

Board of Appraisal 
Minutes of December 20, 2013 Meeting

[bookmark: _GoBack]FINAL MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
December 20th, 2013

Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Kevin Yeanoplos at 8:35 a.m. 

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

Absent from this meeting
Joe Stroud
Erik Clinite

Staff Attendance:
Debra Rudd, Executive Director
Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General
Nancy Inserra, Staff

Approval of the Minutes from previous meetings
The October 15th meeting minutes could not be approved, due to a lack of a quorum for those who had attended this meeting.  Mark Keller then made a motion to accept the November 15th meeting minutes as presented. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of the motion.

Initial File Review for Case 3601, Michael Porter
Neither Respondent nor Complainant was present for this meeting.  Kevin Yeanoplos read the Board summary into the records for this single family residence that was appraised in August, 2013 and is located in Phoenix. The complainant is the homeowner who alleged that the appraiser relied upon comparable sales that were outdated in a changing market and did not adequately report recent remodeling. The Respondent reply reported that it was necessary to use two older sales in order to include 2-story models and that he applied appropriate time adjustments. Mr. Porter further stated that he described the homes upgrades in his appraisal and that neither MLS nor his inspection revealed significant remodeling.   Kevin Yeanoplos discussed the finding in the investigators report that showed a typographical error in the appraisal regarding the subject’s annual rental income.  Mike Petrus pointed out an additional typo regarding the list price and sale price on one of the comparables, and stated that none of the typos affected the value.  James Heaslet made a motion to offer a Letter of Concern, Level 1 based on the errors noted in the investigators report.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  Frank disagreed, stating the typo did rise to a higher level than a Level 1, Letter of Concern.  Additional discussion from the members of the Board ensued.  The vote resulted in 5 in favor of the motion, 1 against.  Frank Ugenti cast the dissenting vote.
Initial File Review for Case 3615, Carolyn Schnepf
The Respondent was not present.  James Heaslet recused himself from this matter.  Mike Petrus read the summary into the records for this single family residence on 9.22 acres in Pima, Arizona.  The Complainant was a potential buyer who does not understand why the Respondent had not included the entire 9.22 acres in the valuation.  The failure to include the full acreage resulted in the cancellation of the pending sale. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent stated that the assignment involved an unusual property due to its large site area. The appraiser noted that there were no recent sales of similar acreage and it was necessary to treat part of the site as excess land.  Kevin Yeanoplos questioned the excess land.  Jeff Nolan, Frank Ugenti and Mike Petrus discussed the analysis completed for the highest & best use, and that she had included the value of the excess land at the bottom of the form, and in the addendum, outside of the grid.  Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss the complaint.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion carried with 5 for; 0 against; and 1 recusal.    
Initial File Review for Case 3616, Sheri Farrell
The Respondent was not present. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleged that the appraiser was negligent in completing the appraisal of his home by failing to use comparable sales from within the immediate ‘historic’ district.  The owner further alleged that the appraiser did not accurately report the updated features of the property.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent stated that she disclosed in the appraisal that there were no available sales in the immediate area thus she chose sales from a competing development with similar amenities. The appraiser acknowledged some errors in the original appraisal that were corrected in the final report.  The Respondent defended the comparable sales used as the best available data at the time of appraisal.  The subject is a single family residence located in the 7500 block of Minnezona in Scottsdale.  James Heaslet reported that the subject is located in a pocket of homes surrounded by different properties that are not comparable.  He did not disagree with the location of the comparables that she selected.  However, he did note problems with the Cost Approach.  Additional discussion included items that were found in the investigator’s report and added the fact that the location of the subject sides to an arterial street.  Mike Petrus made a motion to accept the investigator’s report citing USPAP violations SR 1-1(a), 1-2(e)(i), 1-4(a), 1-4(b)(ii), 1-6(a), 2-2(iii) and 2-2(viii), to offer a Letter of Remedial action Level II non-disciplinary action, with a 7-hour Cost Approach class and a 7-hour Sales Comparison class, no continuing education credit allowed and six months to complete.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3617, James E. Clevenger
The Respondent was not present.  Jeff Nolan read the Board summary into the records.  The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix.  The complaint was filed anonymously and alleged that the appraisal was fraudulent and misleading. The Complainant stated that the Respondent inflated the value of the subject by failing to disclose material defects in the property. The Complainant further alleged that the appraisal was misleading by failing to reconcile a recent sale of the subject at a significantly lower price with the current market value. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that he clearly identified settlement issues with the property and completed the appraisal subject to the repairs identified by a structural engineering study.  Mr. Clevenger defended his analysis and denied his report was fraudulent or misleading in any way.  The subject was appraised in October 22, 2008.  Mike Petrus explained the assignment and the appraisal which related to the Scope of Work.  He believed that with settlement issues this large, they should have been disclosed, but he did not believe this was a USPAP violation.  James Heaslet believes that disclosure was an issue and that he struggled with how this should have been disclosed.  Frank Ugenti was also not sure that it should have been disclosed or how it possibly should have been disclosed.  James Heaslet made a motion to offer a Letter of Concern for the lack of disclosure regarding the settlement.  Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  Additional discussion included the rationale for this level included the date of the appraisal being five years old.  All voted in favor of the motion. 

Initial File Review for Case 3618, Gabriel Trevizo
The Respondent was not present.  James Heaslet read the summary into the records.  The subject was appraised in August, 2013 on a single family residence located in Phoenix.   The complaint was filed anonymously and alleged that the appraiser did not adequately address the external influence of the apartment garages backing the subject’s location.  The Respondent stated that the subject is located approximately 200 feet from the actual apartment complex.  The appraiser further reported that he found no market data indicating that the adjacent garage facilities impacted the subject’s market value or marketability.  James Heaslet stated that he looked the report and read the investigators report and both he and the investigator found no problems with the appraisal report.  He then made a motion to dismiss.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

Initial File Review for Case 3619, Mark L. Huffman
The Respondent was present for this review.  Kevin Yeanoplos read the Board summary into the records.  The subject was appraised in April, 2013 and is a single family residence located in the San Tan Valley area.  The complaint was filed by an anonymous buyer and alleged that the appraiser overstated the subject value by relying upon comparable sales from superior locations.  The Respondent stated that the subject is remodeled with new tile flooring, carpet, interior paint, and stainless steel appliances.  The comparable sales were chosen due to their similar condition, and amenities.   James Heaslet noted that this was actually two orders for two different clients, one being an investor and the other being the listing agent.  The Respondent replied that he had been hired before the investor purchased the property.  Discussion included the superior quality of construction of the comparables as compared to the subject’s quality of construction.   It appeared that the condition influenced the appraiser’s decision.  Additionally, the appraiser did not recognize lack of landscaping on the subject versus the comparables.  The Respondent defended his appraisal and did not believe the comparables were different.  Board members pointed out additional problems with the appraisal such as the lack of definition of market value, the missing 3-year history by the appraiser with this property, and a general lack of understanding of the general purpose form that the appraiser used.  Mike Petrus pointed out that the 37 sales that the appraiser cited in his report, but that he failed to include any in his report.  Additional discussion indicated the incorrect expiration date of his license on the appraisal, and questioned whether ethics conduct was involved regarding selection of the comparables from superior areas.  Mike Petrus then made a motion to offer a Letter of Remedial Action, non-disciplinary, Level II, citing the violations as shown in the investigator’s report which included SR 1-1(a), 1-2(c), 1-4(a), 2-1(a)(b), 2-2(v)(viii)(xiii) and 2-3.  He included education of 7-hour Sales Comparison Approach, and 7-hour Report Writing classes with no continuing education allowed; 7-hour 2014-15 USPAP update class and to allow it to be counted for continuing education, all to be taken within six months.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of the motion.


Initial File Review for Case 3620, Wayne Shelton
The Respondent was not present.  Mark Keller read the Board summary into the record for this single family residence in Phoenix that was appraised in July, 2013. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleged that the appraiser undervalued her home by comparing it to inferior properties, understating the square footage and failing to reflect the custom features of the property.  The owner provided a BPO analysis and portions of an older appraisal that reflect opinions of value from $962,000 to $1,000,000.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent stated that the difference in square footage is primarily the result of public records including an open area on the second level that is not livable. The appraiser acknowledges that he was not well on the day of the inspection and that he missed an 18 square foot bump out on one side of the home, but that it did not materially impact the estimate of livable area.  The Respondent noted that the comparables used in the BPO were all older sales or significantly larger than the subject.  Mike Petrus pointed out that there was more of a problem with the size than just 18 square feet, as there was a problem with the measurements on the second level.  He also thought the comparables were superior.  Mark Keller had problems with the Cost Approach site value when there were some site sales available.  Mike Petrus made a motion to invite the Respondent in for an informal hearing.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3621, Thomas Canale
The Respondent was present.  Mike Petrus read the Board summary into the record.  The subject was appraised in September, 2013 and is a single family residence located in Paradise Valley.  The Complainant is the homeowner who alleged that the appraiser undervalued his home by inaccurately identifying relevant features and failing to recognize significant upgrades. Specifically, the owner reported that the detached casita, energy efficient features and upgraded appliances and doors were not identified.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent reported that the detached casita was not included in the GLA, but appropriately given value as a separate line item. The appraiser further stated that he properly identified the subject’s features and considered the upgrades in the overall quality of the property.  Mark Keller pointed out that cost does not equal value and that the Complainants financial hardship was difficult to understand given the location of the property.  James Heaslet stated he did not see any violations in the report, thus motioned to dismiss the complaint.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.    

Initial File Review for Case 3622, Lynda Isdahl
The Respondent was present.  James Heaslet read the Board summary into the record.   This complaint is on a single family residence located in Phoenix that was appraised in August, 2012.  The Complainant is the buyer who alleged that the appraiser performed the appraisal assignment in a negligent manner that lead to a below market opinion of value.  Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that she completed the appraisal assignment in a competent manner as an unbiased party to the transaction. The appraiser further reported that the Complainant is a licensed Realtor and attempted to influence her opinion of value.  James Heaslet then questioned her about the addition being legally permitted or not.  The Respondent answered that it was not legally permitted thus gave no value as livable area but valued the area as a workshop.  Mike Petrus questioned where her support was in the file to indicate that the market did not recognize value for this addition.  She replied that Comp 5 had a guest house addition and no value was shown.  Frank Ugenti did not agree that Comp 5 was even comparable due to the number of adjustments required.  Discussion by the members of the Board and the Respondent continued regarding the addition and its possible value if it was legally permitted or not.  The Respondent believes this is a workshop that was permitted, and the members of the Board believed its present use with the bathroom and finish work of the bonus room does not make sense to be given no value and called a workshop.  Frank Ugenti brought up the play house and pointed out the site adjustments on the Comparables are not consistent with the Cost Approach site value. James Heaslet stated the site value in the Cost Approach at $75,000 does not comport with the $1.00 per square foot adjustment to the difference in the site sizes in the comparables.  Mike Petrus asked her about the $19.00 per square foot site value for the subject and what support she had for that.  Mark Keller asked about the contract with personal property included and how it was handled.  Frank Ugenti stated that she did several things correctly, but he still believes there is an issue with the Cost Approach and the lack of value for the addition did not make sense.  After answering the Board’s questions, the Respondent stated she still believed that she did not violate USPAP.  Mike Petrus made a motion to offer a Letter of Concern (non-disciplinary action), citing the violations noted in the investigator’s report, SR 1-1(a), 1-4(a)(b)(ii), and 2-2(viii).  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of the motion.

Initial File Review for Case 3623, Veronica Whitman
The Respondent was not present.  Kevin Yeanoplos read the Board summary into the record.  The Complainant is the homeowner who alleged that the appraiser did not personally perform the final inspection of their property yet signed the report that she completed the inspection.  Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that she is a sole proprietor with no employees, but that she had someone else take the photos of the repainted shed and smoke detector. Ms. Whitman further reported that she believed viewing the photos was sufficient to certify that she had visually inspected the repairs.  The appraisal was completed in April and the final inspection was completed in May, 2013.  Discussion by the members of the Board included that the final inspection was not the same as an appraisal thus the fact that someone else inspected the subject was not relevant.  The appraiser did review the photos that were taken, thus did complete a ‘visual inspection’ as the final inspection indicated.  Mike Petrus thought she probably should have disclosed that the visual inspection was from photos, but did not believe this was an ethics violation and that at most it rose to a Level I Letter of Concern.  Additional discussion by the members of the Board ensued. James Heaslet made a motion to find a Level I, Letter of Concern.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The Board members voted 5 in favor, 1 against, with Frank Ugenti casting the dissenting vote.  

Initial File Review for Case 3624, David Kiepe
The Respondent appeared telephonically.  Frank Ugenti recused himself from this matter.  Mark Keller read the Board summary into the records.  This complaint is on a single family residence located on 7400 block of Minnezona Avenue in Scottsdale.   The Respondent completed a review of an appraisal by Katie Weber on April 26, 2013. This complaint was opened by the Board of Appraisal at its September meeting in response to an investigation of the original appraisal (case #3594). The Board alleged that the Respondent failed to disclose factual errors in the appraisal under review.  Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that the scope of the review assignment was to provide a reasonable and appropriate opinion of market value, not ‘tear down’ other appraisers. The Respondent also noted
that the factual errors on the comparable sales were not addressed because he did not rely upon the sales data in his analysis. Mike Petrus asked about the Scope of Work, with substantial factual errors that had not been noted in the review.  The Respondent defended his review and that it was a field review, not a desk review. He explained it was a unique property and a difficult assignment.  He believed it was an over improvement for the area and offered additional description about the subject.  Mike Petrus asked about the neighborhood that Mr. Kiepe chose for comparison. He pointed out the median home price in the subject’s neighborhood was $40 higher than the median price of the neighborhood where the comparables are located.  After answering the Board’s questions, Mike Petrus said he agreed with the findings of the Board’s investigator.  James Heaslet complemented him on his work, but still disagreed with some of the issues in the review.  Kevin Yeanoplos made a motion to offer a Letter of Concern citing the violations shown in the investigator’s report SR1-1(a),3-3(c)(i)(ii),3-5(i)(i-iii) and 3-4(b).   Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion carried with four in favor of the motion; 1 against and 1 recusal.  Jeff Nolan voted against the motion and Frank Ugenti was recused from this case.

Initial File Review for Case 3625, Kenneth Tamblyn
The Respondent was present for this matter.  Kevin Yeanoplos read the Board summary into the records.  The subject is a single family residence located in Laveen, and was appraised in September, 2013. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleged that the appraiser discriminated against him by intentionally utilizing distressed sales to arrive at a below market value opinion. The owner reports that the subject’s value conclusion is 23% below average prices in the area. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that the Complainant acknowledged in an email to Board staff that he “cannot prove discrimination.” The appraiser further reported that he did not act in a discriminatory manner and that 8 of the 10 sales in the subject neighborhood were distressed. As a result, the most similar and reliable comparables in the immediate neighborhood were short sales.  James Heaslet questioned the counters and finish work in the subject, versus the comparables.  He noted a lack of analysis in the report about the differences between the subject and Comps 1 & 2. Frank Ugenti noted the site adjustments were somewhat inconsistent.  Comp 2 is a much larger site versus Comp 1 which is smaller, yet the adjustments are the same.   The Respondent explained that although Comp 1 was smaller, there is a common area next to it, thus it had the same feel as the other comparable.   Questions then were asked about the common area, if it were an easement or not.   After additional discussion, Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss the complaint.  Jeff Nolan seconded the motion.  Frank Ugenti questioned the sales concession on one of the comparables.  Mark Keller pointed out the price per square foot on average of the subject was not reliable due to the surrounding neighborhoods being included in his analysis which were not comparable.  Frank Ugenti said he did not believe the issues rose to the level of USPAP violations.  There being a motion and second already on the table, Kevin Yeanoplos called for the question.  The motion passed with 5 in favor, 1 against.  James Heaslet voted against the motion. 

Initial File Review for Case 3626, Gary Granville
The Respondent and Complainant were both present.  James Heaslet read the Board summary into the records.  The subject is an office condominium located in north Scottsdale area, which was appraised in August, 2013 for a refinance.  The Complainant is the property owner who alleged that the appraiser violated the Ethics Rule and committed malpractice in valuing the subject property. Specifically, the owner alleged that the appraiser failed to analyze the current lease on the subject and compared the subject to inferior properties resulting in an understatement of market value. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that the owners of the property were leasing the space to another entity under the same ownership and that it was not an arm’s length agreement. As a result, it was necessary to estimate and analyze the property based upon market rents. The appraiser acknowledged some errors in the appraisal were data entry, but defended the data, analyses and value conclusion.
Mark Keller questioned the relationship between the LLC and the occupants of the building. The Complainant explained he is the owner of the LLC and is also the occupant.  Mark Keller pointed out that the rents were based on the 2007 & 2008 time frame.  The Complainant countered that yesterday he looked at the listings and the asking prices for rents in the area were the same.  Discussion by the Complainant included the current market of office condos, the location of the subject, and the rent rate that has been paid for the past five years.   After listening to the Complainant, the members asked Gary Granville about the scope of work.  He explained the income and expenses used for the subject was a triple net lease rate, and that you must adjust for full service leases that the Complainant is citing.  Kevin Yeanoplos and Mark Keller discussed the comparability and market trends for the subject area.   The Complainant cited the banks number was much higher than the appraiser.  The members of the Board could not answer the question as they have not seen the higher number from the bank.  The Complainant reported he purchased a shell and finished this condo out with high end quality finish work.  He said one of the comparables is owned by a physical therapist, thus the inside of this condo is similar to a gymnasium.  The Respondent stated that the interior improvements were pretty standard. Additional discussion included verification of the comparable information, the decline in values for the office condo market, and the current supply, no matter where the office condos are located in the Metropolitan Valley area.  Jeff Nolan noted that the income used was the market rents, not the contract rents and that he appropriately handled the income approach.   Mark Keller did not believe additional investigation needed to be completed.  He then cited a portion of the investigators report and said he agreed with the investigator that no violations were found. He made a motion to dismiss the complaint.  Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  On a voice vote the members voted as follows: Frank Ugenti – No; Jeff Nolan – No; Mark Keller – Aye; Kevin Yeanoplos – Aye; Mike Petrus – Aye; James Heaslet – Aye.  The motion carried 4 to 2. 

Initial File Review for Case 3628, Jeff Harper 
The Respondent was present.  Frank Ugenti recused himself from this matter.  Jeff Nolan read the Board summary into the record.  The subject is a single family residence that was appraised in June, 2013 in Yuma.   The Complainant is the lender who alleged that the appraiser failed to analyze the subject’s super adequacy and lacked support for both adjustments and value conclusion.  Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that the subject was a very unique property with exceptional interior finish. Due to the unique nature of the improvements, it was necessary to use sales that required significant adjustment.  The appraiser noted that he discussed the subject’s super adequacy at length and applied substantial functional obsolescence in the Cost Approach.  Mike Petrus noticed that this was probably the nicest house in Yuma and stated you could question the appraiser all day long about the value, but that the appraiser explained himself well in the appraisal.  He added he had no problems with the appraisal.  James Heaslet questioned the location of the comparables and analysis of locational differences between Tucson and Yuma.  The Respondent answered his questions to his satisfaction.  Mark Keller made a motion to accept the investigators report, which indicated no USPAP violations being found, and to dismiss the complaint.  Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  The members voted unanimously in favor of the motion to dismiss. 

Initial File Review for Cases 3632 – James C. Walcutt, Jr., 3633 – Mark D. Harris, & 3634 – Timothy O’Connell
Mr. Walcutt and Mr. Harris were present, along with the complainant, Dr. Helmers.  Mr. O’Connell was not in attendance.   Kevin Yeanoplos announced the cases and noted that since they were all the same complaints that he would like to combine them.  Jeanne Galvin agreed that he could do this, but asked that he specify in the ruling which cases were being decided.  Kevin Yeanoplos then read the Board summary into the records.  The Complainant is an appraiser who submitted a bid package to ADOT for consideration in a Request for Proposal (RFP) to value billboard properties. The Respondent is one of four individuals on an evaluation committee that assess the offers and determine the party to be awarded the contract. The Complainant alleged that the panel failed to enforce the evaluation factors of the solicitation or identify deficiencies in other offeror’s packages. As a result, the Complainant alleged that the Respondent violated the Competency Rule of USPAP. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent stated that as a member of the evaluation committee, he did not perform an appraisal, appraisal review or a consultation assignment. Mr. Walcutt reported that the Arizona Department of Transportation, Administrative Services Division, Procurement Group determined that the complainant did not meet the solicitation requirements and did not reflect his evaluation.  Mr. Yeanoplos noted that all three Board summaries are the same.  He stated that he had read the competency provision in USPAP several times and that the complaints do not violate this provision.  James Heaslet agreed and said this matter should be heard by ADOT, not the Board of Appraisal.  He further stated that the complaints have all been heard before and there is nothing new.  He then made a motion to dismiss all three cases.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Case 3282, Thomas Sheehy
The Respondent was not present.  The matter was before the Board to discuss, consider and possibly act on the Respondent’s request for termination of probation and mentorship.  Mark Keller made a motion to terminate probation and mentorship.  The motion was seconded by James Heaslet.  The members approved the motion unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Case 3331, Joseph Blagg
The Respondent was present for this matter.  The matter was before the Board to discuss, consider and possibly act on the Respondent’s request for termination of probation and mentorship.  After discussing the quality of construction ratings shown on the audited reports, James Heaslet made a motion to terminate probation and mentorship.  The motion was seconded by Mark Keller.  The members approved the motion unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Case 3446, Sylvester Whitman
The Respondent was present for this matter.  The matter was before the Board to discuss, consider and possibly act on the Respondent’s request for termination of probation and mentorship.  Mike Petrus made a motion to terminate probation and mentorship.  The motion was seconded by Mark Keller.  The members approved the motion unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Cases 3544 & 3582, James Graham
The Respondent was not present.  The matter was on the agenda to discuss, consider and possibly act following Respondent’s request for approval of mentor and to rescind the matter from a formal hearing. 
James Heaslet made a motion to approve the mentor and to rescind the matter from formal hearing.  Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3575, Christine Kelsey-Gray
The Respondent appeared telephonically.  Kevin Yeanoplos read the introduction to informal hearing into the record.  The members of the Board questioned her about the conversations that took place during the inspection, the source of water for the property, size of the house, and her use of the County records.  Mike Petrus accepted her explanations about the conversations and e-mails that took place during and after her inspection of the property, but stated he was concerned that it took three revisions to report the factual information correctly in her reports.  Frank Ugenti said he too was concerned about this, but that they were looking at the final draft of the report to determine USPAP violations.   Mark Keller then made a motion to dismiss the complaint.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

Compliance File Review for Case 3573, Linda Dutil
The Respondent was not present.  The matter was on the agenda for possible non-compliance with the Board’s request.  Jeanne Galvin informed the Board that she was in contact with Ms. Tina Ezzell the Respondent’s attorney regarding this matter, and that she recommended the matter be tabled due to a legal issue.  Frank Ugenti motioned to table the matter until the January meeting.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Kathryn S. Strait
The Respondent was not present.    The matter was before the Board to discuss, consider and possibly act on the Respondent’s request for termination of probation and mentorship.  This probation was considered as a provision to receiving her certification, not a disciplinary matter.  She fulfilled the education and three multi-family reports that the Board requested.  Based upon the audit of the reports submitted, Mike Petrus made a motion to terminate probation and mentorship.  The motion was seconded by Mark Keller.  The members approved the motion unanimously.

James Heaslet left the meeting momentarily.

12-month File Review
Jeanne Galvin gave an update on the cases that were still open after 12-months.  She reported Case 3191 for Stephen Steitz was on her agenda to draft the necessary paperwork; for Case 3374 Gwendalynn Baker she had met with the investigator as requested to confirm the facts and changed the verbiage slightly then re-sent the consent agreement document to the Respondent for her signature; on Cases 3334 Randall Lineberger; 3366 & 3510 Frank Rose; and 3441 Kurt Goeppner  formal hearings need to be scheduled, and 3495 Jay Clark the consent agreement has been sent and is due back in January. 

Initial File Review for AMC Complaint A0117, First Valuation Services, LLC
Kevin Yeanoplos announced that this was for non-payment of an appraisal fee.  They have now paid the fee.  Frank Ugenti noted that in the file they have ceased operations and have requested to go on inactive status.  Discussion included whether an AMC can go on inactive status or voluntary surrender or not.  Jeanne Galvin explained that we do not have an inactive status per statute, but suggested that a parenthetical note be placed on the directory to state that this company ceased operations as of the specific date stated in their letter to the Board.  Mike Petrus made a motion to send the AMC the standard letter reminding them to pay within 45 days, to dismiss the complaint, and to have staff make the change to the directory to note their close of business.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

James Heaslet returned to the meeting.


Initial File Review for AMC Complaint A0118 Residential Real Estate Review       
Kevin Yeanoplos announced that this was for non-payment of an inspection fee but they have now paid the fee.  Discussion resulted in Mike Petrus making a motion to dismiss the case.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for AMC Complaints A0119 through A0128, Vesta Valuation, LLC
Kevin Yeanoplos introduced the cases and stated that they all relate to non-payment of appraisal fees.  Debra Rudd notified the Board that this company is reportedly out of business, and that she heard the office has been vacated for at least three months.  James Heaslet directed staff to put a notice with the surety company for the bond that a claim will be coming.  Discussion continued regarding the process for handling this type of complaint where an AMC ceases operations, the feasibility of taking a formal action with the associated costs involved, possible civil penalties being pursued, and the location of where any civil penalties would end up if received.   James Heaslet made a motion to seek a Voluntary Surrender of their registration, to put a claim on the bond and to note on the directory their closure of operations.  Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.   Debra Rudd inquired about one of the complaints that included $600 in late fees, yet the staff could not see anything in the engagement letter that agreed to include any late fees.  After discussion, staff was directed to not include the late fees in the bond claim as they were not a part of the engagement agreement.  

Executive Director Report
Jeanne Galvin reported that she is behind on three assignments.  Nancy Inserra reported two cases have been extended by staff.  Debra Rudd reported that in November only 5 complaints were filed, but December numbers are closer to what is typically filed.  (The complaint statistics are attached).

Rules & Legislative Committee Report
Frank Ugenti reported the results of Monday, December 16th committee meeting.  There were many persons present at this three-hour meeting.  He reported the next meeting will be January 8th at 11:00 a.m. to cover rules for two hours, break for lunch, and resume the meeting at 2:00 p.m. to cover law changes.  He stated the five year statute of limitations appears to make sense to the stakeholders, thus this was going to stay in the bill.  Civil Penalties will likely go to the state general funds, and will possibly alleviate the concerns by some stakeholders that the penalties will be abused to raise the Board’s balance of funds, moving fees to rules from statute that this was not necessarily to raise the fees at this time, but to be proactive to avoid a shortage of operation costs in the future, and the exemption of board members from a Standard Three USPAP review.  He stated this last item was in opposition by the stakeholders.  Additional discussion included the possibility of increasing the bond for AMC’s or to eliminate it altogether.  Finally, the committee would like to add a section to the draft that the Board be allowed to recoup the investigative costs associated with the complaints that the Board prevails upon and for the Board to keep the funds in their account.  The members discussed the next meeting and when the full board will be able to see the final bill.  The Board will have a special meeting for them to approve the final draft, prior to the bill being introduced at the legislature.     

Application Committee
James Heaslet gave the report from the Application Committee’s recommendations.   The committee referred AMC Initial Application #AM12105 Lenders Link, Inc. to the full board for their consideration of the disclosed criminal history of the controlling person for this company.  Jeanne Galvin summarized the reason for the referral.  Frank Ugenti made a motion to go into Executive Session to review confidential information and to seek legal advice. Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  Upon return from Executive Session, James Heaslet said the Board wanted to invite Mr. Hahn to appear personally at the January meeting to answer questions, to have staff independently check other states to see if there are any complaints involving this company or person, to submit a letter to Mr. Hahn to request that he specify his past employment and ask if he is a controlling member of any other AMC’s in any other states. The Board consensus was to table the matter at this time. 

James Heaslet then read the recommendations of the committee regarding the rest of the agenda items (See attached Application Meeting recommendations).  He stated that the committee was recommending approval of the new applications for Appraiser Trainees and Supervisors under agenda item II C. He informed the Board that the committee recommended opening a complaint against Larry H. Johnson as he was not truthful on question number 1 on this temporary practice application, to approve David A. Freeman’s license, and to require a background check on each new application.  He explained the recommendation for Item III AR12107 Destiny Kittleman, is to find her application substantively incomplete, for her to complete her Associate’s college degree, or to come up with the additional AQB2008 criteria college classes as identified and become certified prior to the AQB2015 criteria.  James Heaslet then made the motion for the Board to accept the committee’s report. Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Education Committee Report
Mark Keller gave the members of the Board the recommendations from the committee (see attached recommendations).  He then made a motion to approve the recommendations of the committee. Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

New Business
The Board then discussed the item regarding complaints against those who are officers, owners or controllers of an AMC and who also hold valid Arizona appraisal credentials.  Jeanne Galvin explained the Board has the authority to open a complaint under ARS 32-3631.  As the board already has this authority, no further action was necessary.  

Kevin Yeanoplos introduced the next item under New Business, regarding a Strategic planning meeting.  He said he wanted to get it scheduled for 2014.  After discussion the Board decided September, 2014 was the best month to hold this meeting. 

Old Business
The Board discussed the additional information received by the Board for Cases 3569 & 3578 Gene Cox; William D. Peterson, Cases 3570 & 3579. Kevin Yeanoplos noted that the Complainant, Dr. Helmer had left the meeting and said while he had some questions for Dr. Helmer, it did not really affect his ability to decide this matter.  Mike Petrus asked if any members of the Board found any additional information and stated he did not see any new information, thus he made a motion to take no action on this matter.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.


New Business
Kevin Yeanoplos then introduced item 2 on the agenda to discuss the review of the Executive Director’s performance.  Mark Keller made a motion to go into Executive Session to discuss personnel matters.  The motion was seconded by Mike Petrus.  All members approved the motion.  

Upcoming meetings
Kevin Yeanoplos discussed upcoming meetings including an election of the Chair in January per statute.  Debra Rudd reported the January meetings being on the 8th for Rules & Legislative Committee at 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. for rules, a break for lunch, then 2:00 for proposed statute changes. The Education Committee will meet on the 16th of January @ 3:00 p.m. and the Application Committee @ 3:30 p.m. on the same date.  On the 17th of January the Regular Board meeting will start at 8:30 a.m.

The meeting then adjourned at 3:30 p.m. 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II     /    3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III    /    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV   /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V    /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  II    /    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  III  /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  IV  /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL  V   /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II     /     2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III    /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV   /      2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V     /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II      /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III     /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV     /    1 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V       /   0 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II      /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III     /    3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV     /    1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	C&D             /    1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   /  2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  /   6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV   /  0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   /   0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	VOL SUR  /  1

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II   / 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III  / 4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV  / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V   / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUSP       / 0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	REVOC   /  0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Vol Sur/    0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTALS
	127
	23
	12
	87
	55%
	157
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Actions taken at each meeting
	 
	Jan-13
	Feb-13
	Mar-13
	Apr-13
	May-13
	Jun-13
	13-Jul
	13-Aug
	13-Sep
	[bookmark: RANGE!K1]13-Oct
	13-Nov

	COMPLAINTS FILED
	11
	15
	11
	6
	15
	9
	10
	20
	15
	10
	5

	DISMISSED
	10
	10
	7
	9
	8
	5
	7
	13
	9
	0
	9

	LETTER OF CONCERN
	1
	0
	4
	5
	2
	0
	4
	1
	3
	0
	4

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

	LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0

	PROBATION
	1
	1
	2
	2
	4
	5
	1
	0
	2
	1
	3

	CONSENT
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	7
	0
	0
	0
	5
	3
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0

	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	2
	1
	3
	0
	0

	SUSPENSION
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	SURRENDER
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	REVOCATION
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0

	CEASE & DESIST
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




	
	
	


[bookmark: RANGE!B14]RECOMMENDATIONS
EDUCATION COMMITTEE

[bookmark: RANGE!B12]TO:	Board of Appraisal
FROM:	Committee on Appraisal Testing and Education
DATE:	December 19, 2013
RE:	December 19, 2013 Recommendations
As a result of its December 19, 2013 meeting, the Education Committee recommended approval of the following courses:

II. SUBMITTED EDUCATION
A. Continuing Education – New – Not AQB approved
1. Appraisal Seminars
a. 2014-2015 National USPAP Update, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 7 hours
Greg Stephens
b. Scope of Work and Best Practices Update, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 4 hours
Greg Stephens
2. Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
a. Unraveling the Mystery of Fannie Mae Appraisal Guidelines, ABA #1213-xxxx, issued on approval, 4 hours
Rich DuBay
3. Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
a. How Appraisers Develop Capitalization Rates, ABA #1213-xxxx, issued on approval, 4 hours
Earl Cass, Jacques Fournier, Kathleen Holmes, Howard Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Ron Schilling, Rick Turkian, Aaron Warren
4. Hogan School of Real Estate
a. 2014-2015 National USPAP Update, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 7 hours
Roy Morris

III. BY CONSENT AGENDA
A. Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved
1. Arizona School of Real Estate & Business
a. 2014-2015 National USPAP Update, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 7 hours
Roy Morris, Ron Schilling
2. Arizona Chapter of International Association of Assessing Officers
a. 2014-2015 National USPAP Update, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 7 hours
Roy Morris, Chuck Johnson
3. McKissock, LP
a. Analyze This! Applications of Appraisal Analysis, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 4 hours
Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Ken Guilfoyle, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Paul Lorenzen, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Amelia Brown, Dan Tosh, James Greg Harding
b. UAD – Up Close and Personal, ABA #xxx-xxx, issued on approval, 3 hours
Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Ken Guilfoyle, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Paul Lorenzen, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Amelia Brown, Dan Tosh, James Greg Harding

B. Qualifying Education – New – AQB Approved
1. Appraisal Institute
a. Online General Appraiser Income Approach, Part 2 , ABA #D1213-xxxx-14	, Distance Education, issued on 
approval, 30 hours
David Lennhoff
2. Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
a. 2014-2015 National USPAP , ABA #1213-xxxx, issued on approval, 15 hours
Roy Morris, Ron Schilling
3. Dynasty School
a. General Appraiser Site Valuation & Cost Approach, ABA #D1112-1144, Distance Education, 30 hours
Robert Abelson

C. Continuing Education – Renewals – Not AQB Approved
1. Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
a. Loan Fraud and Other Factors Impacting Residential Real Estate, ABA #0407-627, 3 hours
Bill Gray, Bill Iannelli, Jeremy Johnson, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Dave Rider, Ron Schilling, Jon Willis, Earl Cass, Fletcher Wilcox
b. Commercial Contract Writing, ABA #0306-515, 3 hours
Earl Cass, Joe Chandler, Shelly Cramer, Bill Gray, Chris McNichol, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Jeff Pitcher, Dave Rider, Ron Schilling, Richard Turkian, Jon Willis
2. Hogan School of Real Esstate
a. Foreclosure Basics & Appraisers, ABA #D1211-1049, Distance Education, 7 hours
James Hogan
3. Calypso Continuing Education
a. Environmental Hazards Impact on Value, ABA #D1112-1144, Distance Education, 7 hours
Francis Finnigan

D. Continuing Education – AQB approved – Renewals
1. Submitted by McKissock, LP
a. Analysis in Action, ABA #1112-1157, 7 hours
Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Ken Guilfoyle, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Richard McKissock, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Paul Lorenzen, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Dan Tosh, James Greg Harding, Diana Jacob
	
E. Qualifying Education – Continuing Education – Renewal - AQB Approved
1. Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
a. Mastering Unique & Complex Property Appraisal (AP-10B), ABA #0208-734-10, 20 hours 
Earl Cass, John Dingeman, Jacques Fournier, Howard Johnson, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Ron Schilling, Ann Susko, Aaron Warren


RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW
I.	As a result of its December 19, 2013 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:

	
	12/2011
	
	12/2012
	
	12/2013

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	380
	
	287
	
	264

	Certified Residential
	1182
	
	1119
	
	1131

	Certified General	
	806
	
	779
	
	791

	December Totals
	2368
	
	2185
	
	2186

	Nonresident Temporary
	76
	
	106
	
	83

	Property Tax Agents
	356
	
	385
	
	341

	Appraisal Management Co.
	-
	
	-
	
	170


	
	B.  Approval of the November 15th minutes.

	C.	To approve the applications for Appraiser Trainees and Designated Supervisory Appraisers.

D. To recommend opening a complaint on Larry H. Johnson Nonresident Temporary Practice certificate #TP41469.   

E.	To approve documentation submitted for David A. Freeman’s License Residential #10970.  

F.	Applications requiring background checks must be submitted even if a prior background check was submitted for a separate application.

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

		1)	To find substantively complete:

			AR12085	Brooke Patterson	
			AR12090	Dennis F. Wade	                 
			AR12110	Tanya S. Kleinschmidt   

		2)	To find substantively incomplete:

			AR12107	Destiny H. Kittelman
         			 				 						
IV.	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
	
	A.	Reciprocity

		22308	Fredrick J. Zamarripa
		22313	Brent A. Johnson
		22314	Sandra L. Kerber
		22315	Erin N. Calhoun
		31986	Michael W. Welch 	
		31987	Kenneth P. Riggs, Jr.
		31988	Laurence G. Allen
		31989	Stephen J. Morse
		31994	Michael S. O’Connor

	B. Nonresident Temporary
 
		TP41473	Anne R. Lloyd-Jones 
		TP41474	Lawrence R. Pynes		
		TP41475	Janet M. Steuck
		TP41476	Lonnie M. Kantomer
		TP41477	Loren J. Pipkin
		TP41478	Roland DeMilleret*
		TP41479	David C. Ison
		TP41480	Michelle D.M. Koeller*    
		TP41481	Scott Conner*  
		TP41482	Scott Conner*

V.	AMC Renewal Applications

	A. To approve:

		40123	Accurate Title Group, LLC*
		40203	PCA Appraisal Management Inc.*  
							     
VI.	AMC Initial Applications

A. To approve:

AM12099	Mortgage Management Consulting, Inc.	

	B. To refer to the full Board:

AM12105	Lenders Link, Inc.    
		
VII.	AMC Registration Already Issued

	A. To approve:

	40062	The Property Sciences Group, Inc.   
		40094	Financial Dimensions, Inc.         
  
VIII.	CONSENT AGENDA 
To close without prejudice the following appraiser’s license/certificate that fail to renew within their 90-day grace period.

	21610
	Christopher Sage

	30896
	Douglas D. Frederick

	31175
	Harry A. Horstman III

	31747
	Kimberly Salazar
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*Since 12/20/12, approximately 95% of all complaints go to investigator prior to Initial File
Review by the Board. Complaints opened by the Board for non-compliance and complaints that
do not involve an appraisal are not sent for investigation. **Total Closed by Board Action means
complaints closed by virtue of a Board ruling ie. issuing discipline or dismissal.





