Board of Appraisal

Minutes for meeting held 2/20/2015


FINAL MINUTES OF THE

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
February 20th, 2015
Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Frank Ugenti at 8:31 a.m. 

Those Board members present at roll call: 

Greg Wessel

Fred Brewster

Frank Ugenti, Chair
Mike Petrus
Peggy Klimek

Gregory Thorell 
Erik Clinite and Jeff Nolan were absent.
Staff Attendance: 

Kelly Luteijn, Staff

Debra Rudd, Executive Director 

Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General 

After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, Frank Ugenti indicated to the Board that the minutes for the December 19th, 2014 meeting needed to be tabled until the next Board meeting, since there was not a quorum of Board members who attended that meeting. Mike Petrus made a motion to accept the January 16th, 2015 meeting minutes. Fred Brewster seconded. The motion passed unanimously. There were no calls to the public.

The Board recognized James Heaslet for his years of service to the Board. 

Initial File Review for Case 3760, Stephen Hobbs
The Respondent was present with his attorney, Michael Orcutt. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by TSI Appraisal, an Appraisal Management Company, after the report was reviewed and a repurchase demand was made by the investor of the loan.  The complaint alleges improper comparable selection, failure to disclose adverse location of the subject, insufficient information and lack of support for the adjustments.  Additionally, only one of the seven comparables supported the value, but that sale was much further from the subject in a different location.  The Complainant believes the appraiser violated the Ethics Rule, Scope of Work Acceptability, Standards Rule 1-1(b) (c); and 1-4(a).  

 Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent denies all of the allegations and believes the complaint was filed without merit.  He had responded to the client after being notified of the review on this report, and offered additional explanation that the property is one of 22 custom built homes in a small subdivision with wide ranges in improvements and upgrades.  He admitted exceeding client’s guidelines due to the superior features and size of the home but maintains that he has not violated any Standards of USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice).  The subject is a single family residence located in Yuma, and the appraisal has an effective date of April 2013.      

The Respondent’s attorney gave an opening statement stating that the Respondent disagreed with most of the allegations. Mr. Orcutt spoke about an external workshop that he said was a shed considered to be personal property. In terms of the external obsolescence, there is an age-restricted, security-gated mobile home park adjacent to the subject property, but it is not visible from the property due to a 7’ high solid block wall; therefore, the Respondent did not think an adjustment was warranted. He stated that the appraisal report was completed two years ago, and he felt he had improved in that time. Board members questioned the Respondent about the adjacent mobile home park and apartments and the Respondent’s lack of communication about those properties in his report. Board members spoke about writing the report to the reader who may be unfamiliar with the area. They also noted that the drive-by appraisal by another appraiser (included with the complaint) did not address the apartment complex or mobile home park. After the Respondent answered questions about comparable selection, UAD (Uniform Appraisal Dataset) ratings, support for adjustments, and his failure to reconcile the value appropriately, Mike Petrus made a motion for a Letter of Concern citing the improper description of the subject violates USPAP Standard 1-2(e) for failing to note the subject’s location backing to an apartment complex and Standards 1-6(a) and 2-2 (b) for failing to reconcile the adjusted range of values of the comparables in the report.  Ms. Klimek seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-yes and 1-no (Fred Brewster).

Initial File Review for Case 3754, Lana Domino 

The Respondent was present for this matter and introduced herself. Debra Rudd read the summary:  The owners are the Complainants and allege the Respondent’s lack of knowledge about hauled water comparable sales, and lack of timely service will cost them $64,162.06 over the life of the loan.  If the Respondent had acted in a timely fashion, the changes by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac related to properties with hauled water would not have impacted the loan decision. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  No reply has been received after a one-time 30-day extension allowed by the Executive Director, elapsed on December 24, 2014. The subject is a single family residence located in Scottsdale, and the appraisal has an effective date of July 2014.
Ms. Rudd said that the Respondent had emailed her response to Kelly Luteijn in the afternoon prior to the Board meeting, but she did not see the email until this morning. The Respondent stated that the appraisal submitted for the complaint was not the final appraisal.  Mr. Ugenti asked the Respondent if she had received the complaint and the letter giving her direction on what to provide to the Board in response. The Respondent said she had. He asked why the Board had not received the response. The Respondent said she thought she had until the 20th of February to send her response. Staff explained that the Respondent was originally given more time to send her information, but emails in the file clearly show the response would be due much earlier than yesterday, as it was needed for the Board’s review. Mr. Ugenti asked why she had taken so long to submit the response and Ms. Domino said she had medical reasons. Board members discussed whether the Respondent had commented on any differences between hauled water comparables and other comparables. The Respondent pointed out the commentary in her report that referred to those differences and their marketability. The Respondent was asked further questions about the subject’s site value, neighborhood boundaries, and whether she was able to view the comparable sales as she reported. Ms. Domino answered the members’ questions, but they were not satisfied with the responses.  Mr. Petrus made a motion to move the case to investigation and have the appraiser submit the workfile, if she hadn’t already. The Initial File Review would be tabled and, after the Board receives the investigation, the Respondent would be invited to return to continue the Initial File Review. Peggy Klimek seconded motion. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Ugenti asked the Respondent to work with Staff to expedite getting the workfile to the Board.
Compliance File Review for Case 3737, Robert Miller
The Respondent was present for the Board to consider his failure to sign the proposed non-disciplinary Letter of Concern. The Respondent stated that he would sign the letter if the Board insisted, but he would rather keep his record clean. He said he had taken about ten business days to refund the fee after he backed out of the assignment. Mr. Ugenti said that the Board had heard the case and decided to offer a Letter of Concern which is non-disciplinary. Peggy Klimek read the findings of the Letter of Concern for the Board. Mr. Ugenti said that in similar scenarios that have come before the Board, depending on the time lapsed and the response from the Respondent, the Board had been very harsh on appraisers who had not fulfilled their agreements with clients after receiving payment. He said that this action reflects on appraisers in general, and the Board takes this very seriously. Board members then asked what the time lapsed had been between accepting payment and refunding the payment. They said that the Complainant claimed he had not refunded her money until after she had filed the complaint.  The Respondent said it had not been more than ten business days from the time she has asked for a refund of the fee paid until he returned the fee. Mr. Petrus said he supported the Board’s decision. He said the Respondent had made an ethical professional decision to refund the owner’s money. Discussion ensued about whether the Board could even hear the case since there were only four Board members present at the Initial File Review in December. Ms. Galvin said if the Board members felt comfortable that they had enough information from the December minutes and the Respondent’s information provided in this meeting, the Board could move to re-offer the Letter of Concern, give the Respondent ten business days to sign it and, if he doesn’t the Board could move to formal hearing. Mr. Petrus made a motion to reoffer the Letter of Concern giving the appraiser ten days to sign or else move to formal hearing. Greg Thorell seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 
Initial File Review for Case 3769 and 3770, Stacey Killeen
The Respondent was present for this matter. She stated that the two complaints were by the same Complainant on different properties. The Board decided to hear both cases at the same time. Debra Rudd read the summaries for both complaints which were filed on behalf of ServiceLink Valuation Solutions, LLC, an Appraisal Management Company (AMC) after the reports were reviewed. For Complaint 3769, the review found a consistent lack of acceptable quality that may be failing to comply with USPAP. The review also found unsupported market trends, incorrect zoning description, and no analysis of subject prior sale, a wide range of list and sales price ranges which do not appear to be comparable, incorrect and inconsistent adjustments to comparables used and omission of the pool in the Cost Approach. For Complaint 3770, the review found unsupported market trends, unsupported adjustments for condition excluding Comparable 1 due to their superior upgrades; inaccurate comparable sale weighting; incomplete Cost Approach due to cloning, which had an amount of $8,000 for the carport from the previously completed report.  These items resulted in a series of errors affecting the credibility of the report. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent’s reply was the same for both Cases 3769 and 3770.  The Respondent admitted making the errors but relied on ServiceLink’s system of “pre-validation” program that she believed would have notified her of these errors before it went to a reviewer.  She does take full responsibility for the report but maintains the errors would not have any effect on the final opinion of value.  The subject for 3769 is a single family residence located in Phoenix, and the appraisal has an effective date of June 2014. The subject for 3770 is a single family residence located in Peoria, and the appraisal has an effective date of June 2014.    

The Respondent, in her opening statement to the Board, said that she took full responsibility and had made a series of errors due to the cloning of reports. She said that there were a few errors in the complaint to which she had responded to the Board. Board members discussed that the property for Complaint 3769 was complicated since it was an area with infill properties, and she would have had to stretch to find comparable properties. The Board also discussed that there are a lot of minor mistakes that question the credibility of the report, although they agreed that there were no material issues. Board members then discussed the 1004 MC form for Complaint 3770 to try and understand what the Respondent had done in the report. The Respondent explained how she had used additional analysis to determine price trends. Mr. Ugenti said it was a matter of ‘best practices’ that the checkboxes on that form should be addressing the data utilized in that form. He further said additional market analyses can be helpful because the 1004 MC often isn’t adequate. He said the secondary market analysis should be clear to the reader. The Respondent said that she had learned a lot and was now thoroughly reviewing her reports prior to submitting them. Board members discussed series of errors, but recognized the methodology as solid which mitigated some of the errors. Mr. Petrus said the violations of USPAP found were Standards 1-4b and 1-5b for Complaint 3769 and Standard 1-5c for a series of cloning errors in both reports. Further discussion resulted in Mike Petrus making a motion for a Level I, Letter of Remedial Action, citing the violations to Standards 1-4b and 1-5b to Complaint 3769 and 1-5c for both reports. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. The Board also wanted the letter to include the recommendation that the Respondent attend a Board meeting and, as part of her continuing education, take a report writing course. The motion passed unanimously.  

Initial File Review for Case 3752, Ronald (Joe) Scarpa II

The Respondent was present. Debra Rudd read the Board summary. The allegations of the complaint are for the lack of consideration of the newer carpet, appliances, garage opener, air conditioner, and more.  He believes the unsupported adjustments, due to the subject’s location on a “light traffic street” and for its smaller lot size, are incorrect.  Additionally, the Complainant believes the Appraiser could have a conflict of interest to appraise homes in Lake Havasu City, as the appraiser’s wife is a real estate agent in this area. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent commented the Complainant has not offered evidence of a breach of any ethics code, and explained the Complainants are the sellers of the property, not his clients, nor are they intended users of the report.  He is unhappy that the sellers had a copy of his report, and noted they did not even report his name correctly in the complaint. He noted the timing of the filing of this complaint was the day after it had closed escrow, thus believes his appraisal was accepted by the client.  He pointed out that the contract price was $164,000 and his appraised value was $160,000, but the transaction closed at $162,000.  He believes the complaint was filed in retribution for not meeting the sales price. The Respondent refuted the allegations about the condition of the home’s updating not being taken into account, explained his site value in the Cost Approach and commented on the traffic on the subject street due to it being a feeder street between two major roads.  The subject is a single family residence located in Lake Havasu City, and the appraisal has an effective date of August 2014.     
Mr. Ugenti noted that there was an original appraisal and a revised appraisal. He said the Board would be making any decisions based on the revised report, but may reference the original appraisal to see if there are credibility issues, which is consistent with what the Board had done in the past. The Respondent gave an opening statement. He said the summary (read by Ms. Rudd) needed clarification and explained why he believed the complaint had been filed. Mr. Ugenti said the Board recognizes that there are a lot of different motives for the complaints that come in. However, he said it doesn’t have an effect on what the Board’s decision-making would be. Regardless of the motivation for filing the complaint, he said the Board still has to hear the complaint, based on statute. Board members discussed the subject’s street and whether there was a value impact from external influences that included an assisted living facility. The Respondent explained the zoning for the immediate area. Board members asked about the subject’s views, and the Respondent explained that the assisted living was not directly across the street; that the views were mostly mountain and residential. The Respondent pointed to the site section in the addendum. Board members said there was confusion since the Respondent was addressing the view under the site section of the grid. The Board asked about the comparables, and which had similar zoning, and similar external influences and the Respondent answered to their satisfaction. Fred Brewster made a motion to dismiss. Greg Wessel seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3741, Vicky J. Love 

The Respondent was present telephonically for this matter and she introduced herself. Roll call was taken. Frank Ugenti read the informal hearing script. The Respondent waived the reading of the ‘Introduction to Informal Hearing’ verbally, and the Respondent was sworn in.

The Board members noted that the Respondent had completed two different reports of the same property for two different clients. They discussed that the reports were almost identical and questioned if the Respondent had gone back to the property for the second appraisal. The Respondent said she had returned to the property, but that her camera was not working properly that day. She said she managed to get exterior photos, but was not able to get inside because the lockbox was not on there any longer. She said she could see into every area of the house since the windows had no coverings. She felt confident that nothing had changed. Board members asked if she had stated in the report that she had not inspected the interior or if she had disclosed in the report that she had completed a prior appraisal on the property. She said that she had not disclosed that she had not inspected the interior, but she had disclosed that she had done a prior appraisal. Board members asked about her lack of changes in various parts of the report and if she had researched and analyzed the data for the second report. The Respondent responded that she had, but that there was no change, and she said this was typical of the area. Board members discussed when she had printed the work file and determined that she had current research (for that report) in her file. Board members asked why she had not returned to the property with a working camera and taken interior photos. She said she would do it differently now, but felt pressure to get it submitted on time. Board members discussed whether or not there were any issues with the report or methodology and agreed there were no issues. Mr. Petrus cited another couple of cases with similar circumstances in which they had found Ethics issues for signing an appraisal report saying they had done something they didn’t do. She stated that she could see every part of the interior of the house. Mr. Petrus said he was questioning Ethics, in that she had signed the report stating she had done a full interior inspection. Mr. Petrus made a motion for a Level 4 Consent Agreement (citing Ethics) with a 30-day suspension, requiring a 15-hour USPAP course with exam, allowing no continuing education credit, and giving her six months to complete. He added that distance courses would be accepted. Greg Thorell seconded the motion. The Board gave Ms. Galvin the ability to determine the date for the 30-day suspension to begin. The motion carried unanimously.

Old Business for Case 3694, Joanna Conde 
The Respondent was present for this matter that was before the Board for discussion, consideration, and possible action relating to Case 3694, Joanna Conde, and a corresponding update, if any, from the Appraisal Qualifications Instructor Review Committee. The Respondent gave her opening statement.

The Board asked if she had heard anything from the Appraisal Qualifications Board (AQB) and she said she had not. Debra Rudd confirmed, when asked, that she had not received a response from the AQB Review Committee. Mr. Ugenti stated that the Board should not rely on the AQB Review Committee to make the Board’s decisions; that the Board regulates this individual’s license. He said if she acted in an unprofessional manner as it relates to this profession then the Board either takes action on that or not. Board members discussed the reasoning for having sent the complaint to the AQB and whether or not they should decide the case on their own. Members then discussed the various aspects of the complaint including the Respondent’s affiliation as a USPAP instructor, content of the letter that was the subject of the complaint. Mr. Ugenti stated that he wanted to stay focused on whether or not there was a USPAP violation or not. He said the only thing that could be applicable would be in the Preamble of USPAP where appraisers are held to the “highest standards of professional ethics.” He further said that his personal thoughts were that she had the right to send an email like this, whether or not it is good business practice. He then made a motion to dismiss. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. 

Roll call vote: Fred Brewster-Yes; Frank Ugenti-Yes; Mike Petrus-Yes; Peggy Klimek-Yes; Greg Wessel-Abstained; Greg Thorell-Abstained. The motion passed 4-0-2.
Initial File Review for Case 3757, Raymond Sanchez, Jr.
The Respondent was not present at this meeting. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed anonymously by a review appraiser who compared this report with another appraisal of the same property, recently completed by someone else.  The Complainant alleges Mr. Sanchez committed fraud as he intentionally omitted description of the illegal improvements in the garage conversion at the owner’s request that they not be reported. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent denies the allegations of fraud but admitted he had omitted commenting on the kitchenette & bathroom area in the garage conversion.  He believes the omission was due to his frame of mind at that time, upon the death of a close friend only three days before he wrote the appraisal. Furthermore, he believes the review appraiser has defamed his character by filing this complaint. The subject is a single family residence located in Tucson, and the appraisal has an effective date of December 2012.       

Fred Brewster made a motion to invite the Respondent to an informal hearing as he had a lot of questions he would like to have answered. Mr. Ugenti asked if anyone felt a need to have the Staff Investigator prepare an Investigative Report. Board members indicated that it would be beneficial. Board members decided to have it return to the agenda as an Initial Review. Frank Ugenti clarified that the Board would table the Initial Review, order an Investigation and once it comes back it will go back on the agenda as an Initial File Review. Mr. Brewster agreed to amend his motion. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3775, Pascale Levin
The Respondent was not present for this matter. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the purchaser of the home and alleges that the subject has over $200,000 in documented property upgrades that were not factored into the appraisal, nor was the golf course/gated community considered.  The appraisal does not reflect the base value of the property or neighborhood effectively as confirmed by both the experienced Realtor and the loan officer.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent has lived in the Desert Ridge community where the subject is located for approximately seven years, thus stated she is very familiar with the area and builders.  She refuted the allegation of the inferior location of the comparables and noted Edmunds & Toll Brothers are the same builder of the homes used in the report. She believes the agent’s dual representation of both buyer and seller in this transaction may have caused a lack of due diligence on the representation of both parties, and she cannot understand why the buyer would want to overpay for the property. She further noted another appraisal was ordered after her report but believes the lender relied on her appraisal for the closing, which validated her opinion of the credibility of the report. The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix, and the appraisal has an effective date of December 2014. 

Mike Petrus said he had questions and moved that the Board table the Initial File Review, send it to the Staff Investigator for investigation and invite the Respondent to attend once it is back on the agenda. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Case 3703, Robin Silberman 
The Respondent was not present. This matter is regarding the Respondent’s request for approval of the selected mentor, required by the signed Consent Agreement and Order of Probation. Mike Petrus moved to approve the mentor. Greg Thorell seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Report by Assistant Attorney General

The Assistant Attorney General reported that she is up to date on her assignments. 
The Executive Director report:

There were five complaints filed in the past month. She said that complaint numbers continue to go down. Debra Rudd said that she had spoken at a Real Estate Appraisers of Southern Arizona (REASA) meeting earlier in the month. She will be speaking at the Arizona Appraiser’s State Conference (AASC) in early March about the Board’s activities. She also stated that the office is getting new phones, along with every other agency and department in the State, for which the Board paid $1,500 for the re-cabling of the office. Board members asked if the Board had to pay for the re-cabling of the office. Ms. Rudd said that it did. Ms. Rudd also said that staff was continuing to try to get the server over to ADOA-ASET. She said she had very little to report on that. She said it has been escalated and there will be more meetings on it. She also said that she has very little leverage with the issue, at this point, but she continues to push forward as the frustration level goes up. The Board’s Staff Investigator is back from leave and the Initial File Reviews for next month’s Board meeting will be investigated as they have been in the past.

Budget Committee

Ms. Rudd summarized the Budget Committee meeting held on February 19th. She stated that, at this point in time, the Board has managed to have a balanced budget. She further stated that things are always changing and with the Investigator back this month, the Personnel Services amount will go up. She said the Board started this year with $160,000 in cash and is projected to end the year with $160,000 in cash (at this time). Ms. Rudd said she doesn’t expect any major expenses, other than the $1,500 for cabling that we had not foreseen earlier in the year. Frank Ugenti stated for the record that the fiscal year runs through June. Ms. Rudd said the revenue projection estimates a 5% drop from last year and there is no way to know what will happen next year. She said it would take at least two years for the agency to feel the effects of a fee increase. She said if we drop (in appraiser numbers) the amount will go down.  Fred Brewster asked about the fee increase efforts. Ms. Rudd said that she had spoken with several legislators starting last September, but she had been unsuccessful in getting a sponsor until Representative Kate Brophy McGee said she would agree to sponsor the bill as long as the Governor’s office gave a nod to it. Ms. Rudd said that did not happen and the time to introduce the bill for this session has passed; so the Board cannot get that bill introduced in this legislative session. She further said that there was a slim possibility that it could be included in a ‘strike-everything’ bill, or it could be added to somebody else’s bill as an amendment, but she said she did not hold out much hope for either scenario. Ms. Rudd said that the Budget Committee looked at ‘Plan B’ in yesterday’s meeting. They suggested an increase in AMC fees in Rules, which are the only possible fees that could be increased in Rules. (All of the other fees are capped in Statute.) Mr. Ugenti noted that there is currently a Rules moratorium. Ms. Rudd said that was true and the Board would have to get permission from the Governor’s office to open up a new docket for rulemaking. She said she was currently having difficulty getting the exemption for moving forward on the existing Rules package, but she is hoping to hear on that next week. Mike Petrus said all these discussions do not consider the possible consolidation with DFI (the Department of Financial Institutions). Ms. Rudd concurred that the current budget talks are considering the current situation only. 

Mr. Ugenti took a question from the public. Margaret Obermeyer, a Certified Residential Appraiser, who asked if the Board is in ‘dire straits’ and also where the Board’s revenue comes from other than from licensing fees. Mr. Ugenti said that the Board is in less ‘dire straits’ than it was previously. He said that the Board had expenditures exceeding revenue over the past several years. Ms. Obermeyer asked where the revenue comes from other than licensing. Mr. Ugenti said the Board does not receive any money from the State; only from the entities that the Board regulates including AMCs, appraisers, property tax agents as well as fees for application fees associated with course providers and courses. Debra Rudd explained that the Board is a 90/10 agency. Mr. Ugenti explained that anything the Board receives, 10% has to go to the State. He added that the Board’s biggest expense is personnel and labor, but he said that the Board operates very lean. The Board did staff layoffs in recent months and has taken other actions to cut costs. He further stated that the Board is doing everything possible and has currently “stabilized the hemorrhaging”. Mr. Ugenti stated that licensing fees have not been readdressed since 1991, and they are set in statute, but that expenses have gone up over time. Ms. Obermeyer also said that most of the complaints seem to have to do with USPAP, so she asked if there is someone on the Board who has USPAP expertise. Mr. Ugenti said that there is not a designated USPAP position on the Board. He said the Board has an Executive Director who runs the staff, a Staff Investigator who is a Certified General Appraiser who does Standard 3 Reviews, when applicable, on the complaints, and that individual addresses everything from a USPAP perspective. Ms. Obermeyer asked if there was anyone on the Board with the necessary expertise to judge other people’s work.  Mr. Petrus stated that appraisers are being judged partially by their peers, which is where the appraisers who sit on the Board come into play. He said most of the appraisers have additional training through the ASC (Appraisal Subcommittee) called Investigator Training (training which helps them spot USPAP errors). He stated that he believes there is plenty of expertise. Ms. Obermeyer said that she thinks that is the most complicated aspect of appraising is USPAP, and she thinks that her peers would benefit from an expert in USPAP (being on the Board). Mr. Ugenti said he would encourage her to set some time with Debra Rudd who could explain to her how it all works. Ms. Obermeyer said that she has asked previous questions of Ms. Rudd, and she has always been available. 
New Business, Item B, relating to attendance at the Spring AARO Conference. Frank Ugenti said that the budget accounts for one person to attend the Spring Conference. Ms. Rudd said that the Board has $2,500 budgeted. Mr. Ugenti asked what expenses would be, per person. Ms. Rudd said it would be approximately $1,875 per person.  Mr. Ugenti said that he thought the Executive Director needs to attend and explained why. Mr. Petrus said that he was ‘on the fence’ because they had just explained the Board’s budget situation. He further said that part of him feels that the Board shouldn’t spend anything extra, although he said he also realized the importance of the AARO Conference and doesn’t know how the Board could justify not sending the Executive Director when the Board is facing issues with the Governor’s budget and possible consolidation with a larger agency. He said it could be important to have a representative at the conference to discuss with other states, which have probably been faced with the same issue and possibly even some that work under larger agencies, how that works and how to be prepared for it. Mr. Ugenti said he thought the benefits outweigh the problems. He further said that there are national issues that affect the Board. Mr. Petrus asked if AARO doesn’t waive the registration fee for Ms. Rudd (since last year she had been elected the Vice President for AARO). Ms. Rudd said that AARO does not waive the fees or pay for any costs to attend. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to send the Executive Director to the AARO conference. Greg Wessel seconded the motion. Fred Brewster said he would expect a report as to what she expects to get from the conference and what she does get out of it (afterward). Mr. Ugenti amended his motion to state that the Executive Director would brief the Board after returning from the conference.
New Business, Item D, relating to the Governor’s recommendation of consolidation with the Department of Financial Institutions. Governor Ducey put in his budget, for the Legislature to consider, that he recommends consolidating the Board into the Department of Financial Institutions (DFI). Debra Rudd said DFI issues 17 different licenses including state-chartered banks, loan officers, collection agencies, funeral homes, title and escrow companies. She further said they have a $5.5 million annual budget. Mr. Ugenti said that they did not know what the proposed operation would be. Greg Thorell asked if the proposal created a conflict for those Board members regulated by DFI. Jeanne Galvin said that statute would have to be rewritten completely, and the Board may not exist any longer. Mr. Petrus said it brought up the concern that there could be a conflict with the Board of Appraisal being regulated by bankers. Greg Thorell said that the DFI is separate from the banks; that they regulate the banks. Mr. Ugenti said that DFI has no Boards. Ms. Rudd said that DFI’s Director, Lauren Kingry, sits on the counsel for the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) which is the organization that oversees the Appraisal Subcommittee (ASC) which, in turn, oversees each state agency (like the Board). Ms. Rudd stated that she doesn’t know why the Governor is proposing this consolidation and that both she and Mr. Kingry were confused as to why there was no plan in place. The Governor’s office had also not asked for Mr. Kingry’s opinion. Since we have no idea what effect it would have, it would be difficult to know whether to support it. Mr. Ugenti said that he didn’t see it saving money for the State and felt it might not be worth it to lose appraiser independence. Mr. Ugenti said the Legislature could have it as a single line item in the budget when they approve the 13 bills. It is a one-line item with no further explanation, and the Legislature will approve the budget as a whole, or the Legislature may draft how statute may change. Mr. Petrus said the Board would then have no issue with the budget because the Board would have no control over it. Ms. Rudd said there is a liaison assigned to the Board for the rulemaking who is different than the liaison for the budget and who happens to be the same person who is the budget liaison for DFI. She said that doesn’t bode well because it sounds like the appropriation would go to DFI. Mr. Ugenti asked if the Board wants to get a 3rd party lobbyist, although it is an expense, because he said that the Board needs someone to advocate appraisal independence. Mr. Petrus asked Joanna Conde as a representative of AAREA what her organization thought of the consolidation. Ms. Conde said that representatives of CoAA and AAREA sent a joint letter to the Legislature saying that their organizations oppose the consolidation and it takes both the perception and reality of appraisal independence away. Ms. Conde spoke for AAREA that she would be prepared to ask their membership to write to the Governor and the legislators that they do not consolidate the agencies. She said that there is no financial benefit to moving it since the Board is a 90/10 agency. She said direct access to the Board would go away if the Board consolidates with DFI. She said that she had been in contact with the Southern Chapter of the Appraisal Institute, and it appears that the appraisal community is in concert that the Board should remain a separate agency. She said that she would put that in her newsletter. Mr. Petrus said that if it saves money and the Board maintains its independence for appraisers he would be for it, but if independence is lost, it does not serve Arizona appraisers.  Mr. Ugenti said the Board needs to have a position, but it is hard to have a position without knowing the plan. He feels this will happen to the Board if there is not a plan in place and then it would be too late. Mr. Ugenti said that he thought it would be advisable for Ms. Rudd to draft a letter in her official capacity, and maybe the Board should help draft that letter. Ms. Klimek said that Ms. Rudd has the right to ask what the plan is to help the Board form an opinion. Ms. Rudd said she had asked, and they have no plan. Mr. Ugenti said it would go before the Appropriations or Government committees. He further said that, in talking to legislators who he knows, “it isn’t even on their radar”, and it won’t be (when they make their decision). He said this will happen to the Board unless the Board has a voice that lobbies for the Board. Ms. Rudd said it would probably matter more from the stakeholders than from the Board; that they should write to their legislators, rather than the Board writing a letter. Mr. Ugenti asked Ms. Conde if she intended to do a survey.  Ms. Conde said she could do a survey. She said AAREA has the email address of every appraiser in AZ, and the letter could go out by Saturday. She said the Board’s accessibility may go away; being able to pick up the phone and get answers. She further said that the agency may fluctuate from the original intention and the accessibility of the Board to appraisers. She also said that the concern is not what they may do at first, but what may happen 2-3 years down the road. Then it will become something that is not protecting the public. Jeanne Galvin said she would prefer that no communication or approval come from Ms. Rudd; AAREA needs to operate independently (from the Board). Ms. Galvin said she doesn’t want the Board to get into policy positions; that the Board should reconsider sending a letter other than to ask what the plan is. Mr. Brewster said that his fear was that Ms. Rudd will get a phone call, and the consolidation will have been passed. He said they needed to draft a letter, signed by all the Board members, and send it to the Legislature. Mr. Petrus said that the Legislature needs to understands the State’s obligations to the ASC in protecting the public and promoting professionalism; and the Board needs to know that this will continue if the consolidation is approved. Mr. Ugenti made a motion that the Board will have Ms. Rudd draft a letter to the Governor’s office, the Speaker of the House and the Senate President; and that the Board would meet, perhaps at a special Board meeting, to help draft the letter. 
Ms. Galvin said this is an opportunity to educate the decision makers; what the State is required to do by the federal government that needs to continue if the merger takes place. Mr. Petrus stated that the Legislature should also know that if the requirements are not met, there will be consequences they may not understand. He further stated that the Legislature needs a ‘heads up’ and the Board needs to let them know that we are concerned. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
New Business, Item E, regarding granting authority to the Executive Director to permanently approve mentors. Frank Ugenti said he wasn’t sure he liked the phrase ‘permanently approve” as though the mentor would be approved indefinitely. Jeanne Galvin said that it would be on a case by case basis and she recommended that, if they are going to delegate the authority to Ms. Rudd that it is not just for mentors that have been previously approved by the Board in the past. Ms. Rudd said she currently had the authority to temporarily approve a mentor for a specific person and she thought the idea was that she could permanently approve that mentor instead, if they had been approved by the Board as a mentor in the past. Ms. Galvin said the Board can delegate the authority to the Executive Director that she can approve mentors based on the fact that they are good standing, without disciplinary action within the past three years, and that the mentor has consented in writing to serve as a mentor. Mr. Ugenti said that Ms. Rudd should bring anything to the full Board about which she has concerns. Mr. Brewster made the motion as stated above. The motion was seconded by Greg Thorell. The motion passed unanimously. 
The meeting then recessed for lunch at 12:00 p.m., noting their return at 12:57 p.m. 

Application Review Committee

Mike Petrus said the committee met on February 19th. He gave the Committee’s recommendations to the full Board. (See recommendations attached to this report.) Fred Brewster made a motion to accept the recommendations. Greg Thorell seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

New Business, Item F, relating to the Board’s statutes as well as discussion relating to other legislative matters, including, but not limited to HB2647. Frank Ugenti stated that, for the purpose of this agenda, there is a piece of legislation that may affect State agencies. Debra Rudd said there is a possibility of a 30-page bill that is pretty all-encompassing. If it should pass, approved applications would go to the Secretary of State who would then issue the licenses. Ms. Rudd said she understood that there has been some discussion to introduce an amendment to that section of the bill. She further said that the sponsor (of the bill) said that it was not the intention of the bill for professional licenses to be included. She also said that if the bill did not get amended, it could throw a ‘monkey wrench’ into all of the agencies that issue professional licenses. She said the bill passed out of the committee yesterday in the House, and it goes to the Rules Committee next. Mr. Ugenti said that almost everything does get passed there; that it is generally to determine if bills are constitutional. 
Ms. Rudd said there was some talk of an amendment that might be put forth for the CoAA (Coalition of Arizona Appraisers) bill. She further said she is keeping an eye on that bill, too; but, without a committee hearing, it probably will not go forward.
New Business, Item C, Education

The Board members discussed the courses submitted for approval. Mr. Ugenti said he is concerned about some of the Arizona School of Real Estate and Business courses and said that these particular courses appear to be Realtor classes. Mr. Petrus said that a major part of the value is for appraisers to understand what the agent must know. He said he was happy to see that these courses are being offered to appraisers. Now appraisers will get credit for learning an important side of the real estate industry. He said he did not think there were any issues (with those courses). Mr. Ugenti said he did not think of these as continuing education for appraisers. Peggy Klimek agreed the contract class would be helpful. Mr. Petrus said the courses that appraisers don’t think will have a bearing (on their work) will be 'weeded out'. He further said that an important part of educating appraisers is understanding Realtors; anything to improve the process. Mr. Ugenti asked Jeanne Galvin if there was anything in our statutes or rules about continuing education. 
Greg Thorell left the meeting 1:10 p.m. and returned to the meeting at 1:12 p.m. A quorum remained.
Mr. Ugenti said the Board needs to make sure the courses are fulfilling the criteria. Mike Nelson, a Certified Residential Appraiser from the public, said he said he felt that contract writing and disclosures courses are good, but he thought the rest of them cater more to Realtors. He felt that more Realtors should take appraisal courses; that they should be available to Realtors. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to approve all items on education outside of the Arizona School of Real Estate and Business (ASREB) courses. He wanted to continue the conversation about those courses later in the meeting. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Mike Nelson from the public said that only 8 of the 15 courses are required by Realtors. He said some of them are duplicates even for Realtors. Joanna Conde from the public said that these courses are competition for her, but she said a lot of people will take these free or very inexpensive courses and not take courses that will make them be better appraisers. She said no one is writing new courses for appraisers; it’s too expensive. She said there are no courses that help appraisers understand how to write a report. Ms. Conde said there are no requirements for courses they need to take except for USPAP; none that are required to keep up their skills. Mr. Ugenti said the acceptability for courses is a broad definition, but he said that he didn’t think that each of them meets the criteria. Mr. Petrus made a motion to approve all 13 courses. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. Mr. Ugenti said he disagreed. He thought half of the courses offer zero relevance to appraisers. Mr. Petrus said he thought appraisers need to understand what the other side of the table is doing. Peggy Klimek said she doesn’t think it is our job to understand their job, like they don’t need to know what we do exactly. 
Roll call: Yes–2 (Fred Brewster and Mike Petrus)/ 4-No

Mr. Ugenti asked if the Board should take a roll call vote for each course. Since it was time for the scheduled informal hearing, this discussion was tabled for further conversation later in the meeting.
Informal Hearing for Case 3734, Lyle Gallagher
Mr. Ugenti asked when the Initial File Review had been heard. Staff said that it had been heard at the December 2014 meeting. Roll call was taken. Mr. Ugenti read the informal hearing script. The Respondent waived the reading of the ‘Introduction to Informal Hearing’. The Respondent did not have an opening statement.

Board members discussed the subject property and its location in the general area of Arcadia. The Board discussed the neighborhood boundaries of Arcadia with the Respondent and asked him why he had used Comparable 2, which is a Camelback Mountain hillside property. They wanted to know how that comparable could be reconciled with a level Arcadia property. The Respondent’s adjustments were discussed, and he was asked how he had determined the adjustment for the view. The Respondent told the Board how he had determined his adjustments. The Board asked about his comparable selection. The Respondent said he routinely looks for comparables with similar physicality. Adjustments for the guest quarters were discussed along with how he had determined the adjustments. The Respondent talked about his various types of analyses. Some of the appraiser members of the Board said they were very familiar with Arcadia and would not have left Arcadia unless they needed to bracket something, and then commentary would be necessary. Some of the Board members thought the Respondent was inexperienced in Arcadia and, consequently, had made poor comparable selections. Mr. Ugenti asked for his search parameters. The Respondent said that they were listed in his response to the Board. The Board stated that he wasn't certain that a buyer of the subject would also look at a Camelback Mountain property. The Respondent said he agreed, but he felt the typical buyer would look at everything in an area similar to the size they desired. Mr. Ugenti said the 'snowball effect' started when he failed to properly identify the neighborhood, and it went downhill from there. He said that lead to poor comparable selection and the adjustments were not supported. He said he did not think the report was credible. Ms. Klimek said she agreed; he hadn’t defined his market correctly. She said buyers are buying to be in Arcadia. The Respondent said that, in retrospect, his focus on similar square footage was counterproductive. Mr. Petrus said he questioned the credibility of the report. The Respondent said that he recently hired a USPAP instructor and went through his workfiles. He said the thrust of the instructor’s advice was to prepare a more substantial workfile. Mr. Petrus said that it made a difference for him that the Respondent had hired a USPAP instructor. Mr. Ugenti stated that there are some things in the appraisal that are done very well. The Respondent said he was trying very hard to keep up with the changes. He said that he was relearning regression analysis. Mike Petrus moved for a Level II Letter of Due Diligence citing violation of Standards 1-2e for identifying property characteristics, Standard 1-4a for comparable selection, poor description, and unsupported adjustments. Mr. Ugenti said that he would not require the Respondent to attend a Board meeting since he had already moved his practice out of state. The Board would require a 7-hour complex appraisal course allowing no continuing education, six months to complete. The Respondent said he was here to cooperate, and he wants to be a better appraiser. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

New Business, Item A, regarding committee assignments
The Outreach Committee was eliminated due to lack of need for that committee. The Personnel and Hiring Committee would be Greg Wessel, Frank Ugenti, and Peggy Klimek. Mr. Ugenti removed Fred Brewster from the Property Tax Agent Committee and added Greg Thorell. The Rules and Application Committees would remain the same. 
New Business, Item C, Education, continued
Joanna Conde addressed the Board. She stated that the classes from the Arizona School of Real Estate and Business (ASREB) being discussed have some issues, and she wanted the Board to table the approval of those courses. She stated that classes will be offered for free which will have a huge impact, and she asked the Board members to think about this very carefully. Mr. Ugenti asked what she meant by “free”. She said that title companies and home inspectors will underwrite the classes. They offer them for free, and people will take those courses and then they won’t take appraisal classes. It isn’t just the ASREB courses. Mr. Petrus said they would still have to register with the Board. He further said the Board can’t approve a course based on the cost of the offering. Ms. Conde said some of the courses are not appraisal-related. She said if there are no good appraiser classes offered for appraisers, there will be a ripple effect down the road as a consequence of these decisions. She said the Board needs to look at all the unintended consequences. Mr. Ugenti said the Board members’ responsibility was to approve or not approve the courses based on criteria; although he said he agreed with her concerns and Mr. Petrus’s concerns. He said the Board would approve each course individually. Mr. Ugenti said they received the applications for recommendation over ten days ago for their review. He said he would entertain a motion for the first course. Mr. Brewster asked if the vendor could come to a Board meeting. Ms. Rudd said she had asked if the courses were given to the incorrect agency when they were submitted. The school said they meant to send them to the Board; that they thought they were relevant. Mr. Brewster moved to table the approvals and invite the vendor to the next Board meeting. Ms. Klimek seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
Future meetings

The next Board meeting will be held on March 20th, 2015 at 8:30 a.m. The Application Review Committee will be held on March 19th at 9:30 a.m.

Compliance File Review for Case 3707, Scott Swanbery
Frank Ugenti recused himself from this review. The Respondent was not present. 

Mr. Petrus said that the Respondent was not necessarily questioning his level of discipline; he was concerned about the wording. Jeanne Galvin said she drafted the letter based on the Investigative Reports since it had been a complex meeting. She said the Board had agreed with and adopted the Investigative Report, which showed several issues. Mr. Petrus said they had agreed with the whole report, but maybe it could be summarized somewhat. Ms. Galvin said the Respondent did take issue with some of the findings. Mr. Petrus said the summary shouldn’t change the findings. Ms. Galvin said that just because he wasn’t challenged on an item doesn’t mean it was not a finding. Board members by consensus agreed. Peggy Klimek added the investigative report accurately addressed all of the issues. She said that she didn’t think his objection was accurate that because the Board hadn’t addressed some items in the meeting they should be omitted from the findings. Jeanne Galvin said the Consent Agreement, as written, was long due to the significant discussion at the meeting and asked if the Board would give her permission to negotiate with Mr. Swanbery, along with Debra Rudd and Linda Beatty to find something that would satisfy the Board and the Respondent as long as it meets with the Board’s original findings. Greg Thorell agreed. The Board decided by consensus to allow staff to work with counsel on the letter revisions.
Frank Ugenti returned to the meeting.

The meeting then adjourned at 2:26 p.m.
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EDUCATION 

February 20, 2015
The Board approved all classes shown on this agenda, except those classes under Item I Submitted Education by the Arizona School of Real Estate & Business (I.A - a through o). They tabled the approval of these classes and asked the course provider to attend next month’s Board meeting to answer questions about their relevance to appraisers.
I.   Submitted Education


A.
Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved



Appraisal Institute




a. Contract or Effective Rent: Finding the Real Rent,   4 hours






Tom Hamilton





b.
Litigation Assignments for Residential Appraisers,   4 hours






Sandy Adomatis





Arizona School of Real Estate & Business

a.
Agency & The Use of Electronic Media, 3 hours

b.
Agency Disclosure-ADRE Guidelines,  3 hours

c.
Agency Disclosure Forms, 3 hours

d.
Agency Law-Case Studies & Problem Solving, 3 hours

e.
Agency Property Management & Leasing, 3 hours

f.
Commissioner’s Rules III, 3 hours

g.
Fair Housing & Internet Advertising, 3 hours

h.
Federal Fair Housing Act, 3 hours

i.
Fair Housing Awareness, 3 hours

j.
How to Write a Residential Lease, 3 hours

k.
Keeping Current with Commissioner’s Standards, 3 hours

l.
Real Estate Contracts Legal & Ethical Considerations, 3 hours

m.Residential Contract Writing & Problem Solving, 3 hours

n. Rules-Ethical Conduct, 3 hours

o.
Rules-New Issues in Public Duties, 3 hours


B.
New Instructor





American Society of Farm Managers & Rural Appraisers/AZ Chapter





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






David Modeer

II.   By Consent Agenda


A.
Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved



Appraisal Institute




 a. 2014-2015 7-Hour National USPAP Update,  7 hours






Tom Kirby





McKissock, LP





a.
Appraisals of Industrial Incubators, Distance Education, 7 hours






Tracy Martin





b.
Appraisal of Owner-Occupied Commercial Properties, Distance Education, 7 hours





Tracy Martin




B.
Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved



Calypso Continuing Education




 a. FHA Site Inspection for Appraisers, Distance Education, D0113-1158, 7 hours






 Francis Finnigan



Appraisal Institute


a. Advanced Spreadsheet Modeling & Valuation Applications, 0214-1259, 15 hours.



Jim Amorin


b. The Appraiser as an Expert Witness, 0214-1267,  16 hours.



Sandy Adomatis


c.
Fundamentals of Separating Real Property, Personal Property, & Intangible Business Assets, 0112-1060, 15 hours



Jim Vernor


c.
Complex Litigation Appraisal Case Studies, ABA #0214-1260,  8 hours



Sandy Adomatis


d.
Residential and Commercial Valuation of Solar, ABA #0214-1263,  15 hours



Sandy Adomatis


e.
Litigation Appraising: Specialized Topics & Applications, ABA #0214-1262, 16 hours



Sandy Adomatis





Arizona School of Real Estate & Business




a. Real Estate Market Update, 0314-1290, 3 hours

Earl Cass, Bill Gray, Randy Helfman, William Iannelli, Kevin McClure, Don Miner, Paulie Parouse, Dave Rider, Richard Turkian, Fletcher Wilcox, Marlene Olsen, Barry Seip, James Sexton, Debbie Shield





b.
Regulatory Update for Appraisers, 0309-844, 3 hours

Earl Cass, Dale Cooper, Jacques Fournier, Bill Gray, Kathleen Holmes, Howard Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Kevin McClure, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Dave Rider, Richard Turkian, Aaron Warren, Fletcher Wilcox

C.
 Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved



Appraisal Institute


a.
Review Theory - General, 0214-1264, 33 hours



Stephanie Coleman


b. Review Theory - Residential, 0214-1265, issued on approval, 17  hours






Sandy Adomatis


c.
Business Practices and Ethics, 0214-1280, 4 hours



Mark Rattermann


d.
Online The Discounted Cash Flow Model: Concepts, Issues, & Applications, D0214-1281, Dist. Ed., 5 hrs



Ken Lusht





Career Webschool




a.
An FHA Single Family Appraiser, D0114-1257, Distance Education, 14 hours






A.M. Bud Black





b.
A URAR Form Review, D0406-527, Distance Education, 7 hours






A.M. Bud Black





c.
Appraisal Math & Statistics, D0113-1161, Distance Education, 7 hours






A.M. Bud Black





d.
Cost Approach Overview, D0113-1163, Distance Education, 7 hours






A.M. Bud Black





e.
Income Capitalization Overview, D0113-1164, Distance Education, 7 hours






A.M. Bud Black





f. Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, D1106-592, Distance Education, 14 hours






A.M. Bud Black





g.
Residential Appraiser Site Valuation & Cost Approach, D1106-591, Distance Education, 14 hours






A.M. Bud Black





h.
Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, D0214-1282, Distance Education, 14 hours






A.M. Bud Black





i.
Sales Comparison Approach, D0113-1162, Distance Education, 7 hours






A.M. Bud Black



The Columbia Institue




 a. 2014-2015 National USPAP Update No. 101
0114-1255, 7 hours






  Jeremy C. Johnson, Martin Molloy, Roy Morris





McKissock, LP





a.
Analyze This! Application of Appraisal Analysis – Live Webinar, D0314-1292, Distance Education, 4 hours






Tracy Martin, Dan Bradley





b.
UAD-Up Close and Personal, D0314-1293, Distance Education,  3 hours






Tracy Martin,k Dan Bradley





c.
Land and Site Valuation, D1008-827, Distance Education, 7 hours






Alan Simmons





d. The Nuts and Bolts of Green Building for Appraisers, D0710-946, Distance Education,   3 hours






Daniel Bradley


D. Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved


Appraisal Institute


a.
Advanced Concepts and Case Studies, 0214-1268-10,  38 hours



Larry Wright


b.
Advanced Income Capitalization, 0214-1269-10,  33 hours



Larry Wright


c.
Advanced Income Capitalization- Synchronous, D0214-1270-10, Distance Education, 35 hours



Tom Kirby


d.
Advanced Market Analysis & Highest & Best Use-Synchronous, D0214-1271-10, Distance Education, 35 hrs



Larry Wright


e.
Advanced Residential Applications and Case Studies, Part 1, 0214-1272-09, 15 hours



Mark Rattermann


f.
Advanced Residential Report Writing, Part 2, 0214-1273-10, 30 hours



Mark Rattermann


g.
Basic Appraisal Principles, 0214-1274-01, 30 hours



Mark Rattermann


h.
General Appraiser Market Analysis & Highest & Best Use, 0214-1275-11, 30 hours



Mark Rattermann


i.
General Appraiser Report Writing and Case Studies, 0214-1276-15,  30 hours



Rich DuBay


j.
General Appraiser Sales Comparison Approach, 0207-606-13, 30 hours



Rich DuBay


k.
Online General Appraiser Sales Comparison Approach, D0214-1278-13, Distance Education, 30 hours



Ken Foltz


l.
Online General Appraisers Site Valuation & Cost Approach, D0114-1256-12, Distance Education, 30 hours



Arlen Mills


m.
Online General Appraiser Market Analysis & Highest & Best Use, D0214-1277-11, Distance Education, 30 hrs



Robert Dunham


n.
Quantitative Analysis, 0212-1065-10, 35 hours



Ken Foltz 





Dynasty School





a.
Real Estate Appraisal Principles and Procedures, D0512-1084-01-02, Distance Education, 60 hours 






Robert Abelson





b.
Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, D0613-1189-07, Distance Education, 15 hours 






Robert Abelson





Career Webschool




a.
An FHA Single Family Appraiser, D0114-1251-10, Distance Education, 15 hours






A.M. Bud Black





b.
Basic Appraisal Principles, D0406-525-01, Distance Education, 30 hours






A.M. Bud Black





c.
Basic Appraisal Procedures, D0406-524-02, Distance Education, 30 hours






A.M. Bud Black





d. Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, D1106-590-04, Distance Education, 15 hours






A.M. Bud Black





e.
Residential Appraiser Site Valuation & Cost Approach, D1106-589-05, Distance Education, 15 hours






A.M. Bud Black





f.
Residential Sales Comparison & Income Approach, D0408-767-06, Distance Education, 30 hours






A.M. Bud Black





g.
Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, D0406-526-07, Distance Education, 15 hours






A.M. Bud Black

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

To:
Board of Appraisal

From: 
Application Review Committee

Date:
February 20, 2015
Re:
February 19, 2015 Recommendations

As a result of its February 19, 2015, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:


Substantive Review 


A.
 Appraisal Renewal



1)
To take no action:



21988
Tomas E. Rivera





21182
Aram R. Autry  

B.
 Licensed Residential by exam unless otherwise noted




1)
To table:



AL12518
Crystal Dawn


C.
 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

  

1)
To find substantively complete:




AR12516
Matthew P. Simon






AR12517
Bruce R. Ringwald  




AR12520
Matthew A. Faubion     


D.
 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted

  

1)
To find substantively complete:



AG12522 
Derek J. Gersdorf



AG12561
Lawrence D. Moore (by reciprocity)




AG12590
David M. Kilty (by reciprocity)    


E.
Applications for Reconsideration

  

1)
To table:

  
AR12485
Daniel R. Trevizo III 

To Approve Applications for Appraiser Trainee 

A.
 Appraiser Trainee:



AA12547
Larry D. Kreger, Jr.





AA12550
Christopher M. Bergstrom  



AA12572
Richard P. Biers






AA12589
Quinn A. Riekena  
  


To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued

A. Nonresident Temporary:



TP41574
Brent R. Johnson



TP41593
Kay C. Kauchick



TP41595
Jason T. Arnold 



TP41596
Kory M. Felix





TP41597
Douglas R. Greenwell
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