Board of Appraisal

Minutes for meeting held 10/28/2014


FINAL MINUTES OF THE

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
October 28th, 2014

Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Mike Petrus at 8:37 a.m. 

Those Board members present at roll call: 

Frank Ugenti 

Peggy Klimek

Jeff Nolan
Mike Petrus, Chair 

James Heaslet, Vice Chair

Fred Brewster

Gregory Thorell
Erik Clinite and Gregory Wessel were absent

Staff Attendance: 

Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General 

Debra Rudd, Executive Director 

Kelly Luteijn, Staff

Mike Petrus introduced the new Board members, Peggy Klimek, who is filling one of the appraisal positions and Gregory Thorell who is filling one of the public positions. 

After the Pledge of Allegiance, Mike Petrus asked for a motion to approve the minutes for the September 19th, 2014 meeting. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 for – 0 against – 2 abstained (Peggy Klimek and Greg Thorell). The Chairman then asked for a motion regarding the approval of the minutes for the October 6th, 2014 Special Board meeting. James Heaslet made a motion to approve those minutes, and Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed 6 for – 0 against – 1 abstained (Jeff Nolan), who abstained due to his absence from this meeting. 

Mike Petrus reported there were no requests for a call to the public.
Initial File Review for Case 3727, Larry Stewart
The Respondent Larry Stewart was present telephonically. The Complainant is the Homeowner who alleged that the Respondent’s appraisal was full of errors that required multiple corrections to the report. The complaint further alleged that the Respondent failed to identify relevant features of the subject and did not exercise due diligence in the preparation of the report. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that he is embarrassed and ashamed that the report went out of his office in such condition, noting that computer issues resulted in changes not being saved properly. Mr. Stewart reported that the Homeowners had the property listed for $220,000 and were unhappy with his value conclusion of $192,000. The subject is a single family residence located in Mohave Valley, and the appraisal has an effective date of July 2014.
The Respondent was questioned by James Heaslet about the lack of certification in his report. He was asked if he does many General Purpose (GPAR) reports. The Respondent stated that he does do GPAR reports, but had no answer as to why his reports lacked certifications. Mike Petrus noted the report lacked required items. The Respondent stated that it looked like he had left out the page when he sent the report because they were on his computer. Mr. Petrus asked if they had been delivered to the client. The Respondent said that they had not been given to the client and admitted that he did not have an excuse. Mr. Petrus asked about the difference in sketches from the appraisal as compared to one he had done previously on the same house. The Respondent explained that they had enclosed a porch since the prior appraisal. James Heaslet made a motion, based on the facts cited in the Investigator’s Report, to offer a Level 2, Letter of Remedial Action, 7 Hour Report Writing course and a 15 Hour USPAP with exam to be completed within six months, no continuing education allowed. Mike Petrus seconded the motion, although he also stated that he considers it is a serious issue that the items missing from the report, including the definition of market value, were not recognized prior to going out of the Respondent’s office. He also stated that, in general, he found no major issues with the rest of the report and felt it was a form problem, as well as some knowledge issues that he felt the USPAP course would help clear up. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3728, Brian Scott 

The Respondent Brian Scott was present for this matter. The complaint was filed by the Homeowner and alleged that the appraiser refused to reply to her concerns about the appraisal and undervalued the subject property by reporting incorrect livable area and using comparable sales that were not the best available data. The Complainant further alleged that the appraiser’s actions caused her to lose her refinance under the HARP 2 program. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that the Complainant was not the client and therefore it was not appropriate to discuss the appraisal with her. The Respondent reported that he had measured and photographed the exterior of the subject and acknowledged that he did not measure the interior of the upstairs because he thought he could extract the second story dimensions from the first floor measurements. Mr. Scott further stated that he considered the alternative sales provided and believes he used the best available data. The subject is a single family residence located in Safford, and the appraisal has an effective date of June 2014. 

James Heaslet disclosed that he had worked with the Respondent in the past, but he could remain objective. Mike Petrus asked the Respondent if that would be satisfactory and he concurred. Frank Ugenti questioned the Respondent if he typically does not measure the second floor. He said that typically he does but that it was hot and there was a lot of furniture, so he thought he could extract the second floor from the exterior.  He thought he had done it correctly.  When the Homeowner brought it to his attention that he had incorrectly measured the house, she sent him three prior appraisals of the house by different appraisers. He stated that he had offered to go back and measure but the owner was on her way out of town and he said that was the last he had heard from her.  He also responded on two occasions to the AMC with revised comments about the Homeowner’s concerns and didn’t feel it appropriate for him to call her directly. James Heaslet commented that he noted that in Safford reported gross living areas are all over the board with regard to what is reported. James Heaslet questioned the Respondent about some discrepancies in some of the comparable sale prices, sales concessions and lot sizes in his report as compared to other reported sources. Mike Petrus stated that there appeared to be some factual errors in the report. James Heaslet commented that he felt the Respondent was at a disadvantage without having the Investigator’s Report in front of him to which he could respond.  Fred Brewster asked if the Respondent had gone upstairs.  Mr. Scott stated that he had, but felt it would be easier to measure from the outside. A discussion ensued about the value of him having a copy of the Investigator’s Report prior to a future Informal Hearing; as opposed to the difficulty for him of having to drive all the way back from Safford. Jeanne Galvin gave the alternative of offering him a consent agreement, along with the Investigator’s Report. He could review the offer and report, and if he did not want to sign the offer, he could request to come back before the Board. Alternatively, he could come back before the Board later in the day after reviewing the report. Fred Brewster asked how the other Board members thought they might adjudicate. Mr. Heaslet stated that it depended on how Mr. Scott responded to their questions.  Mr. Petrus stated that he had concerns about the scope of work; that the upstairs measurements had not been done; that there were factual errors, some that could affect the value of the report; and additional factual errors within the report. Mr. Petrus stated that he would be interested in seeing some additional files to see if these practices were typical. Mr. Heaslet made a motion to give the Respondent a copy of the Investigator’s Report and invite the Respondent to an Informal Hearing.  Mr. Petrus seconded the motion.  Peggy Klimek commented that she heard that the Respondent stated that he had measured the second floor from the outside, which was an acceptable practice; he had just made an error. Mr. Petrus and Mr. Ugenti said that they had been confused when he said that he had extracted the second-floor measurements. The Respondent stated that he had measured from the exterior, but had left off the dormers. The Respondent commented that the Complainant had submitted three different appraisal reports and the measurements were different on all of them. A vote was then taken and the motion passed unanimously. The Board members explained the Informal Hearing process to the Respondent.
Compliance Review for Case 3502, Jonathan George
The Respondent was present for this matter. The Respondent indicated that his mentor, James Brown, would be available by phone if they wanted to discuss anything with him. Mike Petrus recapped that the Respondent had been on probation, and the logs had been difficult to obtain from his mentor. He clarified that he Respondent was asking to have his probation terminated. Mr. Petrus asked the Respondent what he had learned to correct the issues from the original complaint. Mr. George commented on some questions that Frank Ugenti had asked at the September 19th meeting and explained his process of doing analyses to parse out appropriate adjustments. Mr. Petrus asked about Complaint #3705, the other case that had been opened by the Board for non-compliance. Staff responded that the complaint had been closed after the previous meeting. James Heaslet made a motion to terminate Mr. George’s probation. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Petrus commented that it was preferable to attend continuing education in-person, if possible. Mr. George responded that he also had learned a lot from attending Board meetings and taking notes.
Initial File Review for Case 3723, Sheri Terrell
The Respondent was present. The complaint was filed by the Realtor and alleged that the Respondent lost the keys to the property after she completed her inspection. The Complainant further alleged that the appraiser told her that her insurance company would pay the claim to re-key the property, but failed to follow through with the repair. The complaint includes a copy of the lockbox report showing that the Respondent is the last entry prior to the keys being reported missing. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that she replaced the keys in the lockbox after her inspection and is not responsible for the loss of the keys or for the expense of re-keying the home. The subject is a single family residence located in Gilbert, and the appraisal has an effective date of June 2014. 

Mike Petrus questioned her about the loss of the keys. The Respondent stated that she had been on crutches when she did the inspection and had a trainee with her who had assisted her with the inspection. She said that after the inspection, they had both gone to return the keys to the lockbox. So, she felt that she it was difficult to say that she had lost the keys. The Realtor stated that she had not returned both keys; however, the Respondent said that there had only been one key in the lockbox. Ms. Terrell said that she was not sure how to handle it, so she had spoken with peers about it and had also called her errors & omissions insurance company since they have attorney services. At first, they had informed her that she had insurance that would cover that issue. However, eventually they told her that the insurance was only for agents who are showing the house and they wouldn’t cover the expense. When she reported that information to the agent who was accusing her of having lost the keys, the agent was upset that it would not be covered by insurance. Mr. Petrus discussed the appraisal report with the Respondent. Mike Petrus questioned the Respondent why she had not made time adjustments, in spite of noting increasing market trends in her report. She spoke to differences in some of the market areas between increasing market trends and comparables in the Market Conditions addendum showing as declining. She looks at the neighborhood as a whole and then at the MC addendum and compares that data. In this case, the neighborhood was increasing; the MC addendum said comparable sales prices were increasing, but the listing prices were declining. She concluded time adjustments were not warranted in this case. She indicated the page where she had explained this process. Frank Ugenti asked about how she had derived her Gross Living Area adjustment. She stated that it was based on paired sales analysis in the market grid and depended in which area the subject was located. Mr. Ugenti said that $10 per square foot was not a relevant adjustment in the metropolitan area. He also stated that, at times, appraisers need to step back from what the data is telling them and see what else is available. He said that she had applied methodology, but it did not seem credible or reasonable. However, Mr. Ugenti further stated that looking at the range of adjusted sales prices in the report; it probably would not have had an impact on her conclusion. James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Budget Committee

Debra Rudd summarized the Budget Committee Meeting held on October 23rd for the Board. There had been a representative present from the Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting (OSPB) who provided a worksheet tool to assist the committee with trying to determine what amount the fees should be increased to remain in compliance. During the meeting, there were questions regarding how the reduction in staff positions had affected the Board’s expenses. There was a discussion about increasing fees across all revenue streams. The recommended fee increase for appraisal license renewals is $600 from $425. New application fees should go from $400 to $600. Temporary practice permits should be raised to $200. Property tax agents would be $150 from its current $100 for renewals. It was also recommended that the current exemption for appraisers who are also property tax agents should be eliminated. She explained although not in statute, the committee discussed increasing AMC fees from $2,500 to at least $4,000 for renewals and to $3,500 for the initial application which is good for the first year only. Mike Petrus explained that AMC fees are in rules; everything else is in statute. Mr. Petrus asked what difference the staff layoffs would make in the budget. Ms. Rudd stated that it would be approximately $67,000 in expenditure cuts. She reported the Board was projected to be approximately $125,000 in ‘the red’ before making those cuts.  Mr. Ugenti asked if that was for the remaining fiscal year and Ms. Rudd said that it was. She stated that she did not have a number for next year. Mr. Petrus asked if any of the numbers in the spreadsheet included the recent staff cuts for the projected potential fee increase. Ms. Rudd said that $727,000 is what the potential revenue stream number could be. Mr. Petrus asked about comparing expenses and what they would be, projected annually. Ms. Rudd stated that she would have to prepare that for a later date.  Mr. Petrus said that he wanted to understand why we are raising fees. Fred Brewster explained that there were very few variable expenses in the budget that the only one was the salary line; however, making cuts there would risk compromising service. A lot of the expenses that we have are from the State and are fixed expenses. He also stated that it is hard to determine what will happen given the circumstances with the state legislature going forward. Mr. Brewster said that the next thing to be concerned about is the belief that the trend will be fewer independent appraisers. He said the increase did not seem like an unreasonable amount in order to balance the budget. Mr. Ugenti stated that at the Budget meeting the public was well-represented including Joanna Conde from AAREA, Ann Susko from COAA and Elaine Arena from the Phoenix Chapter of the Appraisal Institute. Much thought was given to whether or not it was necessary to raise fees. It was discussed that the Board of Appraisal has never raised fees since 1991 and in that time frame expenses have gone up and the number of appraisers has gone down. Mr. Ugenti stated that no one wants to raise fees, but it appears that it is necessary to try.  He noted it will be difficult for a few reasons: 1) With a legislature that sees a raise in fees as looking like a tax increase; and 2) While it may have been sufficient to have made staff cuts for the remainder of this fiscal year and upcoming fiscal year, we need to project out into the future. If we don’t try to get a fee increase in the legislature, we may be dealing with a future legislature that is even more conservative than the one we have now; 3) The Board needs to be sufficiently-funded or we can be sanctioned by our federal regulators, per Dodd-Frank. Mr. Petrus stated concern that we do not know what our expenses are or what we will be spending.  Mr. Brewster stated that the number would come from removing $67,000 from the salary line of the previous year's budget because none of the other numbers will change. He further stated that the Board has very few options to raise the revenue and the expenses are generally fixed, other than the salary line; so, if the Board doesn’t have the option to increase the revenues or fees downstream, the changes would not go into effect for some time. Therefore, he said, if the Board does not act now, it may be in trouble by the time we take action down the road. Ms. Rudd concurred that the Board would not feel the effect of an increase in fees until 2017, even if the process started this January. She asked Mr. Petrus if he wanted the expenditures going forward to be projected at the present staff level of five, which is an uncomfortable staff level, or if it should be projected at a more comfortable staff level. Mr. Brewster said that the projections would most likely need to be made at both levels. He further stated that, in the future, the case would need to be made to increase staff in order to provide the level of service that the community expects, stating this is how much revenue is needed and where it would come from. Mr. Ugenti stated that prior to making staff reductions; the Board was short $125,000 per year. Now that the staff has been reduced, for the remainder of the fiscal year, the budget is short $60,000. For the entire fiscal year 2016, the savings would be $90,000 to $100,000 per year. So, the budget is short approximately $20,000 for the next fiscal year, as long as revenues and expenses stay the same. Peggy Klimek asked if the Board is allowed to provide services, like education for a fee. Mr. Ugenti said that Ms. Rudd is going to pursue obtaining grants, volunteer help in the Board office to relieve duties of staff (although there may be concerns with confidentiality). Ms. Klimek asked about the outreach meetings that have been offered in the past and if we could charge for those courses. Board members discussed that we cannot capitalize on those programs. Mr. Ugenti stated that the Board cannot take money out of the pocket of other educators in the State. No motion was required for this matter.
New Business, Item 5A, Related to Suggested Fee Increases
Mr. Heaslet discussed that some states have fees over $1,000 and then there are states that are as low as $83. He said that Arizona is ranked at about 19th at our current rate. Mr. Petrus stated that, as an appraiser, his license is worth a lot to him, more than what the Board charges. However, as a business person, he doesn’t want to fund more than the Board needs in order to run. Mr. Ugenti stated that in order for the fees to change it has to be a change in the law. In order for the Legislature to approve that and the Governor to sign it, the soonest the law would pass would probably be June 2015. Then, there is a 90-day waiting period before the law goes into effect. Once it does go into effect, in order to actually change the fee we need to write rules. The rules process takes about ten months to a year. Ms. Rudd stated that there is a possible exemption which would need a 2/3 majority. She highly recommended that it be done, because even if it goes into effect today, a high percentage of appraisers just renewed in August and will not renew again until 2016. We will not see an increase in the revenue stream for at least a couple of years. Mr. Petrus asked for public comment. Joanna Conde of AAREA spoke to the need for the fee increase although no one wants to see one. She stated that it could be put in place with a cap, so that the Board can raise it up to that amount. The fee is not put into law at that point in time. The Board has the ability to raise it up to $600, but if it did not have to be raised to that point, in case grants come in, or other revenue streams, it could be raised to a lower amount. However, it is going to be such a long process that the people attending that meeting felt that it needed to be put into place, otherwise it would be at least another year before the increase is felt. Mike Petrus asked if the fee would be set in rules if the law was just a cap. Jeanne Galvin stated that in statute it could be ‘a fee not to exceed $600’ and then the rule could make it $500. It could also say ‘shall charge a fee of $600’ and then you do not have to go through rule-making. This was discussed. Frank Ugenti reiterated that it was discussed in the Budget meeting that if the Board is under-funded then all of the entities that the Board regulates should feel the impact, so all licenses and permits would be increased. Fred Brewster made a motion to have the Executive Director create the legislative document to increase the fees up to those given amounts.  Jeanne Galvin asked for the amounts to be articulated. AMCs are not in statute, so that amount was not included in the motion. Fred Brewster stated $600 for new and renewal appraiser applications, $200 for temporary practice permits, $150 for property tax agent renewals, $200 for property tax agent initial applications. The exemption for appraisers that are also property tax agents (and therefore are not required to pay the additional property tax fee) is removed. There was discussion about the removal of this exemption; Frank Ugenti and James Heaslet discussed staff needs to process both file applications. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  Jeanne Galvin reminded them that this is just direction for the Executive Director to take the necessary steps to get the legislation drafted. It would come back to the full Board prior to going forward. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3721, Kevin Pellon 

The Respondent was present for this matter. The complaint was filed by the Homeowner and alleged that the Respondent undervalued his home due to the minimal inspection performed and the inappropriate comparables used. The Homeowner stated that the main house has only one bedroom but that the detached garage had been converted to include two additional bedrooms that are not reflected in the appraisal. The Complainant further alleged that the Respondent was only at his property five minutes, did not measure the home, took photos on his cell phone and appeared to be ill or drunk. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that he completed a full inspection of the subject including measuring all structures and photographing all rooms in the home with his Canon digital camera. Mr. Pellon reports that there was a bed in the detached garage, but the structure had been finished as a garage, and the City of Glendale had no permits on file for a garage conversion. The Respondent further stated that he relied on about the best available market data and defended his analyses and conclusion. The subject is a single family residence located in Glendale, and the appraisal has an effective date of June 2014. 

The Respondent stated that the appraisal had been difficult with the home being just over 500 square feet (basically the smallest home in the area) and with one bedroom and one bath. He said he inspected the property on his own without an assistant, and he measured the whole home. He stated that he was not drunk, sick or ill. He further stated that the garage was just a garage and that the detached guest house was a pick-up truck bed which was personal property. Mike Petrus asked if this was in the Glendale historic district. The Respondent confirmed the location. James Heaslet and Frank Ugenti asked questions regarding the size of the work file and asked what was in the file. The Respondent answered their questions and stated that he thought he had done a good job on the report, so was surprised when the complaint was filed. Mr. Heaslet stated that the only item that the Investigator had found to be an issue was that the market boundaries seemed to be quite small. However, Mr. Heaslet said that he did not find any glaring errors or issues, and he made a motion to dismiss. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3733, Amanda Mae Heckel
The Respondent was present.  James Heaslet and Fred Brewster recused themselves from this matter. A quorum remained. The Complaint was filed by an appraiser who alleged that the Respondent overvalued the subject property by applying unsupported adjustments. Specifically, the complaint alleged location and view adjustments were double counted and positive time adjustments were not warranted. The Complainant further alleged the subject property is a duplex with separate electric meters and kitchens. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated the subject is a single-family residence with an attached guest house and she had considered the additional improvements in her highest and best use analysis. The Respondent noted the subject’s current zoning does not allow multi-family and she confirmed with the Maricopa County Assessor’s office it would require a change in zoning to allow a duplex use. Ms. Heckel reported she is very familiar with the subject neighborhood and defended her analyses and value conclusion. The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix, and the appraisal has an effective date of March 2014. 

The Respondent made a statement that included comments about the complexity of the appraisal. She stated she lives in the area and is familiar with the differences of view and location values in the area. It was not a duplex because of the zoning and said she had supported the time adjustments. She felt the Complainant might not be as familiar with the area as she is. She also felt he had probably assumed her value had been influenced by the agent, but this was not correct. Ms. Heckel said that she had never spoken with the listing agent; she had spoken with the buyer and had done the appraisal before it had been rehabbed and listed. Mike Petrus asked about the adjustments to both the view and the location. She explained the reasoning for her adjustments, explaining that the values of elevation (as location) and views were regarded separately due to the price of the property, rather than making a much larger view adjustment. She said there had been so many factors like the guest house, location near the preserve, elevation and views that she searched for comparables with similar attributes. Mr. Petrus asked about her search for the comparables of such complex nature. She spoke of trying to find a comparable with the same or similar location and view and explained the comparable selection. Mr. Petrus asked about the physical characteristics of the house with the guest house and zoning. He asked if the house is in the city limits and she said it was. She reported she had spoken with someone in zoning and she said there are no other duplexes in that area. She had confirmed it is single family zoning. There was additional discussion about zoning; the reconciliation of her methods, including the Cost Approach; support of some of her adjustments; and the distance of some of the comparables. Ms. Heckel answered the questions to the Board’s satisfaction. Frank Ugenti made a motion to provide the Investigator’s Report to the Respondent and to dismiss the case. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion carried 5-0-2 with James Heaslet and Fred Brewster recused from this matter.
Compliance File Review for Case 3722, Robert Perry  
The Respondent was present for this matter. The complaint was filed by the Homeowner who alleged the Respondent undervalued her home by failing adequately to analyze the subject blueprints and proposed features. The Complainant further alleged the Respondent did not adequately identify and analyze the subject’s green features and relied upon comparable sales that were inferior to the subject’s proposed construction. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states the subject’s livable area and 2-bedroom floor plan is inferior to most custom homes in the price range of the construction costs. The Respondent further stated he based his search for comparables on properties that were newer construction and most similar in size and room counts. Mr. Perry defended his opinion of value and noted that many of the subject’s proposed finishes are considered inferior quality to other custom homes in the area. The subject is a single family residence located in Prescott, and the appraisal has an effective date of July 2014.
The Respondent introduced himself and stated that this was a case where the cost to build would not have been borne out in this market. He added in Prescott when researching comparables of new construction, it is typical to go anywhere from one to three miles. He also said he had not had anything with a similar lot size, except for Comparable 2, which had the lowest sale price. He said her lot value was competitive with the other comparables. He indicated that the Complainant’s Green features were minimal and included rain barrels that were ‘do-it-yourself’ quality. The Complainant also stated that Mr. Perry had not given her credit for solar, but according to the Respondent, it was not in the proposed construction; it was a future item which he had no way to factor in for value. According to the Respondent, the Complainant included quotes in the complaint from other appraisers, about green-building that he had never made. Mr. Petrus asked questions about proposed construction costs, building cost minus land and if there were any additional green feature items in the construction documents. The Respondent indicated that she had floor radiant heating which he had given credit for in the HVAC adjustment. He agreed that floor radiant heat is an expensive item, but indicated that the home did not have air conditioning that offset the value. Mr. Petrus asked him about the sketch and elevations of the home, which the appraiser said were very basic with no patios front or back, no stone veneer, and no other high-dollar expense items. Mr. Heaslet said that he was looking for something in the work file that said it was LEED certified or similar.  Mr. Ugenti asked if there were any certifications. The Respondent said that there was nothing he had that said it had any certifications. Mr. Petrus asked about the cost approach value. The Respondent explained that this builder would have entrepreneurial loss; therefore the cost approach is less than the builder’s cost. Mr. Perry said that this was the fourth appraisal he had done of new construction in the past two months that had entrepreneurial loss. Mr. Ugenti said that this was not a site-ready lot. He added when looking at builder cost, appraisers need to be mindful that the builder or the homeowner may have already owned the land. Mr. Heaslet said that he thought the report was a good report and that the appraiser had exhibited due diligence and had articulated well. He made a motion to dismiss the case. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3732, Thomas Peevler
The Respondent was present for this matter. The complaint was filed by the buyer who alleged they were unable to secure a loan to purchase the subject property due to the Respondent’s below market appraisal. The complaint further states a subsequent appraisal came in at the purchase price and allowed another buyer to acquire the property. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states the subject contract price was higher than any other sale in the immediate development in the prior three years. The Respondent further states he interviewed the listing agent and asked her to provide any data she relied upon to set the listing price. Mr. Peevler reported the sales provided by the Realtor were superior to the subject in location and amenities. The Respondent defends his value opinion as being well supported by the data, analyses and conclusions presented in the report. The subject is a manufactured home located in Prescott, and the appraisal has an effective date of January 2014. 

The Respondent introduced himself. Mike Petrus asked about the age of the manufactured home which was from the mid-1980s, whereas the age of all of the comparables was pre-1976. The Respondent said he had done a study after the lender raised that question and, although he assumed the pre-1976 homes would sell at a lower price-per-square-foot, his study actually showed they sold for a higher price-per-square-foot. James Heaslet asked about the common sense aspect that the pre-1976 homes are not lendable which could affect the market price. The Respondent stated they might not be lendable, but they are marketable. Mr. Peevler spoke to the unique subdivision in which the subject is located. He said the subject neighborhood is the only subdivision outside the Prescott city limits, has dirt roads and sells quite lower than any other subdivision of manufactured housing in Prescott. Mr. Petrus asked if the dollar per square foot is so much lower in that neighborhood due to the pre-1976 manufactured homes. The Respondent stated that it was possible.  Mr. Heaslet asked where the study is in his work file. Mr. Peevler said that it had been done after the fact, but Frank Ugenti stated it should still be in his work file. The Board questioned the Respondent on his comparable sale selection and asked about the possibility of using more similar homes in other locations and adjusting for location. Mr. Peevler said he was firm about staying in that subdivision since it was such a unique neighborhood and that location adjustments would be so high. Mr. Ugenti asked if he had contacted Realtors in the area to discuss the sales and also asked if he had discussed the sales concessions. Mr. Peevler stated he had called the Realtors and had discussed the sales, but said he did not recall having a discussion about the concessions. He further stated the subdivision the Realtor got the comparables from were from a 55+ community which he considered a completely different market. Mr. Petrus asked about the subject’s actual marketing. The Respondent said it was only on the market for 27 days, the buyer specifically wanted this home and was willing to pay more for it. Mr. Heaslet asked about the possibility of having used more than three sales. Mr. Peevler stated that if he had more than three comparables in the subdivision, he would have used them, but the data had been limited. A discussion ensued about using several comparables, even when they might not all be good comparables, to derive adjustments and come to a more well-rounded and reliable conclusion. Mr. Peevler stated concern about using comparables with 50-100% adjustment on a single line item. Further discussion ensued about contacting Realtors to find out how they determined the listing price. The Respondent said that as a matter of practice for sales, he always contacts the listing agent in advance and asks for any pertinent information and for documentation as to how they came to a listing price. He said that often with sales that look like there might be a problem with the sale price; agents often will not give him information. He said this listing agent refused to give him any documentation as to how she had arrived at the list price. Upon further investigation, she admitted that she had gone outside the neighborhood to the age-restricted community that had other amenities. Mr. Ugenti stated that he thought that this was a case of tunnel vision, staying in the immediate subdivision but it is a complex problem that the Respondent had to solve. He felt that staying in that subdivision may not have provided enough data to come to a reliable conclusion. Mr. Brewster said he wished that he had other comparables to show within the subdivision. However, if he had determined a value close to the sale price and the homeowner had found out what other sale prices were in the area, there would be a discussion going the other way; that it is a difference of opinion. Mr. Peevler said he felt he was an ethical appraiser who had a complaint against him because he does not ‘play ball’ and succumb to every Realtor’s wish. Mr. Heaslet said it was difficult for him to get past comparing lendable versus non-lendable units. He stated that this is a complex assignment with only three comparables. Gregory Thorell indicated that some banks will lend on a property that might be considered un-lendable and retain it in their portfolio without selling it on the secondary market.  Mr. Heaslet and Mr. Ugenti agreed that they were not familiar with the market area. Mr. Ugenti stated what he was most concerned about was that the Respondent had done his due diligence.  Mr. Brewster said that he felt it was a difference of opinion and the Respondent had spoken intelligently about his market. Mr. Brewster moved to dismiss. Gregory Thorell seconded the motion. Peggy Klimek said that if the predominant age in the subdivision is pre-1976, it might color the values of homes that are newer. A roll call vote resulted in the following: 

Frank Ugenti – Aye, Peggy Klimek – Aye, Jeff Nolan – No, Mike Petrus – No, James Heaslet – No, Fred Brewster – Aye, Gregory Thorell – Aye. Motion to dismiss the case carried 4 – 3.
Initial File Review for Case 3729, Veronica Grantham
The Respondent was present at this meeting. The complaint was filed by the Homeowner who alleged the Respondent failed to report that the subject lacked HUD tags and completed the appraisal on the wrong form for a pre-1976 manufactured home. The Complainant further alleged the Respondent failed to identify recent updates and acted as an inspector, requiring extensive cosmetic repairs at their expense. As a result of these errors, the buyers were charged for unnecessary repairs and were ultimately unable to refinance their property. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that she based the subject’s age on information in public records and MLS and clearly identified the property as a 1974 manufactured home. The Respondent further stated she contacted the client after inspection to disclose the lack of HUD data plates and was told to proceed with the assignment. Ms. Grantham defended her description of the subject improvements and believes her analyses and opinion are well supported in the report. The subject is a manufactured home located in San Tan Valley, and the appraisal has an effective date of April 2014. 

Mike Petrus asked about the age of the home as there appeared to be some confusion about whether it was built in 1974 or 1985. The Respondent described the property and spoke about a lack of information available on the property, including HUD tags, and the confusion about the age of the home which the original research indicated was 1974; yet further information revealed that it was possibly built in the mid-1980s. The day of the inspection, she called the lender and stated there were no HUD tags, but the lender asked her to proceed. Mr. Petrus asked about condition adjustments that were made in the report. Ms. Grantham stated that the subject did not look like a manufactured home and described it to have more physical appeal in the market than a typical manufactured home in the area, thus she bracketed the subject with site-built properties. Mr. Ugenti asked about how she would typically proceed if she lacks information on manufactured homes.  He mentioned the resource of IBTS that can provide information about manufactured homes. He further stated that the lender should pay the $75 fee that IBTS charges.  Jeff Nolan made a motion to dismiss the case. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3699, Gerald N. Zaddack
The Respondent was not present at this meeting. Debra Rudd introduced the case and stated that Mr. Zaddack and his attorney had requested that the matter be heard at the next Board meeting. Jeanne Galvin stated that Mr. Petrus, as Chairperson, could just table it. Mr. Petrus tabled the review until the November meeting. He asked if we had complied with the 75-day requirement to have this brought before the Board (75 days from the date of the response), per regulation.  Debra Rudd acknowledged that they had complied by having this on the agenda.
Initial File Review for Case 3724, Casey O’Brien
The Respondent was not present for this matter. The complaint was filed by the Seller’s brother and alleged that the appraiser refused to take his calls; undervalued the subject property by using comparable sales that were old; and reported a closed sale as pending. The Complainant further alleged the appraisal had several mistakes and there was no need for the Respondent to call for building permits on the subject’s addition when he gave it no value in the report. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated he informed the Complainant because he was not the client, he was not allowed to discuss the appraisal. The Respondent further stated the subject is one of the largest floor plans in the subdivision and that it was necessary to use older sales because there were no recent sales of similar size. Mr. O’Brien acknowledged that one of the comparables in the original report was identified as pending based upon inaccurate information in MLS and that he corrected the sale in his amended report. The subject is a single family residence located in Tucson. 

Mr. Heaslet commented there appeared to be a lack of discussion and analysis in the Respondent’s report. He stated that Mr. O’Brien’s comments about the reconciliation between the Cost Approach and the Sales Approach appear to be canned. Mr. Heaslet moved to offer a Letter of Concern citing the violations in the Investigative Report and provide the Respondent with a copy of the Investigative Report. Mr. Heaslet stated there is a lot that the Complainant alleged that is somewhat of a ‘he said, she said’ situation. Mike Petrus commented on the lack of discussion of the condition of some of the comparables; the comparison and the adjustments; and prior sales history in the report. Mr. Petrus then seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3731, Earl Feddick
The Respondent was not present for this meeting. The complaint was filed by a Realtor who alleged that the Respondent visited her office to request access to their local MLS. The complaint further alleged when they denied the Respondent access to the MLS, he became belligerent, verbally abusive and flipped them off as he left. The complaint included written statements of two other individuals who witnessed the Respondent’s unprofessional behavior and corroborated the Complainant’s statements. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent stated that he entered Dallas Real Estate office, introduced himself and asked if it would be possible to use their MLS, since his prior source was no longer a Realtor. The Respondent stated that he returned the next day to follow up on his request and acknowledged there was a heated exchange in which he insinuated the Complainant was fat and pregnant. The Respondent further stated that he is in negotiations with an attorney regarding filing a civil lawsuit. There is no appraisal with regard to this matter.

Mr. Petrus stated that he was torn between freedom of speech and professionalism. Frank Ugenti made a motion to dismiss. He stated that although the complaint alleged a lack of professionalism on the part of the Respondent, he felt that the Constitution and the Respondent’s freedom of speech trumped USPAP as had been decided in previous cases and it would be a ‘slippery slope’ to find otherwise. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion carried with 6 in favor - 1 against. Mike Petrus voted against the motion.
Compliance Review for Case 3521/3536/3537/3546/3547, Steven Slaton

Staff communicated that the Respondent had not responded at all. Mr. Petrus asked if this was a question of whether or not the education was for credit. Staff stated that it was not; that he had not complied with the education requirements and appraisal log that needed to be submitted within six months. James Heaslet motioned to open a complaint for non-compliance. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Jeanne Galvin explained that he would be sent the complaint for non-compliance and would have an opportunity to respond. The Board would then review his response and decide how to proceed. It could go to formal hearing. If he does not respond, it is most likely that the Board could hear it in short order. 
AMC Complaint Review for Case A0134, Valuation Vision

Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint alleges that this company is illegally operating as an AMC in the State of Arizona without being registered as an AMC in the state. The chief valuation officer for the company contended that, although Axis Appraisal Management is a separate entity from Valuation Vision at the time of this complaint, they have a definitive agreement to merge the two companies. In addition, he stated “Valuation Vision is primarily a technology company who also provides BPOs through vendor but does not order appraisals on behalf of clients. He added they do not engage, compensate, manage or communicate with appraisers”.
Mike Petrus commented on the solicitation that was given in the complaint. Frank Ugenti stated that it was not unusual for companies to solicit appraisers to build their business. A discussion ensued about what the solicitation, which was the subject of the complaint, was trying to accomplish. Staff pointed out that there was additional information now in front of them that had been added to the file within the past couple of days.  Mr. Brewster asked if Axis was registered in Arizona and asked if this complaint referred to an illegal act.  Jeanne Galvin stated that she did not think from what Valuation Vision had provided in their response that they would say they were acting illegally. They’ve acknowledged that there may have been confusion with the marketing material and that they’ve taken remedial steps to correct the confusion. The Board members discussed options of how to proceed.  Jeanne Galvin said they could be asked to register, or they could be given a Cease and Desist if there was clear evidence suggesting that they were operating illegally. Frank Ugenti read the information given from the response and indicated the appraisals seem to come from Axis, not Valuation Vision.  Jeanne Galvin explained they could dismiss with a letter saying the Board understands that they have taken steps to correct the advertising and solicitation material, and when the merger becomes effective we expect they would immediately register prior to operating in Arizona.   Frank Ugenti made a motion to dismiss the complaint with a letter stating that the Board understands that they have not practiced as an AMC in Arizona, and if they merge they will be required to be registered in Arizona; and to thank them for cleaning up their advertising material. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion carried 5 ayes – 2 nays. (James Heaslet and Fred Brewster were opposed.)
12-Month File Review – Case 3354, Donna Hastings
Jeanne Galvin summarized for the Board Donna Hastings was given a specific amount of time to comply with an extension of her consent agreement given to her a couple of months before and she promised to comply because she was now in a position to comply.  Jeanne Galvin stated she has not complied and she is in process of drafting the notice of formal hearing.  Ms. Galvin stated that she needed to be given at least 35 days’ notice, so the earliest the formal would take place would most likely be in December. Debra Rudd indicated that the Respondent’s license had expired. Mike Petrus asked if she was licensed in any other state. Staff replied that it is not known that she is licensed elsewhere. Mr. Petrus asked if there was a reason we would go through the formal hearing process if her license had expired. Ms. Rudd indicated that if we don’t do it, it won’t go on the National Registry that there was a problem. Ms. Galvin stated she could pop up in any other state and Ms. Rudd said that she could start back up here. She indicated with the new retention policy after three years for non-disciplinary cases, her record would not show she had a closed complaint, if she applied later than this time. Mr. Heaslet indicated she would have to go through the entire process again. Mr. Petrus also stated that it might not be worth the expense if she has to start all over again after letting her license expire. Mr. Ugenti asked staff what the expense would be if it is heard in-house. Ms. Rudd stated the bulk of the expense would be the court reporter. She also stated that the Board cannot revoke a license that is expired, if that is where the Board was going with that idea. Ms. Galvin stated that they could report it as being revoked, since the Board has continuing jurisdiction. Ms. Galvin said that we probably would not need the court reporter. The Board could keep the audio and have the audio transcribed, if there was an appeal, which would save immediate money. She further stated she could alternatively ask the Respondent if she would voluntarily surrender her license. Mr. Ugenti asked if the Board’s regulatory auditors might have an opinion on this if the Board adjudicates or if they just let it be. Ms. Galvin stated not only should they have an opinion about it, but it would set a dangerous precedent if others before the Board simply let their licenses expire instead of being disciplined. Ms. Rudd stated that it also affects any other license the Respondent might apply for down the line. Ms. Galvin asked if they wanted her to offer the surrender and Mr. Heaslet asked if that would extend the time line. Ms. Galvin stated that it would not, that she would send the offer with the hearing notice. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to have Ms. Galvin sent the notice of hearing with the offer to surrender. Mr. Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Rules & Legislative Committee Report
Frank Ugenti updated the Board on the meeting held on October 23rd. He stated the committee had a very good discussion with members of the public in attendance. The reason for the meeting was to give the stakeholders one final opportunity to give input. Items were discussed line by line including the comments from the public and the Board’s responses to those comments. He further stated that with some noted ‘wish-list’ items, which may be addressed in a future rule-writing, everyone in attendance accepted and were okay with moving forward with the Board’s response to the public comments.  The rules committee recommended to the full Board that the Board’s comments be adopted with the noted striking of one word. Ms. Rudd noted that the word was ‘particular’. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
New Business, Item 5B regarding proposed filing of the notice of Final Rulemaking
Discussion, consideration, and possible action regarding responses to comments received and the proposed filing of the Notice of Final Rulemaking. Mr. Petrus asked what motion would be needed. Ms. Galvin stated that it would be to adopt the final rules and file the Notice of the Final Rulemaking. Mr. Petrus made the motion, and Frank Ugenti seconded it. Mr. Ugenti stated that the public understands that there will be an opportunity to open up Rules again in the future because of HB2239. He said that they would have a voice to discuss any issues that they had wanted to address this time around, but were not able to. Ms. Galvin stated that GRRC may ask for a few tweaks here and there. Mr. Petrus asked if that would then come back to the Board and she confirmed that it would.
The meeting then recessed for lunch at 11:47 p.m., noting their return at 1:00 p.m. 

Application Review Committee

James Heaslet reported to the full board the recommendations as shown at the end of the minutes. He said this was his motion. Mr. Brewster asked why they were tabling some of the applications. Mr. Heaslet stated some of the reports were less than satisfactory, so they are asking the applicants to come back to the Board with additional samples for review. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
At the end of the meeting, Debra Rudd reminded the Board that at the Application Review Committee meeting Peggy Klimek was placed on the committee to help out. Jeanne Galvin stated that the committee would be increased to four people and those four would take the lead on five cases. The investigator would write a Standard 3 report on at least one appraisal from each application. James Heaslet stated he hoped the investigator would take a precursory look at all three for each applicant. Mr. Petrus said he thinks the investigator is professional enough if she sees a problem in the one report; she would likely look at all three reports. 
New Business, Item 5C related to the course approvals for education submissions
Mike Petrus spoke to the discussion, consideration and possible action regarding approval of Appraisal courses, course providers and education requirements (see proposed courses attached at the end of this agenda). Mike Petrus made a motion to approve all of the education shown on the agenda. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Old Business for Case 3683/ T001, Kristin Nelson
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to Case 3686/T001 involving Kristin A. Nelson, Property Tax Agent, after receiving the report from the Investigator. The Respondent and the Complainant were present. Mike Petrus recused himself from this matter. James Heaslet stated that an independent firm had prepared the investigation to assist the Board in making a decision. Frank Ugenti asked if the Respondent had seen the Investigator’s Report. Ms. Rudd indicated that this was the first opportunity the Board had to review the report, thus the Respondent had not yet seen the report. In summation, Mr. Heaslet stated that this case had been before the Board due to a complex property tax issue concerning what was reported and if it had been reported correctly. Ms. Nelson stated she was not the basis for investigation in that trial. Mr. Heaslet said there are many layers to the case. Jeff Nolan indicated the report from the Investigator found there was no intentional misreporting by the Respondent. The biggest item to the case was the capitalized interest which had suggested that Ms. Nelson had relied upon prior county Board equalization decisions which could have been adjusted by the county. He felt there was nothing in the report that showed she knowingly and intentionally misreported or underreported. Mr. Heaslet stated the report was very detailed and indicated there was no indication of misconduct, no intentions to defraud or deceive. Mr. Ugenti noted the significance of “knowingly” is that statute says in order for there to be a violation, the accused needs to knowingly have done so.  The Complainant asked if she was allowed to see the report. Mr. Ugenti stated that the report is confidential. The Complainant commented on the internal audit that had indicated that the Respondent had failed to supplement a report.  Mr. Ugenti stated that the Investigator had received all of the relevant documentation. Ms. Rudd indicated that according to his invoice he had spent over 40 hours going over the transcripts and interviewing and researching the case. Mr. Nolan stated that another significant item is property tax agents rely on the data provided by their client and in at least one instance, the owner had clearly not provided the information. He felt the court had spoken regarding the capitalized interest. Ms. Nelson made a comment in the 2009 audit that had reportedly happened was the review on which she based her 2010 and succeeding filings. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to dismiss. Mr. Heaslet seconded the motion.  Mr. Nolan stated the work file could have been a little stronger but indicated that it was more of a ‘best practices’ item of concern. The motion passed unanimously.
Informal Hearing for Case 3703, Robin Silberman 
The Respondent was present for the informal hearing. James Heaslet read the opening statement and introductions by the members of the Board were made. The Respondent introduced herself. Mike Petrus asked if she had any thoughts on the Investigative Report that she wanted to share with the Board. She indicated that she did not feel like she had double-dipped on adjustments for the casita. She explained that the Gross Living Area (GLA) was adjusted for, but the casita was not adjusted for on a separate line item. She further stated that since the report was finished, she learned that it may be better to separate out the guest quarters from the main house. Mr. Petrus stated that there are several schools of thought on the matter and the bottom line is credibility and that there is no confusion as to what the appraiser is doing in the report. She further stated that the Investigator was correct that the amenity adjustment was high. She also said that the Investigator had spoken to the lack of documentation of how she had done paired sales adjustments, but she felt that the way that paired sales analysis was more looking at the grid and determining the adjustments and was concerned that she wasn’t sure what was supposed to be in the work file. Mr. Petrus stated that there were various ways of supporting adjustments in the work file, like various statistical analyses, scatter graphs, etc., but there should be some support. Ms. Silberman stated that she had done three online courses since she was last before the Board and not one of them had indicated much about paired sales analyses and what should be in your work file to support them. Mr. Heaslet stated that there are a lot of holes in matched paired sales in custom homes like the subject property, but that there needs to be steps of methodology showing how she had come to her conclusions. She also stated that what the Investigator had stated was the GLA was confusing to her. Discussion about how she had determined her GLA ensued. She stated that she had not used the square footage given in her schematic, because she was approximating the sketch for illustration purposes only. Due to the difficulties in measuring the property, she had used the county’s given GLA and she had stated so in her report. There was additional discussion about the Respondent’s use of a Fannie Mae form when she should have used a General Purposes form. Ms. Silberman stated that she now knows that she shouldn’t have used a Fannie Mae form. Board members discussed the site size and how she had represented it in the report. The Respondent stated that it was difficult to report irregular site dimensions due to UAD requirements and that she had made sure that the site size was given correctly, even though the site dimensions were incorrect. Board members found this explanation to be unacceptable.  Mr. Ugenti stated that the end result of the report is that it was not credible because so many factors were incorrect. Mr. Petrus expressed that the Respondent should be able to measure the house as a professional appraiser and determine the correct Gross Living Area. Board members discussed what to offer the Respondent in the way of a consent agreement. Mr. Heaslet stated the complexity of the appraisal is a mitigating factor and made a motion for a Letter of Due Diligence with the classes she had already taken with an additional three reports of complex properties, not with a mentor, but supervised. After further discussion, Mr. Heaslet withdrew his motion. Mike Petrus made a motion to have the Respondent submit a log from the past six months and the Board will look at a random sample of three files to audit. After reviewing the appraisals the hearing will be continued at a later date. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3696, Jay Kramer 
The hearing began at 2:06 p.m., although it had been scheduled for 1:30 p.m. The Respondent was not present for the informal hearing. The complainant was present. The Board discussed how to proceed without the Respondent being present. Jeanne Galvin said that the Informal Hearing is a voluntary procedure and said that any consent agreement has to be offered as opposed to issued. Mr. Heaslet asked if it could be moved to formal hearing.  Ms. Galvin stated that you could not move it to formal just because the Respondent does not show. Mr. Petrus stated that he disagreed with the Investigative Report in this case. The Board discussed the Complainant had done the original report, and the reviewer of that report is the Respondent in this case. Staff was questioned as to whether or not the Respondent had communicated at all with the Board. Other than his initial response to this complaint, he had not. Mr. Petrus stated that it was obvious that this is a complex property and that the reviewer, as a licensed appraiser is doing an appraisal that appears to be above his license level. Additionally, the fact that he determined it to be a bed and breakfast indicates that he should have walked away from it as a licensed appraiser. Mr. Petrus went on to say that it is a unique property and the Respondent/reviewer indicated that the property was not unique, but he had not done an interior inspection. Mr. Petrus also stated that he did not believe the Respondent had gotten very close to the property, looking at his photos. The Board discussed the Respondent had drawn a conclusion about the subject property that is completely different from the original appraiser, although he did not back it up with support and did not exercise due diligence. Mr. Ugenti stated he would rather focus on that than the license level. Mike Petrus made a motion to offer a Level 2 Letter of Remedial Action for appraising above his licensure level and that he conducted the review of this complex property with a lack of support for his conclusions regarding the quality of the subject, lack of due diligence, citing violation of Standard 3-1(a) and 3-3(a) and 32-3631 as it relates to 8(a) as it relates to 32-3612. In addition, a 7-hour Review Course would be required with six months to complete and no continuing education credit allowed. James Heaslet seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.
Report by Assistant Attorney General

The Assistant Attorney General reported her assignments are up to date.
The Executive Director report:

There were 12 complaints filed in September and three response due dates were extended. Additionally, Ms. Rudd indicated that she is still waiting for the software for the database/online renewal project. It has already been loaded to the server at ADOA-ASET but she does not know when they will move our server over there and when she will be able to actually see the software in action. 
Mr. Petrus stated that Ms. Rudd was elected secretary of the National AARO group at the recent AARO meeting which Ms. Rudd was not able to attend.  When questioned if her attendance would not be paid by AARO as an officer with this organization, Ms. Rudd said AARO does not pay the way of the officers. Mr. Heaslet indicated that he had paid his own way to the AARO conference. Mike Petrus gave an update on the conference and said they will be posting the information to AARO’s website in the near future.
Future meetings
The next board meeting will be November 21st. The December meeting will be held on December 19th. 
The meeting then adjourned at 2:39 p.m.
EDUCATION 

October 28, 2014

I. Submitted Education


A.
Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved

1.
Arizona Appraisers State Conference          




The Paperless Office & Improved Work Files Using Microsoft Office One Note, 3 hours     


Joanna Conde

2.
CCIM Institute          


Financial Analysis for Commercial Investment R.E.: CI - 101, 34 hours   





Tennyson Williams

II. By Consent Agenda



A.

Qualifying Education – New – AQB Approved



1.
McKissock LP





Supervisor-Trainee Course for Arizona, Distance Education, 4 hours





Dan Bradley


B.
Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved

1.
Coalition of Arizona Appraisers          

ANSI Measurement Basics and the Power of Price per Square Foot, ABA 1012-1132, 7 hours

      Ann Susko, John Dingeman

2.
Arizona School of Real Estate and Business

FHA Minimum Property Standards and FNMA Appraisal Guideline, ABA 1205-492, 4 hours

Earland Cass, Howard Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy E. Morris, Ron Schilling, Richard Turkian, Aaron Warren, Jeremy Johnson, Cameron Palmer

Fissures and Other Geologic Hazards in Arizona, ABA 1113-1225, 3 hours

B. Bohlander, Earl Cass, Bill Gray, Randy Helfman, Joel Huston, William Iannelli, Kevin McClure, Marlene Olsen, Barry Seip, Richard Turkian, Aaron Warren, Bill Kozub, Dave Rider, Wilcox Fletcher, Jeremy Johnson

R.E. Foreclosures- Legal & Practical Concerns, ABA 1207-717, 3 hours

Diane Drain, Bill Gray, Randy Helfman, William Iannelli, Bill Kozub, Christopher McNichol, Don Miner, Earl Cass, Kevin McClure, Roy E. Morris, Jeremy Johnson


C.
Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved



1.
Appraisal University 




Appraising Historic Property, Distance Education, ABA D0913-1203, 7 hours




Steven Spangle




Practical Applications of the Cost Approach, Distance Education, ABA D0913-1204, 4 hours




Steven Spangle




Practices and Pitfalls for the Residential Appraiser, Distance Education, ABA D0913-1205,     9 hours




Steven Spangle




Retail Center Analysis for Financing, Distance Education, ABA D0913-1206,   7 hours




Bruce Coin




Site Analysis and Valuation, Distance Education, ABA D0913-1207, 7 hours




Steven Spangle



2.
Arizona Appraisers State Conference, LLC                              




National USPAP Update 2014-2015, ABA 1013-1211, 7 hours





Joanna Conde



 3.
ASFMRA




7 Hour National USPAP Update (A114), 2014-2015, ABA 1013-1212, 7 hours




Mark Lewis, Keith Russell




4.
McKissock LP





2-4 Family Finesse, Distance Education, ABA D070-6551, 7 hours





Alan Simmons





Appraising FHA Today, Distance Education, ABA D0806-566, 7 hours





Dan Bradley




Appraising Manufactured Homes, Distance Education, ABA D0211-996,          7 hours





Alan Simmons



Even Odder – More Oddball Appraisals, Distance Education, ABA D0208-750, 7 hours




Dan Bradley



Environmental Issues for Appraisers, Distance Education, ABA D0608-799, 5 hours




Alan Simmons




FHA for Today’s Appraiser, ABA 1012-1133, 7 hours



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



National USPAP Update 2014-15, ABA 1113-1227, 7 hours



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



Residential Appraisal Review, Distance Education, ABA D0311-1009, 7 hours




Alan Simmons




The Dirty Dozen, Distance Education, ABA D0407-630, 3 hours




Dan Bradley



Live Webinar: Land and Site Valuation, Distance Education, ABA D1112-1149, 5 hours




Dan Bradley

D.   Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved




1.
McKissock LP






Basic Appraisal Principles, Distance Education, ABA 0407-623-01, 30 hours






Alan Simmons





General Appraiser Sales Comparison Approach, Distance Education, ABA D1210-983-13, 30 hours






Dan Bradley

**********************************************************************************************************
Complaint Statistics
	
	2014/JAN
	2014/FEB
	2014/Mar
	2014/Apr
	2014/May
	2014/JUN

	COMPLAINTS FILED*
	8
	7
	9
	8
	8
	15

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

	DISMISSED
	4
	5
	2
	2
	6
	9

	LETTER OF CONCERN
	3
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1

	LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION
	3
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2

	LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
	1
	4
	1
	0
	1
	0

	PROBATION
	0
	5
	0
	1
	0
	0

	CONSENT
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	SUSPENSION
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1

	SURRENDER
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	REVOCATION
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	CEASE & DESIST
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	1
	1
	0
	2
	2
	2

	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2014/JUL
	2014/AUG
	2014/SEPT
	
	
	

	COMPLAINTS FILED*
	15
	8
	12
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

	DISMISSED
	3
	5
	8
	
	
	

	LETTER OF CONCERN
	1
	1
	2
	
	
	

	LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	

	LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
	1
	0
	3
	
	
	

	PROBATION
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	

	CONSENT
	0
	1
	0
	
	
	

	SUSPENSION
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	

	SURRENDER
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	

	REVOCATION
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	

	CEASE & DESIST
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	0
	1
	2
	
	
	

	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	0
	0
	1
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[image: image1.png]*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

Re:
October 27, 2014 Recommendations

I.
As a result of its October 27, 2014, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:

II.
Other Business

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

	
	10/2012
	
	10/2013
	
	10/2014

	Licensed Residential
	306
	
	268
	
	237

	Certified Residential
	1116
	
	1124
	
	1099

	Certified General

	756
	
	786
	
	766

	October Totals
	2178
	
	2178
	
	2102

	Nonresident Temporary
	90
	
	76
	
	96

	Property Tax Agents
	382
	
	343
	
	326

	Appraisal Management Co.
	
	
	168
	
	166



B.
To approve the September 18, 2014 minutes



C.
To develop procedures for the implementation of the peer review process to assist the Application Committee with Standard 3 appraisal reviews for new applicant appraisal submissions.

III.
Appraiser Renewal


 1)
To find substantively complete:



30391
Neil A. Kilby

IV.
Substantive Review 


A.
 Licensed Residential by exam unless otherwise noted



 1)
To find substantively complete:


AL12362 
William E. Strauss   

AL12377
Matthew D. Seibel   
AL12377
Roger D. Livingston (by reciprocity)  
AL12390
Patrick A. Livingston (by reciprocity)   



 2)
To table:

AL12363
Thomas Rader II    


B.
 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted



 1)
To find substantively complete:

AR12365
Carol Wallin  

AR12371
Kelly Adrian   

AR12372
Matthew Logan   

AR12374
Brad Moore   

AR12379
Gregg Clausen   

AR12380
Joseph E. Kent 

AR12381
Robert D. Green    

AR12383
Tina M. Michels     
AR12385
James W. Canary (by reciprocity)   

AR12386
Terrence L. Woodburn (by reciprocity)


 2)
To table:

AR12306
Jerome W. Wallace   

AR12352 
John M. Simms   

AR12373
Michelle L. Napolin 

AR12382
Helen J. Bowers    


C.
 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted



 1)
To find substantively complete:

AG12350
Erin Bowen 

AG12375
Nicholas J. Graves   

AG12387
Chad T. O’Hair (by reciprocity)  
AG12391
Dean R. Hobart (by reciprocity)  

V.
To Approve Applications for Reconsideration

AR12351
Seth W. Acuff

VI.
To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued

A.
Reciprocity



22348
Lucas G. Schroeder   



22349
Brenda K. Schroeder   


32044
Marius Andreasen   


32045
Keenan M. O’Leary  

B. Nonresident Temporary

TP41556
Chad T. O’Hair   
TP41559
Peter P. Hathaway
TP41560
Jonathan S. Beery  
TP41562
Ernest E. Gatewood
TP41563
Dane R. Anderson   

TP41565
Keenam M. O’Leary   
TP41566
Shelita K. Compton  

VII.
Substantive Review for AMC Initial Applications


 1)
To find substantively complete:


AM12353
Atlas Nationwide, Inc.
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