Board of Appraisal

Minutes for meeting held 11/21/2014


FINAL MINUTES OF THE

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
November 21st, 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: 

Peggy Klimek

Gregory Wessel

James Heaslet, Vice Chair

Mike Petrus, Chair 

Fred Brewster

Jeff Nolan
Frank Ugenti, Erik Clinite and Gregory Thorell were absent at roll call.
Staff Attendance: 

Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General 

Debra Rudd, Executive Director 

Kelly Luteijn, Staff

Mike Petrus introduced the new Board member, Gregory Wessel, who is filling the public member position employed as a lender and uses appraisals. 

After the Pledge of Allegiance, Mike Petrus asked for a motion to approve the minutes for the October 28th, 2014 meeting. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed: 5 for – 0 against – 1 abstained (Greg Wessel). Three members were absent (Erik Clinite, Frank Ugenti, and Gregory Thorell). Mike Petrus reported there were no requests for a call to the public.
Erik Clinite joined the meeting at 8:35 a.m.

Initial File Review for Case 3740, Phillip Reischl
The Respondent Phillip Reischl was present. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed on behalf of the Homeowner and alleges that the Respondent undervalued the subject property by relying upon sales of inferior properties and misreporting pertinent facts about the comparables. Specifically, the Complainant alleges that the Respondent failed to recognize and adjust for the subject’s much larger hilltop lot and significant site improvements. The Complainant further states that the Respondent was made aware of the errors and oversights in the report and failed to amend the appraisal. The Respondent’s faulty appraisal cost the property owner over $300,000 in unanticipated cash outlays. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that he relied upon reliable sources for the improvement description of the comparable sales and presented that information accurately. The Respondent also reports that the subject’s site was not entirely useable, noting that the borrower described the home as being “cradled in the mountain” and has “sheer rock walls on either side of the home.” Based upon the Respondent’s research, no site size adjustments were warranted. Mr. Reischl believes he reported and analyzed the pertinent differences between the subject and comparable sales and made appropriate adjustments. The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix, and the appraisal has an effective date of July 2014. 

Frank Ugenti joined the meeting at 8:51 a.m.

The Respondent was questioned by Mike Petrus about Comparable 1 (why it wasn’t a land-value comparable); the condition of the subject property (the need for remodeling and how that affected value); access to resort amenities (for which he said fees must be paid). Fred Brewster asked about the differences of views and lot sizes and their values. James Heaslet asked Mr. Reischl about using comparables from Paradise Valley for Phoenix. The Respondent stated that the comparables he used were in a more inferior area of Paradise Valley. Jeff Nolan asked about other offers to purchase the property. Erik Clinite brought up the values of lots of different sizes. The Respondent answered their questions. Mike Petrus stated that he was confident that research and analysis went into the report, and he made a motion to dismiss. Gregory Wessel seconded the motion. The motion carried with 7-Ayes and 1-Nay (Erik Clinite). 

Initial File Review for Case 3742, Ashley Campbell 

The Respondent Ashley Campbell was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the buyer who alleges that the Respondent incorrectly reported the terms and concessions reflected in the purchase contract and failed to identify the negative impact of the property’s arterial location. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent misreported the square footage of the property and relied upon comparable sales that were larger and in superior locations; resulting in an inflated value. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that she analyzed the sales contract but failed to disclose the seller concessions in the report. The Respondent further notes that seller concessions are common in the local market and did not impact the sales price. Ms. Campbell reports that a common area buffers the subject's arterial location and that three of the comparable sales shared a similar location. Based upon paired sales analysis, no location was deemed necessary. The Respondent states that her report was completed competently and in compliance with USPAP and Arizona State Statutes. The subject is a single family residence located in Peoria, and the appraisal has an effective date of March 2014. 
James Heaslet asked about value impact on backing to a busy road. The Respondent stated that she had not found a value impact. Several comparables all back the same road as the subject, and there is only residential in that area with 30 miles per hour traffic. She did not feel that adjustments were necessary. Fred Brewster asked about Comparable 2. He said that it seemed comparable to the subject and sold for lower and adjusted lower than her value opinion. The Respondent stated that she included it, although it was at the lower end, so she could show the underwriter that she was considering all sales. Although it was dated, she thought it was valid to show the lower end of the range since it backed the same road and was on the same street. However, she spoke to the Realtor for that comparable. It had been on the market for one day, in which time there had been four offers. With that information and the other two comparables that backed same road, she felt that she had the data to back up her opinion of value. Mr. Heaslet stated that she had three comparables that back the same road and the range of sale prices was from $225,000 to $177,000. Mike Petrus stated that she had tons of research in her work file, and he felt that he had no issues with it. Jeff Nolan acknowledged the comments in her report that the subject backed to Lake Pleasant Parkway, and the lack of market reaction to backing the road. Mr. Nolan made a motion to dismiss. Mr. Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3736, Phillip Edwards
The Respondent Phillip Edwards was present. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the Homeowner who alleges that the Respondent completed two identical appraisals on his home for two different clients and charged two fees. The complaint further alleges that the appraisals were stated to be completed on different dates but that was not the case. The Homeowner states that he was charged $500 for one of the reports and that the lender paid the second $300 fee. The Complainant requested a refund from the Respondent for the $500 appraisal fee he paid. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that he received a request from Servicelinks to complete a 2055 exterior only appraisal of the subject on July 18, 2014. On July 21, 2014 the Respondent received a request from AppraisalTek to complete a 1004 on the subject property. The Respondent accepted both assignments.  Upon realizing the requests were for the same property, Mr. Edwards made the decision to complete the 1004 interior report first, stating that an interior inspection results in a more credible report. Upon completion of the 1004, he notified Servicelinks that he had previously appraised the subject and waited for approval to proceed with the 2055 report.  Upon receiving approval, the Respondent completed the 2055 appraisal using the same data reflected in the 1004 report.  Both clients were billed for the agreed upon fees. The subject is a single family residence located in Williams, and the appraisal has an effective date of July 2014. 
Gregory Wessel stated that he had no problem with him completing two orders and two reports of the same property. The Respondent said that he had tried to talk the second client into doing a 1004 report at a reduced fee, but the lender declined and said he needed an exterior report. Mike Petrus asked about a comment in the report that states the Board’s position about concessions. Mr. Petrus asked him if there was really something from this Board that says concessions must be deducted. Mr. Edwards said that in a USPAP course, he had heard that the Board defers to Fannie Mae and FNMA requires that you do a dollar for dollar adjustment. James Heaslet said that is only if it is market impact; if typical to the market is “x” amount, then that would be the deduction. Mike Petrus said that he would encourage him to take the comment out of the report with regard to the Board’s requirement it needed to be done a certain way. He asked the Respondent to consider reading deeper into Fannie Mae guidelines. The Respondent said in his opinion, it is a dollar for dollar adjustment. Mr. Petrus said that was fine, but that was his (the Respondent’s) opinion. Mr. Edwards agreed to change the comment in future reports to state it was his opinion. Mr. Heaslet made a motion to dismiss. Erik Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Old Business for Case 3707, Scott Swanbery

The Respondent was present. Frank Ugenti recused himself from this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to Case 3707 involving Scott Swanbery, Certified Residential Appraiser, after the Respondent was given the opportunity to review the Investigator’s report. The Respondent gave a statement that this was not his best work. His wife had been ill which had distracted him and affected his work. He said that he had done 800-1,000 reports for RELS and Wells Fargo, and this was the first complaint that they had filed against him. He spoke to the Investigator’s Report. He agreed that he should have had more supportive data in his report. James Heaslet said that there had been more substantial items than the lack of support. He said that the Investigator had stated that the subject was the largest property in Ahwatukee, but that was incorrect. There is one larger property. He also talked about comparables that the Investigator had suggested or discredited and his disagreement with those items. He said he did not make adjustments for the eleven bathrooms in the subject property because this number of bathrooms has limited value. He agreed he had not given his reasoning for his lack of adjustments in the report. Mike Petrus responded to a couple of his comments. The Respondent said he did not understand where the Investigator had gotten that it was a two bedroom home, when it was a four bedroom home. James Heaslet said that the Investigator had called the agent. There was discussion about the importance of getting information from agents. Mr. Petrus asked if he had done a significant amount of high-dollar appraisals. The Respondent said that he had. Mr. Heaslet asked how he had obtained his competency in the area when he moved from out of state, and the Respondent explained his process in obtaining understanding of the area. There was additional discussion about data and the various ways of including it in the report. Mr. Brewster asked if he was still doing work for RELS. The Respondent stated that he was still doing work for RELS. Mr. Brewster asked if they had taken no action other than reporting the appraisal. Mr. Swanbery said that they do not want him to do any more high-value work for them but that he is still doing work for them. Mr. Petrus said it was certainly a complex property. He also stated that he did not agree with the question of Competency in the Investigator’s Report. Mr. Brewster talked about possibly seeing other reports, as he thought this violation was at a Level 3. Erik Clinite felt that he would rather let RELS monitor the Respondent; that the Board should just look at what they had in front of them. Mr. Heaslet stated that the volume of work that had been done before with no complaints was relevant. Mr. Petrus asked for a motion. Mr. Heaslet stated that he was looking between a Level 2 and a Level 3. Mr. Petrus discussed mitigating circumstances and the influence of outside influences and that he was also looking between a Level 2 and a Level 3, but would consider the mitigating circumstances for a Level 2. He wanted to cite the Investigator’s Report, although he did not question the Competency. Education requirements were discussed. He made a motion for a Letter of Due Diligence, Level 2 with a Complex Property 7-hour course. Mr. Heaslet suggested a 15 hour USPAP course with an exam. Mr. Petrus agreed as the Investigator had cited Scope of Work issues thus added the USPAP course to the motion. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed with 7-0. Frank Ugenti recused. 

Frank Ugenti rejoined the meeting. 

Application Review Committee

James Heaslet reported to the full board the recommendations as shown at the end of the minutes. He made a motion for approval of the committee’s recommendations. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3743, Harry Feltman
The Respondent was not present; however, the Complainant was present. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Complainant is the Homeowner who alleges that the Respondent incorrectly reported the livable area of the subject property by failing to include a heated and cooled third bedroom. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent undervalued his home by relying upon comparable sales that were much smaller and failing to recognize the recent upgrades made to the property. The Owner reports that the Respondent’s unjust appraisal resulted in his reverse mortgage being canceled and were requesting a refund of his appraisal fees. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that he researched the subject in county records prior to the inspection and the Assessor reported the property to be 2,337 SF. At the inspection, the Respondent discovered that a third bedroom had been converted into a workshop with a table saw attached to the concrete floor, double door entry directly into the garage, and the original garage access door was sealed off to form a pantry. Because of this conversion, the GLA of the property was smaller than reported. Based upon the smaller GLA, the Respondent performed a second data search and used the most comparably sized properties available. Mr. Feltman reports that he contacted the Sedona Planning and Zoning Department and confirmed that the owner would have to remove the double door access to the garage, replace the original access door, and remove the pantry to convert the workshop back to livable area. Based upon his research and inspection, the Respondent believes he performed the appraisal assignment competently and that the complaint should be dismissed. The subject is a single family residence located in Sedona, and the appraisal has an effective date of July 2014. 

The Complainant, Dale Casey, introduced himself and submitted photos of the comparable properties that the Respondent had used in his report. He then gave a description of a recent remodeling, described the location and view of the property. Mike Petrus and other Board members asked the Complainant about the access to the room in question and discussed whether that area could be considered livable area. The Complainant answered their questions about the materials used to construct, the heating and cooling, and the possible uses of the room. He also described the gradual slope of the property that required them to build some of the rooms on different levels. Frank Ugenti asked about the scope of work and the engagement letter from the client and whether there was a reconsideration process. Mr. Casey said that they had gone through reconsideration of the room use, but the Respondent had refused to include that space as livable area thus the comparables were smaller homes which affected the value. Mr. Petrus stated that he did not see any indication of the room in the report. He also said that the appraiser could have gone either way with the way it could be handled, but it needed to be discussed. Mr. Ugenti said the functionality of the room needed to be discussed. He stated further that it is difficult to say from a desk how it should have been handled, but the appraiser has to identify the features of a property and then decide if the market gives it value. He also felt that it was likely value-impacting. The Complainant showed the blueprint plan to the Board members, and Mr. Ugenti asked if it had been provided to the Respondent. Mr. Casey said that it had. Mr. Ugenti said that it was unfortunate that the appraiser was not in attendance so that he could address these issues. Fred Brewster asked if there is specific data about what is livable or not or is it an opinion. Mr. Petrus said that the appraiser has to look at how the market is going to perceive it. Mr. Ugenti explained that there are some minimum requirements that need to be present; HVAC, functionality, finish same quality of the rest of the house, if it is legal, among other things in local areas. However, the appraiser has a responsibility to identify the aspect and address whether it has value. Peggy Klimek stated that there appears to be approximately 200 feet that are not accounted for when looking at the blueprint versus the sketch in the report. Additional conversation ensued about the location of the property and if the appraiser has support in his file for his adjustments for that location. Mr. Petrus said that he found USPAP violations including 1-2(e) which is to identify the subject characteristics; 2-1 (misleading report); 1-4 (a) because he hadn’t analyzed the data necessary for credible results. Jeanne Galvin asked what the facts would be. Mr. Petrus stated that it would be describing the workshop and the property itself that lead to the misleading results. He further stated that the description was lacking in terms of indicating that the home had been remodeled. Also, not including any value for the workshop area, whether it is livable area or not; there is no analysis as to whether it should be included in the livable area or not. Mr. Ugenti said that he did not see any support in the work file for the location adjustments. Mr. Petrus said that the comparable choice was affected by the lack of identification of that area in the sketch that would lead to the credibility of the report. He stated that he thought that this case rises to a Level 3. Mr. Casey said he believed that Mr. Feltman is 84 years old and has had a back problem that appeared to be bothering him the day of the appraisal.

Mr. Petrus made a motion to offer a Level 3 Consent Agreement citing USPAP violations 1-2(e), 1-4(a) & 2-1. Erik Clinite asked whether it should be a level 2 versus level 3 and if a Level 3 needed to involve ethics or competency. Mr. Heaslet said not identifying the property properly does rise to competency. Mr. Petrus said that he thought it had a material factor on the end results of the report. Frank Ugenti spoke to the credibility of assignment results and the severity of the harm done to the public or borrower, so he was also favorable towards a Level 3. James Heaslet also said that the Respondent is a Certified General and at that level of license there should be better due diligence and analysis. Possible education was discussed. Mr. Petrus added 15 hours of Basic Appraisal education. Distance or online education is acceptable but no continuing education credit may be given, and he would have six months to complete. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. Mr. Petrus explained to the Complainant the Board’s lack of jurisdiction over returning of fees paid as requested in his complaint. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3741, Vicky Love 

The Respondent was not present for this matter. James Heaslet read the summary. The Complainant is the client who alleges that the Respondent accepted an assignment to appraise the subject and failed to disclose that she had previously appraised the property. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent failed to inspect the interior of the subject, despite signing a certification that she had. Based upon her actions in this assignment and other performance issues, the client removed the Respondent from their panel rotation. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that she disclosed the prior service in her report, but may have failed to disclose it to the client when accepting the assignment. The Respondent further states that she intended to complete the interior and exterior inspection of the subject, but upon arrival at the property there was no lockbox present. Ms. Love also reports that although the windows were uncovered, and she could see the interior of the property; her camera was not working properly and she was not able to get new interior photos. The subject is a single family residence located in Payson, and the appraisal has an effective date of May 2014. 
Mike Petrus recapped that she had done one appraisal on the property. She then received another order for a second appraisal of the same property with a new inspection date. She then went back to the property, could only view the exterior, but signed the report as if she had inspected the interior. Fred Brewster said that she said she could see in the windows, but asked how she could see into the loft area. He said he would need an explanation of that. Mr. Petrus said he was willing to take her word that she’d returned to the property and done the exterior inspection; however, she signed that she had done an interior inspection. Gregory Wessel asked how much time there had been between the two inspections. There was discussion as to the Respondent’s intent, depending on how long that time frame was. Mr. Petrus said that she stated that she did inspect and signed it. Peggy Klimek said it does not matter if it is as little as 24 hours between inspections. There could have been a leak or other damage that she would have caught on a re-inspection and her certification said that she physically inspected the interior and exterior. There was discussion about the disclosure in the report that she had previously inspected the property. Ms. Klimek found that she did disclose it in her USPAP addendum. Mr. Petrus asked what they had done in the past for similar cases. Mr. Ugenti said that they had given suspension for similar cases in the recent past. Mr. Heaslet and Mr. Ugenti discussed the quality of the report which they said had across the board adjustments for condition and age in the grid, without bracketing. James Heaslet made a motion to invite her to an Informal Hearing, requesting a copy of the previous appraisal. It was discussed whether or not an investigative report should be ordered, whether a consent agreement should be offered and, if she does not sign, then they would go to an Informal Hearing. Mr. Heaslet retracted his motion. There was further discussion about the Board’s options. Mr. Heaslet made a motion to offer a consent agreement with a 30 day Suspension, Level 4, citing Ethics. Mr. Ugenti asked if that was vacating their options to identify other issues in the report. Jeanne Galvin said that at this point they could focus on her lack of candor in the certification, but if an informal is held in the future, it does complicate it some. Mr. Heaslet again retracted his motion. Mr. Petrus said that, in view of the fact that there are Board members that have questions about the report itself, he would make a motion to invite the appraiser to an Informal Hearing, and have her submit the previous appraisal as part of the Board’s investigation. It would not be sent out to an investigator at this point. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3725, Michael J. Schuetz

The Respondent was present telephonically for this matter. Frank Ugenti recused himself from hearing this case. Debra Rudd read the summary. The Respondent originally appraised the subject as proposed construction and again at completion with a final inspection, producing three reports. The Complainant is the Lender, who alleges that the Respondent’s appraisals had numerous errors and inconsistencies that reflect a lack of understanding of statistical issues within the market. The complaint further alleges that all three appraisals had missing or inadequate neighborhood analyses, adjustments and reconciliations. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent acknowledges some mistakes in the reports that are identified as cloning or typographical errors. The Respondent further states that there were limited sales in the area that made it difficult to develop accurate market trends. Mr. Schuetz maintains that this is the first complaint ever filed against him and that he believes his reports comply with USPAP, secondary market guidelines and applicable Arizona State laws and regulations. The subject is a single family home located in Queen Creek, and the appraisal has an effective date of February 2014. 

Board members questioned the Respondent about the market trends changing significantly from the first report to the last report. Mike Petrus asked where the support was for the change in trends in such a short period of time. Mr. Schuetz responded that the market vacillates in terms of the MC form, due to a lack of comparable sales data in the area. Mr. Petrus asked if the market trends relate only to the size of the subject and specific characteristics, or do the trends reflect the neighborhood and market area. The Respondent said that he went further out to find more data. Peggy Klimek said that he had 63 sales on the 1004 MC addendum. She said he had not put in any parameters, so she was not sure what that data referred to. Mr. Heaslet stated that the trends and data shown in the MC addendum, at the top of page two and the one-unit housing trends on page one did not make sense. The Respondent started to talk about the Country Club homes. Mr. Heaslet asked if they were comparable; if the same buyer would be looking at these two homes. The Respondent said that they would not. Mr. Heaslet recommended taking them out. Mr. Petrus said that he notes a lot of confusion in market trends that he said affects the credibility of the report. He said that he would like to see additional reports to determine if this is a consistent issue in his reports, to see if probation should be considered. Mr. Petrus also said that he does find USPAP errors in the report: Market Trends-1-3(a); non-disclosure of prior reports 2-3. He also said he had issues with the report itself in terms of the UAD information which he encouraged the Respondent to pay attention to. He spoke about the differences between condition identifications, like C-2, C-3. Mr. Heaslet said it was difficult to get past the market trends. Mr. Petrus made a motion noting the above and said he would like to see a log from the appraiser for the past six months. The staff is to choose three random reports from that log for the Board to review. James Heaslet seconded the motion. Mr. Schuetz asked about taking courses. Mr. Petrus said that he encouraged the Respondent for his benefit if he has any question in his mind about market trends and analysis, to take courses as soon as possible. The Board may or may not consider those courses, but for his benefit and understanding, taking those courses would be encouraged. The motion passed 7-0. Frank Ugenti recused.

Frank Ugenti rejoined the meeting. 

Initial File Review for Case 3699, Gerald N. Zaddack, Continued from October 28th Meeting

The Respondent was present at this meeting with his attorney, James Braselton. Debra Rudd read the summary. The appraisal was completed for a tax appeal case. The complaint was filed by the Attorney for the Property Owner and alleges that the Respondent lacked competence to complete the assignment, resulting in an inflated value that benefited the Client. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent failed to identify significant negative factors that impact the marketability of the subject, failed to understand the concept of “current use”, and relied upon comparables sales that are superior to the subject without adequate adjustments. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that he is experienced in the property type and has acted as an expert witness in similar tax cases many times. The Respondent further states that he accurately and adequately identified the external factors impacting the subject and defends his analysis and value opinion. Mr. Zaddack reports that the Complainant declined an opportunity to depose him in the tax appeal case if his client had any concerns or questions about the appraisal. The subject is an industrial site located in Phoenix, and the appraisal has an effective date of January 2009 and January 2010. 

James Braselton introduced himself and his client. Mr. Braselton gave an opening statement explaining the history of the case and giving Mr. Zaddack’s credentials. He also spoke to the allegations in Mr. Tynan’s complaint. In short, he said that the Complainant is using the case before the Board to discredit the Respondent’s qualifications for a future case coming up in 2015. Mr. Petrus said that the motivations for filing the case had no bearing. He stated that the Board is only going to determine the credibility and the correctness of the appraisal that is the subject of the complaint. Mr. Petrus said the big question is valuing the current use of the subject property. The Respondent said that it is heavy industrial, and he described the property. Mr. Petrus asked how there was a question of valuing it at current use, per the complaint. The Respondent said that was the way he had appraised it and the way that the appraiser hired by the property owner had appraised it which was consistent with zoning. Mr. Petrus asked if the parcel was underutilized for the zoning. The Respondent explained the use by the owners of the site and said there was several areas for storage on the property, as the items are manufactured then stored on the site until shipped. He said it was not an underutilization of the site. Mr. Ugenti asked Mr. Zaddack if he had addressed the uniqueness of the shape of the parcel. The Respondent said that the storage use does not require a rectangular shape, although the buildings and parking are in a more rectangular section of the lot. Jeff Nolan asked about the definition of full cash value and market value and if that was disclosed in the report. Mr. Zaddack said that they are synonymous and that the definition of market value cited in his report came from statute. Mr. Nolan also asked if there are any restrictions on what they can do with that property with its location in the flight path for the airport within the 70 decibel noise contour lines. He asked if the location was addressed in his report in terms of adjustments. Mr. Zaddack explained that an industrial use with very few employees is compatible with the site. He stated that there is a plan for a multi-story office and industrial building across the street from the subject that is even closer to the airport. Mr. Nolan asked if he had researched the above aspects or if it was just considered a storage lot. Mr. Zaddack replied that he had searched for land sales that had the potential to be a low-intensity use, not necessarily for storage use. Mr. Ugenti asked if he had an opportunity to review the other appraisal and Mr. Zaddack said that he had. Mr. Ugenti asked if there was any relevant information that could shed light on the discrepancy. Mr. Zaddack said it could be boiled down to a sale on Madison Street that was fairly close to the subject property. The complaint alleges that he should have used or considered that sale. He said that it was considered by the other appraiser and was part of the reason that appraised value was significantly lower than the Respondent’s appraised value. However, when he had investigated that sale, it turned out to be a contaminated site. When the cost to remediate that property was added to the sale price, the value conclusion for that particular sale was $4/sf higher than the Respondent’s concluded value for the subject property. He said that he tries not to use contaminated sites as comparable sales, and that was the main difference between the two appraisals. Frank Ugenti asked if his role in this appraisal assignment was to do a straight appraisal and if he was not acting as an advocate with respect to the tax appeal. The Respondent said that was correct. Mr. Braselton said that he would become an advocate for his opinion after the fact. Mr. Petrus said he felt the Respondent’s response to the complaint was comprehensive. Mr. Nolan said that he was satisfied with the Respondent’s answers. Mr. Heaslet said that he felt the complaint was striving for minute issues, and he made a motion to dismiss. Gregory Wessel seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
Compliance Review for Case 3664, Keith Holmes
The Respondent was not present for this matter. Staff explained that he had emailed and said that he would not be able to attend. Debra Rudd and Jeanne Galvin recapped the history of the complaint since the Informal Hearing. The Respondent asked to have the credit for a 15 hour USPAP course taken within the prior 12 months to be extended beyond that time frame. He had taken the course in May 2013. However, the complaint report had an effective date of June 2013, so Mike Petrus stated that the issues the Board was citing him for occurred after that USPAP course. Therefore, he could not see accepting education that happened prior to the date of that report. Also, Mr. Holmes asked to reduce the 15 hour basic appraisal course to a 7 hour course, citing verbiage from the Investigator’s Report. Frank Ugenti said that, regardless of the Investigator’s Report, the Board had identified issues. Frank Ugenti made a motion to not accept the counter offer, to re-issue the Consent Agreement and give 14 days to sign. James Heaslet said that he wanted to emphasize that the errors in the report occurred after the 15 hour USPAP course, so he should not have had those errors. The motion passed with 7–ayes, 0-nays and 1-abstained (Gregory Wessel). Frank Ugenti asked if he does not sign would it go to Formal Hearing. Jeanne Galvin said that it could, most likely at the Office of Administrative Hearings.
12-Month File Review – Case 3706, Donna Hastings

Jeanne Galvin summarized that there will be a formal hearing in December before the Board regarding Donna Hastings and her failure to comply with the final Board order for complaint 3354. Ms. Galvin said that she did not expect Ms. Hastings to participate.
12-Month File Review – Case 3761, Steven Slaton

Kelly Luteijn said that she had received a log of his twelve appraisals from him the day before the meeting, and he would be sending a CD with the appraisal files as per agreement.  He still was having trouble finding classes, thus Kelly gave him some assistance with this section of the required education. 
Report by Assistant Attorney General

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

There were nine complaints filed in the past month and one response due date was extended. Additionally, Ms. Rudd reported the Board will be getting back $2,466 from the Attorney General’s Interagency Service Agreement (ISA) for fiscal year 2014. The Auditor General is returning in December for an 18-month follow-up review, and there is still the outstanding finding regarding the database and software. Mike Petrus asked if that was the only item outstanding. Ms. Rudd said that it was as far as she can remember at this time. The latest news at ADOA-ASET is that they are working toward supporting our database at their facility.  They have assured her that by December 12th they will have the Board’s server moved over, everything will be loaded on the server and the staff will have access to the new database software. Fred Brewster asked how much the Board had paid to this point. Ms. Rudd said that the Board has yet to pay TB Consulting $11,200 of the $79,200 original contract. She said that TB Consulting is not the issue here. Mike Petrus asked how long ago the Board had started with TB Consulting. Ms. Rudd said April 2013. She said that they had done their job and they are waiting for the final payment but we cannot release it to them until after ADOA-ASET gets the database loaded, we have access to it, it has been delivered and it works. She said that TB Consulting has been patient. Mr. Brewster asked how much we had paid to ADOA-ASET. Ms. Rudd said that we pay them monthly to support our email. We have completed a new ISA with them to handle the new software, and support/maintain our server but so far she has not seen an invoice with the new ISA.  When we do get it, the charge will be approximately $800 per month. Erik Clinite asked if that was for the database and the server. He stated concern about them doing the server. Ms. Rudd said that no one maintains our server currently, other than the weekly backups she has been doing. However, if something went wrong, she is not an IT person, and it would cost $125 per hour to have someone come over and maintain it. 
Frank Ugenti asked if the applications were slowing down after the increased volume that the application committee has seen in the past six months. Mr. Ugenti said that we still need to get through the applications in the pipeline that need to be addressed.  Ms. Rudd reported there are ten applications that are supposed to submit appraisal reports for review at the December meeting. She said that four of the ten applications had reports submitted already. She reminded them the application review committee called back three applicants to see additional reports. She thought there would be approximately 36 appraisal reports to review for December’s meeting. Mr. Ugenti said that he wanted to give those who were trying to get in before 2015 every possible chance to get in, especially those that lack a four-year college degree. He asked if there should be a special application committee meeting. A discussion ensued about how many days or seats would be available for testing after the December meeting and if that should be researched further. Mike Petrus said that if there aren’t enough seats for the ten applicants at the testing centers after the December meeting, the Board needs to think about additional or earlier meetings, so those appraisers don’t get shut out. Mr. Heaslet said that he did not think it was the Board’s responsibility to make sure testing times are available, since this deadline had been well broadcasted to appraisers by the Board. He said that the responsibility falls to the applicant; however, he said if there were something else the Board could do, they should do it. Mr. Ugenti said that if those ten appraisers want to get into this profession, he wants to do what he can to help them. Peggy Klimek asked if they could do an early meeting for the four applicants for whom the Board already has reports. Ms. Rudd said that she can get the reports to the committee members on a CD to take home with them today to start reviewing. Mr. Ugenti said that he would make himself available for an extra meeting in December. Mr. Heaslet said he agreed with Mr. Ugenti, but his issue was if there are test times available there is no need to do that. Mr. Petrus asked staff to do research at the lunch break to see if there are testing slots available.
The meeting then recessed for lunch at 11:56 a.m., noting their return at 1:00 p.m. 

Upon return from lunch, Ms. Rudd continued her Executive Director’s report. She stated that staff had researched the availability of testing slots after the December meeting. She said that AMP (the second testing site that the state uses) said that from December 19th until the end of the year, they have 84 seats available. Pearson Vue said that Chandler and Phoenix each have 23 seats, and Tucson has eight seats. She added they also offer the Arizona Appraiser exam at almost 300 testing centers throughout the U.S. 

Ms. Rudd was asked about the replacement of the staff investigator. She said the job had been posted for approximately three weeks. She had put out a blast to about 3,500 addresses, although she had heard that some people had not received it, and she was not sure why that would happen. She said that 16 applicants had made it through the State screening process. Of those 16, although there are some very qualified people, there wasn’t anyone she saw who would be equal to or better than Linda Beatty at this point. She said that she had accepted Ms. Beatty’s leave of absence, and she would be returning in February. She stated she had some plans in place if the Board wanted any of the reports sent out to investigation. She reported they could individually contract for specific investigations, depending on the issues in the complaint and was not an issue with the State Procurement Office.
Initial File Review for Case 3719, Sean A. Chaffey

The Respondent was present for this matter with his attorney, Tina Ezzell. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the Lender and alleges that the Respondent’s report is not credible and violates multiple USPAP Standards. Specifically, the complaint alleges that the appraiser failed to report the subject’s location backing to a 4-lane highway and its incomplete site improvements. The Complainant further alleges that the appraiser did not report or analyze the prior sale of the subject and failed adequately to support the adjustments applied to the comparable sales and the value conclusion. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent is represented by Counsel, who responded that many of the allegations in the complaint are vague and difficult to provide a response. The response states that the subject’s arterial location is apparent in the aerial photo in the report and that the appraiser determined that the highway location did not impact value. The reply further states that the Complainant lacks geographical competency in the local market and alleges that the complaint was filed as retaliation for the Respondent’s criticism of the lender’s fee schedule. The subject is a single family residence located in Hereford. 

Tina Ezzell introduced herself and her client, Sean Chaffey. Ms. Ezzell stated that she did not have anything to add to the written response in terms of an opening statement. Mike Petrus said the biggest issue that jumped out was the location and that it backs to the highway. The only place that was addressed in the report was the aerial. He asked if that was not a physical description that needed to be noted. The Respondent said that it was very common for the area, in Hereford. He said that there are several large homes that back up against this highway. He had spoken with other appraisers in the area who also stated that they did not make adjustments, or even include any comments about that highway. Mr. Petrus said he considered it to be part of the description of the property. Frank Ugenti said that USPAP says that the report needs to be written so that the client, who might not be familiar with the area, can understand it. So the location needs to be identified in the grid and write a paragraph discussing it. Fran Ugenti asked about the sales history of the subject property. The Respondent said that the only sales history was the purchase of the vacant land. Mr. Ugenti asked when the land sale had occurred. Ms. Ezzell said the sale date of the land was Feb 2012, and the subject was built in 2013. Mr. Ugenti asked why that had not been included in the sales history. The Respondent said it was an oversight. A discussion resulted in both Mr. Petrus and Mr. Ugenti saying that almost everything they saw in the report was a best practice issue. The Board discussed the difference between Marshall and Swift data using ‘Excellent’, ‘Good’, ‘Average’, etcetera; whereas UAD calls for Q1, Q2, Q3. Mr. Chaffee said that he did reference Marshall and Swift in his report. Mr. Petrus said he was leaning towards dismissing and Ms. Klimek said most of those highways are rural roads. Mr. Ugenti motioned for a Letter of Concern for the highway description; citing not properly identifying, 1-2e. Mike Petrus seconded the motion.
Roll call vote:

Frank Ugenti-Aye, Peggy Klimek-Aye, Gregory Wessel-Aye, Mike Petrus-Aye, Erik Clinite-Aye, James Heaslet-Nay, Fred Brewster-Nay, Jeff Nolan-Nay. The motion passed 5-3.
Informal Hearing for Case 3654/3655/3656, Todd Barnhart – Continued from August 15, 2014 meeting
The Respondent was present for the informal hearing with his attorney, Tina Ezzell. Debra Rudd summarized the recent history of the case and noted the files for audit. Mike Petrus said that the Informal was held, and the Board wanted to see if the issues were continuing or if it was an isolated case. The Respondent was sworn in. 

Jeff Nolan commented that the case involved the ability to identify negative influences. He noted that on the appraisal for 719 S Porter, the Respondent’s comments were good as related to external influences. He noted that on all four appraisals, he did a good job of detailing external influences. James Heaslet said he had seen minor best practices, nothing glaring. Mr. Petrus said he felt the same about the reports. The additional information and disclosure appears in the more recent reports. He said that he felt the ‘wake-up call’ had worked. Ms. Ezzell reviewed the history of the case and said that, initially, a Level 4 Consent Agreement was offered. She reviewed comments made at the Initial File Review and the Informal Hearing. The Board had wanted to see if the issues were isolated, or if they were continuing. Mr. Petrus said the Board had three files in front of them. He said that unless anyone had any issues with the audited files, they should now decide on a disciplinary action based on those first three files. Ms. Galvin said that the Board can withdraw the former consent agreement, as part of a motion that includes a new offer. According to Ms. Ezzell, a counter was made at the last meeting. She said that they had offered a Level 2, without mentorship and probation. The education that had been required by HUD and completed by the Respondent was discussed. Frank Ugenti stated that he felt that due to the significant USPAP errors, there had been harm done to the borrower and the lender; so he asked why the Board would not call it a Level 3. Mr. Petrus said that he thought that the reports fall to a Level 3. He also stated that the question was whether or not he needed probation. Frank Ugenti said that, after seeing the audited reports, he sees an appraiser who is taking his profession seriously; is networking with other appraisers; who has taken more education than what was required; and has spent a lot of money on counsel to defend his reputation. He said he felt that those are mitigating factors that he thinks the Board should consider. He still felt it was a Level 3, but without Probation. Mr. Petrus asked Mr. Ugenti if he was proposing a Level 3, finding the violations in the Investigative Report and noting that he had audited files with no USPAP errors, and accepting his previous education. Further education was discussed, but the Board members did not feel it was necessary. Jeff Nolan stated that he had done an excellent job with the audited files. He further stated that he was leaning towards a Level 2 because it was clear that he had cleaned up his work. Mr. Ugenti made a motion of Level 3, noting the original findings of the Investigative Report and further testimony, yet there was no need for further for education, or probation. He added that all of already submitted education hours would be allowed. Jeanne Galvin asked if credit would be allowed for the education. It was discussed that he had used some of it for continuing education credit when he renewed his license. No continuing education credit for the additional hours as he would not be able to use it for future renewals. Ms. Galvin confirmed if that the formal hearing would be vacated if he accepted. If he did not sign, then the Board would move to a formal. Erik Clinite seconded the motion. Ms. Galvin also confirmed that it would be offered to the Respondent, not issued. Fred Brewster asked for the motion to be restated. Ms. Galvin said that it would be an offer of a Level 3 Letter of Due Diligence, based on the findings of the Investigative Report for the first three reports, no mentorship or probation, accepting the previous education that he had completed, the 37 hours required by HUD would not be used for continuing education credit. It would also include vacating the Formal Hearing if he accepts the Consent Agreement. If he does not, it will be moved to Formal Hearing. 

Roll Call Vote: 

Frank Ugenti-Aye, Peggy Klimek-Aye, and Gregory Wessel-Abstained, James Heaslet-Aye, Mike Petrus-Aye, Erik Clinite-Aye, Fred Brewster-Aye, and Jeff Nolan-Nay. The motion passed 6 in favor -1 against (Nolan) and – 1 abstained (Wessel).
Informal Hearing for Case 3714, James Clevenger 
The hearing began at 1:55 p.m., although it had been scheduled for 1:30 p.m. The Respondent was present for the informal hearing. Mike Petrus read the opening statement and introductions by the members of the Board were made. The Respondent introduced himself. 
Mr. Clevenger stated that he did not agree with several items in the Investigative Report. Mike Petrus verified that it was a residential property in Verrado and that it was not new construction, but existing. Mr. Heaslet asked the Respondent why he had used comparables with much smaller lot sizes than the subject’s lot. Mr. Petrus stated that it looked like he was comparing two different products without including any market analysis in the work file or the report. Mr. Clevenger replied that there was a lack of homes with similar or larger lot sizes in all of Verrado. Board members questioned him as to how he had done his search for sales. The Respondent gave an explanation of his comparable search. Mr. Heaslet said that he did not see any of the analysis in his work file. The Respondent said that due to some questioning of the original appraisal, some of the studies were done after the appraisal had been submitted. Peggy Klimek asked about the common area that sides the property. He commented that he was not clear for what the easement was to be used. She also asked about the use of MLS comparable photos which she said had been altered and asked if he had actually driven the comparables. He said that he had driven past them by driving around the area, but he had not driven past them specifically. It was discussed that the lender for this report required that the appraiser drive past each comparable and take comparable photos. Comparable selection was questioned again. Mr. Ugenti said that he had found several comparables with larger lot sizes within that time frame and asked the Respondent how he had done his search. The Respondent explained his search process. Ms. Klimek stated that this was also about the appeal of the neighborhood, not just the lot size. Mr. Heaslet stated that lot size has an appeal to it. He further stated that Mr. Clevenger did not seem to care about the homeowner getting a legitimate value. Mr. Heaslet also said that a Certified Residential Appraiser has the responsibility to take the time and do the report correctly. He told the Respondent that whatever the value is, it needs to be supported. He also felt that the public had been harmed with this report. Mr. Ugenti said that he found 15 sales, five of which were two-story homes and had up to 8,000 sf lots. The Respondent asked if Mr. Ugenti could email those comparables and the search to him. Mr. Ugenti said that staff would get them to him. Mr. Ugenti further said that his concern was the diligence that he did to identify his product, to speak with builders. He also was concerned that the Respondent was not driving the comparables and was intentionally trying to mislead the reader. Mike Petrus asked about the value of being adjacent to the common area and said that he needs to recognize and analyze that market factor. Frank Ugenti and Mike Petrus stated that they agreed with the Investigative Report. Mr. Ugenti made a motion for a Level 3, Letter of Due Diligence due to Ethics conduct, and noting the additional items in the Investigative Report. He stated that the Respondent had intentionally misled the reader, although he did not think it required probation. Education required will be a 15 Hr USPAP with exam due to Ethics. He also added a 7-hour New Construction or a 7 hour Sales Comparison class with guidance given to the Executive Director to approve a course selected by the Respondent. James Heaslet seconded the motion. Mr. Petrus asked if there was a disclosure in the report that the Respondent had used MLS comparable photos. The Respondent stated that there was not. The motion carried with 7-Ayes, 1-Nay (Fred Brewster).
James Heaslet left the meeting at 2:35 p.m.

Informal Hearing for Case 3661, Warren Roy Tolson, continued from the July 2014 meeting 

The hearing began at 2:35 p.m., although it had been scheduled for 2:00 p.m. The Respondent was present for the informal hearing. Mr. Tolson identified himself and was sworn in. 

Mike Petrus gave a history of the case. He stated that the Board had sent the complaint out to a second Investigator. Mr. Petrus asked if the Board had received the brief that he had sent to the Board in October. The Board members confirmed that they had received it. Mr. Petrus said that the second investigation had supported the initial investigation. Frank Ugenti asked if Mr. Tolson had seen the second Investigator’s Report. Debra Rudd said that he had not; that this was the first time the Board was seeing the report so, as is typical with Investigator Reports, they are generally approved by the Board before being given to the Respondents. Mr. Ugenti said that he was not a subject matter expert, but the Investigator is and since there were two experts with differing opinions, they had decided to get a second investigator opinion. Ms. Rudd stated that it should be clear that the second Investigator had not seen our Investigator’s Report, and he had concurred with the first Investigative Report. In addition, Mr. Ugenti said that Mark Keller, a prior Board member who is also an expert in the industry, had also agreed with the first Investigative Report. After the Board members discussed the issues of the case with the Respondent including the water easement, Highest and Best Use, and the purpose of the valuation, Erik Clinite made a motion to go into Executive Session for legal advice from Jeanne Galvin. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Upon return from Executive Session, additional questions were asked about the insurance interest versus the report giving the definition of market value. After additional discussion, Fred Brewster made a motion to dismiss. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. Mr. Clinite said that the Respondent had done a good job of explaining. He said he had read both of the Investigator Reports, and they make sense; in listening to the Respondent, he makes sense. He felt that it might be possible that both sides could be correct, and it may be a matter of how one arrives at the answer. He felt that since the Respondent had supported his answer, whether or not they agreed with it. Therefore, he said he agreed with the dismissal. Mr. Petrus said that he accepted what the Respondent was telling him today, but he did not get that when he read the report. The motion carried with 3-Ayes, 2-Nays (Frank Ugenti and Mike Petrus), and 1-Abstained (Gregory Wessel).

Executive Director’s Report (continued)

Debra Rudd said that there are 13 appraiser trainees in process of being registered.  As of the end of November the 90-day grace period for the August renewal is over.  We had 410 packets sent out for the August renewal and as of today we had 369 renewals from that group. Thus we had a 10% decline in renewals.   

New Business, Item B - 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). Frank Ugenti made a motion to approve all of the education shown on the agenda. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Committee Assignments

Mike Petrus added Gregory Wessel to the Budget committee.
Future meetings

The next board meeting will be held on December 19th. The Application Review Committee will be held on December 18th at 9:30 a.m. At this point, there are no additional Application Committee meetings scheduled for December. The Board meetings for 2015 are scheduled on the third Friday of each month, unless something comes up. Application Review Committee meetings are typically the day before the Board meetings.
The meeting then adjourned at 3:45 p.m. 
EDUCATION 

November 21, 2014

I.   Submitted Education


A.
Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved



Appraisal Institute



a.
Supervisory Appraiser/Trainee Appraiser Course, 4 hours 




Sandy Adomatis

II.   By Consent Agenda


A.
Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved



Allterra Group, LLC



a.
Basic Charts and Graphs, Distance Education, 5 hours




Carol Tice


McKissock, LP



a.
Appraisal of Land Subject to Ground Leases, Distance Education, 7 hours




Tracy Martin



b.
A Review of Disciplinary Cases – Live Webinar, Distance Education, 3 hours




Tracy Martin, Dan Bradley



c. Expert Witness for Commercial Appraisers, Distance Education, 12 hours




Paul Lorenzen



d.
Fundamental Concepts of Analysis, Distance Education, 7 hours




Tracy Martin


B.
Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved



Appraisal Institute



a. Case Studies in Appraising Green Residential Buildings, ABA #1113-1234, 7 hours




Sandra Adomatis



b.
International Financial Report Standards for the Real Property Appraiser, ABA #1012-1131, 15 hours




Paul Thomas



c.
Introduction to Green Buildings: Principles and Concepts, ABA #1113-1233, 8 hours




Sandra Adomatis 

C.
Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved



Appraisal Institute



a.
National USPAP 15-Hour Course, ABA #1211-1051-03, 15 hours




Tom Kirby



b.
Online Advanced Internet Search Strategies, ABA #D1013-1213, Distance Education, 7 hours




Jim Amorin



c.
Online Comparative Analysis, ABA #D1013-1214, Distance Education, 7 hours




Arlen Mills



d.
Online Data Verification Methods, ABA #D1013-1215, Distance Education, 5 hours




Alan Simmons



e.
Online Subdivision Valuation, ABA #D1013-1216, Distance Education, 7 hours




Don Emerson



Dynasty School


a. Foreclosure Basics for Appraisers, ABA #D112-114, Distance Education, 7 hours




Robert Abelson




McKissock, LP




a.
Analyze This! Applications of Appraisal Analysis, ABA #1213-1243, 4 hours





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




b.
UAD – Up Close and Personal, ABA #1213-1244, 3 hours





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




Mesa Community College




a.
2014-2015 National USPAP Update Course, ABA #1113-1230, 7 hours





Joanna Conde


D.
Qualifying Education – New – AQB Approved



Dynasty School




a.
General Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, Distance Education, 15 hours 




Robert Abelson


E.

Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved




Appraisal Institute




a. Advanced Market Analysis and Highest & Best Use, ABA #06410-935, 30 hours





David Lennhoff 




b.
Online General Appraiser Report Writing & Case Studies, ABA #D1013-1217-15, Distance Education, 30 hours





Richard Dubay




c.
Online Residential Site Valuation & Case Studies, ABA #D1013-1218-05, Distance Education, 15 hours





Arlen Mills




Dynasty School




a.
General Site Valuation & Cost Approach, Distance Education, ABA #1213-1242-12, 30 hours 





Robert Abelson




Mesa Community College




a.
2014-2015 National USPAP Course REA 272, ABA #1113-1231-03, 15 hours





Joanna Conde

Complaint Statistics for 2014
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COMPLAINTS FILED* 8 7 9 8 8 15 15 12 12 9

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

DISMISSED 4 5 2 2 6 9 3 5 8 8

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

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

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

PROBATION 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

CONSENT 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

SUSPENSION 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0

SURRENDER 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVOCATION 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

To:
Board of Appraisal

From: 
Application Review Committee

Date:
November 21, 2014
Re:
November 20, 2014 Recommendations

I.
As a result of its November 20, 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:  

	
	11/2012
	
	11/2013
	
	11/2014

	Licensed Residential
	292
	
	267
	
	225

	Certified Residential
	1117
	
	1130
	
	1089

	Certified General

	772
	
	794
	
	763

	November Totals
	2181
	
	2191
	
	2077

	Nonresident Temporary
	101
	
	76
	
	96

	Property Tax Agents
	384
	
	344
	
	327

	Appraisal Management Co.
	-
	
	162
	
	171


III.
Substantive Review 


A.
 Licensed Residential by exam unless otherwise noted


1)
To find substantively complete:

AL12421
David A. Lowe               

AL12425
Jacob C. Johnson



B.
 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

  
1)
To find substantively complete:

AR12364
Thomas B. Sheehy


AR12395
David S. Roth 
            

AR12404
Roger Livingston

AR12405
Monica L. Henretta        

AR12406
Shelby E. Lentz            

AR12409
Cody J. Field



AR12412
Jose A. Rivera



AR12420
Michael C. Lochner        

AR12427
Frank N. Vega



AR12429
Kandace L. Levi



AR12431
Kendall M. Whiting


AR12436
Patrick A. Livingston 


AR12447
Sheridan Johnson


 2)
To request additional reports be submitted:

AR12411
Richard Salceda

AR12422
Jennifer L. Brown

AR12306
Jerome W. Wallace


C.
 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted


 1) To table until additional information can be obtained:



AG12434
Arthur O. Neudek (by reciprocity)

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



AL12363
Thomas Rader II



AR12306
Jerome W. Wallace



AR12352
John Simms



AR12373
Michelle L. Napolin



AR12382
Helen J. Bowers

V.
To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued

A. Nonresident Temporary

TP41567
Craig L. Smith



TP41568
Jeffrey W. Spilker


TP41569
Mark T. Miller

 

TP41570
Curtis A. Buono

 

TP41571
Brent R. Johnson
 

TP41572
John M. Blaser



TP41573
James W. Mock, Jr.


TP41575
David J. Glauber


VI.
Substantive Review for AMC Initial Applications


 1)
To find substantively complete:


AM12452
SWBC Lending Solutions, LLC

VII.
Consent Agenda 
To take no action on the consent agenda items to close without prejudice as there is no need for the committee to take any action on appraisal credentials that have expired. The files will automatically be closed. 

4

