Board of Appraisal

Minutes for meeting held 1/16/2015



DRAFT MINUTES OF THE

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
January 16th, 2015
Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Mike Petrus at 8:35 a.m. 

Those Board members present at roll call: 

Frank Ugenti

Peggy Klimek

Erik Clinite
Mike Petrus, Chair

Jeff Nolan
Fred Brewster

Greg Wessel

Gregory Thorell and James Heaslet were absent.
Staff Attendance: 

Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General 

Debra Rudd, Executive Director 

Kelly Luteijn, Staff

After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, Mike Petrus indicated to the Board that the minutes for the December 19th, 2014 meeting needed to be tabled until the next Board meeting, since there was not a quorum of Board members who attended that meeting. There were no calls to the public.

Initial File Review for Case 3753, Bruce D. Greenberg

The Respondent was present. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is anonymous and states the alleged value is misleading, sales data not supportive of value conclusion, easement not adequately identified (hypothetical condition not adequately described), report type is inadequate, appraiser (Respondent) is either incompetent or is in an advocate position. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent refutes any standard violations and has offered evidence of his competence, copies of his designations and certification.  He is in expert in conservation easements and denies any wrongdoings with this restricted appraisal report. The property is vacant land identified as Marsh Station on Agua Verde Road in Pima County with an effective date of appraisal of August, 2011.

The Respondent gave an opening statement giving his professional background. He also spoke to his work file that had been provided to the Board members with his response. He had included two sets of comparables sales; appraising the property without a conservation easement and including the bundle of rights of similar size and comparable location and the second set that were all conservation sales. Mr. Petrus asked if the Board members had questions for the Respondent. Jeff Nolan questioned if the land that was the conservation easement was usable as it looked to be a waterway or wash. He said that it looked like the Respondent had done the market value as if it was unencumbered and a nominal valuation theory using open space or some kind of conservation sales; however, what he has seen on the tax side is that an area like this is not usable. The Respondent said it was up against the mountains with views and is zoned for one home site for every four acres. Mr. Petrus said part of the complaint involved Extraordinary Assumptions. He said that he understood what the appraiser was doing while reading the report but questioned if there is a location difference in the value of Conservation Easements as appraised; if there is a location adjustment or if any conservation parcel would be the same.  Mr. Greenberg said that there is a value to the location (of a property). Mr. Petrus made a motion to dismiss.  Mr. Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Case 3759, Brandon (Brad) Meahl 

The Respondent was present for this matter. Frank Ugenti recused himself from this case. The Respondent introduced himself. Debra Rudd read the summary. The reviewer for RELs alleged inappropriate comparable sale selection; missing and/or unsupported adjustments; inaccurate or misleading comparable property information; inadequate or misleading market or neighborhood analysis; and inadequate of misleading reconciliation of value. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent offered a 37-page response to rebut the allegations made by the Complainant.  He provided extensive data to support his comments in his appraisal, and rebutted the field review that was completed on the appraisal, as well. In summary, he disagreed with all of the allegations made by the Complainant. The property is a single family residence located in Lake Havasu City with an effective date of the appraisal of June 2014.

The Respondent stated that the subject is an older and unique property, built in 1978; one of the few double golf course lots on the original golf course in Lake Havasu City. He added that it was a rather large house with a dated interior except for a bedroom and bathroom that had been repainted. He noted that there were very few comparables for the subject, and he expanded the search to choose the best comparables available. Mike Petrus asked the Respondent about the basement, the size adjustments, and construction materials. The Respondent answered his questions to his satisfaction.  Mr. Petrus then asked about the support for the land value.  Mr. Meahl again responded to his questions.  After additional questions were asked and comments made by Board members Petrus, Klimek and Clinite, Mr. Petrus made a motion to send this file to investigation. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. Erik Clinite asked if an investigation was necessary.  Mr. Petrus said that he felt there were unanswered questions that an investigator could look into further. The Respondent stated that he had been appraising since 1985. He said that in his 'Basic' classes they had said "if you can’t see it, can’t touch it, don’t make the assumption that it is real." He said he felt that MLS listings can be inaccurate and asked if appraisers were supposed to take the listings as ‘gospel’. Mr. Petrus responded that the public trusts the appraiser to make quality adjustments that are accurate and that there are many ways to find out what the quality is for a property. Mr. Petrus also said that Comparable 1 appears to be of lesser quality than the subject and the Respondent hadn’t supported why he hadn’t made a quality adjustment. The motion passed: 6 for-0 against-1 Recusal (Frank Ugenti). The Board will contact the Respondent after it comes back from Investigation. 
Frank Ugenti returned to the meeting.

Initial File Review for Case 3765, Lorene Huffman
The Respondent was present and introduced herself. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was opened by the Board for the inaccurate and misleading information in the report, such as stating she had not inspected the property but in the certification (of the report) stated that she did; reporting the lot is non-buildable unless a zoning change could be made, when it is zoned ‘Suburban Ranch’ thus could have a house built on the site; and determining the highest and best use would be as a parking lot but used all single family residential site sales as comparables. Additionally, the appraiser’s conclusion that the report should not be relied upon violates USPAP’s (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) Competency and Ethics rules. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent admits the report could be construed as an appraisal, given the value and certification included.  However, she maintains the document was only a “fact-finding" report, and the inclusion of comments in the report that it should not be construed as “creditable” she believed was sufficient. The property is a vacant lot in San Tan Valley with an effective date of appraisal of November 2013.

The Respondent reported the history of the subject site and the research she completed.  She informed her client of her inability to supply a USPAP compliant report based on the research, but the client needed something in writing. Questions from Members Ugenti and Petrus about the zoning, and motivation for completing this report resulted in the Respondent admitting to making a mistake in the format of the report with the certification and value for a reportedly non-buildable site. Mr. Petrus clarified that the reason this came before the Board was due to her training another appraiser; that her bad luck was that this was one of the reports audited. He read through the report. His initial response had been quite negative, but he said that as he read through it several more times, he began to understand what she was doing. Erik Clinite asked if she had given the report to the client and if she had been paid for it. The Respondent said yes to both questions. He also asked if they had convinced her to put something in writing or if had she done this for her benefit. She said it had been a little of both. She could not explain it all over the phone, and she wanted to have something in writing to show that she had tried to fulfill their request. After several minutes of discussion about the motivation for completing the report, Mr. Petrus said he still finds the report to be misleading, although he now understands what she was trying to do. Mr. Ugenti stated that he was looking at mitigating factors. She was helping someone to get into the profession and had the bad luck to have this report audited. Mr. Ugenti stated that in our state, you have to provide appraisal valuations compliant with state laws. Mr. Ugenti made a motion for a Letter of Concern, citing 1-1a in USPAP due to the site being an unbuildable property yet the report did not state the value given in the report was predicated on being able to develop the property which was misleading.   Mr. Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed: 6-for, 1-against (Greg Wessel).
Initial File Review for Case 3766, Frances (Francy) Jeffers

The Respondent was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the owner of the home who alleged the appraisal was completed without their knowledge or consent. The buyer and their agent accompanied the appraiser (the Respondent) to do the inspection, and their presence influenced the appraiser to appraise the property lower than she or her Realtor expected.  The Respondent would not change the value upon appeal. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent refutes the allegation that the owner was not aware she was doing an appraisal, as she had contacted her Realtor who told her to call the owner to make the appointment and the Complainant was the one to let her into the property for the inspection.  She reviewed the additional sales submitted by the Realtor in the rebuttal of the appraisal but found them to be too distant and/or appealing to a different buyer. The subject is a single family residence located in Glendale, and the appraisal has an effective date of July 2014.

The Respondent stated that she had called the Realtor first for access but was told to contact the owner for the inspection and scheduled an appointment for the following day. She told the Realtor of the date scheduled, but the Realtor did not show for the inspection. She also said that the owner’s son and the owner were present for the inspection. She called the agent after the inspection was complete and, as the purpose of the appraisal was for FHA, she told the agent that there were no (FHA) issues. Mr. Clinite asked if the buyer or their agent was with her during the inspection. She said that she was there by herself and the homeowner let her in and knew why she was there. The Respondent also stated that she was there after she completed the inspection for 15 minutes answering the owner’s questions. Mr. Clinite asked why the owner thought the agent and the buyer had been there. The Respondent said that she had no idea. She also said that the owner said that she had shown up without an appointment, but that she didn’t know how else she would have gotten into the house as there was no lockbox. She also thought perhaps they were confusing her with the review appraiser, as the review appraiser would not have gone into the house, nor would they have made an appointment.  She believed she had followed all protocol and had let everyone know what was happening, so the complaint had been a surprise to her. Mike Petrus and Frank Ugenti asked questions about the land value, lot size and its location, and the Respondent answered. Fred Brewster made a motion to dismiss. Greg Wessel seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Case 3755, Karen Despines
The Respondent was present. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records. The Complainants written summary: Complainant is the owner who was trying to get a HELOC (Home Equity Line of Credit) loan. The Complainant alleged the Respondent lives on the other side of the valley and has no knowledge of Sun City West properties.  She alleged the appraiser (Respondent) had a preconceived value when she inspected the home, stating she would complete the appraisal when she returned to her car at the end of the inspection. Although the Respondent measured the home on the exterior, she was short 100 square feet which would have increased the value of her home by $11,000.  The Complainant provided proof of the measurements, but reported that the Respondent refused to re-measure her home. The Complainant provided additional comps that were over $300,000 and refuted the selection of comparable sales that were used in the appraisal report stating two of her comps had second story lofts while her home is strictly a (superior) one-story.  She also refuted the cost approach for the garage estimate, covered patio value, and the site value as if vacant for the subject. Respondent’s Written Reply Summary:  Respondent denied living on the other side of the valley, and disputed saying she would finish the report in the car at the end of the inspection.  She admitted she could have made a mistake when measuring the home due to the 112 degree heat the day she inspected the property.  However, she was not asked by the client to revisit the property, and is not allowed to discuss the report with the owner once the inspection is completed.  She acknowledged receiving the additional sales but those over $300,000 were either on the golf course or were much larger. The property is a single family residence in Sun City West and has an effective date of appraisal of August 2014.                                      

The Respondent in her opening statement to the Board said the owner was a Realtor, and she had repeatedly mentioned $315,000 as a value for her home. Ms. Despines reported back to US Bank (her client) this conversation about the owner wanting a specific value when she returned to her office. The client said that she should go ahead and do the appraisal.  Mr. Petrus asked Ms. Despines about the measurements she took. He asked if there was any point when she had questioned whether her size was correct or not.  The Respondent said that it was possible she made an error, as it had been very warm that day and there was a spot in the front that she was going to re-measure after inspecting the interior, but she had forgotten to do so before she left. Mr. Petrus asked if she thought she should have gone back out to make sure she had gotten the measurements right. The Respondent said she could have done that, but she would have needed the owner’s permission.  Jeff Nolan stated that tax records showed 2,279 square feet, so it didn’t appear that she had used tax records. Mr. Ugenti asked the Respondent if she had measured every exterior wall. She stated that she had. Fred Brewster asked the Respondent where she lives. She said that she lives in Ahwatukee. He also asked if she does a lot of appraisals in the subject’s area. The Respondent stated that she does. Mr. Petrus asked how she had put a value on the solar system. She said she had done research for comparables that included ‘owned solar systems’. Mr. Petrus questioned if the owner had told her at the time of the inspection that she had doubled her solar system. The Respondent said the owner had emailed her with that information. Mr. Petrus said he didn’t see a description of this system in the report and asked if she normally included it. Mr. Ugenti said there are a lot of different types of solar. He also asked if she had done a diligent search on the solar system. The Respondent said she had looked at whether it was leased or owned. Mr. Petrus said the report doesn’t describe the size of the system and in the Cost Approach she had not discussed it at all, although she had adjusted $15,000 for non-solar homes in the grid. He wanted to understand how she had determined $15,000, whether she had used the cost of the equipment. She said it was based on other owned systems in Sun City West. Mr. Petrus also asked about the Cost Approach. The Respondent said she had used Marshall & Swift (Cost Service), but Mr. Petrus said he didn’t see how the garage cost was supported by Marshall & Swift and asked her to address it. The Respondent admitted the cost estimate was probably low. Greg Wessel asked if she had used her comparable sales to determine her final opinion of value or if she had relied on her Cost Approach. She said she always uses the comparables. Fred Brewster asked if the owner was right about the incorrect measurement of the house, but then said that the Respondent didn’t know because she had never gone back to verify the measurement. Mr. Petrus said he wasn’t sure if there was a credibility issue due to the measurements or not. He questioned whether it would be a 'best practice' to go back out and re-measure or if it was a standard of USPAP.   Mr. Ugenti said it happens that appraisers make mistakes in measuring houses; if you do it enough you are going to look at a number upside down or something is going to be off when you get back and start putting it in the computer.  He added that ideally you want to re-measure, but he said that it didn’t sound like the Respondent had a willing person to let her in the property. The Respondent said the owner was very combatant. Mr. Ugenti asked if she had brought this to her client’s attention. She said that she had. He asked what their instructions had been. She said that in the order from the client, it is written that the appraiser is not to have contact with the borrower after the inspection. Ms. Klimek said that, looking at the photos sent in the e-mail by the homeowner, it looked like she might be using a different method to dispute the Respondent’s measurements than appraisers use. She said that the photos made it look like the owner might be using interior walls for calculating the size and said she wasn’t confident that the owner’s gross living area calculation was correct. Mr. Petrus asked if the comparables that were provided by the owner had been forwarded to her prior to the complaint. The Respondent said they were given to her by the lender and that she had used one of them in the report, but she said that one was not comparable since it was a golf course lot. Mr. Ugenti asked if the lender had sent a written or verbal request to re-measure the house. The Respondent said that they had not. Mr. Petrus said again that the homeowner was saying that she measured wrong was an issue for him. He stated that he considers it due diligence and believes that USPAP says that it is as well. Mr. Ugenti said that due diligence says that you have to verify. If it is brought to an appraiser’s attention that something in the report might be inaccurate, it is part of our diligence to verify if it is accurate; although he said it was tricky because it wasn’t her client saying it was incorrect. He said it is always a tough situation if the homeowner contacts you directly. However, Mr. Ugenti continued, if a homeowner contacted him to say that his measurements were wrong, he would feel the need to contact his client and tell them that he needed to verify his measurements. Mr. Petrus said that it is part of your Scope of Work as an appraiser; that it leads to the credibility of a report to identify properly with respect to the measurements. He felt that there were no major issues with the rest of the report, other than those issues discussed in the meeting today. Mr. Petrus made a motion to offer a Letter of Concern due to a violation of Uniform Standards of Appraisal Practice (USPAP) Scope of Work rule. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion.  Mr. Ugenti said that we don’t know whether the measurements were wrong or not. If it was verified that they were accurate, there is nothing wrong with the appraisal other than some minor things including the errors in the Cost Approach and the garage. He said that he wasn’t necessarily concerned with the valuation of the solar system; she had identified the issue and had found a comparable with the same feature, although the comparable might have been a little bit larger. Mr. Petrus said that if the appraiser knows they are correct that’s one thing, but if they have any doubt, using recognized appraisal techniques, they should verify the measurements.  Ms. Klimek noted that it looked like the owner had contacted the Respondent for the first time on September 13th to tell her that the Gross Livable Area was incorrect but the appraisal was done two weeks earlier, on August 29th.  Ms. Klimek verified that it did not come from the client. She also said that the borrower appears to be measuring interior walls if you look at the borrower’s pictures. Mr. Petrus said there are still questionable discrepancies. Ms. Klimek said that she didn’t know if it was enough on which to base an error. She said in best practices it might have been better to go out and re-measure, but the report was complete, she had measured it, inspected it and the size was close to what the county assessor had for Gross Livable Area. Fred Brewster said that she had acknowledged that it was hot, and she may have made a mistake, but she didn’t bother to go back out. 
A roll call vote was taken: Mr. Ugenti-No, Peggy Klimek-No, Erik Clinite-Yes, Mike Petrus-Yes, Jeff Nolan-Yes, Fred Brewster-Yes, Greg Wessel-No. The motion carried.
Initial File Review for Case 3763, Camille Gittens 

The Respondent was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainants are the homeowners who were unhappy with the results of the appraisal they had for their loan application.  They allege the appraisal was brief, sketchy, unsupported and missed requirements of USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) regulations.  In particular, the time adjustment should have been 4% per paired sales; the subject has a superior site and landscaping; there were incorrect comments regarding upgrades, updating and addition which also enhanced the energy efficiency of the property; and the comparable sales selected were for older homes. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent explained the Scope of Work for this assignment was to complete an exterior-only inspection of the property.  She used the sketch from the County Assessor, which showed the 395 square foot addition included in the gross livable area. In addition, she defended the lack of a time adjustment, based on the research that she had completed in this market area. She does not believe USPAP violations were made in the completion of this report. The subject is a single family residence located in Surprise, and the appraisal has an effective date of October 2014. 
The Respondent introduced herself and stated that the client had ordered an exterior-only appraisal. Part of the complaint had said that she did not get out of the car. She said that she had not. She viewed the property from two sides, as it is on a corner lot. She said she felt the assignment conditions were acceptable; doing a drive-by appraisal. Fred Brewster said the client ordered a drive-by appraisal, and that is what they received. Mr. Petrus said he had no major issues with the report and made a motion to dismiss. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3764, Robert Oglesby (AppraisalTek)
The Respondent was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainants are the homeowners who were unhappy with the results of the appraisal they had for their loan application.  They allege the appraisal was so brief, sketchy, unsupported and missed requirements of USPAP regulations.  In particular, the time adjustment should have been 4% per paired sales; the subject has a superior site and landscaping; incorrect comments regarding upgrades, updating and addition which also enhanced the energy efficiency of the property; and the comparable sales selected were for older homes. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent explained AppraisalTek is not under contract as an AMC (Appraisal Management Company) with this lender. The assignment came directly from the lender, and they have not asked him for a reconsideration or rebuttal to the appraisal completed by Camille Gittens, an appraiser in his firm. He pointed out that the lender has not asked him to complete a Standard 3 review, but he has asked the lender to be allowed to discuss the report with the homeowners.  He does not believe there have been any violations of USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) by himself or his company, AppraisalTek. The subject is a single family residence located in Surprise, and the appraisal has an effective date of October 2014. 

Mr. Petrus asked if the complaint was filed against AppraisalTek or the appraiser individually. Staff indicated that he had been named in the complaint. He asked the Respondent if he had signed the report. The Respondent indicated that he had not. Frank Ugenti asked if the complaint named the AMC or the appraiser. Mr. Petrus asked how the appraiser was in front of the Board with an appraisal that he didn’t sign. He said he understood the AMC, but thought there had been something determined prior before the Board about not opening complaints if there was no basis for a complaint. Mr. Ugenti said that the Board had determined in the past to give the Executive Director discretion to not open a complaint in circumstances where there was no basis for opening a complaint; as when the appraiser has not even signed the report. Debra Rudd said that they had received the complaint stating that Robert Oglesby was the appraiser. At the time we received the complaint, they also received an identical complaint against Camille Gittens. The appraisal copy(s) the staff receives with a complaint may not be the final appraisal. Unless the complaint is opened, and a reply is requested from the Respondent, she did not know how else it could be determined. Mr. Petrus said that was why the discussion had occurred in the past about the direction of staff if there is no basis for a complaint. He further stated that this appraiser now has a complaint in front of this Board for a report that he did not sign. Jeanne Galvin asked if the Board would like to go to Executive Session for legal advice. Frank Ugenti made a motion to go to Executive Session for legal advice. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Upon return from the Executive Session, Mr. Petrus said that, after receiving legal advice, they had determined that an administrative error had been made; that the complaint should have been opened against the AMC, not against the appraiser, individually. Mr. Petrus asked the Respondent if he would agree to change the complaint so that it would be against the AMC instead of him and if he would agree to have it reviewed today. The Respondent agreed on both counts. Mr. Petrus made a motion to acknowledge the administrative error that the complaint should have been opened against AppraisalTek, rather than against the appraiser, Mr. Oglesby. Mr. Ugenti seconded the motion. Jeanne Galvin stated that Complaint 3764 will be closed, and there will be no record of a complaint against Mr. Oglesby as an individual. The new complaint number against the AMC is 'to be determined' since AMC numbers are different from other complaint numbers. Mr. Ugenti stated that there is confusion in the signature block and asked what AppraisalTek’s role had been in the transaction. Mr. Oglesby stated that was a typo because they do have some clients with whom they are in a contractual relationship as an Appraisal Management Company. But with that lender their relationship is that AppraisalTek’s staff appraisers are allowed to be on rotation. He said that when they have a property on the west side of town, one of their west side appraisers handles that transaction. Frank Ugenti said that AppraisalTek is an AMC in that capacity, but for this transaction they were operating as a 'fee shop'. Mr. Ugenti then said that our statute is clear, and it has an indemnification clause that the AMC is responsible for the AMCs administrative servicing, and the appraiser is responsible for the appraisal valuation. Mr. Ugenti further stated that the AMC, for this reason, cannot be held responsible for the appraiser’s actions and results. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to dismiss the case. Debra Rudd asked if there was a vote on the first motion. There had not been. The first motion was then voted on and passed unanimously. Fred Brewster seconded the second motion. Mr. Petrus said he had a problem with filing a complaint against an AMC when the AMC had not been involved in the report. Ms. Klimek said that AppraisalTek was shown as an AMC on the report. Mr. Ugenti said that AppraisalTek is identified as the AMC in the report, and they are an AMC that we regulate. The motion to dismiss carried unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3744, Frank Morgan
The Respondent was present at this meeting without his attorney. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the buyer of the property who alleged the appraiser (the Respondent) misrepresented the condition of the property with hazardous materials left on the property, bad odors, asbestos in the floor, rusted evaporative cooler, beams rotted, among other items which made the house uninhabitable.  The buyers were not allowed access the house until after close of escrow.  They have spent $15,000 so far on repairs and indicate it was not eligible for FHA (Federal Housing Authority) financing. The Complainant alleged collusion between the appraiser and the Realtor. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent’s attorney refuted the allegations of collusion, stating the Respondent did not have any conversations with the buyer’s Realtor and only spoke with the seller’s Realtor to provide access. The attorney added that the buyers and the sellers appear to be related.  In addition, the Respondent denied having any knowledge of hazardous materials at the property and is not trained other than on a cursory basis to recognize said materials.  The Respondent found all of the major components to be in working order on the date of the inspection. The subject is a single family residence located in Tucson. The appraisal has an effective date of April 2013. 

Jeanne Galvin asked the Respondent if he was currently represented by counsel. The Respondent stated that he was waiving counsel’s presence. The Respondent said that his inspection occurred on April 27, 2013, and the allegations in the complaint were based on inspections that were performed well after the first appraisal in February 2014. He described his inspection process and said it was standard for residential properties. He also said that the report was done for FHA. With regard to collusion, which he felt was the most serious component (of the allegations), he said he had received the order directly from the AMC (Appraisal Management Company), scheduled with the point of contact provided by the AMC, and had no other contact with any parties. The tenant, whom the Respondent believed was also a family member, was present at the inspection of the exterior, but the appraiser had no contact with the buyer’s agent or the lender. He further said that he accessed the property interior via a contractor’s lockbox. Mr. Ugenti asked if the transaction had closed. The Respondent said that public record showed it had closed. He also said that the home inspection occurred in February 2014. There was discussion about why the home inspection would have been done after the property closed. The Respondent said he also happens to be a broker and he felt that fiduciary duties and duty of care for a broker in the process of representing a buyer has some bearing in this, relative to the borrower’s waiver of inspections and whether there was adequate representation on the part of the agent. He said he felt that his inspection had been straightforward. The property was in operable condition and met minimum criteria. Market value was well above the purchase price in part due to the non-arm’s-length nature of the contract. Mr. Petrus stated he didn’t have an issue with the report itself. Jeff Nolan said that the repairs are more of a home inspection issue, and the buyer had closed without an inspection. Fred Brewster said that he had seen a recommendation in the appraisal report that the homeowner should obtain a home inspection. The Respondent said that it was explicit in his report to include recommendations for a home inspection, and he also includes waivers of knowledge of hazardous materials. The Respondent explained the rationale for his condition classification and comparable selections. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to dismiss.  Greg Wessel seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Case 3767, Anthony Colica
The Respondent was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the owner of the property, alleged inappropriate comparable selection and disagreed with the market analysis completed by the Respondent.  When he rebutted the appraisal, only a minor change was made, which did not include changing the value. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent defended the comparable selection and stated he had modified the report twice after the original was rebutted.  He believes the Complainant did not receive the final appraisal submitted to the lender.  He said the Complainant’s objections were reasonable but did not believe the modifications warranted any change in the value. The property is a single family residence in Marana with an effective date of the appraisal of July 2014.

The Respondent said the subject was a relatively new, very large house. It had been on the market for 414 days before purchase. He said that within a year, the borrowers were trying to get rid of the mortgage insurance. He further said that the borrowers either thought they had gotten the property for a deal and had a lot of equity in it, or the market had improved significantly during that time and that neither had been the case. The Respondent said that he had received requests for reconsideration of value with additional comparable sales on two different occasions. He said that he had addressed them in amended appraisals that he sent to the AMC (Appraisal Management Company). He said that the Complainant said they had not received any amended appraisals, but they mentioned that there were changes to the pool adjustment, and the Respondent said that he had made a few minor pool adjustment changes. Mr. Ugenti said that the Complaint Appraisal is not the final draft. The date of signature on that report is August 1, 2014 and the date of the final revised appraisal is August 29, 2014. He said that the complaint was based on the original appraisal, not the final appraisal. Mr. Ugenti explained that the Board would make their decision based on the final draft. Board members discussed a statement in the report that the number of baths is an over-improvement for the area. Respondent explained the analysis that lead to this conclusion and said that he had added commentary to let the reader (of the appraisal) know that there are not a lot of sales of five-bathroom homes in the area. He said he was trying to make the reader aware that they were looking at a home with a four-car garage and that it was one of the largest homes in the subdivision with a high number of bathrooms and said that it was at the upper end for what the market could support for bathrooms, garages and living area. He further said that he had done the best he could with the sales available in the area and neighboring subdivisions. Mr. Petrus asked how he verified that Comparable 3, which was an REO (Real Estate Owned, or foreclosure) property, was market value and didn’t have a discounted price. The Respondent said that it had been on the market for 85 days. He also said if it had been on the market for three days, he would have been alerted, but that there was no indication that it had sold at any major discount. Mr. Petrus said that he had no major issues with the report other than asking those questions for verification, and he made a motion to dismiss. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3768, Glen McGloughlin
The Respondent was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the listing agent who was upset that the appraiser refused to appraise the home, citing to the lender the highest and best use was as a commercial property (“Bed & Breakfast”).  The Complainant explained that she had used the term B & B (Bed & Breakfast) in the listing only to market the property, and that it would require a zoning change and special use permits to actually have been used as a “Bed & Breakfast” property.  The Respondent’s refusal to do the appraisal for the incorrect reason that the highest and best use was as a commercial Bed & Breakfast, caused the lender to deny the loan and the sale to fail, which financially impacted several people. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent inspected the subject property and found the main house to have no bedroom, and four separate casitas, which he noted is unique for this market.  He contacted the lender after the inspection to inform them about the main home lacking a bedroom, stating comparable sale selection would be difficult to find.  At their request, he sent the lender a copy of the sketch and photos he had taken of the subject.  Two days later the lender canceled the appraisal request.  Six days later the listing agent called to find out when the appraisal would be completed, and he informed her that the appraisal request had been canceled. The property is a single family residence or commercial property in Cave Creek with an inspection date of November 5, 2014. The appraisal was not completed.

Mike Petrus stated that he got the impression that the appraiser inspected the property, saw that the lender’s guidelines would be an issue with four detached bedrooms and when he relayed that to the lender they canceled the order. The Respondent said that was correct. Frank Ugenti asked the Respondent if he had done proper due diligence that may have revealed the property’s issues; in researching the property before the inspection and in interviewing the contact for information about the property. The Respondent said he had never done an inspection on a house with no bedrooms in the main house. He further said that, other than the words ‘B & B’ (Bed and Breakfast) the listing had nothing about there being four separate casitas with no bedroom in the main house. Mr. Ugenti asked if he had called someone to get access to the house. The Respondent said that he had contacted the listing agent. Mr. Ugenti asked if the Respondent had questioned the listing agent about the ‘B & B’ terminology prior to the inspection. The Respondent indicated that he hadn’t, but he said according to the listing agent ‘B & B’ is a marketing term. Mr. Ugenti asked the Respondent if he had looked at tax records. Respondent said tax records showed that it was approximately 3,200 square feet, says nothing about additional buildings and it is zoned ‘Single Family Residential’. He further said there was no indication that it was anything other than a house with four bedrooms and four and a half baths. He said he did the inspection, measured it, spent time there, spoke with the agent and told her that usually there is a bedroom (in the main house) and that he didn’t know if the lender was going to require him to do a 'cost to cure' to enclose one of the casitas. He said that he then let the lender know what the situation was and asked them what they wanted him to do. The Respondent said that they then canceled it. Mr. Ugenti said there is no appraisal, no signature, and no value so he made a motion to dismiss. Greg Wessel seconded.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Case 3739, Nathan Bennett
The Respondent was present for this matter. Frank Ugenti recused himself from this case. Debra Rudd read the summary. RELs (the Complainant) alleged the appraisal had inadequate or misleading market analysis; inappropriate comparable sale selection; missing and/or unsupported adjustments; inadequate or misleading reconciliation of value; and the most relevant comparables do not adequately support the opinion of value. The subject is a very large home (15,482 square foot Gross Living Area/6,410 square foot finished lower level) in a gated community. The original report market value was $10,000,000 which was lowered to $6,300,000 after the original (report) was questioned. This indicated a lack of confidence by the appraiser (the Respondent) in the original report.  Appraiser failed to support location adjustments and did not take into account that it is an over improvement. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The subject is a very unique property with few truly comparable sales.  It is very large and includes an indoor basketball court and a bowling alley amongst other custom features of the home.  He admitted to changing the value after reviewing the report from a “larger market perspective”, yet stated many of the comparables offered by the lender were inferior to the subject.  He believes that since RELs placed him under suspension before he had an opportunity to respond, he was pressured to lower his value. The property is a single family residence located in Chandler with an effective date of the appraisal of June 2014. 
Mike Petrus explained that they were looking at both of the (appraisal) reports the Respondent had completed for this assignment since the complaint questions competency due to the huge difference between the first and second appraisals. The Respondent described the home and said the initial search was to find a home that was physically comparable to the subject. In addition to that, he said that the home is in an exclusive neighborhood with a unique aspect that is not comparable to many of the other neighborhoods in Chandler, Gilbert, and Tempe. He also said he felt it was necessary to expand the search to bracket the size and quality of the home and that he had also considered the probable buyer. The Respondent said that had eliminated homes in a more relevant area to the subject. After he had submitted the report, the Respondent said that he determined, through conversation with the lender, that the comparables with more relevant locations would have more bearing; so he changed the comparables and amended the report. Mr. Petrus said he looked at the comparables in the first report and the homes matched pretty well, although there was no consideration for location. He then said that the appraiser had used homes that were significantly smaller, significantly lesser in quality, amenities and features in the second report. He stated that this leads the Board to believe that he had found lower comparables because the lender had directed him to do so. The Respondent said that was not what the thought process was. He said that the lender had said that they could not accept the report since he had used comparables 20 miles away. With that in mind, he felt he needed to search in more relevant locations. He talked about the subject’s community and why he didn’t think that it was inferior to Paradise Valley, although Chandler has an inferior market, generally. The Board members discussed with the Respondent the different locations and the lack of analysis in the report. The Respondent said he did feel the pressure of the AMC (Appraisal Management Company) substantially since he was suspended right after the initial report. A discussion ensued about the possibility that the subject could have been an over-improvement. Fred Brewster asked if the lender had accepted either appraisal. The Respondent said they had paid him for the second appraisal, but they didn’t use either one. Fred Brewster asked about his experience appraising larger homes and how the Respondent had determined adjustments for those appraisals. The Respondent replied that he had done many homes over 10,000 square feet, but usually they were in areas like Paradise Valley or Scottsdale, in areas with more comparable data. Jeff Nolan and Greg Wessel asked questions about Comparable 6; a listing, on the same street in the same subdivision with an asking price of 5.5 million. The Respondent said that home was severely dated, but that comparable had a bearing on the second appraisal. The Respondent said that once he analyzed that comparable, he had realized that it needed more emphasis. He also said that was the lynchpin in the second appraisal and why the change in value had been necessary. Ms. Klimek asked questions about the age of the home that the Respondent answered to the Board’s satisfaction. Mr. Petrus said he found issues with credibility in the two reports and the comparable selection having such vast differences between the two; not leaning on one or the other appraisals being more credible. He said there were USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) errors including credibility and not analyzing location differences in the first report. He also said the Respondent had location adjustments in the second report, but analysis for those adjustments was lacking. He stated the USPAP violations were 1-1a for credibility; 1-4a sales market approach and said that he felt there were no competency violations since he had demonstrated competency. Mr. Brewster said that the Respondent had used the original comparables for valid reasons, but instead of making the location adjustments, it seemed the Respondent had acquiesced to (the lender) and then found inferior properties to lower the value to meet their desires. The Respondent said that this was not a typical situation. He said he had his reluctance with the comparables and the fact that there were no other comparables that were relevant in terms of location. He also said that the lender’s concerns tipped him over to the side that he should re-evaluate the report.  He didn’t think RELS dictated the comparable selections, and they didn’t influence his judgment. However, he said, in the initial report he had spent many hours trying to decide which comparables to use since he had no obvious comparables. Ms. Klimek said that it wasn’t that he went so far for comparables, as it was his analysis and that he had no support for his adjustments on both appraisals. She asked if it would be good to look at some of the Respondent’s other reports to make sure this isn’t a typical report. Mr. Petrus asked how long the Respondent had been working. The Respondent said he had been working as an appraiser since 2001. He asked if he knew other appraisers with whom he could confer. The Respondent said he used to, but they are no longer in the business. Mr. Petrus said he thought it rose to a Level II action, but before the Board makes that determination he wanted the appraiser to submit the last 6 months of his log and staff would choose three reports at random to make sure there is not a pattern of these issues. Mr. Wessel asked if those appraisals should be complex. Mr. Petrus said that the Respondent should indicate the complex reports and Staff could choose one complex appraisal and a couple of others at random. Mr. Petrus said that the matter would be tabled until the Board can review the appraisals. Ms. Klimek seconded the motion. The motion passed with 6 yes – 1 recusal (Frank Ugenti).
Frank Ugenti returned to the meeting.

Initial File Review for Case 3758, Andrew Wachtel
The Respondent was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the buyer/borrower who was upset to learn that the property was rated C4 condition in the appraisal, but the loan was denied per the loan officer due to the Respondent verbally telling the loan officer that the property was really a C5 condition.  The C5 condition would make the property ineligible for a loan.  The Complainant believes this is “Open Season on Disabled Veterans.” Furthermore, he was unable to talk to the appraiser even though he paid $450 for the appraisal. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent explained the condition of the carpet to the loan officer, and the loan officer advised him to make the appraisal “subject to” the replacement of the carpeting, which he did.  He believed the borrower did not understand the difference between “subject to” values and “as is” value.  He denied the allegation of discrimination and pointed out the appraisal was to protect the lender as well as the buyer.  He noted the Complainant subsequently purchased the property in an all cash transaction. The property is a single family residence in Fort Mohave with an effective date of appraisal of September 2014.

Mr. Ugenti said that the Respondent had done work for his company, but this report had not prepared for RELS, and he could be objective. The Respondent agreed. Mr. Wessel asked if it is okay for appraisers to talk to loan officers in today’s age. The Respondent said he didn’t talk to the loan officer. He had spoken with the appraiser representative at the AMC (Appraisal Management Company). Mr. Petrus asked how the Respondent had reconciled the listing price of $89,900 with an opinion of value of $115,000. The Respondent said he reconciled it by the comparables he had available at the time of the appraisal. Mr. Petrus asked how long it had been on the market. Peggy Klimek noted it had been two days. Mr. Brewster asked if the Respondent had told the client representative that the subject was in C5 condition. The Respondent said that he had told them that the property had carpeting that was in such disrepair with stains that if he completed the report ‘as is’ he would have to mark it as C5 condition. He likes to let his clients have the option if they want the appraisal (‘as is’) at C5 or (‘subject to’) at C4. The report was done ‘subject to’ the carpeting being repaired. Mr. Petrus asked questions about the land values but said he couldn’t dispute the Respondent’s analysis. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to dismiss. Ms. Klimek seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3751, Rachelle Sogn

The Respondent was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The client, Wells Fargo Reverse Mortgage, had three appraisals completed on the subject property between 6/24/2014 and 8/15/2014. Two of the three appraisals valued the subject at $60,000.  The subject appraisal is $12,000 higher than the other two appraisals. The Complainant has not received an explanation as to the difference in values from the Respondent. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent explained the Complainant is the son of the deceased owner who wished to purchase the home from Wells Fargo. She received copies of the other two appraisals with the notice of complaint.  She refuted the comparables used in both other reports and pointed out additional errors in these appraisals.  In summary, she believes she provided an unbiased market value report for her client. The property is a single family residence in Phoenix with an effective date of appraisal of August 2014.

Fred Brewster clarified with the Respondent that Wells Fargo is not the Complainant; that it is the son (of the owner). The Respondent said she had done the appraisal for Wells Fargo Reverse. The Respondent also said that the Complainant tried to influence her from the beginning of the inspection. Mr. Petrus asked if any of the Board members had any issues in the report. Mr. Ugenti said he didn’t see anything of concern. Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss. Fred Brewster seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Case 3762, Anthony Pike

The Respondent was not present for this matter. The Complainant was present. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleged inappropriate comments were made in October, 2014 regarding their request to not have Mr. Pike complete another appraisal on their home.  The Respondent and another man had inspected their home in April of 2013 and were asked to leave by the homeowner when she discovered him taking photos of their wall that contained family photographs. The complaint is not about an appraisal of their home but is related to the rude, unprofessional comments made on October 13th, 2014. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent denied being asked to leave the property when he completed the appraisal in April of 2013. He stated the homeowner contacted the lender while he was at the property to question the need for photographs, and approved the inspection after their discussion. When another appraisal was ordered from a different company a year and a half later, the Respondent spoke with the Complainant to explain that again photographs would be necessary.  The Respondent admitted using strong language to the Complainant in their conversation in October, 2014 but only after the Complainant made a racist comment about his son, who had accompanied him during the appraisal in April, 2013. The property is a single family residence in Sierra Vista. The appraisal was not completed.

Mr. Petrus clarified that the Respondent had done the initial appraisal, but that there was no second appraisal. The Complainants addressed the Board. They said that the language used by the appraiser was vulgar and uncalled for in any situation. The Complainant said that when he walked out of his bedroom, there was a man taking photos with his cell phone, who had not been introduced to them. He did not know it was the appraiser’s son or what his role was. The Complainant said that he had asked the appraiser to leave while he called the lender. He said the lender told him in that call that the photos were necessary (for the report). Mike Petrus clarified that when the lender was able to allay their fears about the photos, the appraiser completed the inspection (three years ago); and when the appraiser called to schedule an inspection for the current appraisal, the homeowner realized that it was the same appraiser and they said they wanted another appraiser. The Complainant said he thought that was when the appraiser got upset. He said that shortly after that the appraiser called them and said he was the one who had done the prior appraisal and that he’d been thrown out of their home. The Complainant said that the Respondent then used vulgar language including using a derogative term about their home. He said that he felt that the appraiser could not do a fair appraisal if this was his attitude towards his property. Mr. Petrus asked if they had let the lender know what had transpired and they said that they had. The Complainant said that was when the lender assigned a new appraiser. Mr. Petrus stated the issue for the Board, without the Respondent present, is that this is a sort of ‘he said/she said’ situation. Mr. Ugenti said it could be an Ethics violation; that in USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice), it says you have to represent the profession in the best possible way. He then said that he struggles with how appraisers are supposed to behave in the profession versus the right to free speech. The Complainant said that what bothered him was that (the Respondent) called him at his home. Mr. Petrus said that bothered him as well. The Board members discussed the acceptable use of an assistant during the inspection process. Mr. Petrus asked the Complainants if they now realize that appraisers need to take photos during the inspection. The Complainants said they did, and the second appraiser had explained it prior to the inspection. The Complainants said that their concern was the unprofessional conduct. Frank Ugenti made a motion to dismiss. Peggy Klimek seconded. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Petrus said that the Complainants should understand that the Board takes this seriously, and he thanked them for filing the complaint. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3696, Jay Kramer

The Respondent was not present for this matter. The Complainant was present. Debra Rudd stated that the Respondent had indicated to staff via email that he had wanted to be present, and the Board had the email in their materials for the meeting. She also stated that the Respondent’s license had expired, but prior to expiring he had put in an application for Inactive Status, which has been held up for the outcome of this case. Mr. Ugenti asked how long an appraiser can be inactive. Ms. Rudd said two years and then they have to have all of their education and be paid up on their fees, etcetera. Mr. Petrus said he wanted to point out that in the Respondent’s counteroffer he points out that the B & B (Bed & Breakfast) statement did not occur in his review. Mr. Petrus said he went back and checked and said the review did not say it was a Bed and Breakfast. So, Mr. Petrus said that should not have been part of their decision. He also said that he was incorrect and that needed to be amended in the Consent Agreement. 

The Complainant spoke and said that he had concerns knowing that the Respondent has “dragged his feet throughout the process.” He also said the review the Respondent had done had caused him (the Complainant) great harm. He stated that he lost clients, and his income has dropped in half. He further stated that (the Respondent’s) review was extremely poor with missing adjustments and that he did not look at the comparables even though the certification (in his report) said that he had looked at the subject and the comparables. He also said that the Respondent never addresses that the property borders the Saguaro National Monument. The Complainant said there was a sale that had occurred two months after the original appraisal that was in much closer proximity than anything the Respondent had used and it closed much higher than the Respondent’s value, while being inferior to the subject. He further stated that he believes that there was a competency issue. 

Mr. Petrus stated that his issues with the review had not changed; that a reviewer should not come in without proof and say that he accepted the appraiser’s description of the property, but then say that it is not unique as had been described in the report. He further stated that the Respondent contradicts himself (in his review). Jeanne Galvin said she looked through the Consent Agreement, and the Board had not mentioned anything in the letter about questioning the Respondent's ability to (appraise) a B & B. Mr. Petrus said that he knew that he had talked about it, but perhaps they had decided that wasn’t the issue. Jeanne Galvin read the findings in the Consent Agreement. Mr. Ugenti asked what the Board’s initial order had been. Mr. Petrus said that the counter-offer was to dismiss the case. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to not accept the counter-offer and to re-issue the Consent Agreement, giving him ten days to respond. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The Board discussed the Respondent’s inactive status and whether that affected the case. Mr. Ugenti tabled his motion until after lunch.

The meeting then recessed for lunch at 12:00 p.m., noting their return at 1:04 p.m. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3696, Jay Kramer, continued

Jeanne Galvin told the Board that the Respondent is inactive because his license has expired. His license can be granted Inactive Status, and that still allows the Board to take disciplinary action against him. She further stated that his request for inactive status shouldn’t affect the Board’s decision on the case. She said the Board could also reject his application for Inactive Status, and we would notify him that he has 90 days to renew. She stated that it might be cleaner to allow staff to grant his Inactive Status. The motion by Mr. Ugenti on the table was to re-offer the same Letter of Remedial Action with the same Findings and same Conclusions, same request to complete it, giving him ten business days to sign or go to Formal Hearing. Mr. Ugenti confirmed that the Board was denying his counter-offer and put his motion forward again. Peggy Klimek stated that in the Respondent's counter-offer he suggests that the only reason the Board is calling it complex is because of Mike’s comment about the Bed & Breakfast and she said the Board didn’t really explain why it was complex. Ms. Klimek said she felt they should put in the record that the Board understands it isn’t a Bed & Breakfast; however, it is a 6-acre property and a lot of the techniques that he used in his appraisal were not substantiated. Mr. Petrus said it would be good to clarify that. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Jeanne Galvin clarified that it was okay to process the Inactive Status.
Initial File Review for Case 3756, Harry Feltman

The Respondent was present telephonically. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainants are the sellers of the subject property.  They alleged the Respondent missed the fourth bedroom in the original appraisal, which would have made a 70 – 100 square foot difference in the living area.  When notified of the omission, the Respondent changed the bedroom count but refused to re-measure the home, stating it was due to the uneven terrain. The Complainants included a copy of the appraisal they received when they purchased the home as additional proof of the 4th bedroom and larger square footage that totaled 2,345 square feet between the main level and lower level. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent admitted mislabeling the 4th bedroom in the original appraisal but maintains his measurements were correct as he had included this bedroom on his sketch.  In addition, he noted the additional appraisal the Complainants submitted had a larger discrepancy in square footage between that appraisal and county records, than his appraisal at 2,241 square feet.  Yavapai County records indicate improvement size of the subject is 2,301 square feet.  The property is a single family residence in Sedona and has an effective date of appraisal of January 2014.

Frank Ugenti recused himself from the case. The Respondent said that he recalled the situation very clearly. He said the listing agent made him aware that he had appraised the subject as only a three bedroom home. He checked, and he said that he had the fourth bedroom on his sketch, and the comparables (he had used) were all four-bedroom homes. He further said that the loan officer called him and asked him to re-measure the house since he had missed a bedroom. He said that he explained that he measured the home from the exterior in accordance with proper appraiser method. He also told her that if she looked at the sketch the fourth bedroom was on the sketch and that he would change the report to say it had four bedrooms and would make any necessary adjustments. He also told her that it wasn’t necessary for him to re-measure the building because it would probably measure out very close to how he had originally measured it. Mr. Petrus asked if there isn’t a question of due diligence if the client wants you to re-measure. The Respondent said that he had explained to the loan officer how measurements are done for appraisals and that all four bedrooms were there, and that he did not need to re-measure. He said that the loan officer agreed with that. Mr. Petrus said that the Respondent was telling the Board that he is confident enough in his measurements, and he would accept that. Greg Wessel heard the Respondent say that if he had missed something he would have gone back out there, but he was confident enough to think that he hadn’t missed anything. Ms. Klimek said that she agreed. She said that he had very close measurements to what they had in the first appraisal. She said that the Complainant makes it sound like the Respondent had missed the basement or the bedroom, but he had it in the report. She said that there aren’t a lot of discrepancies. Mr. Brewster said he had checked, and it looked like the measurements do include the fourth bedroom. Mr. Wessel made a motion to dismiss. Mr. Klimek seconded. The motion passed with 5-yes, 1-no (Mike Petrus), 1-recusal (Frank Ugenti). 

Frank Ugenti returned to the meeting.

Compliance File Review for Case 3553, Nicki Flores

The Respondent was present telephonically. Mike Petrus said he recalled that the appraiser was on probation for New Construction only. This was confirmed by Debra Rudd. Mr. Petrus said the Respondent had completed some New Construction reports and submitted them for the Board to review. He asked if any of the Board members had any issues with the audited files. Peggy Klimek said she thought they all looked good and that the mentor did a great job, using good communication back and forth. Mr. Petrus asked the Respondent if she had a better feel for the new construction process. Ms. Flores said that she doesn’t do new construction anymore, but it had given her greater perspective on the process and she said she said she was a lot more cautious in her work. Mr. Petrus said he didn’t have any issues with the reports she had submitted. Frank Ugenti made the motion to terminate her probation. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Petrus said to thank whoever had mentored her. Ms. Flores said that she would pass it along to her mentor, Ginger Francione.
Informal Hearing for Case 3740, Vicky Love

Mike Petrus asked if anyone had heard from the Respondent; if she is planning on attending. Jeanne Galvin said perhaps staff should try to call her. Ms. Rudd said there was an email from the Respondent, who had said that she would try to attend, but was having medical issues so she would be available by telephone. Mr. Petrus directed staff to try and reach the Respondent. If she could not be reached, the hearing would be tabled until next month due to her medical condition.
Initial File Review for Case 3754, Lana Domino

The Respondent was not present for this matter. Debra Rudd made the Board aware that the Respondent had asked for an additional extension, due to some medical issues, and it had been explained to her that the staff was not able to grant another extension. Mr. Petrus made a motion to table the Initial Review until next month to allow her to be able to attend. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Jeanne Galvin stated that those sending material to the Board should be careful as photos become part of the public record.
Initial File Review for Case 3761, Steven Slaton

The Respondent was not present for this matter. Mr. Petrus asked for an update on the case. Debra Rudd said that Mr. Slaton says he intends to take the final two classes, hopefully within the next six weeks. She also said that staff had numerous conversations with the Respondent and staff has also called McKissock to try and resolve issues with the courses. She said that McKissock had called the Respondent to help him move forward with the courses. Mr. Petrus explained the case to the newer Board members saying that the appraiser had been sanctioned and was ordered to take educational classes and as of yet he had not complied. Ms. Rudd said that the Board had gone to Formal Hearing. Mr. Wessel asked if the Respondent’s claim that classes were not available were unfounded. Ms. Rudd said that he lives in the White Mountains, and he says it is difficult to get into these classes; that they are not offering the classes because "nobody is coming into the business." She also said that staff had given him the courses that were available and approved. The Respondent originally thought he had to take the classes live, but staff told him that the classes could be taken online. She said that two of the classes require a test that needs to be proctored, and this took more time to get resolved. Mr. Ugenti asked how long ago the original five cases were heard. Jeanne Galvin said the first complaint was filed in March 2013. Mr. Ugenti asked if the Respondent had renewed his license since then, for which he would have had to take classes. Ms. Rudd said he renewed his license in March 2014. Board and staff discussed that the Respondent had completed one course and still had two more to complete. Mr. Petrus suggested that the Board give the Respondent an ultimatum to complete the courses. Ms. Galvin explained how that could be done. Mr. Petrus made the motion that the Board would give the Respondent 30 days to comply with the remaining two classes. Ms. Rudd said that he had an invoice that he had paid as a virtual classroom, so he should be able to take them at any time. Mr. Petrus said the catch might be the proctored exam(s). He then asked about the other reports. Ms. Rudd confirmed that he had submitted the appraisal reports. Mr. Petrus added to the motion that the Respondent would have 30 days from the date of the notice from the Board to get the classes completed or else they would go to Formal Hearing before the Board. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed with 6-yes and 1-abstention (Erik Clinite). 

Staff reported that Vicky Love, Case 3740, could not be reached. The Board discussed that if she did not respond by the end of the meeting, they would move it until the next month.
There were no 12-month file reviews this month.

Report by Assistant Attorney General

The Assistant Attorney General reported that she had one assignment remaining and it would be sent out either today or Monday. 

The Executive Director report:

There were six complaints filed in the past month. Since the last Board meeting, the online software situation is that ADOA software has copied all of the data off of our server and has taken it over to ADOA-ASET (Arizona Department of Administration – Arizona Strategic Enterprise Technology) to try and create a virtual server. She said staff was supposed to be able to test it as of the 15th of this month, but that has not happened yet.  Ms. Rudd said that the Board has owed the last $11,200 to TB Consulting since July, but that it cannot be released until the software can be tested. That is part of the milestone to be able to release the final amount. She also said there is oversight at ADOA-ASET that knows about this, and he is the one who is overseeing the milestone release of payments. 

Mr. Brewster asked if there was any impact from the staff reductions. Staff responded that the staff has had full days, but everyone is pulling together and trying to get all the work done. Ms. Rudd said that in the key result areas, which is to make sure that the licenses get renewed and issued and the processing complaints, everyone is doing everything they possibly can to get things done. She also said there are other jobs with which we need to comply and gave some examples. She further said that the office misses having more staff, but that things won’t fall apart immediately. However, she said that down the line we still may see ramifications to the staff reductions. Frank Ugenti asked if Ms. Rudd still contended that the items that need to be done couldn’t be done by volunteers due to confidentiality restraints. Ms. Rudd said that she felt that by the time she could train someone to do those items she might as well take the time to do it herself. There was discussion about the State’s current hiring freeze and if the Board would be affected if anyone should leave or if additional staff needed to be hired.

Mr. Brewster asked about the status of renewals. Ms. Rudd discussed the budget and projections for the cash account. She also discussed the license numbers for 2014, stating that for new licensees there were 7 new Licensed Appraisers, 17 new Certified Residential Appraisers, and 7 new Certified General Appraisers. By reciprocity, there were 9 Licensed Appraisers, 19 Certified Residential Appraisers, and 52 Certified General Appraisers. Upgrades from Licensed to Certified Residential Appraisers were 44; Residential to Certified General Appraisers were 1. Conversely, 202 licenses expired which gave us a net of about 50 plus licenses down. There are 7 Registered Appraiser Trainees and 22 Designated Supervisory Appraisers. Fred Brewster asked if any sweeps (of the cash accounts) could occur. Ms. Rudd said it depended with whom you spoke. She has been told that more than likely if it doesn’t happen this year, it would be next year due to the State budget being in the red. 

Ms. Rudd then discussed Investigator Training for the Board members. Peggy Klimek indicated interest in Investigator I and II training. Frank Ugenti stated interest in going to the Investigator III training.
New Business, Item 1, relating to the status of the finalization of the revisions to Arizona Administrative Codes (rules) and the Governor’s Executive Order.
Debra Rudd spoke about the rules. She said that the rule package was scheduled at the Governor’s Regulatory Review Council (GRRC) meeting on the 6th of this month. On the 5th, Governor Ducey put a moratorium to all rule-making until certain things could happen; so they tabled any action on our rule package until they get further direction. Ms. Rudd has learned since then what needed to be done, including appealing to the Governor to allow this rule package to go through based on his Executive Order giving reasons why (we need to go forward). Ms. Rudd has sent letter on the 14th of this month to General Council for the Governor explaining why the Board should get an exemption from the Executive Order. She hand delivered the letter. She said she would let the Board know when she hears back. For now, she said it is on hold. 

New Business, Item 2, relating to the status of the proposed legislative changes to statute, by both the Board and CoAA.

Ms. Rudd said that she had a meeting with Representative Brophy-McGee, who said she would sponsor the Board’s bill if the Governor gives a nod to it. Ms. Rudd said she met with Gretchen Martinez with the Governor’s office on Wednesday and explained to her why the increase is needed and also explained that the Dodd-Frank Act requires the Board to have a sufficient operating budget in order to be able to regulate the appraisers according to Title XI. She also told them that if the Appraisal Sub-Committee (ASC), who oversees the Board of Appraisal, determines that we do not have sufficient funds (to operate), one of the things that they can do fairly quickly is to suspend all appraiser’s licenses from the National Registry in Arizona for 90 days. She said that the ASC does not want to take that action; they prefer to provide education to the Governor’s office. She said that Jim Parks, the Chairman of the ASC, is willing to come out to meet with someone in the Governor's office and educate them as well as anyone in the legislature. She said the ASC is serious about states needing sufficient funding. Ms. Martinez told Ms. Rudd that she would be taking this to her boss. Ms. Rudd said that she explained that OSPB (Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting) had put it into Governor Brewer’s budget and the Board hoped to see it on Governor Ducey’s Executive Budget. 
Ms. Rudd also said she had spoken with other lobbyists with different groups like Tom Farley, who represents the Realtors on a contract basis and Connie Wilhelm, President of the Homebuilders Association who sits on GRRC (Governor's Regulatory Review Council). She said that both of them were originally possibly going to oppose our rule package. Ms. Rudd said that Ms. Wilhelm felt that the Board was not doing its job when it came to new home construction and energy efficiency. Ms. Rudd said that she explained to Ms. Wilhelm all of the classes that had been approved and how the Board has sanctioned or taken action with appraisers when it comes to new construction and tried to guide them to make sure they do know what is they are doing when it comes to energy efficiency, as well as new home construction. Ms. Wilhelm originally thought the Board was made up primarily of appraisers. Ms. Rudd pointed out to her that, in addition to the four appraiser members, there are two active bankers that deal in real estate, a retired banker, a property tax agent and a CFO of an architectural firm. Ms. Rudd said that Ms. Wilhelm appeared to be satisfied with the makeup of the Board after that discussion. Ms. Rudd said that Tom Farley’s objection had been that the Board didn’t reach out to the Realtors to have them involved in the rule-making package. She informed Mr. Farley that it had been posted on the website, had been noticed properly and she honestly didn’t think that the Realtors would have any interest in this rule package, but that she would be happy to inform him of anything else that is coming down the pipeline and allow them the opportunity to weigh in. Ms. Rudd said she had a conversation with Tom Farley after he (and Ms. Wilhelm) had reviewed the package and asked if the Realtors would object to the legislation. He said they would not, and he even had some tips for her on how to get going with the bill. 
Mr. Petrus asked Ann Susko of CoAA (Coalition of Arizona Appraisers) what was happening with the bill they are putting forward. She said that she was very disappointed. Jeanne Galvin said that she would like to give legal advice to the Board on this bill, whether the Board wanted to do it before Ms. Susko spoke or after. Mr. Petrus moved to go to Executive Session for legal advice. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
The Board went into Executive Session. 

After the Board had returned from Executive Session, Ann Susko spoke to the Board about changing ‘Complaint’ to ‘Allegation’. She went through statute and changed every ‘Complaint’ to 'Allegation’ until it talks about going to Formal Hearing. She had submitted this to the legislature. After reviewing the document, Representative Brophy-McGee thought those changes would be too much for the legislators to handle. Ms. Susko was given a revised document. The bill is named HB 2096. The last page (of the proposed bill) says that “The Board may not divulge the name of a licensee during a complaint process unless the Board determines that there is a violation of law or USPAP.” Mr. Petrus asked if that wasn’t almost impossible. Ms. Susko said that when the Board started no one’s name was ever on the agenda. It was always by number, and it was an ’Inquiry.’ Mr. Petrus stated that the Board’s meetings are public and that posed several issues. He stated that an appraiser needs to know they are going to be discussed so they can show up and represent themselves. Ms. Susko pointed out that staff could inform the Respondents. Mr. Petrus said that once they show up (to the meeting) their name is public and then the Board has violated the law. Ms. Susko concurred that it is confusing and said she wasn’t sure how it could go forward or how they could fix what had transpired. She said the intent was that a lot of appraisers have had a lot of problems with AMCs and E & O Insurance. She said that, whether a complaint is dismissed or not, the appraisers still get penalized. Jeanne Galvin said that changing it to ‘Allegation’ may not make a difference with the insurance companies. Frank Ugenti said he didn’t see how the Board could comply with open meeting laws with these changes. Ms. Susko said that was why she was bringing it to the Board and Jeanne Galvin. If there isn’t a way the Board can comply with it, she said they can kill the bill. Mr. Ugenti asked if this was all the legislature was allowing or would they be willing to work with the Board and CoAA on this. Ms. Rudd said that Representative Brophy-McGee told her that if the Board doesn’t like this she would appreciate suggestions. Ms. Brophy-McGee is willing to put in an amendment or to kill it; whatever the Board would like. Erik Clinite said that just because the name (of the appraiser) is not disclosed doesn’t do anything for an appraiser’s obligation to their insurance carrier, so he didn’t think it helped anyone. Jeanne Galvin said she had reviewed it, and she said that renaming something doesn’t change the process. A re-structuring of how the Board works would be needed. Mr. Brewster asked about part of the document that talks about ‘frivolous’ complaints that are dismissed and if the Board would have to disclose that there had been a complaint. Ms. Galvin said that a number of health boards have that same provision, but it doesn’t work with another proposed part of the document. If someone submits a public records request in person, the information would still have to be disclosed; it just wouldn’t be put on the website and wouldn’t be disclosed over the phone. Ms. Susko said that they wanted to have that changed so they couldn’t come down and get that information. Ms. Galvin said that would violate the Public Records Law. Ms. Galvin then reminded the Board of their mission. Mr. Ugenti said that everything the Board does needs to be available to the public. The board discussed how other states operate. Ms. Galvin said that there are a few agencies in Arizona that invest that authority in an executive director. She said in those cases the complaint comes in and is reviewed by an investigator who might determine that it is without merit, after which an executive director has the authority to dismiss it. She said that other agencies do it by committee subject to Open Meeting Law. She said that those complaints are noticed and are part of the person’s record, but it doesn’t get to the level of the Board. Ms. Galvin continued that the Board would need a whole reorganization and restructuring (to fulfill the intent) and could not just change calling a ‘complaint’ an ‘allegation’. Mr. Ugenti said it was apparent that this is not what the appraisal community wanted. He asked if COAA was okay with continuing the process; if they could meet periodically to try and come to a better bill. Ms. Susko said they would be more than happy to do that. Mr. Ugenti asked if her clients wanted to see this bill pass now. She said that they wouldn’t want it the way it is; that it doesn’t accomplish their purpose as it is. The Board discussed a statutory change of the definition of a ‘Complaint’. Mr. Petrus asked Jeanne Galvin if the Board or the legislature could make up the definition like that. Ms. Galvin said if a ‘Complaint’ is defined as a violation of statute, the Board will not know if there is a violation until after a Formal Hearing. Ms. Galvin said she would not advise any appraiser how to respond to a question from an E & O about whether that constitutes a 'complaint'. She said they could be at Formal Hearing and still be stating that they don’t have a complaint. Mr. Ugenti said that E & O companies may have a different definition (of ‘Complaint’). Ms. Galvin also said that the Board’s mission is not to worry about how the appraiser’s E & O insurance is affected, but about the Board’s responsibility to protect the public. Mr. Brewster suggested that they shouldn’t rush into the process; that it should be done correctly. The Board members discussed that, as written, the Board cannot comply with the bill and that the Board should respectfully ask that it be withdrawn. Ms. Rudd made the suggestion to CoAA that there are attorneys available that specialize in legislation since Jeanne Galvin can only advise the Board. She added that trying to write legislation is tough when you are trying to do something this big. Mr. Ugenti asked if they needed to give Ms. Rudd some direction as the Board’s lobbyist. Mr. Petrus said that Ms. Rudd could communicate that, as the bill is written, the Board could not comply. Ms. Susko said they’d start over; maybe get an attorney and comes up with something that works. She also said that there may be changes in the way the Board operates. Mr. Petrus agreed that was a possibility. 
Ms. Rudd asked about the other bill, and Mr. Petrus said the Board has given her direction to go forward. Ms. Rudd asked about the hiring of a lobbyist; that she had been advised that the Board needs a high-power lobbyist, someone who knows how to get their foot in the door. Mr. Petrus said she could get information about hiring one. The cost of a lobbyist was discussed. Ms. Rudd then spoke about a conversation she had with the lobbyist for the Banker’s Association. She said that when she explained what the ASC could do he was very concerned, saying that it could affect the banking industry, and he would be willing to go forward with assisting us. Ms. Rudd said that Representative Brophy-McGee thought we would need a lobbyist. She also had heard that there may be a way to hire a lobbyist for a month or two. Mr. Petrus said to explore those options. 
Joanna Conde said that she has a mailing list and membership and Ann Susko has her membership. They could ask their members to write their legislators. She said that her Board has already agreed to support this (the fee increases). She also said that if the people who are going to be affected are supporting the bill it will hold a great weight with the legislature. Mr. Petrus said the Board would welcome the support from all, especially the appraiser groups. Mr. Ugenti said that a fee bill is not going anywhere without being connected; someone who can get a meeting and get the Speaker to get it on the agenda.
Application Review Committee

Mike Petrus said the committee met on January 15th. He gave the Committee’s recommendations to the full Board. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to accept the recommendations. Erik Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

New Business, Item 5, relating to the course approvals for education submissions.
The Board discussed course approvals. Joanna Conde asked if Debra Rudd could come to her scheduled conference and make a presentation about what is happening at the Board. Mike Petrus said the Board appreciated her letting Ms. Rudd represent them. Frank Ugenti reviewed all of the courses and made a motion to approve. Erik Clinite seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
New Business, Item 3, relating to the election of a Chairperson. 
Mike Petrus stated that the Board needs to elect a new chairperson. Mr. Petrus said he was not going to do another term as Chair. Mr. Petrus opened up the Board to nominations. Fred Brewster nominated Frank Ugenti. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. Frank Ugenti said he would accept the nomination. The motion passed unanimously.
Debra Rudd said that it was up to the Chair to do committee assignments. Mr. Ugenti asked about Vice Chair. Mr. Petrus said that is the new Chair’s choice. Mr. Ugenti asked if Jeff Nolan would accept his appointment as Vice Chair. Mr. Nolan said he would accept. Ms. Rudd said that statute calls for an annual election of Chairperson. It doesn’t say anything about Vice Chair. 
Mr. Ugenti asked if any committees had any quorum issues now that James Heaslet was gone. Committee assignments were discussed. Mr. Ugenti said that Erik Clinite and Greg Wessel were up for reappointment. Ms. Rudd said they were waiting for the reappointment for Mr. Heaslet’s position. Erik Clinite said he would like a meeting in February for Budget Committee. Ms. Rudd said that Erik and Greg both sit on the Board until their reappointment or until they are replaced. They have a year after they have expired. 

Frank Ugenti thanked Mike Petrus for his hard work on the Board in the past year.
Future meetings

The next board meeting will be held on February 20th. The Budget Committed will be held on February 19th at 8:30 a.m. The Application Review Committee will be held on February 19th at 9:30 a.m.
The meeting then adjourned at 3:01 p.m. 
EDUCATION 

January 2015

I.
Submitted Education


A.
Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved




A La Mode Technologies, Inc.



a.
 Accurate Sketching Made Easy, 3 hours




 Joel Baker, Paul Stansberry



b.
 Controlling Your Data With TOTAL, 3 hours




 Joel Baker, Paul Stansberry




c.
Developing Compliant Reports Using TOTAL, 7 hours





Joel Baker, Paul Stansberry



d. Mobile Appraiser Workflow, 7 hours




Joel Baker, Paul Stansberry



Arizona Appraisers State Conference, LLC



a.
Part 1 – 2015 Arizona Appraisers State Conference,   4 hours




Joanna Conde, Michael Orr, David Stone, Brian Trotier, Joel Baker



b.
Part 3A – 2015 Arizona Appraisers State Conference, 3 hours




Joanna Conde, Michael Orr, David Stone, Brian Trotier, Joel Baker



c.
Part 3B - 2015 Arizona Appraisers State Conference,   3 hours




Joanna Conde, Michael Orr, David Stone, Brian Trotier, Joel Baker



Arizona Association of Real Estate Appraisers



a.
Appraiser Code of Ethics & Professional Conduct,   4 hours




Joanna Conde, Michael Orr, David Stone, Brian Trotier, Joel Baker, Matt Cottini, David Thomas, Michael Roedl


B.
Qualifying Education – New – Not AQB Approved



 Appraisal Institute



a.
 Two-Day Advanced Income Capitalization –A,   15 hours




  Ron DeVries



b.
 Two-Day Advanced Income Capitalization –B,   15 hours




  Ron DeVries


C.
New Instructor


  
McKissock, LP


a. Jeremy Johnson

II.
By Consent Agenda


A.
Continuing Education – Renewal 



American Society of Farm Managers & Rural Appraisers/AZ Chapter



a.
2015 Spring AG Outlook Forum, ABA# 0211-993    7 hours




Matt Payne, Dr. Arthur C. Nelson, Wayne Stutzer, Greg Vogel, Tom Van Hofwegen, Charles Havranek, Mark Finley, Shawn Wood, Steve Pendleton, Bill Moody, Scott Halver, Tom Rolston, Myron Fortin



Appraisal Institute



a.
Unraveling the Mystery of Fannie Mae Appraisal Guidelines, 1213-1238
  4 hours



John Underwood



McKissock LP



a.
Appraisal of Self-Storage Facilities, Distance Education, D0214-1284
7 hours



Tracy Martin



b.
The Cost Approach, Distance Education, D1206-602   7 hours




Alan Simmons



c.
Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning Systems in Green Building, Distance Education, D0214-1285   4 hours




Tracy Martin



d.
Mortgage Fraud: Protect Yourself!, Distance Education, D1207-724   7 hours




Dan Bradley



e.
Deriving and Supporting Adjustments, 0411-1015
7 hours




Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Dan Tosh, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, James Greg Harding, Alex Gilbert, Jeremy Johnson, Amelia Brown


f.
2014-2015 National USPAP Update Equivalent, 0214-1283
7 hours




Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Dan Tosh, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, James Greg Harding, Alex Gilbert, Jeremy Johnson 


g.
REO and Foreclosures, Distance Education, D0508-787   5 hours




Dan Bradley



h.
Residential Report Writing: More Than Just Forms, Distance Education, D0411-1018   7 hours




Dan Bradley



i.
The Thermal Shell, Distance Education, D0214-1286   3 hours




Tracy Martin


B.
Qualifying Education – Renewal 



Appraisal Institute





a.
Online General Appraiser Income Approach, Part 2, Distance Education, D1213-1240-14
  30 hours






David Lennhoff




Dynasty School




a.
Advanced Residential Applications and Case Studies, ABA #D1211-1052-09, Distance Education   15 hours 




Robert Abelson




b.
Real Estate Finance, ABA #D1110-979-10, Distance Education   30 hours 




Robert Abelson




c.
Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, ABA #D0114-1252-04, Distance Education   15 hours 




Robert Abelson




d.
Residential Sales Comparison & Income Approaches, ABA #D0114-1253-06, Distance Education   30 hours





Robert Abelson




e.
Residential Site Valuation and Cost Approach, ABA #D0114-1254-05, Distance Education   15 hours 




Robert Abelson




f.
Statistics, Modeling and Finance, ABA #D0211-999-08, Distance Education   15 hours 




Robert Abelson




McKissock LP




a.
Appraisal Subject Matter Electives, Distance Education, D0907-691-10    20 hours





Dan Bradley




b.
Basic Appraisal Procedures, Distance Education, D0507-649-02    30 hours





Dan Bradley




c.
Residential Appraiser Site Valuation and Cost Approach, Distance Education
D0906-572-05    15 hours





Dan Bradley




d.
Statistics, Modeling and Finance, Distance Education, D1007-700-08
    15 hours





Allan Simmons
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COMPLAINTS FILED* 8 7 9 8 8 15 15 12 12 9 6 6

At the monthly meeting, the following actions were taken by the Board:

DISMISSED 4 5 2 2 6 9 3 5 8 8 5 6

LETTER OF CONCERN 3 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1

LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION 3 2 2 0 0 2 1 1 1 2 0 1

LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE 1 4 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 3 0

PROBATION 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CONSENT 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2

SUSPENSION 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

SURRENDER 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVOCATION 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

CEASE & DESIST 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING 1 1 0 2 2 2 0 1 2 1 1 1

REFER TO FORMAL HEARING 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

*Complaints filed are those that have been received by the  Board office that month. 

Due process allows the Respondent to reply within 30 days of receipt of the complaint 

and the Board has 75 days to hear the case from the date the reply is received.



 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW

To:
Board of Appraisal

From: 
Application Review Committee

Date:
January 16, 2015
Re:
January 15, 2015 Recommendations


As a result of its January 15, 2015, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:


Substantive Review 


A.
 Appraisal Renewal


1)
To find substantively complete:



11605
Juan C. Pesqueira




20573
Jay A. Josephs 




21461
Scott E. Seibel


31500
James R. Driskill



B.
 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

  
1)
To find substantively complete:



AR12486
Fred J. Salemmo, Jr.




AR12496 
Craig C. Monson (by reciprocity)   



AR12512
Frances J. Morin (by reciprocity)     


2)
To find substantively incomplete:
AR12485
Daniel R. Trevizo  


C.
 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted

  
1)
To find substantively complete:



AG12498
Stephen R. Peterson (by reciprocity)


To Approve Applications for Reconsideration
  
1)
To find substantively complete:



AR12450
Domenik Spaleta


To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued

A.
Reciprocity:


22371
Jeffrey R. Homan



22391
Daniel J. Casey



22398
Rodney S. Hodd



22399
Jeanne M. Caligiuri



22400
Edward F. Boesch



32056
David R. Schley



32057
Connie G. Weigel



32058
M. Scott Allen

B. Nonresident Temporary:



TP41561
Dean R. Hobart



TP41564
Richard S. Vojta 



TP41585
Bradley T. Morrison



TP41586
Paul E. Biershwale



TP41587
Tanya J. Pierson



TP41588
Peter P. Hathaway




TP41592
Michael S Boyle


Substantive Review for AMC Initial Applications

1)
To find substantively complete:

AM12268
MMREM Valuations, LLC

24

