this aree in the yeat preceding the'effective date of the report was $29.42.

26.  According to the Board’s W’,‘tﬁJBS.S, Stephen E. Meyex, the median sa1jc price for
| comparable two's (2) one square mile area the ycal preceding the effective date of the report was
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$77,15 0; the median price per square foot in this area in the year preceding the effective date of

thé report was $70.99,

27 According to the Boéxd’g witness, Stephen E. Meyer, fhe megﬁan sale price for
comparable thre-e’s (3) one .squaze an;,a the year preceding the offective date of the roport ‘was
$104,000; the median price per-square foot in this area in the year preceding the effective da’:é of
the report was $73.12. . ‘ .

28, ‘Based on the preceding, comparables two (2)' and three (3) are located in superior
neighborhoods, while the Respondent failed -to explain or justify their inclusion as comparables.

29.  The Respondent failed to analyze and/or explaiti the noise influence of the subject

2 property and -the absence of the noise influence for comparable one (1). Further, the

Respondent failed to provide any discussion or analysis of any locational infloences.

30.  The Respondent made a site adjustment for compatables two (2) and three (3) of

+$4,000 each. The Respondent did not explain or support these adjustments.

31, The Respondent incorrectly reports that comparable three (3) is .15 miles
northeast of the subject 2 property; it is actually 2.8 miles northeast of the -su]aject 2 property.
32.  The Respondent’s explanation of square footage adjusiments (found on page 3 of

his report (Bxhibit 6, page 3)) is not a recognized method.

33, . Respondent’s explanation of his adjustments for additional features is also not a

recognized moethod.

34,  Respondent failed to explain his $1,000 adjustment in the room count portioh of

the sales comparison grid.

35.  The subject 2 property appears to be an over improvement for the subject 2 areé;

Respondent failed to articulate and ’analyzg this in his report.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

18




Itis the.ﬁnding of the Disciplinary Heaﬁng Pane;‘l that such conduct by th.e Respondent is
in violation of |
1. The Respondent has violated 59 O.5. §858-723(C){6) through 59 O.8. §858- 726,
in that the Respondent violated: '
A)  The Ethics Rule and the Condust Section of the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice Ethics Rule; _

. B)  The Competency Rule of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice; ‘

¢)  The Scope of Work Rude of the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice; | | ' - |

D)  Standard 1, Standards Rules 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4 and 1-6; Standard 2,
Standards Rules 2-1, and 2-2 of the Uniform Standatds of Professional Appraisal Practice.
These include the sub sections of the referenced mles, |

2. The Respondent h-as vioiated 59 Q.8. §858-723¢C)(7): "Failure or refusal without
good cause to exercise reasonable diligence in developing an appraisal, preparing an appraisal
report or communicating an appraisal.” ’

3. The Respondent has violated 59 O.S. §858-723(C)(8): "Negligence or
incompetence in developing an appraisal, in -prepaﬁng an apptaisal report,-or in communicating
an appraisal.”"

4. The Reéﬁondent has violated 59 O.S. .§858-723(C.)(§): "Wﬁ]fuﬂy disregarding or
violating any of the provisions of the Oklahoma Certified Real Estate Appraisers Act.”

" 5, The Respondent has violated 59 O.S. £858-723(C)Y(13), in that Respomndent
violated 59 O.8. §85 8-_732(A)(1): “An apprais_er st perform ethically and c_‘,ompetenﬂy anci not

engage in conduct that is unlawful, unethical or improper. An appraiser who could reasonably
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be perceived to act as a disinterested third party in rendering an unbiased real propetly valuation
must perform assignments with impartiality, objectivity and independence and without

accommodation of personal interests,”

RECOMMENDED DISCIPLANE
WHEREFORR, it is the recommendation of the Disciplinary Hearing Patel after

con51dexmg all the testimnony and evidence presented, that; R
_ 1. Respondent William D. Mowat shall be placed on PROBATION for a period.of
ONE (1) YEAR from the date that of any final order issued by the Board. During the petiod of
probation, Respondent William D. l\'/.(owat shall provide an appraisal log on REA Form 3 to the
adﬁainish:ative office of the Board no later than the fifth wotking day of each month detailing all
his appraisal activity during tﬁc.precediz:lg morth, The Board may select and require samples (-)f.
work product from these appraisal logs be sent for review. ‘

2. Tﬁe Respondent William D. Mowat shall pay an admi-nisiraﬁve fine in the amount of
| TWO THOUSAND DOLLARS ($2,000.00) to the Board. Payment of the fme shall be remitted -
to the Board in accordance with the mannet contemplated by 59 O.S. § 858~723 (B).

3. Respondent William D. Mowat, during the period of probation, shall successfully
complete corrective education as follows: .
° The FIFTEEN §15) HOUR Course Number 600: National USPSP Course
e . The FIFTEEN (15) HOUR Course Number 611: Re;;idential Market Analysis and HBU
¢ - The FIFTEEN (15) HOUR Course Number 614: Residential Report Writing and Case -

Studies

The course(s) must all be completed with copies of certificates of course completlon transraitted
to the administrative ofﬁce of the Board vathm ONE (1) YEAR from the date of the Board
Order. The coutse(s) must be tested and must be live cowses, attended in person by the
Respondeni {not distance and/or coz:respondence and/or on-line comses) The conrse(s) shall not

be counted toward continuing education credit by the Respondent
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4, Respondent William D. Mowat shall pay the costs oxpended by the Board for legal
fees and travel costs incurred in this matter. The i’:eatd staff will provide a statement of the costs
incurred to Réspondent with. the final order. Costs shall be pai& in accordance with 59 0.8. § -
858-723(8). ‘ | ’

5. Respc;ndent ‘William D. Mowat shall supervise no trainee appraiser(s) during the
period of his probation. _ ‘ -

6. Failure by Respondent to comply with any requivemaent of this otder shall result in
his appraisal credential being suspended instanter, with notification forwarded immediately to

Respondent by Certified U. 8. mail, return receipt requested.

WITNESS our hands thigﬁi'ﬁg‘of 2014,

OKLAHGOMA REAL ESTATE
APPRAISER BOARD
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PANEL

By:@@&z&@b
PATTI L. FISHER ‘
Disciplinary Panel Chairmian

By:

DONALD HENDERSON
Disciplinary Panel Merober

SCOTT GOFORTH
Disciplinary Panel Member
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4, Respondent Williara D. Mowat shall pay the costs expended by the Board for legal
foos aud travel costs incurred in this matter. The Board staff wﬂl provide a staternent of the ¢osts
ineurred to Respondent with the final order, Costs shall be paid in accordanee with 59 O.S. §
858-723(B). . '

5. Respondent William D. Mowat shall supervise no trainec gppraiser(s) during the
pertod of his probation.

6, Failure by Resp ondentto comply with any requirement of this ovder shall result in
hjs‘appraasal credential bemg suspended instanter, with nolification forwarded fmmediately to
Respondent by Ceriified U. S. raail, Teturn receipt requested.

WITNESS our hands this =/ day of U’Lutg 2014,

OKLATOMA REAL ESTATE
APPRAISER BOARD
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PANEL

"By

PATTI L. FISHER
Disciplinaty Panel Chairman

JSMJZJ L Eteiclonn

DONALD HENDERSON
Disciphnary Panel Metmber

By

SCOTT GOFORTH
Djsciplinary Panet Member
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‘4, Respondsnt William D, Mowat shall pay the costs expended by the Board for legal
fees and fravel costs inonrred in this matter. The Board staff will provide a statement of the costs
incurred to Respondent with the final order. Costs shall be paid in accérdancf‘: with 59 O‘S._ §
853-723(B). '

5. Respondent Williara I, Mowat shall supervise no frainee appraiser(s) durmg the
pemod of his probation.

6, Failurcby Res;aondent to comply mth any requirement of this urder shall result in
his apprateal eredentiat being suspended instanter, with notification forwarded immediately to

Respondent by Certified U. S, mail, returt receipt requested.

“WITNESS our hands this =1 _day of U&Lg 2014,

OKLAHOMA REAL ESTATE
APPRAISER BOARD
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PANEL

By:
PATTIL. FISHER
Disciplinary Panel Chairman
' By: .

DONALD HENDERSON

:mi inary Panel Member
By [fi§%¥€>
7 SCOTT GOEORTH

Disciplinary Panel Member




CERTIICATE OF MATLI

I, Ashley Snidex, hereby certify that on the 8_5_ day of July, 2014 a true and correct copy of
the above and foregoing Disciplinary Hearing Panel Recommendation was placed in the U.S. Mall,
with postage pre-pald, by certified mail, return receipt requested to:, :

william D. Mowat _ 7013 2250 0000 5046 0786
P.0.Box 2116 '
Stillwater, OK 74076

and that copies were forwarded by first class mail to the following:

“Scott Goforth, Hearing Panel Member
3705 West Memeorial Road, Suite 306
Oklahoma City; Oklahoma 73134

Donald Henderson, Hearing Panel Member
2420 North 12th S{reet

. Broken Arrow, Oklahoma 74012-

Patfi Fisher, Hearing Panel Member
POBox645 )
Shawnee, Oklahoma 74802

Stepben L. McCaleb
DERRYBERRY & NAIFEH

4800 Lincold Blvd

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Bryan Neal, Assistant Attorney General
QFRICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
313 N.E. 21st Street

Oldahoma City, OK 73105

ASHLEY SNIDER




. BEFORE THE REAL ESTATE APPRAISER BOARD
STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Tn the Matter of WILLIAM D. MOWAT . )
) Complaint #13-026 -
Respondent. ) :

DISCIPTINARY HEARING PANEL RECOMMENDATION

|

ON THE 8th day of Septembez, 2014, the dbove numbered and entifled cause came on for .

hearing before a ﬂﬁly appointed Discipiinary Hearing Panei of the Oklahoma Real Estate Appraiser
Board (the “Board,, or “OREAB,). " The Board was 1epresented by a Disciplinary Hearing' Panel
composed of three (3) meinbers, John M, Travers of Tulsa, Oklaboma, Willlam T, Stephens, Ji. of
Pauls Valley, Oklahotna, and Mark C, Thompson of QOklghoma Cify, Oklahorna. John M, Travers
was elected and served as Heating Panel Chaivman at the hearing, Said panel was represented by the
Board’s attorney, Assistant Attorney Genseral Bryan Neal, The case was prosecuted by the Board's
Prosecutor, Stephen I, McCaleb, On behalf of the Board, Mr. McCaleb elected to have this maiter
recorded by electronic device and fo rely on the electronie recordiné.

The Respondent, William D. Mowat, of Stillwater, Okldhoma (the “‘Resp ondent,,), having
been mailed a copy of the Notlce of Disciplinary Proccedings and Appoinhnen’c'o-f Heating Panel
(the *“Notice,) by fist c_]ass U.S, cerfified mail with return receipt 1equested to his last known
address, 631 Jane 13, 2014, pursuant to the Oklghoma Certified Real Hstato Appraisers Act, 59 0.8, §
858-724, arid the Oklahoma Administrative Procedures Act, 75 0.8 " §§250-323, appeared in person
and was represented by an attorney af the heating named Dantel J. Gamino, Daniel J, Gamitio &
Assocclates, Oklahoma City; Oklahoma, The Respondent slected to have this matter tecorded by
electronic device and to rely on the eIech"oxliO recarding.

As the Board’s prosecutor, Mx, McCaleb presented his op;cn'mg statement on behalf of the .

Board and the Respondent likewise presented his opening statement in his defense at the beginning
' [ EXHIBIT |}




of the Hearing through his Aftorney. -
- PRELIVMINARY MATTERS

ﬁe Board’s proéecutor initially moved for the adorission. of six-(6) exhibits for the
ﬁom‘d (Bxhibits i—, 2,3, 4,5, and 6, 1'especﬁ961§) to which there was nohobjection and all six such
Board exhibits were admitted info evidencs, -

Exhibt 1 was the piovious Board Decision as fo Disciplinary Heatng Panel
Recommendation in Case #12-050 involving the Respondent dated August .‘7 5 2013, Exhibit 2 was
the subject appraisal report on 2930 N, Birch Street,rMcAlester, Oklaboma 74501 (Property 1) dated
September 6, 2013 (attached herefo), Exhibit 3 was the subject appraisal repoit on 4208 Rosetree _
Lane, Enid, Oklahotna 73703 (Property 2) dated September 25, 2013 (attached hereto), Exhibit 4
was the Respondent’s three {3) page Letter Responée o the Grisvance filed in this matter as to the
sabject appraisal report on 2930 W, Bitch Street, McAlester, Oklahoma 74501 (Property 1) and on
the subject appraisal report an 4208 Roseires Lane, Enid, Oklahoma 73703 (Property 2),(attached
heteto), Exhibit 5 was the Respondent’s work file for 2930 N. Birch Street, McAles_ter, Oklahioma
74501 (Property 1), and Exhibit 6 was the Respondent’s work file for 4208 Rosetree Lane, Enid,
Ollshoma 73703 (Property 2). '

As apreliminary matter, the Respondent requested that his prior two motions, the‘responses
to ﬂl;)SB motions and the subsequent orders entered in this matter by the Board’s Hearing Officer
Counsel Bryan Neal all be inchuded in the record to which request there was no objection. The first
of these two motlons was a Motion for Continnance filed herein on July 18, 2014, which motion

" was heretofore granfed ﬂu‘-ough an Order Granting Respondent’s Request for a Continuance issued
by the Hearing Officer Counsel Bry‘an Neal on July 28, 2014, followed by a Noticé of Continued

Disoiplinary Hearing issued by the Board’s Director on July 29, 2014, to continue the Hearing in




this matter from its initial scheduled date of Fuly 30, 2014, to September 8, 2014, -

The second motion was entitled “Respondent’s [Motion] to Diswiss based on Doctring of
Lachés,, filed herein on July 18, 2014, alleging among other things that the Board _Staff delayed the
prosecution in this matter for some 18 months so'as_ to substapﬁaily prejudico the Respondent.in
defending his professional license. The Boards prosecutor filed a pleading in response entitled “The
Oklahoma Real Bstate Appraiser Board’s Response to Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss Based on o
Doottine of Laches,, herein on August 21, 2014, denying each of the Respondent’s allegations by
documenting the adminisirative procedural history of this admhﬂsﬁaﬁ‘_fe law case including dates
that notices wete given fo the Respondent informing him of the pending hearing in this matter,
noting that the procedural history herein established that the Board Staff acted diligently in
processing this matter and further noting that the Respondent oited only civil law cases as authority
and cit;ad no-adininistrative law cases in silpport of his position.

611 August 28, 2014, ﬂla‘Board’s Hearing Officer Counsel Bryan Neal issued an order
entitled “Order Denying Respondent’s [Motion] to Dismiss Based on Doctrine of Laches | noting,
among other things, fhat the Respondent offered no evidence of any kind supporting his allegations
that the Board Staff delayed this matter in any way, that the Board Staff delayed this matter to the
prejudice of the Respondent through reckless or deliberate lack of di]jgencé orwith delibetate infent
to ptajﬁdice the Respondent in defending the allegations in the Notice and that fhere were no factual
or legal grounds to support the Respondent’s motion.

During- thie Hearing, Mr, MocCaleb moved for the admission of two (2) more exhibits,
Exhibit 7 and Exhibit 8, respectively, to which there also was no objecﬁon. The seventh exchibit,
Exghibit 7, was an Appraisal Wor}c Product “Review Report for the Oklahoma Real Hstate

Appraiser Board RBA-15-08 on 2930 N. Birch Street, McAlester, Oklahoma 74501 (Property 1)




dated November 2, 2013, prepared by Peer Revie\;.rer (and Appraiser) Befty J. Cagle, 10179CRA.
The eighth axﬁibif, Exhibit 8, was an Appraisal Work Product Review Repott for the Oklahoma '
Real Esiats Appraiser Board REA-15-08 oun 4208 Ro.seirea Lane, Enid, Ok]ahonlla_l 73703
(Property 2) datéd November 2, 2013; prepared by Peer Reviewer (and Appraiser) Bet& J.
Cagle, 10179CRA | '
| The Resﬁondent did not sabmit any do;:uments for admission as evidence in. this matter.

Neither parfy to ﬁese proceedings requested that a cowt reporter record this matter and neither
patty to these proceedings submuitted any pfoposed findings of fact or proposed conclusions of law
to the Disciplinary Hearing Panel for their consideration.

WITNESSES AND EVIDENCE PRESENTED

The Board’s Prosecutor presented two (2) witnesses in support of fthe case against the
Respondent: Christine MoEntlre, the Board’s Director; and, Betty I, Cagle, a certifted residential
appralser licensed as 10179CRA, of Oolagah, Oklahoma, and a current Member of the Board.

Christine MeEnfire Testimony {(Suinma

Upon being duly sworn, Ms, McEntive testified that she has wotked for the Board for seven
years, four of which were as the Board’s Tegal Secretary and more yecently she has been the
Board’s Director for the past three-years. Ms, McEntire identified the Board’s Exhibit 1 as the
Board’s Decision as fo fhe Disciplinary Hearing Panel Recormendation in Case #12-050 involving
the Respondent with the Boa;ﬂ adopling the reconunendation of the then-seated hearing panel on
Avgust 7, 2013, to impose discipline, in part, through 2 one §)) ye.ar Probation. Accordi.ﬂg 1o Ms,
McEntire, as patt of the one year Probation which began on the dafe of the Board’s Decision
(August 7, 2013), the Respondent was required to submit hls work. logs to the Board an a monthly

basis which submissions hie has made and that two of his’ xéports from September, 2013;, were




pulled for review by a member of the Board’s Standards an;d Disciplinary Procedures | Comunitiee, , |
‘Fnrther, agcording to s, McEntive, thé Respondent has'successﬁ]ﬂy completed' both of thé two
céuective educatlon courses he was Tequired to complste during his one {1} year probation.

Ms. McEntire identified the Board’s Exhibit 2 as the subject a_ppra_isal report on 2930 N.
Birch Street, MoAlester, Oklahoma 74501 dated September 6, 2013 (Property 1), and the Board’s
Exhibit- 3 as the subject appraisal report on 4208 Roséiree Lane, E;lid, Oklashoma 73703 dated
September 25, 2013 @rop_erbd). .

Ms. McEere‘testiﬁed that the fesults of the reviews of the Respondent’s appraisal reports
. byths péer apptaiser on Property | and Property 2 were that generallyﬂere were anumber of errors

and that each of the Respondent’s appraisal zeporis were -beiieved fo be misleading,

On oross examination, Director McEntirve testified that she is not an appraiser, that she was
not making a. professional opinlon ag to the resulis of the reviews of the Respondent’s appraisal
reporls, Continving she stated fh;at this maiter was the third case for Mr Mowat before a
Disciplinary Hearing Panel, the third within a fhirteen or fourteen month period, fhat this was not a
unique situatio;l for an appraiser fo be prosecuted three fimes within a thh't;zen or fourteen month
petiod, When questioned for the names of other appraisers so prosecuted within a éhort tie Brame,
Ms. McEntire responded with the names of Jeff Phillips éevemi {imes, his son Zachery Phillips
several times as well, Kevin Broderick five or six times, andl Peggy Thompson five or six times, but
she did not know the actual thme frames for any appraiser so disciplined, In another line of
questioning as to the Board’s receipt of any complaints from anyone on the Respondent, Ms,
MEntice stated fhat she had received no complaints ﬁom anyons Including, but not limited to, any

- customers, buyers, sellets, lend‘ers, guazantors, the City of MoAlester or the Cify of Enid, that she

had no evidence of the Respondent having engaged in profiteering and that there was no way to




“know if the Respondent profiteered from these two appraisals.
Betty 4, Caple Testimony (Summary)

Upon being duly sworn, Ms, Cagle testified ;Ehat she resided in Oolagah, Oklahomna, that she
had been a yeal estate appraiser since 1983, that she is licensed as a Certified Real Estate Appraiser,
that she is a member di“ the Apl;raisai Insé-itute, the Right of Way Association and the Board of '
Reaﬁors. Continuing, Ms. Cagle testified that she performs appraisal work product review reporis
as @ Yolunteer to determine if an appraisal conforms to the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and that she performs such appraisal W(;rk product reviews for pay as
well. According to Ms Cagle, the procedure she follows in such reviews is to vead the appraisal
report, look af the w01:k file and to look at each part of thq appraisal report for deﬂciencie:?..

2930 ﬁorth Birch Street, McAlestey, Oldahoma {(Property 1)

Ms, Cagle proceeded to disouss her review of fhe Respondent’s appraisal repoit 1 (a
summary appraisal report as noted in Exhibit 2, page 5, fitst line) for the property at 2930 North
Biro'h Street, MeAlester, Oklahoma, which she identified as the Board’s Exhibit 2 and which repott
she said had an effective date of Sept—embor 6, 2013, Ms, Cagle noted that some areas of the
Respondent’s appraisal report 1 were deficlent on page 5 of Bxhibit 2 _such as fhere were 10 details
listed in the “Timprovements , section as to the updeting of the kitchen and bathrootns, that there
were no details of what was updated and that it was C4 rcondition Accordi:_lg fo Ms, Cagle, a
USPAP Iusiructor, C4 conditio;:t means that not much “;as updated while C3 condition means ;{I;at
most if not all components were updated. According o s, Cagle, the appraisal report 2 description
sounds like C3 condition and nof C4 condition as reported by the Respondent {(Exhibit 2, page‘ 5)
with no fepairé needed, As to the Respondent’s description of the property 1's “Interior,; as being

“ayerage,, it is not consistent with his C4 condition desoription. At the tequest of the Board’s




" Prosecutor, Ms. Cagle read info the record certain ]énguage from Exhibit 2, page 23, as to the

- “Condition Ratings and Déﬁlﬁﬁons,, as being the deﬁuif.ion of the C4 candition. Ms, Cagle nofed
that based on what the Respondent has teported and without fither explanation, she is unsure what

' the Iaﬁng or ¢ondition should be as its hard to say w_ith@t more jnformation if it's a C3 or a C4
property. -

Ms, Cagle discussed the “Cost Approach,, in Exhibit 2, page 7 and “site value,, which she -

said was the vatie of land as though it was vacant with no jmprovemenis. The Resﬁondent’s
'appraisal teport 1 (Exhibit 2, page 7) on the Cost Approach, according to Ms, Cagle, contaitied 0o
summary of the closed sales as required so that the reader can replicate the resulis. Also on the Cost
Approacli, Ms, Cagle noted that the Respondent’s use of the word “Current,, for the effective date of
.the cost data was not correct as the appraiser is supposed fo list the actual date of the cost data from
the “Marshall & Swift, manual Hself, not the dafe the appraiser looked at such cost data. The
Bomd’s Order No. 13-014A issue(j.l in the Responde.ant’s previous disciplinaty proceeding
(Complaint No. 12-050) on August 7, 2013 (and admitted herein as Bxhibit 1), was noted as fhe -
Respondent had in that proceeding likewise pl'ovi;ied no gupport for his site value detormination in |
an appraisal report (See Exhibit 1, page 7, second paragraph, second sentence) about a month before
the Respondent wrote appraisal report 1 in September of 2013,

Ms, Cagls discussed the “Sales Compar_ison Analysls,, in Bxhibit 2, page 6, noting that
adjnstments are market driven, As o the Respondent’s wse of adjustments based on cost percentages
(Bxhibit 2, page 7), Ms. Cagle noted that she has no Idea of his meaning. The square footage of
comparable one (1) is 4,000 feet larger tha:n the subjec-t property 1 with no adjustment made while
comparable two (2) and coz-cnparabie three (3) were adjusted higher with no explanation why the

Respondent did so (Exhibit 2, page 6).




-

Ms, Cagle discussed the Respondent’s work file for subject property 1 notiné that-the MLS
data sheet for compa:rable one {1) at 54 W, Bolen Avenue, McAlester, Oklahoma (Exhibit 5, page 3),
discloses that comparable one (I) has been remodeled but provides fittle detail, According to Ms.
Cagls, fhe Resp ondent-sh:ould have telephoned theréal ostate agent as a data source fo get the details
of suchremodéﬁﬁg fhat were not repotted in the grids in Exhibit 2, page 6.

As fo the “Incorae Approach,, (Exhibit 2, page 7), Ms. Cagle stated that when the income
approach is not done because its not required, the Respondent should have explained why it was; not
done in his appraisal report 1 as USPAP 2612-2013 Edition Standards Rule 2-2(b)(8), applicable to
summnary appralsal reports such as appraisal report 1, requires that it be explained. Ms, Cagle read
" TISPAP 2012-2013 Edition Standards Rule 2;2(11](8), applicable fo summary appraisal reports, info
the record ., ,exclusion of the sales comparison approach, cost approach, or-inco_me appx.oach must
be explained.,, The Respondent, according to Ms. Cagle, provided no such required explanation.

4208 Rosetree Lane, Enid, Oklahoma- {(Property 2)

Ms. Cagle proéeeded to discuss her review of the Respondent’s appraisal veport .2 {a
simmary appraisal tepott as noted in Exbibit 3, page 5, first line) for the propetty at 4208 Rosetree
~ Lane, Enid, Oiclahoma, which ghe identiffed as the Board’s Exhibit 3 and uvﬁch 1eport s_he said had
an offective date of September 25, 2013, It was noted by Ms, Cagle that the Respondent’s appraisal
report 2 had “issues,, sitnilar to those of the Respondent’s appraisal report 1 (2930 North Birch
Street, MoAlester, Oklahoina) admitted herein as Exhibit 2, -

According to Ms. Cagle, the Respondent in the “Tmprovements,, section of his appraisal
re;ﬁort 2 (Exbibit 3; page 5), reports fhat tho bathrooms were updated' 1 to 5 yeats ago blit he
provides no expiénaticm of how the bathrooms are so updated. In reference {o the appxaisal’ report

2’s “Sales Comparison Analysis,, (Exhibit 3, page 6), Ms. Cagle noted that the Respondent teporis




that subject 2 has an ac-xtual age of 33 years (Exhibit 3, page 6) and that the subject 2Iias an effective
age of 12 years (Exhibit 3, page 5). Accordi;:g {o Betlty Cégle, the Respondent provides no .
explanation of how he ﬁached his determinafion of fhe subject 2’s effective age, he .repoﬂs nothing
about the age of the subject 2’s roof, carpeting and makes no mention of any deferred maintenance.
Ms. Cagle stated that while the Respondent describes the condition of subject propérﬁ! 2 as C4
{(Exhibit 3, page 5), the Respondcﬁt provides no explanation of such. Cd rating determination,

Mas, Cagle discu_ssed a photograph in Exlﬁbi£ 3 at page 13 thaf evidences the existence of a
glassed-in (or 'enclosed) pa‘ﬂo'oﬁ the subject property 2, which she stated such glassad-iﬁ patios are
generally not included in the Gross Liv-'ing Area (GLA) under Fannie Mae guidelines or Amerioan
National Standards Institufe (ANSI) standards and which glassed-in (or enclosed) patio the
Respondent included in his GLA cﬁlcu!aﬁon (Exhibit 3, page 6). While listing the County’s records
‘as his onily data source {Exhibit 3, page 6); the Respondent, according to Ms. Cagle, differed from
his Counts; data source in making his GLA calculafion (See Exhibit 3, page 6) as the County
Assessor’s records did not inchide the square footage of the glassed-in (or eﬁclosed) patio in the
County’s determination of the GLA. for the subject property 2 (Exhibit 6, pz;ge 3 .whereas such
glassed-in (or encloscd) patio was included in the Respondent’s GLA calgulation, Referring to
TUSPAP, Ms. Cagle read USPAP standards Rule 2-1 info the record naﬁng fhat “[e]ach written ...
real p-ropeﬂy appraisal report must: (2) clearly and acourately set forth the appraisal in a manner that
will not be ;m'sleading; (b} conigin sufficiont information 1o enable the intended ﬁsers of the
~ appratsal To understand the report Iproperly,..,,. Tn her disoussion of app;‘a_Isai report 2, Ms, Cagle
noted that If a reader of an appraisal report can’t nnderstand the report, tht-:nsuch appraisal yeport is.
misleading and there is no requiresaent of injury to anyone before a:repért can be misleading,

According to her review of the Respondent’s “Cost Approach,, in Exhibit 3, page 7, Betty-




Cagle indicated that the “site value,, issue in appraisalﬁxepo-rtA 2 Is similar to the site valus issue in
appraisal report 1 as it also contained no sum;:nary of the ciosed sales as required so that the reader
can replicate the resultsl.

_ As to the “Sales Compatison Approach,, in appraisal report 2 (Exhibit 3, page 6), Ms. Cagle
t;;stiﬂed that the MLS data sheet for comparable one (1) in the Respondent’s work file (Bxhibit 6,
page 10) notes that such comparable }ms newer laminate, tile, cax;peting and ﬁodem paint colors
while ﬂ-m Respondent zeports the condition as C4 and does not report any details of such updating in
his gppraisal report 2 (Bxhibit 3, page 6),

The MLS data sheet for comparable two (2) in the Respondent’s work file (Exhibit 6, pages
13 and 14), according fo Betly Cagle, indicates that such comparable has an enclosed patio, which .
information is not disclosed in the Respondent’s appraisal report 2

As to the “Income Approach,,, Ms. Cagle testified that the Respon;ieut’s appraisal report 2 in
Exhibit 3, pago'7 contains 110 income approacﬁ and o explanation is provided,

As to the “Cost Apgroach,, (Exhif:it 3, page 7), Ms. Cagle tes‘ﬁ.ﬁed that she read the
Respondent’s response o the grievance In this matter (Exhibit 4, page 1) as {o the manner ﬁl;,v]ﬁchl
Respondent stated that ho utilized the "‘Marshall & Swift,, manual noting that when using the
“Marshall & Swift,, manmal for cost data, the date of the manwal iself is fo be used in au appraisal
report, not the dato that the cost data is exiracted by an appraiser as tﬁe Respondent had done in
appraisalreportz (Exhibit 3, puge 7). Ms. Cagle also noted that the Respondent’s “site value,, in the
Cost Approach (Exhibit 3, page 7) Includes no support or summary of the closed sales as quuh‘eﬁ,

Ms. Cagle festified that she prepared an Appraisal Work Product Review Report for the

" Oklghoma Reatl EstateAppmis_er Board on, 2930‘1“3[. Birch Street, MoAlester, Oklahoma (Property 1)

dated November 2, 2013, which she identified as Bxhibit 7. Continging, Ms, Cagle also festified that
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-she prepared an Appraisal Work Product Review Report for ﬂle‘Oldahoma Real Estate Appralser
Board on 4208 Rosetree Lane, Enid, Oklshoma (Property 2) dated November 2, 2013, which she
identified as Exhibit 8, | '

On cross examination, Ms. Cagle testified that she is ourrently on the Board, that she has -
begﬁ on the Board for flve years, that she was reappointed o the Board for another five-year term In
July of 2014, that prior to her service on the Board that she has served on hearings panels in the past

" iswo or three times a year and that she has navc:w served on the Board’s Probable Cause Comumnittee.

As to Property 1 (2930 N, Birch Street, MoAlester, Oklahoma), Ms, Cégle stated that she
dlid not visit the site and had no personal knowledge fiom the site, As to appraisal report 1 in Exhibit
2 on Property 1, Ms. Cagle noted that the. Respondent’s disclosures of the kifchen and bathroom
merely being “up dated,; within the last 1 to 5 years with no defails or cxplanation, are statemaents
that are misleading to a “reader,, whom she sald meant a “reader,, being any person reading an
appraisal report, Further, she indicated that the nse of the words “updating,, and “remodeling,, can
‘be a vast difference.

When questioned, Ms. Cagle testified that she had no evidence that anyone called the Board
atd said that they were misled by the Respondent’s appraisal reporis, Howevey, according fo Ms,
Cagle, the standard is whether an appraisel report conforms with USPAP, not t'hat a client called to
complain, Several times Ms. Cagle noted that it was not her job [as a peer reviewer] o take client
calls with complaints.

‘When questioned as {o the Respondent’s “site value,, in his “Cost Approach, on Propetty 1
in his appraisal report 1 (Exhibit 2, page 7), Ms. Cagfe said that the Respondent’s listed site value
based on “closed salés,, without any other informatiozll is misleading because there is not enough

information provided by the Respondent for her fo replicate the closed sales,
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As to Property 2 (4208 Rosetres Lane, Enid, Oklahoma), Ms. Cagle testified fhat sho
performed a desk review only and that she did not visit the site. When questioned about the
“Improvements,, section ofthe Responder;t’s appraisal veport 2 (Bxhibit 3, page 3), Ms, Cagle stated
that it was not part of her job [as a peer reviewer] to determine if the reader of an appraisal repoﬁ is
actually misled. As to the issue of the conclusion of the squate footage of a éiassad-in or “enclosed
pat’m,,-in a GLA. calculation, Ms Cagle testified that the Responde:it’s appraisal teport 2 did not
provide enough information in the “Sales Compatison Analysis,, section to the reader to know if the
enclosed patio was palx't of his GLA. calculation on. the subject property 2 (Exhibit 3, page 6).

%m que.stioned as to how ;;he prepared her apbfaisal repott reviews, Ms. Cagle testified
that in preparing her Appraisal Work Product Review Reports for Property 1 and Properfy 2, thal
she did so in accordance with USPAP standards without regard to any client, Ms, Cagle, when
questioned as to why an appraiser must make certain disclosures in an appraisal report when the
information may be located In an appraiser’s work file, indicated that the reader-of an appraisal
teport won't have access fo the appraiser’s work file and that in this vase the Respondent did not
have any “actual closed sales of vacant sites...,, information in his work files (Exhibit 2, page 7;
Hxhibit 3, page 7)

Atthe conclusion of Is. Cagle’s testimony, the State rested,

At this tims, the Respondent verbally entered a Motion to i)emur to the Bvidence and
stated that he intorposed a Motion to Dismiss alleging that he had committed.no violation of
USPAP and the Oklahoma Certified Real Estate Appraiser Act and that the Board had not
proven its case against the Respondent. After .allowiug the Board’s Prgsecutqr at opporhmity to
respoﬂd 1o the oral motion, the Disciplinary Hearing Panel asked the parties o withdraw from

the hearing room so that the Panel could deliberate on the Respondent’s Motion,
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Upon return to the open hearing with all parties present, the Chairman John M. Travers
publicly announced his vote to deny the Respondent’s Motion to Demur as did Panel members
Maﬁ;: C. Thompson and. William %, Stephe_ns, Jr, who each publicly anhounced their respecti‘ie
votes to also deny the Respondent’s Motion to Demur. The Board Hearing Counsel announced
that the Respondent’s Motion to Demur was denied and that the case would proceed.
Immediately thereafter, the Respondent put on his defense to the Complaint with the Respondent
being the only withess. | .

P

William D. Mowat Testimony (Summary)

The Respondent, Willizm 1. Mowat, upon being duly sworn, testified that ho has been an
appraiser for 22 years, that he is licensed as a Certified Residential Appraiser and has been fot 20 of
those yoars, that he lived in MoA legter for 20 years until five years ago when he moved to Stillwater
where he now resides. The Respondent testified that while living in MoAlester, he was an appraiser
for 18 of those years, that Exhibit 2 (Property 1)was his appraisal report and that Exhibit 3 (Property
2) was alsc his appraisal'reporh ’

Mr, Mowat {estified that he personally inspected the yeal property at 2930 N, Birch Streef, -
MeAlester, Oklahoma (Property 1), that he put nothing in his appraisal report 1 to be misleading,
that he rates the subject property 1 as C4 and not C3, that it would be mjsleaQing o rate it as C3,
that be knew the former homeowner, they had been fiiends from church, that he ﬁad been inside it
many times, that it was & distressed property and fhat “update,, fo him means improving by
upgiﬁding. ‘In his appraisal report, the I_Respondent said he used the word “average,, (Exhibit 2, page
5) to mean that it was typical for the nelghborhood, tiothing fancy, nothing updated. As fo his “Cost
Approach,, in his appraisal teport 1(Exhibit 2, ‘page 7} ang his cost dafa, the date of which he

deseribed as “curent,, he meant the date he used it as he was never told to use a different date and
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that maybe he missed a directive, The Respondent said that there was no directive on what to
include in addendums and-that no customer of his requested any ‘suppiemental mfoﬁnaﬁon.

. As to Property 2 (4208 Rosetres Lane, Enid, Oklahoma), the Respondent said that no
custorﬁer ever requigsted suppleental information, that there was 1o xeqﬁh'ement fo call anci confer
with anybody, that he just used MLS data sheets and that they are located inhis work files.

Back on Property 1 (2930 N. Birch Street, MecAlester, Oklahoma), the Respondent festified
that as to his “Income Approach,, (Bxhibit 2,‘page 7}, most of the properties v;rer'e owner-ocoupied,
that it was hard to get information, that he did not have enough data {o justify using the Income
Approach and tha.t there was po verifiable incorme stream to verify the data. %en questioned as to
whn;ther anyone asked about his not using the Income Approach (Exhibit 2, page 7), the Respondent
said that 1o one asked him about it or said that they were misled by it. As to Depreciation, M,
mowat said fhat tim.depreciation caEcuIatioﬁ is not required to be done in aa@y certain way, that the
subject property 1’s remaining life is 60 years, that the effective age of the subject property 1 is only
his call fo make as the appraiset, 1o one else’s, and that often the chronotogical age differs from the
effective age.

Returning to Property 2 (4208 Rosetree Lane, Enid, Oklahoma), the Respondent disoussed
fhe enclosed patio stating that it had a cential heat and air duct in it from ‘fne ceiling, that the glass
itself was some type of special heavy glass, that it was unusua! for him to include such an enclosed
patio in GLA but he did so this time, that there was no indication from his property inspection. that
the barbeque giﬂ depicted in the photograph in his work file (Exhibit 6, page 14), was actually used
inside the enclosed patio, and that he never heard any questions about the pictures on page 14. Asto
his not using the “Income Approach,,. (Exhibit 3, page 7), the Respondent.said that he had Iijﬁited

data as to the support of an Income strear, and that the property was owner-ocoupicd. As 2 general
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matter in connection with his appraisal report 2, Mt Mowat testified fhat ke exercised reasonsble
diligence, that he.did not wilfully violats the Oklahoma Certified Real Bstate Appraiéers Act, that he
acted as an impartial 'professiona], that there Was 110 mistepresentation and his appraisal report 2 was
not misleading, |

Re_mrni‘ng -again to Property 1 (2930 N, Birch Street, MoAlester, Dklahomé), the
Respondent testified that he did not put in an explanation ab.out the “Income Approach,, not being
applicable, but that now.he puts the “Income Approach,, in an Addeﬂduxﬁ, that he never did so
before as 1o one fold him to do so, that he did not put this one in an Addendum but that what he dld
do complies with all of USPAP, As 1o cosparable one (1), e said hie did not teport it as updated. As
to ﬁle MIL8 data shest in his work file on-comparable one (1) evidence that it was remodeled
(Exhibit 5, page 3), the Respondent said that it was his determination, post remodelization, that the
condition was C4, that he did not mention in his appraisal report 1 that it was remodeled, that there
- was qd way for the reader to know if was rsmédeled, and that it was just his_ professional opinion as
an appraiser, Continuing, M, Mowat testified that while ‘"his working papers on comparable one (1)
in his work file mention that it was updated/remodeled, hé did not include that information in his
appraisal report 1, that comparable one (1) haﬁ more updates than his subject property | based on
the MLS data sheet but they are not significant enough for arating of C3.

Retumning yet again to 151'0perty 2 (4208 Rosetree Lane, Enid, Okiahoma), the Respondent
discussed the data source conﬂi(;t as to his listing subject property 2 us having 1,702 square feet
GLA in his appraisat report 2 (Bxhibit 3, page 5) while the County Assessor’s records in his work
 file st thoe subject propetty 2 GLA squars footage as being 1,581 (Exhibit 6, page 3) noting that he
did not say anythmg in his appraisal report 2 about such.conflict,

The Respondent testified that USPAP doesn’t sy how to explain the Incone Approach so
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the exclusion of the Income Approach ﬁoﬁ }1’}'3 appraisal reports requites no explanaﬁon in his
opinion, that nothing in his 25 page appraisal report 1(Exhibit 2) or in his 2§ page appraisal report 2
(Exhibit 3) is misleading, and tha't he had no infent to be misleading: At this point in -the
proceediﬁgs, the Respondent rested his defense.

'1116 Respandent preseﬁt;ed_ 110 other witnesses In his defense and at no time Introduced any
exhibits into evidence on his own behalf,

COMES NOW the Oklahoma Real Fstate Apptaiser Board Diseipﬁnmy- ‘Hearing Panel
being duly appointed in fhis matter as aforesatd herelnabove, after having recelved all ew;ridence and
being fully advised in the premises as fo fhe above mattr-er, and recommends that the Board find by
clear and convincing evidence as follows, and make the following disciplinary recommendations as
set forth at OAC 600: 15-1-14, to wit;

JURTSDICTION

1. The OREAB has the duty fo catry out the provisions of the Oklahoma Certified
Real Hstate Appraisers Act as set forth at Title 59 of the Oklahoma Statutes, §§858-701, e seq.
and to estabﬂsh administrative procedures for disciplinary pro ceadings conducted pursuant to the
provisions of the Oklahoma Certified Real Hstato Apprai’sers Act,

2. The OREAB has prom.ulgated rules and regulations fo implement the provisions
of the Oklahoma Certified Real Estate Appraisers Act in.regard to disciplinary proceedings as set
forth. at the Qklashoma Administrative Code, §§600:15-1-1 thru 600:15-1-22,‘ includ'ing
administrative hearings.

3. " The Respondent, WILLIAM D, MOWAT, is a State Certified Residential
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Appraiser in the State of Oklalioma, holding gerti‘ﬁcate number 110220I_{A and was first icensed -
with the Oklahoma Real Estate Appraise;:Boar'd on August 10,1993,
TFINDINGS OF FACT ’

It %s the finding of the Disciplinary Heating Panel that the following facts were proven by
clear and convincgng évidence as follows: '

1. The Respondent, WILLIAM D. MOWAT, is a State Certified Residential
Appraiser in the Siate of Oklahoma, holding certificate number 11022CRA and was first licensed
with the Oklahoma Real Estate Appraiser Bodrd on August 10, 1993,

2. The complaint contains two (2) separate appraisal reports corapleted by the
Respondent. Both appraisal repoﬁs contain information submitted by the Respondent which

resutlted.in fwo misleading appraisal reports,
2930 Noxth Bivch Street, McAlester, Oklahoma

3. Tn August ot September of 2013, ?g“ Capital Mortgage (the “cﬁen‘t,,), hired the
Respondent to complete an appraisal (the “appraiéal 1,) for a property located at 2930 North
Birch Strect, McAlester, Oklahoma (th_e “subject 1,, or “subject Property 1,,). ‘

4, The Respondent completed the appraisal 1 and submitted the appraisal 1 to the
client, with an effective date of September 6, 2013, The ' appraiéal 1 was for a purchase
wmsacﬁon.

5, The Respondent committed -a series. of errors in the appraisal report which led to a
misleading appraisal report. These errors include, but not limited to, the following paragraphs 6 —
13, | .

- Descxiption of Improvements

6. The Respondent failed to adequately describe the improvements and any effoct
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they may have ha'd on value. The Respondent reports that the kitchen and bathrooms have been .
updéted but provides no explanation or analysis asto what type of updating was completed
(Bxhibit2, page 5).

7. TheRespondent reports that the condition of the; interiof_is averagg in its enfirety.
The Responcient fails to explain why-all of the interior condition is averz;ge in light of updating
tlie bathrooms and kitchen (Exhibit 2, page 5).

Cost Approach
8. The Respondent reports that the site value is based on “actual closed sales of
vacant sites...,, but does not provide any summary of these purporied sales (Exhibit 2, page 7).
9. | The kwpondent reports that the effective date of his cost data Is “current,,, which )
is not an adequate effective date (Exhibit 2, page 7). -

Sales Comparison Appreach

10.  The Respondent fails to report his rationale for his adjustme;,nts or his lack of
adjustments méde on the sales comparison grid (Exhibit 2, page 6), which failure fo report was
admitted by the Respondent Tor example, per the MLS data sheet provided in the Respondent’s
work file (Exhibit 5, page 3), comparable one (1) has been updated and remodeled. This would.
. seem to make it in C3 condition (xather than C4 as xeporteﬁ by Respondent) per Resg;oﬁdent’é
Condition Ratings and Definitions (Exhibit 2, page 23).

11.  The subject property 1°s site size s reported as 15,400 square feet (Exhibit 2,
page 6). Comparable one (1) is teported as ié,_GOO sqizare feet (Bxhibit 2, page 6); comparable
ﬁo (2) is reported as 8,§90 square fest (.éxhibit :2,_page 6); and comparable thred (3) is reported -

as. 13,671 gquare foet (Exhibit 2, page 6). The Respondent does not explain why he failed to
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make an adjustment for the site value of corparable one (1), when he did make adjustments for
ifie site values of comparables two (2) and thres (3), (Bxhibit 2, page 6).

Inncoma Approach

12  Tha I_{espondent failed {0 éxplain in ﬁe z{ppraisal-report 1 (Bxhibit 2, page 7} why
the income approach was omitted. '

13.  The many errors and omissions in this appraisal repost 1 (Exhibit 2) greatly
reduces its credibility. The Respondent has demonstrated a lack of understanding of USPAP and
of the appraisal process, ‘

4208 Rosetree Lane, Enid, Okiahoma

4. In September of 2013, Welfs Fargo Bank (the “client 2,) hired the Respondent to
complete an appraisal (the “appraisal 2,, or “appraisal xepoxt 2,,) for a property located at 4208
Rosetree Lane, Enid, Oklahoma (the “subject 2,, or “subject property 2,.).

15, The Respondent coﬁnplete& the appraisal 2 and fransmitted the appraisal 2 to the
client 2, with an effective date of September 25, 2013, The appraisal 2 was fot a refinance
transaction.

16.  The Respondent commiited a series of errors rin the appraisal report 2 which led to
a misleading api)raisal report, These errors include, but are not Iimited 1o, the following in
paragraphs 17-24.

Deseription of Improvements -

17.  The Respondent reports that the bathroorn has been updated within five years, but
provides no particulars as to what was updated (Exhibit 3, page 5).

18.  The Respondent reports that the subjeot property 2, built in 1975, is in C4
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conditfion, Based wpon this, his effective age of 12 years is inaceurate and misleading due fo the
lack of an adequate explanation or.support in the appraisal report 2 @xhibit 3, page 5).
| Cost Am.groach
19.  The Respondent reports that the site value is hased on “actual closed sales of

vacant sites...,, but does not provide any summary of these purported closed sales (Exhibit 3,

page 7).

Sales Comparison Apnro_ach .

20.  The Respondent does not explain how he determined his adjustments on
comparable sate four (4), (Exhibit 3, page 8).

21.  Comparable one (1), acéordiﬁg o the MLS data sheet found in the Respondent’s
work file (Bxhibit 6, puge 9), has been updated and would seem to be in superior condition to the
subject property 2.

22, Comparable two (2) has an enclos.ed patio that is not reported or adjusted for in
‘the appraisal report 2 (Bxhibit 3, page 6), The Respondsnt's work ﬁle (Bxhibit 6) has an MLS
data sheet for comparéblé two (2), (Exhibit 6, page 13).

Incomse Approach

23, The Respondent has failed to explain in the appraisal report 2 why the income |
approach was omitted (Exhibit 3, page 7).

24, The many errors and otnissions in this appraisal report 2 greatly reduce its
credibility. 'I;He Respondet;t has demonsirated a lack of understanding of USPAP and of the
appraisal process. ' .

RECOMMENDLD DISCIPLINE

WHEREFORE, it is the recommendation of the Disciplinary Hearing Panel after
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considering all the testimony and evidenice presented, that:

1. Respondent William D, Mowat shall pay an administrative fine in the amount of
TWO THOUSAND DOLLARS ($2,000,00) to the Board, Payment of the fine shall be renditted
* 1o the Board in accordance with the manner conteraplated by 59 0.8, § 858-723(B). .

2. Respondent William D, Mowat, shall successfully complete corrective education as

follows:
.. The FYIFTEEN (15) HOUR Course Number 600; National USPSP Course

»  The FINTEEN (15) HOUR Course Number 612: Residential Site Valuation and Cost
‘ Approach R ’

. The BIFTEEN (15) HOUR Coum;e Nurr.lber 614: Residential Report Writing and Case

Studies

The course(s) must all be complsted with copies of certificatos of course (:t;)mpleﬁon transmitted
to the administrative office of the Board within ONE (1) YEAR from the date of the Board
Order. The course(s) must be tested and must be live courses, atlended in person by the
Respondent (not distance and/or correspondence and/or on-line courses). The course(s) shall not
be counted toward continuing education credit by the Respondent, other than the Course Number
600: Naitonal USPSP Courss, The Course Number 600: National USPSP Course may bo counted
toward continu:iﬁg education credit by the Respondent,

3. Respondent William D, Mowat shall pay the costs expended by the Board for legal
fees and travel costs incurred in this matter. The Board staff will provide a statement of the costs
ingurred to Respondent with the final order, Costs shall be fully paid within thitty {30) days from
the dato of any final order of the Board, )

4, Respondent William D, Mowat shalt supetvise no trainee appraiser(s) for g period of
Two (2) years from the date of any final order of the Board,

5. Failure by Respondent 1o comply' with any reqxlirem;ant of this order shall result in.
his appraisal credential being suspended instan‘ter, with notification forwarded immediately to

Respondent by Certified U, 8. mail, retum receipt requested.
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| WITNESS ou hiands this___ day of ' 2014

OKLAHOMA REAL ESTATE
APPRAISER BOARD
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PANEL

90@% Travere

JOTN M. TRAVERS
Disciplinary Panel Chairman

By:

By
. WILLIAMLE. STEPHENS, JR.
Disciplinary Panel Member '

By
. MARX C. THOMPSON
Disciplinary Panel Momber
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WITNESS our hands this day of , 2014,

OKLAHOMA REAL ESTATE-
APPRAISER BOARD
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PANEL

.
Fus
. -

By:

JOHN M, TRAVERS
Disciplinary Panel Chalrman

Ey: - .
' ADM F, STEPHENS, JR.
Disciplinary Pastel Membet

Bw;

MARX C. THOMPSON
Disciplinary Panel Metmber
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WITNESS our handsthis . day of ,2014,

OKLAHOMA REAL ESTATE
APPRAISER BOARD
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PANEL

By

JOHN M. TRAVERS
Disciplinary Panel Chairman

WILLYAM B, STEPHENS, JR,
Disciplinary Panel Member

< C, THOMPSON
Disciplinary Panel Member
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CERTIFTCATE OF MAILING

I, Ashley Snider, ilewby certify that on the _ [ ] day of September, 2014 a true and
correct copy of the above and foregoing Disciplinary Hearing Panel Recommendation was
placed in the U.S. Mail, with postage pre-paid, by cettified mail, return receipt requested to:

Paniel J. Gamino - 7013 2250 0000 5046 1509
GAMINO & ASSOCIATES, P.C,

Tamestown Ofﬁce Park, North Building

3035 N.W. 63" Street, Suite 214

Cklahoma City, Oklghoma 73116

and that copies were forwarded by first olass mail to the following:

Wiiliam D. Mowat
P.0.Box 2116
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74076

John Travers, Hearing Panel Member
9028 South Norwood Ave.
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74137

Mark Thompson, Hearing Panel Member
- 11708 Bevonshire Road '
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73096

_ 'William Stephens, Hearing Pane] Mémber
P.0O. Box 871
Pauls Valley, Oklahoma 73073

Stephen L. McCaleh
DERRYBERRY & NAIFEH
4300 Lincold Blvd :
Oklahoma City, Oklalioma 73105

Bryan Neal, Assistant Attornsy General
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
313 N.E. 21st Streot

Oldahoma City, OK. 73105 | %u(w

ASHLEY SNIDER




