Board of Appraisal 
Minutes for meeting held 1/17/2014


DRAFT MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
January 17th, 2014

Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Mike Petrus at 8:30 a.m. 

Those Board members present at roll call:
Mike Petrus, Vice Chair
James Heaslet
Erik Clinite
Mark Keller
Jeff Nolan
Frank Ugenti

Absent from this meeting
Joe Stroud
Kevin Yeanoplos, Chair

Staff Attendance:
Debra Rudd, Executive Director
Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General
Nancy Inserra, Staff
Chris Munns, Advisor to the Board

Request for Formal Hearing for Case 3551 by James Nelson 
Mr. Nelson appeared telephonically.  He stated that he had sent a response to the States decision, but staff reported they had not received anything from him.  He then stated that he had not received notice as per law by certified mail or by personal notice.  Jeanne Galvin made a statement that the board did comply with their notification of the complaint as per state statute, and that the second argument Mr. Nelson has raised is without merit.  He has not proven that wrongdoing has taken place during the hearing.  James Heaslet and Frank Ugenti both stated that he did partake in the meetings regarding the complaint, and do not believe that the Administrative Law Judge erred in his findings to revoke Mr. Nelson’s certificate.  Frank Ugenti then made a motion to deny the request for rehearing and James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The Board members voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Initial File Review for Case 3627, James Nelson
The Respondent remained on the telephone from the previous case. The Complainants were also present. Debra Rudd read the Board Summary into the record.  The property is a single family residence located in Gilbert, with an effective date June 10, 2013.   Complaint Summary: The complainants are the buyers who allege that the appraiser under-valued the subject due to a lack of knowledge of the Gilbert market. The owners are concerned that the appraiser is located in Overgaard and questions his geographic competency to complete an appraisal on the subject property. 
 
Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The respondent states that although he currently resides in Overgaard, he lived most of his life in Scottsdale, where he has been appraising for over 40 years. Mr. Nelson reports that he maintains a second residence in the Valley and continues to appraise and keeps abreast of market conditions in the Metropolitan Phoenix area.
Questions from Mr. Ugenti to Mr. Nelson included when he had last appraised in the valley, whether he subscribed to ARMLS, and how often he appraised residential properties.  The Complainants asked how many he completed in Gilbert.  They also reported that they had another appraisal completed by another appraiser located in Gilbert that had a $50,000 difference in value.  The Gilbert appraiser valued the home at $430,000 and Mr. Nelson had valued it at $380,000.  They wanted to know how common it was for an appraiser to come down from Overgaard to complete an appraisal in the valley.  Mike Petrus responded it was not a matter of living in one area and traveling to another to do the appraisal, it is really a matter of whether they are competent to appraise in the area.  Mark Keller noted some issues with the site adjustment at $1.00 per square foot, which did not appear to be supported given the value of the site in the Cost Approach.  After additional questions were asked about his adjustments and comparables, Frank Ugenti made a motion to find a Level 2, noting the findings in the investigators report which noted USPAP violations 1-1(a); 1-4(a); (b-ii & iii); and 2-2 (b-ii) and considering the previous case to take no additional action at this time.  However, if Mr. Nelson appeals the revocation,  the board could come back and revisit this case.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Compliance File Review Case 3603, Jason Maze
The Respondent and his attorney, Felicia Rotellini was present for this matter.   Debra Rudd read the board summary into the record.  This matter was before the Board at the Nov. 15, 2013 Board meeting as an Initial File Review. At that meeting, the Board voted to request a log of appraisals completed in the past six months, highlighting those appraisals that involved new construction, and for staff to select four to audit including two new construction and two other appraisals for audit by the Board.  Board members Petrus, Heaslet, and Ugenti all questioned the appraiser on the appraisals submitted.  Mike Petrus questioned his adjustments on the new construction appraisals regarding the bathroom adjustment on the comparable which was a model match.  James Heaslet said it appeared to be dollar for dollar adjustments on the upgrades, not market value. He said this is a circular argument and that the appraiser would always come up with the sales price, that it was just doing the math, not providing a market value.  Mike Petrus also questioned why his contract dates were all unknown on his comparables.  He pointed out that this information is available in the Affidavits of Sale.  He noted by making time adjustments on the closing dates, that if two comparables had been contracted at different times (such as one a year ago and another only a month ago), but both closed in the same week, they may have different base prices.  Mark Keller questioned the site adjustments or lack thereof on his comparables.  After additional questions and answers by the Respondent, Frank Ugenti gave him some suggestions on what he could have done to find out some of the answers to these questions.  Mike Petrus guided the members back to the USPAP violations noted in the investigators report and stated he did not believe the competency rule violation should be included. Frank Ugenti agreed that he did not think this was a competency issue.   James Heaslet made a motion noting the violations in the investigators report without competency, finding a Level 2, Letter of Due Diligence offering a consent agreement for education to include a 7-hour Report Writing class and a 7-hour Sales Comparison class, with no continuing education credit allowed and six months to complete.  He also included that the 7-hour USPAP 2014-15 update class should be taken  in the same time frame, with continuing education credit to be given.  Mike Petrus stated he believed that Level 2 was too light and recommended a Level 3.  No change was made to the motion.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 5 voting in favor of the motion, and 1 voting against.  Mike Petrus cast the dissenting vote. 


Initial File Review for Case 3636, Gary Carter
The Respondent was present.  Frank Ugenti recused himself from this matter.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record.  The subject is a single family residence in Glendale that was appraised in July, 2013.  Complaint Summary: The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser did not comply with the Competency Rule and prepared a misleading appraisal based upon a ‘target’ value. Specifically, the complainant claims that the appraiser relied upon comparable sales that were inappropriate and made adjustments that were not supported by recognized appraisal methodology.
Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that he used the best available data and that his adjustments were appropriate and supported with “paired data sales analysis”. The respondent further reports that at no time during the appraisal process did the client request a predetermined value, nor did he accept the assignment based upon a predetermined conclusion.  James Heaslet questioned the comparable selection which had two sales with basements that were much larger than the subject.  Their GLA above grade was similar to the subject but the subject does not have a basement.  He also asked why he did not use one-story homes similar to the subject, when there appeared to be sales available per his workfile.  After additional questions by Mike Petrus regarding the comparables showing in Patrick Ranch where this property is located, and nearby Hillcrest, Mark Keller noted the findings in the investigators report  of SR 1-1(a), 1-4(a), 2-1(a)(b) and 2-2(viii) were similar to what has been discussed here.  He then made a motion to offer a Level II, Letter of Remedial Action for the violations noted in the investigators report and to have the Respondent take a 7-hour Sales Comparison Approach class with no continuing education credit to be given, and a 7-hour USPAP 2014-15 update class to be taken, but to allow continuing education for that class.  All education is to be completed within six months. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion carried with 5 voting for the motion, 0 against, 1 recusal by Frank Ugenti.

Initial File Review for Case 3629, Jacqueline Atchley
The Respondent and her attorney, Michael Orcutt was present.   Erik Clinite reported to the Board that he was familiar with Mr. Orcutt but could remain neutral in this case.  Frank Ugenti was recused from this matter. Complaint Summary: The complainant is the lender who alleges that the appraiser failed to analyze market conditions and lacked support for adjustments, reconciliation and value conclusion. The complaint further alleges that the appraiser’s modifications to the original appraisal and subsequent lowering of her value opinion indicate a lack of competency in appraising complex properties. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that the subject was a very unique property with exceptional interior finish. Due to the unique nature of the improvements, it was necessary to use sales that required significant adjustment. The appraiser notes that she made changes to the original report based upon discussions with the client and additional analysis and stands by her analysis and conclusion.  After the Respondent made an opening statement about her twenty five years of experience as an appraiser, Mike Petrus questioned how many high level homes she had completed.  He asked for her market support for the changes she made to the reports.  He was attempting to find out if she had been pressured by the client.  The Respondent replied to his questions.  Jeff Nolan questioned the valuation of the 37 acres included on this appraisal and the agricultural use of approximately 25% of the site.  The Respondent reported that the client, REL’s, recommended that she use minimal value for the excess land.  Mark Keller questioned the different use of 34 acres that perhaps it could have value more as farmland than as excess land.  The Respondent replied that she did value the excess land at the value of the farm acreage at between $5,000 and $13,000 per acre.  The client wanted the entire acreage included in the assignment and told her to give minimal value.  She did address the agricultural use.  James Heaslet pointed out that even though it was currently planted in alfalfa and citrus, there might be demand for a dairy in this area, thus more of a Highest & Best Use analysis should have been completed.  Mike Petrus questioned the time adjustments used in the report.  He stated the time adjustment on the sale used from 2006 caused him problems, and that the second report which gave no credit for the all of the additional features of the subject versus the first report that gave quite a bit of credit to these features made him uneasy about the report.  James Heaslet asked about her exposure time.  She responded that the exposure time was noted in the addendum to be 6 to 18 months.  He then pointed out that Comp 4 had been on the market 994 days, and that Comp 5 had been on the market almost two years.  Mike Petrus stated that in listening to the appraiser she is competent to do this appraisal.  James Heaslet said he believed she listened too much to her client about what she should do in the appraisal.  Mark Keller agreed and made a motion to find a Level 1, Letter of Concern for this complex assignment.  He is not agreeing with the competency portion of the findings of the investigators report, but does accept the investigators findings of violations to SR1-1(a), 1-4(a), 2-1(a), 2-2(vi), and 2-2(viii).  Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 4 ayes, 1 no, and 1 recusal.  James Heaslet voted against the motion and Frank Ugenti was recused.   

Initial File Review for Case 3630, Andrew Wachtel
The Respondent was present.  Frank Ugenti was recused from this matter.  Complaint Summary: The complainant is the lender who alleges that the appraiser failed to address the marketability of the subject’s 1-bedroom floor plan and utilized comparable sales that were all superior to the subject. 
Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that there were no better sales for analysis. The data suggested by the client represented inferior properties that may have bracketed the livable area of the subject, but were not comparable in condition or location and were therefore not presented in the report. The Respondent explained REL’s valuation was the client, and that one of the mandates they have on appraisers is to have the comparables bracket the size and value.  He could not find similar enough sales to use.  He noted that the copy received by the board did not include part of the addendum that was part of the report.  The software has a glitch that did not allow the addendum to come through the system.  Mike Petrus asked if there were no 1 bedroom, 1 bath sales.  Mr. Wachtel said he drove by some sales that were 1 bedroom and 1 bathroom but that in his opinion they were in too poor of condition and quality that their inclusion would have presented a misleading report with too many large adjustments.  James Heaslet asked why they would not compete.  Mr. Wachtel noted the substandard finishes, age differences, and that a buyer looking for the subject would not consider the other sales.  James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss as he did not find any violations to USPAP.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 5 ayes, 1 recusal.

Initial File Review for Case 3631, Jeffrey Blum
The Respondent and Complainant were both present.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record.  The subject is a single family residence located in Youngtown and had two appraisals with effective dates of June 19th and September 4th, 2013.  Complaint Summary: The complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser sent his assistant to complete the inspection for the first appraisal and never inspected their home. As a result, the owner alleges that the respondent missed relevant features of the property and overlooked comparable sales that were more similar to the subject. The owner states that the appraisal was completed for FHA financing. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that the owner and her agent have confused him with another appraiser that completed an appraisal on the subject property. Specifically, he does not have an assistant nor does his name appear on the FHA appraiser roster. The respondent defends the comparable sales used as the best available data at the time of appraisal.  The Respondent informed the Board that he had just completed the 2014-15 USPAP class in the past week.  The Complainant provided data from the Supra Lockbox which indicated the date Mr. Blum accessed the house was after the date of value.  Mr. Blum defended his position that he inspected the property both times, but he did not write an FHA report and he maintains he does not have an assistant.  The effective date of the appraisal he believed was the date he inspected the property.  After questioning the appraiser about the evidence provided to the Board, Frank Ugenti stated he wanted some additional information.  Mike Petrus asked about the Arizona Room, not being included in the gross living area.  The Respondent replied it wasn’t heated or cooled, other than a wall evaporative cooler unit.  The Complainant stated it was an air conditioner not an evaporative cooler.  James Heaslet said in his opinion he addressed this area appropriately.  The market contribution was properly addressed for this room, per Mike Petrus. When the discussion came back to the question of whether he had accessed the property on the date that he stated, James Heaslet pointed out that this was going to be difficult to prove one way or the other, and he would like to concentrate on the findings of the investigator in their report.  The effective date appears to be incorrect, based on his testimony of when he inspected the property. The Cost Approach and the Sales Comparison Approach have wide differences in values without any reconciliation or discussion.  James Heaslet made a motion to accept the violations noted in the investigators report of 1-4 (b - iii); 1-6 (a); 2-2 (b – viii); and adding the incorrect effective date based on his testimony of when he accessed the property. [This additional violation is noted as a 1-2(d) and 2-2 (b - vi)]. His motion would be to offer a consent agreement for a Level 2, Letter of Remedial Action with a 7-hour Report Writing class to be taken in person (not distant education) and completed within 6 months.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  When questioned by Debra Rudd if the class is not offered what the Board would like to do, James Heaslet added to his motion to direct the Executive Director to substitute a suitable class. The members of the board voted unanimously in favor of this motion. 

Initial File Review for Case 3641, Joseph Turley
The Respondent was present.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records.  The subject is a single family residence located in Mesa that was appraised in May, 2013.  Complaint Summary: The complainant is the buyer who alleges that the appraiser inflated the value of the property they were buying by failing to use comparable sales of similar size. The buyers further allege that the appraiser overlooked pertinent sales data in the area. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that two of the six comparables are model matches to the subject and the other four comparables varied from 2.5% to 17.5% of the GLA of the subject. The respondent defends the comparable sales used as the best available data at the time of appraisal and notes that additional sales that have closed since the date of appraisal further support his opinion of market value.   James Heaslet said he had reviewed everything in the report and did not find any violations.  He then made a motion to dismiss.  Mike Petrus questioned the respondent about the date of the contract and whether it was a leaseback.  The Respondent answered his questions to his satisfaction.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3596, Scott Gary
The Respondent was present. This matter was before the Board at the November 15, 2013 Board meeting as an Initial File Review. The respondent was not present at that meeting. The
Board voted to request the respondent’s presence in order to respond to questions from the Board.  This was regarding a report of a single family residence in Peoria that had a solar water system.  Mike Petrus asked about the solar water system, and the respondent reported he had not completed an assignment with this type of solar system on it before, but he had taken steps to discuss the method of valuation with his peers and employer, read an article recently published about a property in California with solar energy, knew that the Appraisal Institute had created a form to use to assess the energy efficiency, and as part of his continuing education has taken a green energy class.  The discussion continued with questions about the location of the subject backing to an arterial for the subdivision, and the comparables backing to a greenbelt or other favorable views with no adjustments or discussion noted in the report.  Mike Petrus said he did not believe the subject was properly described in the report, thus in his opinion this would be a USPAP violation of standard 1-2(e - i); 2-2(b) and 1-4 (a) for a lack of view adjustments or discussion of view differences.  He said he would have noted this as a Level 2 action, but after listening to him he believes it should be lowered to a Level 1, Letter of Concern.  Erik Clinite seconded the motion.  Frank Ugenti stated that he thought this rose to a Level 2.  James Heaslet agreed.  On a voice vote, the motion carried 4 to 2 for a Level 1 Letter of Concern, with the dissenting votes cast by Frank Ugenti and James Heaslet.  

Old Business
Mike Petrus introduced the case as “Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding disclosure of activity by Adam D. Hahn on the AMC application for Lenders Link, Inc.”  Mike Petrus summarized the concerns of the Board about a 27 year old case discovered in the background check. Mr. Hahn answered the Board’s questions about the incident.  Based on his comments, the Board was satisfied with his responses.  Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept and approve the application.  Erik Clinite seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously. 


Approval of the Minutes from previous meetings
Mark Keller made a motion to approve the minutes as presented for the October 15th meeting.  The motion was seconded by James Heaslet.  The motion passed 5 ayes, 0 nays & 1 recusal by Frank Ugenti due to his absence from this meeting.  Mark Keller made a motion to accept the December 20th meeting minutes as presented. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  Five members voted in favor of the motion, with 1 recusal. Erik Clinite was recused for his absence at this meeting.

Initial File Review for Case 3635, Michael Shores
The Respondent was not present.  Debra Rudd read the board summary into the records.  This is a single family residence located in Peoria appraised in October, 2013.  Complaint Summary: The complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser spent less than 30 minutes at his property and utilized incorrect comparables that were not like kind to his home. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that the complainant failed to mention any characteristics missed by the appraiser during the inspection or provide any sales data to support his accusations. The respondent defends the comparable sales used as the best available data at the time of appraisal.  Mike Petrus pointed out the inconsistent treatment of the additions in the comparables versus the subject.  James Heaslet pointed out the addition of the Arizona room was above grade, and appears similar in quality based on the photos in the report.  The fact that the subject’s addition does or does not have a permit would not preclude the appraiser from analyzing whether the market gave this area value.  Frank Ugenti and Mark Keller agreed and pointed out additional items in the report they had problems with such as the Subject zoning is reported to be single family residential when it is actually R1-8; Comparable No. 3 is reported to be remodeled with such features as granite countertops with no discussion or adjustment; and
the adjustment for Comparable No. 4’s superior 2-car garage storage is made in the wrong direction.   The investigator’s report noted SR1-1(a), 1-4(a), and 2-2(viii).  When considering the previous case this appraiser recently had before the Board and that he is repeating the errors, Mike Petrus motioned for a Level III consent agreement, to take a 30-hour basic appraisal class with exam and must successfully pass the exam.  In addition to the basic appraisal class, to add a 7-hour Report Writing class, with 6 months to complete and no continuing education credit allowed.  

Initial File Review for Case 3638, William Wisniewski
The Respondent was not present.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records.  The subject is a single family residence located in Scottsdale that was appraised in January, 2012.  Complaint Summary: The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser utilized comparable sales with superior characteristics without proper commentary and analysis. The complaint further alleges that the cost figures and land value were not supported. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that there were no sales available with similar arterial exposure as the subject and that there was no data to support a location adjustment. The respondent further reports that the comparable sales were all considered to have similar quality of workmanship, materials, condition and amenities.  The members of the Board questioned the location of the subject and lack of analysis or support for  adjustments  (or lack thereof)on the comparables that do not back to a busy street like the subject, and the comparables appear to be in superior locations backing to a golf course or in gated subdivisions. They also discussed a lack of consistency in his adjustments without support.  The Board then asked for his history of discipline.  After discussing the previous discipline, the members still had questions that could not be answered without the Respondent.  Frank Ugenti made a motion to invite the Respondent for an informal hearing.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.  

Informal Hearing for Case 3561, Joseph Delaney
The Respondent was not present.  After waiting twenty minutes for the Respondent to either call in to the meeting or to appear, Jeanne Galvin advised the Board the could proceed with the informal hearing.  The Complainant was in attendance and addressed the Board.  After discussion by the members to issue a letter of concern, Jeanne Galvin stated that they could not proceed without going to a formal hearing.  Frank Ugenti made a motion to move this case to a formal hearing in front of this Board.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  When questioned by the Board, Jeanne Galvin stated that this case will not be back to the Board until at least March, if not later. 

Informal Hearing for Case 3585, Grace Abate
Respondent was not present. However, she had responded to the Board in writing after she had reviewed the investigators report.  The Board discussed their findings from the initial file review and the investigative report again.  The appraiser never made it up to the second level of the property due to a physical injury, nor did she inspect the rear yard.  There was nothing in the appraisal report that gave the assistant credit in the report for completing these items.  An e-mail contained in her work file reflected her bias to always meet the sales price. The investigative report covered these items.   Mike Petrus stated that he believed probation with mentorship was in order.  Previous discipline was considered.  James Heaslet made a motion for a consent agreement finding a Level IV, suspension for 30 days citing the violations in the investigator’s report, noting Ethics Rule Scope of Work Rule, SR 1-1(a)(b)(c), 1-2(e)(i)(h),1-3(a), 1-4(a), 1-5(a), 2-2 (b-iii) and 2-2(b-vii),(b-viii).and SR 2-3.  She would also need to take a 15-hour USPAP class with exam within 6 months after the suspension, no continuing education allowed.  Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3640, Tony Hochmayr
Respondent was not present.  The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix and appraised in October, 2013.  Complaint Summary: The complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser under-valued their home by failing to utilize truly comparable sales or recognize significant recent upgrades. The homeowner objects to the use of distressed sales and cites current sales more similar to their home that were overlooked. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that it was necessary to utilize REO and short sale comparables as they are prevalent in the market. The appraiser notes that the sales and listings cited in the complaint represent the highest sale prices ever recorded in the subject subdivision. The respondent defends his choice of comparable sales, analysis and opinion of value as well supported.  James Heaslet stated that the appraiser did address the back patio appropriately, and he did not find any USPAP violations, thus he made a motion to dismiss.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  Frank Ugenti further discussed the short sales and REO’s did not indicate a difference between non-distressed and distressed sales in this are.  The motion passed unanimously.  

Initial File Review for 3637, Arthur Neudek
The Respondent attended the meeting telephonically.  Complaint Summary: This complaint was opened by the Board of Appraisal at its September meeting based upon the respondents failure to comply with A.R.S. 32-3631(A1) and (A5) by not disclosing items found in a background check. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent apologized for not properly understanding Arizona Statutes and states that he believed that only violations of fiduciary responsibilities needed to be disclosed. Mr. Neudek notes that he has obtained temporary licenses in numerous states and that most only require disclosure of criminal incidents if they relate to fiduciary responsibilities or a violation of public trust.  Mr. Neudek responded to the Board’s questions, but the problem per the members was the lack of disclosure on his application for a temporary practice permit to complete a specific assignment.   When questioned, Mr. Neudek reported the assignment was completed in July of 2013.  The permit is good for one year, per Ms. Galvin.  James Heaslet made a motion to offer a Level 1, Letter of Concern for unprofessional conduct under ARS 32-3631(A1) and send the complaint information to his home state or any other state that he holds a current valid license. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  Erik Clinite believed this should be disciplinary as it involved ethics and that it would be reportable if it was discipline.  The motion passed, with 5 voting in favor of the motion, and 1 against.  Erik Clinite cast the dissenting vote. 

Informal Hearing for Case 3595, Peter Manning
The Respondent was present.  After the introduction to informal hearing was completed, the Respondent had an opening statement in which he explained his comments from the initial file review regarding a study of the neighborhood market factors.  Frank Ugenti explained his analysis of the market was not completed, per his own comments at the initial review.  The Board asked the Respondent about his appraisal.  The Respondent acknowledged the investigator had found better information than his report. He said he had no excuse and stated he made mistakes in this report.   James Heaslet made a motion for a Level 2, non-disciplinary Letter of Remedial action, citing the investigator’s report violations of SR1-1(a)(c), 1-2(e)(i), 1-4(a), 1-4(b-ii), 2-1(a) and 2-2 (b-iii)(b-viii).  Education was added to the motion, for a 7-hour Report Writing class, no continuing education allowed and a 7-hour USPAP 2014-15 update to be completed within 6 months.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed 5 in favor, and 1 against.  Frank Ugenti cast the dissenting vote. 



Compliance File Review for Case 3502, Jonathan George
This matter is before the Board for discussion, consideration and possible action for possible noncompliance with a consent agreement. Staff has received all monthly logs, all mentor logs, a certificate for a 20-hour Complex Properties Course including exam (15 hrs. was required) and a 7-hour USPAP update course. Respondent indicates he has not been able to complete the remaining 15-hour Basic Appraisal course with exam as the agreement requires the courses be taken in person and reportedly respondent has not been able to find a local class to take. He indicated via an email dated Dec. 27, 2013 that no live classes were offered in November or December.  He communicated with staff in the past couple of days that he found a couple of classes that will be offered in January & February that might satisfy the Board.  Mike Petrus made a motion to allow 30 more days to take one of the two courses he listed, and to allow the Executive Director latitude to work with him to find a suitable class in the event either of these classes is not offered.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The members voted unanimously in favor of the motion.     

Compliance File Review for Case 3573, Linda Dutil
Jeanne Galvin updated the Board on the possible non-compliance with the Board’s request, and explained that part of the issue had to do with Tina Ezzell’s, non-belief that the Board has the authority to request the logs.  Ms. Ezzell is the attorney for Ms. Dutil. She understands that the board has the right to audit, but not to request the log.  Ms. Galvin offered that the board would be willing to have staff arrange a time to go to Ms. Dutil’s work and select three appraisals for the audit, if she does not supply the log within 2 weeks.  Frank Ugenti stated if the log is not produced within 2 weeks to find the Respondent in non-compliance.   James Heaslet made a motion to have the Respondent submit a log within the next two weeks or staff to go and select four reports for audit.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed 5 for and 1 against.  Frank Ugenti voted against the motion.  He stated that he believed the Board should have ruled on the appraisal before them, regardless of what other files she may have completed. 

Rules/Legislative Committee
Mike Petrus asked Debra Rudd to update the Board on the bill.  She stated that it was introduced yesterday and has been assigned a number, HB2239.  She reported that after the last meeting legislative council made most of the changes as requested by the Board, but they missed the bond section thus the amount is still $50,000 to $100,000, not the $20,000 to $50,000 amount that the Board wants. Elaine Arena was in attendance and said she had some feedback from the Appraisal Institute and they have some questions, but to her knowledge there is not opposition at this time to the bill from her organization.  Frank Ugenti asked the Board to consider giving Debra Rudd direction on what items would need to come back to the Board in a special meeting, and what she can have the authority to do to move the bill forward.  Mike Petrus asked if there was anything that the other members have problems with the current bill.  James Heaslet stated that the bill is 90% of what we want.  Mike Petrus said he has confidence that Ms. Rudd understands what the Board wants.  Jeanne Galvin directed the Board to communicate with her, and if it is technical in nature it will not need to come back to the Board, but if it is substantive it will need to come back to the Board.  Frank Ugenti stated if the funds need to go into the general fund that she not be required to bring it back to the Board.  Frank Ugenti noted that all of the attendees were in agreement with the bill at the committee meeting.  Joanna Conde of AAREA said that she was in agreement at the meeting, but since that meeting she has received several responses to her survey from her members in opposition to the immunity for Board members.  She said she had 158 responses of the 575 members and 86.3% were against this section of the bill.   Frank Ugenti stated Ms. Conde was the genesis of this issue, and that she recommended solutions to this problem, came to a consensus that the language was appropriate and now is not in agreement.  She informed the Board that she did agree, but was informed by her members that they did not agree.  Frank Ugenti stated the members of the board are performing a civic duty at the direction of the Governor and they do not want frivolous complaints jeopardizing their personal financial status or employment and nothing else.  The way the question in her survey was worded was to ask if they were in favor of the Board being above the law.   Mike Petrus made the motion give Debra Rudd as the Executive Director and registered public lobbyist the authority to usher the bill forward consistent with the Board’s position with the bill and that she can take action on technical amendments and anything to do with the direction of the funds.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

12-month File Review 
Jeanne Galvin updated the board on Lineberger, Rose and Goeppner that she will have dates next month regarding when the formal hearings will be scheduled.  Jay Clark has submitted a counter offer and that will be heard next month.  Steven Slaton’s formal hearing was held last week and the final decision from the Administrative Law Judge will likely be coming next month.  She also stated that she is drafting a letter to Vesta Valuation, LLC for them to surrender their registration.  Debra Rudd asked Ms. Galvin if she was aware that Vesta Valuation cannot be contacted and the reports she has received indicate they ceased doing business and have not been in their office for the last three months. Ms. Galvin stated they still have a statutory agent that can be notified.   This is the tenth complaint to be added to the other nine and that the bond company has been notified.  The board directed staff to add this complaint and file a claim against the bond for all ten complaints and any future complaints for this AMC on non-payment issues received.  

AMC Complaint for A0124, U.S. Appraisal Group
The complainant has now been paid.  Erik Clinite made a motion to send the typical letter reminding them to pay within 45 days per statute.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.   

Executive Director’s Report
One complaint was extended by staff.  The complaint statistics are included and will be attached to the minutes of the Board meeting.  She reported that there has been a new issue noted on the website regarding the applications.  Erik Clinite asked a question about the complaint statistics.  Jeanne Galvin said she has not understood these reports.  Frank Ugenti said he too does not understand the report.  Nancy Inserra and Debra Rudd tried to explain the report and welcomed any suggestions they want to give to revise this report.  Jeff Nolan would like to know how many are currently active and how many were closed.  Erik Clinite only wants to see what is open.  Debra Rudd reported that 141 complaints were received in calendar year 2013.  Of those, 24 were referred to informal, 11 were referred to formal, and 174 cases were heard in the entire year.  Of the 174 cases, 97 (or 56%) were dismissed.
 
Application Review Committee 
James Heaslet motioned for the Board to accept the committee’s recommendations (See pages 12, 13 & 14).  He included that he would like to have the statute changed to mirror the Department of Real Estate method regarding background checks to receive clearance cards.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion carried 6 to 0. 

Education Committee
Mark Keller reported that the committee met and had a lengthy discussion about the authority to approve the instructors.  They are bringing this item to the full board for discussion.  He then made a motion to approve the other recommendations of the committee to the Board.  He said the committee recommends the Course provider on any course that has case studies to have all confidential information be redacted from sample reports, or builder contracts, or any other items as identified by USPAP.  (The recommendations for the rest of the courses are attached on pages 15, 16 & 17 of this document).    
Discussion then ensued about the process for instructor approval.  Frank Ugenti is convinced that the Board has the authority based on ARS 32-3625 D)(1).  Debra Rudd asked for clarification about collecting the fee for instructor approval, and it was agreed that the Board does not have the statutory authority to collect this fee.  Mike Petrus disagreed with the qualifications for instructors as they may eliminate a subject matter expert that would be beneficial to the appraisers.  James Heaslet agreed.  Erik Clinite did not see the point of approving the instructor.  James Heaslet pointed out that if one instructor on a panel had to back out of a state conference they would then have to possibly cancel that session of the conference.  Mike Petrus wanted feedback from some of the providers.  Mark Keller reported that course providers typically have specific requirements to instruct their courses.  Frank Ugenti argued in favor of approving the instructor as part of the class.  Jeanne Galvin stated that current rules do not allow disapproval of the instructor based on hearing that the instructor was not good. There are rules and processes that must be followed.    After additional discussion Mike Petrus made a motion to remove the instructor approval from the draft of the rules.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

New Business
Mike Petrus then introduced the first item under new business was for the discussion, consideration and possible action regarding annual election of Board Chairperson.  Debra Rudd informed the Board that although Kevin Yeanoplos is not present today, he is interested in being reelected.  James Heaslet nominated Mike Petrus. He said Mike Petrus has handled the board meetings well, and has the time to dedicate to the board.  Frank Ugenti seconded the nomination, but wanted to note that Kevin Yeanoplos has done a good job and this is no reflection on him. He just felt it is time to go in a new direction.  Mike Petrus accepted the nomination.  There were no other nominations.  James Heaslet made a motion to elect Mike Petrus as the Chairperson.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  Mike Petrus and Mark Keller both stated Kevin had done a great job.  Mike Petrus appointed James Heaslet as Vice Chairperson as this is his last year on the Board and he has not served in either position.  No opposition was noted from the other members.

Committee assignments were tabled until next month. 

The next agenda item discussed related to granting authority to staff for the voluntary relinquishment of a registration by an AMC.  James Heaslet made a motion to allow the staff to accept the relinquishment of a registration.  Frank Ugenti requested that the Executive Director add this to her monthly report to the Board, and would only accept the relinquishment if there are no complaints pending.  He then seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

The final new business agenda item was to discuss the salary of the Executive Director after the annual performance.  Frank Ugenti made a motion to go into Executive Session to discuss the salary.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  Upon the return from Executive Session, Frank Ugenti made a motion to approve the amount of increase as discussed in Executive Session, effective February 1st.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Upcoming Meeting Dates
The Rules & Legislative Committee will be meeting on February 20th at 1:00 p.m.; Education Committee to meet at 3:00 p.m. and the Application Committee to meet at 3:30 p.m. on the same date.  The regular Board meeting will be on February 21st at 8:30 a.m. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW

To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Application Review Committee

Date:	January 17, 2014

Re:	January 16, 2014 Recommendations

I.	As a result of its January 16, 2014, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:

II.	Other Business

0.   Report on number of Arizona Appraisers, Property Tax Agents and AMC’s:

	
	1/2012
	
	1/2013
	
	1/2014

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	358
	
	287
	
	261

	Certified Residential
	1169
	
	1124
	
	1124

	Certified General	
	793
	
	773
	
	791

	January Totals
	2320
	
	2184
	
	2176

	Nonresident Temporary
	79
	
	64
	
	80

	Property Tax Agents
	362
	
	365
	
	340

	Appraisal Management Co.
	-
	
	-
	
	167


	
	B.  Approval of the November 14th and December 19th, 2013 minutes.

	C.	To approve Michael S. Gulvin’s request for an extension to complete the national exam.  The extension granted my not exceed February 28, 2014.

	D.	To recommend the Board to make amendments allowing applicants to obtain a DPS clearance card for background checks.

E. To recommend approving Stephen Brainard’s certified residential #20787 renewal application. 

III.	Substantive Review
		
	A.	 Licensed Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		1)	To find substantively complete:

			AL12129	Gregg A. Clausen (by reciprocity)	
	B.	Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		1)	To find substantively complete:

			AR12140	Lynn M. White (by reciprocity)    

		2) 	To find substantively incomplete  
			
			AR12132	Stephanie M. Vitale

	C.	Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		1)	To find substantively complete:

			AG12127	Andy A. Gonzalez (by reciprocity)    
			AG12141	Terence P. Farmer (by reciprocity)   
     			 				 						
IV.	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
	
	A.	Reciprocity

		31996	Michael P. Cummings
		31997	Walton T. Grote
		31998	Carlo S. Bruno
		31999	Jennifer Hsu

	B. Nonresident Temporary
 
		TP41483	Andy A. Gonzalez
		TP41484	Michael P. Cummings
		TP41485	Jennifer Hsu
		TP41487	David W. Beshears
		TP41488	Patrick A. Hallman     
		TP41489	Todd M. Deitemyer
		TP41490	Todd M. Deitemyer

V.	AMC Initial Applications

	A. To approve:

		AM12108	Pyramid Appraisal Management     	
		AM12115	Fidelity Residential Solutions, Inc.
		AM12133	Platinum Appraisal Management Company, LLC
			
VI.	AMC Registration Already Issued

	A. To remove from agenda:

	40165	C2C Appraisal Services, LLC       

  
VIII.	CONSENT AGENDA 

To close without prejudice the following appraiser’s license/certificate that fail to renew within their 90-day grace period.

	31569
	La Rocca, Douglas A.

	21078
	Catsadimas, Constantine

	21620
	Lewis, Mark W.

	22095
	Long, Mark R.

	21077
	Okawa, David M.

	21634
	Picinich, Jennette C.

	21283
	Royse, Marguerite

	11919
	Dennis, Michele S.

	10974
	Lara, Hector A.


	

RECOMMENDATIONS
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 



To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Education Committee

Date:	January 17, 2014

Re:	January 17, 2014 Recommendations

I. As a result of its January 16, 2014 meeting the Education Committee makes the following recommendations:

II. Other Business
The committee believes the Board has the authority to approve Instructors. They also recommend that this be clarified in the rules.

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING COURSES:

A. Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved

	Arizona Appraisers State Conference
	E & O – Case Studies- Appraisals & Appraisal Reviews, XXX-XXX issued on approval, 7 hours.
	Joanna Conde’

III. By Consent Agenda

A. Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved

		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		Appraisal Review of Residential Properties, ABA #Dxxx-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 7 hours
		Timothy Detty

		Green Residences and Appraisals, ABA #Dxxx-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 7 hours
		Timothy Detty

		Methodology and Application of Sales Comparison, ABA #Dxxx-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 7 hours
		Timothy Detty

		Career Webschool
		An FHA Single Family Appraiser, ABA #Dxxxx-xxx, distance education, 14 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		The Columbia Institute
		2014-2015 National USPAP Update No. 101, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 7 hours
		Bernerd Boarnet, Martin Molloy, Roy Morris

B. Qualifying Education – New – AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		Online General Appraiser Site Valuation & Cost Approach, ABA #Dxxx-xxx-12, distance education, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Arlen Mills

		Career Webschool
		An FHA Single Family Appraiser, ABA #Dxxxx-xxx-10, distance education, 15 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Dynasty School
		Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, ABA #Dxxx-xxx-04, distance education, issued on approval, 15 hours
		Robert Abelson

		Residential Sales Comparison and Income Approaches, ABA #Dxxx-xxx-06, distance education, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Robert Abelson

		Residential Site Valuation & Cost Approach, ABA #Dxxx-xxx-05, distance education, issued on approval, 15 hours
		Robert Abelson

C. Continuing Education – Renewals – Not AQB Approved

		Arizona Chapter of American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers
		2014 Spring Ag Forum, ABA #0211-993, 7 hours
		Vanessa Hickman, Grant Ward, Wayne Stutzer, Greg Vogel, Charles Havranek, Warren Porsser, Tom Van Hofwegen, Myron Fortin, Tom Rolston, Steve Pendleton, Shawn Wood, Mark Finley, Bill Moody

		Calypso Continuing Education
		FHA Site Inspection for Appraisers, ABA #D0113-1158, distance education, 7 hours
		Francis Finnigan

		Greensight Value
		Appraising Green Homes: Valuation Techniques, ABA #D0113-1160, distance education, 7 hours
		Taylor Watkins

		Appraising Green Homes: Construction Methods and Trends, ABA #D0113-1159, distance education, 7 hours
		Taylor Watkins

D. Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		Career Webschool
		Appraisal Math and Statistics, ABA #D0113-1161, distance education, 7 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Cost Approach Overview, ABA #D0113-1163, distance education, 7 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Income Capitalization Overview, ABA #D0113-1164, distance education, 7 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Residential Appraiser Site Valuation and Cost Approach, ABA #D1106-591, distance education, 14 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, ABA #DD1106-592, distance education, 14 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Sales Comparison Approach, ABA #D0113-1162, distance education, 7 hours
		A.M. Bud Black


	E.	Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		Career Webschool
		Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, ABA #D1106-590-04, distance education, 15 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Residential Appraiser Site Valuation and Cost Approach, ABA #D1106-589-05, distance education, 15 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Dynasty School
		Real Estate Finance, ABA #D1110-979-10, distance education, 30 hours
		Robert Abelson

E. Instructor Change Only –AQB Approved

		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		2014-2015 USPAP, ABA #1213-1241-03, 15 hours
		Howard Johnson

		2014-2015 USPAP Update, ABA #1213-1246, 7 hours
		Howard Johnson

Complaint Statistics for 2013
	
	# COMPLAINTS RECEIVED
	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	DISMISSED
	%DISMISSED
	TOTAL CLOSED BY BOARD ACTION**
	Disciplinary LEVELS

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	JAN. 2013
	11
	7
	0
	10
	66%
	15
	LEVEL I       /   1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II     /    3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III    /    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV   /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V    /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FEB.2013
	15
	0
	0
	10
	83%
	12
	LEVEL I      /    1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  II    /    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  III  /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  IV  /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  V   /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MAR.2013
	11
	0
	1
	7
	46%
	15
	LEVEL I      /     4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II     /     2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III    /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV   /      2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V     /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	APR. 2013
	6
	0
	0
	9
	56%
	16
	LEVEL I       /     5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II      /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III     /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV     /    1 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V       /   0 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MAY.2013
	15
	5
	0
	8
	50%
	16
	LEVEL I        /    2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II      /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III     /    3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV     /    1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	C&D             /    1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Jun-13
	9
	3
	4
	5
	36%
	14
	LEVEL   I /    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   /  2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  /   6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV   /  0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   /   0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	VOL SUR  /  1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13-Jul
	10
	2
	2
	7
	47%
	15
	LEVEL I     / 5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13-Aug
	20
	1
	1
	13
	86%
	15
	LEVEL I     / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13-Sept.
	15
	2
	3
	9
	47%
	19
	LEVEL I     / 3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13-Oct.
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0%
	2
	LEVEL I     / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13-Nov
	5
	3
	1
	9
	50%
	18
	LEVEL I     / 4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13-Dec
	14
	1
	Rescind 1
	10
	50%
	17
	LEVEL I     / 5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Totals
	141
	24
	11
	97
	56%
	174
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*Since 12/20/12, approximately 95% of all complaints go to investigator prior to Initial File
Review by the Board. Complaints opened by the Board for non-compliance and complaints that
do not involve an appraisal are not sent for investigation. **Total Closed by Board Action means
complaints closed by virtue of a Board ruling ie. issuing discipline or dismissal.





