
The NACVA QuickRead® included an article from Achille Ekeu, president and CEO of The Washington Valuation Group, 

titled “Can You Delegate Your Due Diligence?” Mr. Ekeu challenged the practice of some valuation professionals to have 

other qualified professionals, either in their own firms or from other firms, conduct site visits and management interviews. 

Mr. Ekeu concluded, based in part on his self-published book 30 Frequently Asked Questions in Business Valuation, that 

delegating site visits is a violation of professional standards and, therefore, unethical. While this may be Mr. Ekeu’s personal 

opinion, as a member of the National Association of Certified Valuators and Analysts® (NACVA®) Valuation Credentialing 

Board, he has put the imprimatur of NACVA on that proposition, which may lead to problematic questions for NACVA 

members in deposition or cross-examination. Mr. Ekeu has overstated the CVA’s personal responsibility for particular 

procedures and, consequently, any ethical implications for delegating those procedures to others or omitting them altogether. 

NACVA Professional Standards 

There can be no serious dispute that Certified Valuation Analyst (CVA) credential holders are bound by the professional 

standards promulgated by NACVA. Nothing in those standards, however, mandates a site visit, let alone requires that such 

site visit be conducted by the individual signing the valuation report. Instead, the ethical requirements for NACVA members 

are to “exercise due professional care in the performance of services, including completing sufficient research and obtaining 

adequate documentation”1 to enable them to complete the engagement. NACVA members also must “obtain sufficient 

relevant data to afford a reasonable basis for conclusions, recommendations, or positions.”2  

NACVA ethical standards do not specify any particular procedures or analyses. Section IV of the professional standards 

governs the Development Standards for conducting a valuation engagement. This section mentions neither a “site visit” nor 

“management interviews.” Sub-section H (“Fundamental Analysis”) is the closest the NACVA Professional Standards come 

to outlining procedures to be performed in an engagement, and those considerations track, nearly word for word, the 

language of Revenue Ruling 59-60, which again says nothing about site visits. In addition to the Rev.Rul. 59-60 mandates, 

NACVA requires its members to consider “[a]ll other information deemed by the member to be relevant.”3 It is the 

judgement of the professional that informs the procedures necessary to complete each engagement. Ultimately, the phrase 

“site visit” appears once in the NACVA Professional Standards and only in relation to the disclosures to include in a detailed 

report, “as applicable,”4 suggesting that any of the enumerated items should be omitted if, in the valuator’s professional 

judgment, those procedures were unnecessary. 

Ekeu’s Third-Party Sources 

Mr. Ekeu also refers to two outside sources in an effort to bolster his opinion, but those sources do not support his broad 

conclusion that delegating certain procedures in a valuation engagement is inherently unethical. 

Mr. Ekeu quotes from a text by Shannon P. Pratt. While not a CVA or subject to NACVA Professional Standards, Dr. Pratt 

is unquestionably one of the leading thought leaders in the business valuation profession. He is the author or lead author of 

numerous books that provide globally accepted guidance on valuations of privately owned businesses. The passage Mr. 

Ekeu quoted says that Dr. Pratt and co-authors “prefer to make site visits and conduct management interviews.” Nothing in 

the quoted passage of Valuing Small Businesses and Professional Practices even remotely suggests that it is unethical to 

omit a site visit or delegate that task to another, qualified valuation professional.  

In a later book, Dr. Pratt advises, “In many cases, the analyst’s understanding and impressions of the business can be 

dramatically improved by seeing the operations firsthand and participating in face-to-face interviews.”5 But he goes on to 

say, “The need for the valuation analyst to visit the company facilities and have personal contact with the company personnel 

and other related people varies greatly from one valuation to another. The extent of the necessary fieldwork depends on 

many things, including the purpose of the valuation, the nature of the operation, and the size and complexity of the case.”6 

Far from calling the omission of a site visit and face-to-face management interview (or delegation of those tasks to other 

professionals) unethical, Dr. Pratt recognizes that they, along with most aspects of the valuation development process, are 

subject to the judgment of the professional based on the specific facts and circumstances of the engagement. 
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3   Id. at IV. H. “Fundamental Analysis” 
4   Id. at V. C. “Contents of Report,” 1 
5   Shannon P. Pratt and Alina V. Niculita, Valuing a Business: The Analysis and Appraisal of Closely Held Companies 92 (5th ed. 

2008) 
6   Id. emphasis added 



Mr. Ekeu also refers to a tax court decision involving the estate of Frederic C. Kohler7 to support his assertions. Mr. Kohler 

was a grandson of the founder of Kohler Company, an international manufacturer of plumbing products, kitchen and bath 

cabinetry and fixtures, and a variety of industrial equipment. The company also has a hospitality and real estate group that 

operates four luxury hotels in the Midwest, three golf courses in Wisconsin and Scotland, and residential real estate 

developments in and around the town of Kohler, Wisconsin. Mr. Kohler owned 12.85% of the outstanding Kohler stock, 

which the IRS valued at approximately $144.5 million and the estate valued at approximately $47 million. 

In its ruling, the court questioned the credibility of the IRS valuation expert in part because he had only a single 2½ hour 

meeting with company management. In contrast, the petitioners offered two experts: one who had substantial, previous 

experience valuing the company’s stock and another who had no previous experience with the company but spent 3½ days 

at headquarters meeting with a dozen employees. While the court declined to accept the IRS expert’s conclusions, it was 

not solely based on the site visit and management interviews. One significant factor was that the IRS expert issued an initial 

report that valued the estate’s shares at approximately $155 million, or 7% more than his final value. Judge Kroupa opined, 

“This is not a minor mistake. When we doubt the judgment of an expert witness on one point, we become reluctant to accept 

the expert’s conclusions on other points.”8 

As Dr. Pratt noted, the facts and circumstances of the particular engagement determine the scope and extent of procedures 

required to determine the value of a business interest. A company with international operations across multiple industries 

and billions of dollars of revenue will require vastly different analysis and documentation than a local convenience store 

with three or four employees. To measure all valuation analysts’ ethics by the procedures needed in the former is a disservice 

to the valuation professionals working on engagements like the latter. 

Conclusion 

Mr. Ekeu offered a blanket conclusion that the delegating a site visit and management interview to another qualified 

professional is an unethical practice. He has based that conclusion on his personal impression with little evidence and, for 

all practical purposes, no authoritative support. There are many circumstances where the valuation analyst’s personal 

performance of these tasks may be unnecessary, impracticable or, even, impossible. By way of example:  

• An analyst, retained to value a business that owns an apartment complex, would have no need to visit the apartment 

complex after receiving a real estate appraisal for which the appraiser visited the site and documented that visit with 

a photographic or video record. 

• In the Internet economy, many businesses do not have actual locations; they exist in the “cloud,” making a site visit 

impossible. 

• Many businesses have, based on the experience of the COVID-19 pandemic shutdowns, adopted a permanent 

remote or “work from home” model. This model allows the business to work with top talent regardless of location. 

A physical site visit to interview employees of a business using this model would be impractical in most 

circumstances. 

• Valuation engagements arising in litigation often involve businesses that have since changed ownership or closed 

altogether, making site visits and interviews impossible. Litigation engagements are, by definition, adversarial. 

Generally, valuation experts do not have the luxury of “interviewing” management. Instead they are limited to 

transcripts of depositions that were taken by, hopefully, well-prepared attorneys. Even in the best of circumstances, 

deposition transcripts are rarely as good as an interview. 

To call valuation professionals operating under these circumstances “unethical” is unwarranted. Establishing personal 

interviews and site visits as an ethical standard creates problems for valuators issuing reports in matters where those cannot 

or need not be done. 
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