

Board of Appraisal 
Minutes for meeting held 2/21/2014


[bookmark: _GoBack]FINAL MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
February 21st, 2014

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

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

Kevin Yeanoplos has resigned from the Board.

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

After the roll call and pledge of allegiance, the approval of the minutes for previous meetings was considered.  James Heaslet motioned to approve the minutes from the January 15th Special Board Meeting.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 5 in favor, 0 against, and 2 absent.  Frank Ugenti was absent when this vote was taken, and Jeff Nolan was absent from the January 15th meeting.  The minutes for the January 17th Regular Board meeting were then considered.  Frank Ugenti then joined the meeting.  James Heaslet motioned for their approval, and Erik Clinite seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 6 in favor, 0 against, and 1 absent.  Joe Stroud was absent from this meeting.  The minutes for the January 29th Special Board meeting were then considered.  Mark Keller motioned to approve the minutes.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 in favor of the motion and 0 opposed.

Mike Petrus then explained that this was the last meeting Joe Stroud would be attending.  He presented him with a plaque to commemorate his contribution to the Board.  He noted his contributions with the initiation of the formal audit program for education, and said he appreciated his perspective as a public member. 

Mike Petrus then asked about the call to the public.  There being no one present that wanted to speak, he then moved on to the initial file review.

Initial File Review for Case 3644, Roger Beagle
The Respondent was present. The subject of this case is an investigation that was completed in February, 2012 for a complaint regarding an appraisal of a single family residence located in Phoenix.  Complaint Summary:  The complainant is an appraiser who alleges that the respondent violated USPAP by not complying with Standard 3 when completing an investigation for the Board of Appraisal.   Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The respondent states that he was retained by the Arizona Board of Appraisal to complete an investigation of a complaint filed against the complainant. At the time of the engagement, the Board’s policy specifically directed the Investigator NOT to complete a Standard 3 review.  The respondent supplied a copy of the engagement letter that specified the format to be utilized and believed he completed the assignment competently following the Board’s direction.   Questions from Board members Mike Petrus, James Heaslet and Frank Ugenti regarding Standard 3 reviews versus the investigations were answered by Mr. Beagle.  James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss this case.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

Initial File Review for Case 3649, Kathryn Christen
The Respondent and Complainant were both present. The subject is a single family residential appraisal review of the same property located in Surprise and dated in September, 2013 (see Case 3648). Complaint Summary: The complainant is the buyer who is also an appraiser and alleges that the respondent lacked competency to complete the review assignment and missed numerous errors in the report under review. Specifically, the complaint alleges that the appraiser’s assistant completed the property inspection and that she failed to analyze the subject purchase contract adequately. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that she personally inspected the exterior of the subject and comparables and that her husband only assisted with obtaining information from the sales office. The appraiser reports that she properly analyzed the sales contract and all relevant builder data and performed the review in a competent manner. Questions from Board Members Petrus and Heaslet were answered by Ms. Christen. James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss the complaint and Mark Keller seconded the motion. Before the Board could vote, the Complainant asked to speak. She pointed out five errors on page one of the appraisal that the Respondent reviewed. She stated the Respondent did not point out any of these errors. Additional questions and discussion from Board Members Heaslet, Ugenti, and Petrus included who had viewed the property, which version of the appraisal was reviewed, who assisted in this appraisal field review, and what research was completed for this assignment. The questions were answered by both the Respondent as well as the Complainant. James Heaslet restated his motion. The Complainant objected and stated she had been harmed. Joe Stroud asked her to explain. She explained she needed to buy a house by December 31, 2013 to be eligible for a certain type of loan. Due to these errors she was unable to purchase the subject home in time. If she had pointed out these errors, perhaps the lender would have ordered a different appraisal. The members pointed out that they could not comment on whether this would have made a difference or not. Frank Ugenti restated the complaints and addressed each one individually that had been considered. The issue of who viewed the property and when it was viewed was considered to be unprovable. As a field review, this information could not be proven. The allegation of a non-signed report was negated as they had a signed copy of the report in the workfile. The misreported upgraded features were found to be a minor issue that was not one that rose to the level of a USPAP violation. As to the reporting of the error on sales price, the difference was only $90.00. The vote to dismiss the case was then held, with 6 in favor of the motion, and 1 opposed. Joe Stroud cast the negative vote.

Formal Hearing regarding Cases 3521, 3536, 3527, 3546, 3547 for Steven Slaton
The matter was before the Board for their consideration of the Administrative Law Judges Decision dated February 4th, 2014, following the hearing that was held last month at the Office of Administrative Hearings. Erik Clinite recused himself from this matter. The Respondent was not present, but the Board acknowledged receiving Mr. Slaton’s response to the ALJ’s decision. Mike Petrus asked each of the Board members if they had received and read the decision and testimony for this case. All members affirmed they had. Jeanne Galvin gave the State's position and asked the Board to amend the typos found in the report, and to adopt the ALJ’s recommendations. She further added that the State was neutral regarding allowing the Respondent to receive continuing education credit for the classes noted in the decision. All members declined any further questions or discussion on the matter upon hearing her report. Mark Keller made a motion to accept the findings as amended by Ms. Galvin. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously, with 1 recusal (Erik Clinite). The next item, per Mike Petrus was for consideration of the Conclusions of Law. James Heaslet made a motion to adopt and accept the amended Conclusions of Law. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed 6 in favor and 1 recused (Clinite). When asked to consider the Board’s Order for discipline, Joe Stroud said he was not inclined to allow continuing education for the classes as this was against the policy of previous Board actions. James Heaslet and Mike Petrus agreed. Mark Keller and Frank Ugenti also commented that they too were not in favor of accepting the Respondent’s request for only 8 appraisal reports to be completed instead of the 12 minimum reports recommended. Frank Ugenti then made a motion to order discipline as outlined in the ALJ’s decision, but not to allow continuing education credit for the classes cited. Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The members then voted as follows:
Frank Ugenti – Aye
Joe Stroud – Aye
James Heaslet – Nay
Jeff Nolan – Aye
Mark Keller – Aye
Mike Petrus – Aye
The vote passed with 5 for the motion, 1 against (Heaslet) and 1 recusal (Clinite).

 Initial File Review for Case 3648, Leif Stormo
The Respondent and Complainant were both present. The subject of the complaint is an appraisal of a single family residence located in Surprise, appraised with an effective date in September, 2013. Complaint Summary: The complainant is the buyer who is also an appraiser and alleges that the appraisal was completed negligently and lacked competency in new home assignments. Specifically, the complaint alleges that the appraiser misidentified pertinent features of the subject, did not personally inspect all of the comparable sales and failed to analyze relevant builder information. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that he properly researched and analyzed the available comparable sales. The respondent further reports that adjustments for upgrades should not be based solely upon builder cost and that relying upon only builder sales could be considered “price fixing”. Frank Ugenti questioned the appraiser about the number of revisions to the report that were made, how he verified the sales price of the subject, why he had not visited the builder’s sales office to see how many homes had been sold and how many lots were still available within the subdivision. The Respondent answered the questions. Additional questions by the other members of the Board covered the Scope of Work for this FHA assignment, the cost of the RV garage and support for his adjustment of this item. The Complainant addressed the Board and was upset that the Cost Approach was $306,000; the Sales Comparison Approach was $290,000 and the sales price was $299,090 yet, the Respondent concluded a value of only $290,000. This value conclusion caused her to be unable to purchase the home. The Respondent answered the complaint. James Heaslet made a motion to accept the findings in the investigator’s report for violations of USPAP Standards 1-1(a), 1-4(a), 1-6(a)(b) and 2-2(b)(viii) but to add Scope of Work to the violations, as FHA requires a resale in their new construction assignments, which the appraiser failed to include. He further motioned to find a Level 2, Letter of Due Diligence, with a 7-hour Market Trends class, and a 7-hour New Construction class to be taken within six months and no continuing education to be allowed. If a new construction class were not available, the Executive Director was given authority to find a substitute class for the Respondent. Joe Stroud seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
  
Initial File Review for Case 3642, Mary Henningsen
The Respondent was present. The subject complaint is an appraisal that was completed as a duplex in a historic district of Phoenix, with an effective date of October 26, 2013. Complaint Summary: The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser produced a report that was not credible due to a failure to analyze the subject’s zoning, highest and best use and marketability as a grandfathered duplex. The complaint further questions the appraiser’s geographic competency to complete the assignment due to her Northern Arizona Appraisal company name and recent relocation to the Phoenix market. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that she began her appraisal career in Flagstaff when she named her company Northern Arizona Appraisal. She moved back to the Valley 2 ½ years ago and now lives and works in a historical district in Phoenix. As a 1929 duplex in a predominately single-family neighborhood, the appraisal was a complex assignment for a number of reasons. The appraiser notes that there were very few comparable sales of duplexes in the area and that she used the best available data at the time of appraisal. The Board members questioned the Respondent on her geographic competency, the guest house versus duplex classification, zoning & highest and best use. The Respondent answered the Board’s questions. Mark Keller noted that this was a complex property, and James Heaslet agreed. James Heaslet then made a motion to dismiss. Mark Keller seconded the motion. Additional discussion from Mike Petrus and Frank Ugenti addressed the complexity and methodology used by the appraiser. On a roll call vote, the motion failed 3 to 4, with Ugenti, Clinite, Petrus and Nolan voting against the motion. Frank Ugenti then motioned to accept the findings in the investigator’s report of violations to USPAP Standards 1-1(a); 1-2(e)(i); 1-4(a); 2-1(a)(b) and 2-2(b)(iii)(viii), to find a Level 1 violation and offer a non-disciplinary Letter of Concern. Erik Clinite seconded the motion.  The members voted as follows:
Frank Ugenti – Aye
Erik Clinite – Aye
Joe Stroud – Nay
James Heaslet – Nay
Mike Petrus – Aye
Jeff Nolan – Aye
Mark Keller – Nay
The motion passed 4 to 3.  

Initial File Review for Case 3651, Thomas O’Neill
The Respondent was present. The subject is a complaint of an appraisal that was completed as a manufactured home in Peoria, with an effective date in September, 2013. Complaint Summary: The complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser misrepresented his home as a manufactured home, even though the Maricopa County Assessor reclassified the property as Single Family Residential. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that the subject property is a 1972 manufactured home that has been remodeled with slump block exterior walls and a tile roof. The appraiser notes that the interior of the property still contains much of the original manufactured home and that he completed the assignment appropriately by comparing the property to other manufactured homes. After the Respondent made an opening statement, Mike Petrus said his experience has shown that once a manufactured home, always a manufactured home. Joe Stroud and James Heaslet pointed out that this classification may vary by County, but a typical lender would want to see the property appraised as a manufactured home. This is particularly true if there were any questions about the construction and they had to buy back the loan in later years. James Heaslet then made a motion to dismiss. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3645, Monte Brooks
The Respondent was present. This complaint is regarding an appraisal of a single family residence located in Surprise that was appraised in November, 2013. Complaint Summary: The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser failed to recognize External Obsolescence caused by the subject’s location backing to Loop 303. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that the subject backs to a large, landscaped buffer area before a sound abatement wall and elevated embankment separate the highway from residential properties. The respondent states that the property was not impacted by the highway and did not require an adjustment for external depreciation. The Respondent made an opening statement in support of his appraisal. Mark Keller questioned the appraiser about his site value in the Cost Approach versus his adjustments in the Sales Comparison Approach for size & location differences. The Respondent reported he had completed this on an abstraction basis without available site sales. Mike Petrus and Frank Ugenti asked about the location of the subject, if a market study had been completed, and the lack of comments in his report about this location near the common area and freeway. The Respondent answered their questions to the best of his ability. Mark Keller made a motion to find a Level 1, citing the lack of comments regarding the subject’s location in the report as a violation of USPAP Standard 2-2 (b)(iii) and to offer a non-disciplinary Letter of Concern. The motion was seconded by James Heaslet. The motion passed unanimously. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3495, Jay Clark 
The Respondent and his attorney Adam Polson were present for this matter. Mike Petrus stated that the Board had received a counteroffer to the proposed settlement offered by the Board. Mr. Polson made an opening statement to defend his client’s appraisal regarding comparable sale selection, distressed properties that were in the neighborhood versus the assignment conditions and definition of Market Value. He also disputed the predetermined value issue that the Board raised and said the counteroffer was made in the spirit of settlement. The counteroffer requested that the Board find this as a Level 2 violation rather than the Level 3 that was offered. All other items in the offer would be accepted. The members of the Board questioned the Respondent about his client’s assignment condition to use only arm’s length sale selection when there were so many distressed sales in the neighborhood. After additional comments, Frank Ugenti made a motion to deny the counteroffer as he believed they had correctly identified the level of violations, re-offer the original offer and give him ten business days to accept the offer or go to a formal hearing. Erik Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3607, James Woods
The Respondent and his attorney, Tina Ezzell appeared before the Board for this matter. After reading the introduction to an informal hearing, Mike Petrus questioned the Respondent about the addition that had been constructed without a building permit. Mr. Woods responded he did not believe he could give value for this area due to the lack of the permit. The members of the Board disputed this analysis, stating that it did not make sense and that he should have appraised the property based on market response to this item, and could have made the value subject to the attainment of the building permit. James Heaslet questioned the respondent regarding the likelihood of the County requiring the un- permitted improvements be removed. The Respondent answered that the County never requires they be removed. After further discussion and consensus that the appraisal report lacked adequate support, Mark Keller made a motion to find a Level 2 violation, with a letter of remedial action and 7-hours of report writing. After further discussion, Mark Keller amended his motion to find a Level 2 violation, with a letter of due diligence for USPAP Standards 1-1(c), 1-2(e), 1-4(a) and 2-2(iii) (viii). Recognizing that the respondent recently completed a 7-hour report writing class and has submitted the education for his current renewal, the Board will allow the education as submitted to stand. The motion was seconded by Frank Ugenti. The motion passed unanimously.


Initial File Review for Case 3639, Leon Scott Cluff
The respondent was not present. This is a single family residence located in Gilbert and was completed in November, 2013 but had an effective date of July 1st, 2013.  Complaint Summary:  The complainant is the homeowner who is also a Certified General Appraiser. The owner alleges that the respondent undervalued his home by failing to identify recent upgrades and not completing a credible sales comparison or cost approach analysis.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The respondent acknowledges some errors in the original report that were corrected and resulted in a change of his value opinion.  Mr. Cluff states that he has taken several classes in advanced residential appraisal since the date of report and now recognizes that the assignment was of a complex nature and feels he better understands the issues related to the complexity.  Mike Petrus noted that the appraiser did not adequately analyze the solar features of the property, citing only that there was no market data available; therefore, no value was given. It was discussed that the subject is located in a Meritage new home development where solar electric systems are a builder option. The sales office in the development would most likely have sales and cost information for the solar feature.  James Heaslet noted that he believes the appraiser lacked the competency to address this issue and failed to exercise due diligence in his analysis.  After further discussion regarding the other issues identified in the Investigator’s Report, James Heaslet made a motion to find a Level 2 violation citing the USPAP violations noted in the report SR1-1(a)(b); 1-4(a)(b)(ii), 2-1(a)(b); and 2-2(b)(viii),  as well as Competency and to offer a letter of due diligence. The motion included education with a 7-hour class on complex properties and a 7-hour class on solar or green energy, no continuing education allowed. He also mentioned the current 2014-15 USPAP 7-hour update class should be taken but could receive continuing education for that class.  All education was to be taken within six months.  The motion was seconded by Frank Ugenti and passed unanimously. 
 

Initial File Review for Case 3643, Donald Parker
The Respondent was not present.  The subject is a single family residence that was appraised with an effective date of November 21, 2013.  It is located in Phoenix.  Complaint Summary:  The complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraisal was completed in a careless and negligent manner and that the appraiser intentionally deflated the value of their home by using comparable sales of lesser quality and inferior location.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The respondent acknowledges two minor errors that he states were typographical in nature. The appraiser defends the comparable sales used as the best available data at the time of appraisal and notes that the alternative sales provided by the complainant were far superior due to recent remodeling.  The members discussed the guest house and market trends shown in the report versus what the appraiser did with time adjustments.  James Heaslet made a motion for a Level 2 Letter of Remedial Action citing the investigators report SR 1-1(c), 2-1(a), 2-1(b) and 2-2(b)(viii), to offer a 7-hour report writing class (no continuing education credit allowed), and to take the 7-hour 2014-15 USPAP update if he has not already taken it, and allow him to use this class for continuing education requirements. The Respondent is to take both classes within the next six months.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.


Initial File Review for Case 3646, Michelle Schrade
The Respondent was not present. Mike Petrus said they would be taking both 3646 and 3647 together as the complaints are filed by the same person. The complaint does not involve an appraisal.  Complaint Summary:  The complainant is a former employee who alleges that the respondent and her coworker have been completing inspections for one another.  The complainant further alleges that the office staff had access to the appraisers’ signature passwords.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The respondent reports that the complainant left their firm without notice after 7 years of service and has been making false accusations about the firm due to the denial of her unemployment benefits. The respondent states that she does not utilize an assistant that provides any significant professional assistance with her appraisal reports. On occasion, she and her partner have taken photos of properties for one another as preliminary research, but have never completed an assignment without personally viewing the properties. The respondent further reports that the complainant was only given access to their signature password on a case-by-case basis as permitted under USPAP.   See next case for resolution.

Initial File Review for Case 3647, Karyn Lacy
The Respondent was not present. The complaint does not involve an appraisal and was filed by the same complainant as Case 3646. Complaint Summary:  The complainant is a former employee who alleges that the respondent and her coworker have been completing inspections for one another.  The complainant further alleges that the office staff had access to the appraisers’ signature passwords. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The respondent reports that the complainant left their firm without notice after 7 years of service and has been making false accusations about the firm due to the denial of her unemployment benefits. The respondent states that she does not utilize an assistant that provides any significant professional assistance with her appraisal reports. On occasion, she and her partner have taken photos of properties for one another as preliminary research, but have never completed an assignment without personally viewing the properties. The respondent further reports that the complainant was only given access to their signature password on a case-by-case basis as permitted under USPAP.   

Frank Ugenti made a motion to dismiss both cases as neither complaint could be proven.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3612, Kathleen Norgren
The Respondent was present.  Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing into the record.  Frank Ugenti was recused from this matter.  Joe Stroud read the complaint summary to the members to refresh their memories.  Complaint Summary: The complainant is the lender who had the appraisal reviewed which resulted in a significantly lower opinion of value. The reviewer alleges that the appraiser overvalued the subject property by failing to adjust comparable sales with significantly larger site areas.
Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent states that she is very familiar with the subject market and that lot sizes vary significantly without substantial differences in sales prices. The appraiser defends the comparable sales used as the best available data at the time of appraisal and that adjustments were applied appropriately. Ms. Norgren also notes that the reviewer is located a substantial distance from the subject property and may be unfamiliar with the neighborhood. The property is a single family residence located in the Central Corridor section of Phoenix. James Heaslet asked the Respondent if she had read the investigator’s report. She reported she had.  He noted all of the comparables that were over $1,000,000 had much larger lots over an acre in size versus the subject site which was less than ¼ acre in size.  After additional discussion regarding the site value and comparable selection, Mike Petrus stated that he sided with the investigator in this case, thus made a motion to dismiss.  Joe Stroud seconded the motion.  The members voted as follows:
Erik Clinite – No
Joe Stroud – Yes
James Heaslet – No
Mike Petrus – Yes
Jeff Nolan – No
Mark Keller – No
The motion failed with 4 against to 2 in favor and 1 recusal (Ugenti)

James Heaslet then made a motion to find USPAP Standards violations of 1-4 (a) for poor comparable selection in the Sales Comparison Approach and 1-4(b)(i) for the site value reliance on the County Assessor’s records in the Cost Approach.  He recommended a non-disciplinary Letter of Remedial Action, a 7-hour class on Sales Comparison, six months to complete the class and no continuing education allowed.  The motion was seconded by Mark Keller.  On a voice vote the members voted as follows:

Erick Clinite – Yes
Joe Stroud – No
James Heaslet – Yes
Mike Petrus – No
Jeff Nolan – Yes
Mark Keller – Yes
The motion passed 4 in favor, 2 against and 1 recusal (Ugenti).

 Informal Hearing for Case 3620, Wayne Shelton
The Respondent appeared before the Board for this matter.  Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing and Board Members were introduced.  James Heaslet questioned the Respondent regarding the measurements taken at the time of inspection, to which the Respondent acknowledged his error.  Further discussion regarding the quality of upgrades of the subject and choice of comparable sales ensued. The Respondent stated that he was not provided any upgrade information from the owner present at the inspection and that he believed the comparables were of similar quality.  A reconsideration of value was submitted to the Respondent to address the square footage discrepancy, but no additional sales information was provided for consideration. Jeff Nolan questioned the Respondent’s use of $1/SF site adjustment when compared to his estimate of site value presented in the cost approach.   James Heaslet questioned the lack of support for the Respondent’s list to sales price adjustments.  After further discussion of comparable search parameters and selection, Frank Ugenti made a motion to find a Level 2 violation, with a letter of due diligence citing the findings in the Investigator’s Report SR 1-1(a)(b), 1-2(e)(i), 1-4(a), 2-1(a)(b), 2-2(iii)(viii).   The motion was seconded by James Heaslet and passed unanimously. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3512, Paul B. Johnson
The Respondent was not present for this matter.  Mike Petrus stated that the Respondent is requesting the termination of his probation.  Mike Petrus made a motion to terminate probation based upon a review of files submitted to the Board.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3561, Joe Delaney
The Respondent was not present for this matter.  Mike Petrus stated that the Respondent has signed his letter of concern.  Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept the letter of concern and rescind the motion to proceed to a formal hearing.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3553, Nicki Flores
The Respondent was not present for this matter.  Mike Petrus stated that the Respondent has requested permanent approval of her mentor.  Temporary approval was granted by Ms. Rudd on February 11, 2014, pending approval by the Board.  James Heaslet made a motion to approve the mentor.  Discussion ensued regarding any prior relationship between the Respondent and mentor and potential changes in staff tracking of these relationships.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

12-month File Review 
Jeanne Galvin updated the board on Lineberger, Rose and Goeppner. Dates for formal hearings have been requested for Rose and Goeppner. Lineberger has retained an attorney and requested that his formal hearing be vacated in favor of an informal hearing before the Board.  Ms. Galvin reported to the Board that the informal hearing is scheduled  for the March Board Meeting.  The formal hearing has been postponed until May in the event that no resolution is reached at the March Meeting.   Jay Clark and Steven Slaton cases were resolved in the morning session.  

AMC Complaint for A0130, U.S. Appraisal Group
Staff reported that the company no longer has a working website or phone number and appears to be out of business. The company’s bond was cancelled in December; however, since the action occurred prior to the cancellation the Board may be able to file a claim.  Erik Clinite made a motion to instruct staff to file a claim against the bond. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.   Discussion took place among the Board Members regarding how to proceed against this AMC, to protect and notify the public of the cancelled bond while the registration is still active.  Ms. Galvin stated that although the bond has been cancelled and they appear to no longer be in business, their active registration requires the Board go to a formal hearing to allow them their due process. Erik Clinite made a motion to send the case to a formal hearing for failure to pay and failure to maintain their bond. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously.  

Executive Director’s Report
Debra Rudd referenced the complaint statistics provided to the Board Members will be attached to the minutes of the Board meeting.   Jeanne Galvin reported that she is working on one letter of concern from last month and an AMC complaint.  Staff indicated that 1-2 complaints had been extended.   Ms. Rudd reported her activities of the past month included; working on the scope of work for the national exam providers, speaking at the Phoenix and Southern Chapters of the Appraisal Institute and International Right-of-Way Association with updates on the proposed legislation. She reported that the AQB had sent out e-mails to all licensees to complete a survey to assist them with selecting national exam questions.  She stressed the importance of completing the AQB survey even though it was taking approximately 30 minutes to do so.  James Heaslet asked a question regarding appraiser’s ability to take the national exam in another state if unavailable in Arizona.  Ms. Rudd stated that it was her understanding that once an applicant received their card from the staff at the Board office, they were eligible to take the exam at any approved testing facility.  The Director reported new DPS mandates that require training on fingerprinting and background checks for anyone viewing the reports.   Additional information would be provided to the Board Members after completion of her training on the 25thof February from DPS. 

Rules/Legislative Committee
Frank Ugenti reported that the Rules Committee met yesterday with extensive discussion of the Rules Writing process as it related to Article 5, Course Approval. Mr. Ugenti further reported that the procedures were a work in process and very labor intense and praised the efforts of both Debra Rudd and Jeanne Galvin in assisting the process.  The process includes a narrowing of the scope of authority of the Board to be in compliance with State Statutes.  Frank Ugenti and Debra Rudd updated the Board on HB2239.  Mr. Ugenti stated that Ms. Rudd did an excellent job in explaining the bill to lawmakers and getting the bill heard by the House Committee.  The Rules Committee made a motion to recommend the necessary changes to the legislation to show support for the floor motion striking the civil penalties. Further discussion ensued regarding the parity in recovery of fees between the Board and Respondents.   Mike Petrus made the motion to accept the Rules Committee recommendations. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.


Application Review Committee 
James Heaslet reported that the Application Committee met yesterday and had 2 applications for referral to the full Board.  A brief discussion ensued regarding disclosure of a current consent agreement by one principal and non-disclosure of a 1995 incident of the other principal. James Heaslet made a motion to invite both principals of Core Valuation Management, Inc. to appear in person to answer the Board’s questions and to provide the Board with the company’s complaint history.  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion carried 6 to 1.  Erik Clinite was the dissenting vote.  Frank Ugenti made a motion for the Board to accept the committee’s recommendations (See pages 12, 13 & 14 towards the end of this document).  Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 


Education Committee
Joe Stroud reported that the committee met yesterday to discuss pending course approvals and renewals. Frank Ugenti made a motion for the Board to accept the committee’s recommendations to approve all agenda items (see pages 14-18). Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

New Business 
Mike Petrus introduced the first item under new business was the committee assignments. This item was tabled for discussion of the budget committee’s recommendations for attendance at the AARO conference in San Francisco in April 11th- 13th, 2014. The Budget Committee reported that it had allocated funds for 6 attendees. After discussion of Board Member interest in attending the conference, the offer was made to the Assistant Attorney General to attend, as well as the Board Investigator. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the personnel authorized, up to 6 individuals to attend the conference. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 


Mike Petrus introduced the next item under new business, which was the Executive Director’s meeting with the group from Sonora, Mexico, Colegio De Valuadores Profesionales Del Estado De Sonora (“COVAPROES”). Discussion ensued regarding the Memorandum of Understanding       presented to the Director at their last meeting, and whether the Board wished to pursue any type of reciprocal education arrangement. Jeanne Galvin advised against the MOU as it is written. James Heaslet made a motion for the Board not to agree with the MOU. Mark Keller seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously. Another topic for discussion was the receipt of a gift presented to the Executive Director by the Sonoran Group and the proper protocol involved in declining the gift. Discussion ensued regarding the Director’s actions and handling of the situation. Ms. Rudd indicated that she contacted the Assistant Attorney General, the Governor’s Office and ADOA for advice. Frank Ugenti reported that he believed the Director handled the issue professionally and returned the gift in an appropriate manner. After additional discussion, Frank Ugenti made a motion to take no further action unless new information is received from either ADOA or the Governor’s Office. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to 2. Joe Stroud and Erik Clinite noted nay.

Mike Petrus then returned to the discussion of the Committee assignments.  He assigned the members to the following committees:

Application		James Heaslet, Mike Petrus, Mark Keller
Education 		Mark Keller, Frank Ugenti, Jeff Nolan 
Budget			Erik Clinite, Mike Petrus, Frank Ugenti
Personnel		James Heaslet, Frank Ugenti, Mark Keller
Rules & Legislative	Frank Ugenti, Jeff Nolan, Erik Clinite – Mike Petrus, alternate
Outreach		James Heaslet, Mark Keller 
Tax Agent		Jeff Nolan 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.


RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW

To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Application Review Committee

Date:	February 21, 2014

Re:	February 20, 2014 Recommendations

I.	As a result of its February 20, 2014, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:

II.	Other Business

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

	
	2/2012
	
	2/2013
	
	2/2014

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	343
	
	282
	
	260

	Certified Residential
	1162
	
	1117
	
	1115

	Certified General	
	795
	
	774
	
	786

	February Totals
	2300
	
	2173
	
	2161

	Nonresident Temporary
	82
	
	65
	
	86

	Property Tax Agents
	365
	
	364
	
	332

	Appraisal Management Co.
	-
	
	-
	
	169


	
	B.  Approval of the January 16, 2014 minutes.

	C.	To approve additional documents submitted for Dimitri M. Teddone Nonresident Temporary #TP41486.  

	D.	To recommend approving Stephanie M. Vitale Certified Residential application #AR12132.

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

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

		 	 AR12134	Shemika L. Hill     
	 		 AR12153	Glen W. McGloughin

		 2) 	To find substantively incomplete:  
			
			AR12157	Joel N. Reissner
	
	B.	Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted

		1)	To find substantively complete:

		 	AG12156	Christopher M. McCook		
 			AG12172	Dana Randol

		2) 	To find substantively complete pending DPS results:  
			
		 AG12151	Richard W. Fuller (by reciprocity)  
		 AG12164	John C. Donahue (by reciprocity)      			 				 						
IV.	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
	
	A.	Reciprocity

		32003	Susan M. Smith
		AG12178	Jeffrey H. Walker 

	B. Nonresident Temporary
 
		TP41491	Gregory O. Richard     
		TP41492	Anne R. Lloyd-Jones 		
		TP41493	Gary S. Wright
		TP41494	David McArdle
		TP41495	David McArdle
		TP41496	Heidi L. Thatcher
		TP41497	Jeffrey H. Walker    
		TP41498	Terry D. Pike

V.	AMC Initial Applications

	A. To approve:

		AM12142	Regency Valuations, LLC
		AM12173	Pacific Appraisers  

	B. To refer to full Board:

		AM12167	Core Valuation Management, Inc.  
			
VI.	AMC Registration Already Issued

	A. To approve:

	40130		Heartland Credit Services, Inc.   

B. To refer to full Board:

	40172		US Appraisal Group, Inc.    
  

VII.	CONSENT AGENDA 

To close without prejudice the following appraiser’s license/certificate that fail to renew within their 90-day grace period.
	
	10395
	Migliorini, Douglas A.

	12036
	Turner, Joseph M.

	20624
	York, June L.

	21287
	Macmanus, Richard B.

	21640
	Mathes, Carrie L.

	21650
	Berens, Neil E.

	21661
	Wesley, Daniel

	30711
	Hayward, Robert A.

	31394
	Davis, Dan E.

	31749
	Lea, Robert M.

	31756
	Kim, Simon S.

	31862
	Smith, Scott C.

	31864
	Johnson, Carol D.

	31865
	Wren, Anthony J.




RECOMMENDATIONS
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 



	Other Business

Approved the January 16, 2014 minutes.

Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding notice of change in ownership of OnCourse Learning Corporation, the parent company of Career Webschool. No action needed.

I.  Submitted Education 

A.  Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved

Appraisal Institute
		Advanced Spreadsheet Modeling & Valuation Applications, 0214-XXX issued on approval, 15 hours.
		Jim Amorin
		Complex Litigation Appraisal Case Studies, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 7 hours
		Sandy Adomatis
		International Valuation Standards Overview, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 8 hours
		Steven Roach
		Litigation Appraising: Specialized Topics & Applications, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 16 hours
		Sandy Adomatis
		Residential and Commercial Valuation of Solar, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 15 hours
		Sandy Adomatis
		Review Theory - General, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 33 hours
		Stephanie Coleman
		Review Theory - Residential, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 17  hours
		Sandy Adomatis
		Subdivision Valuation, 0214-XXX issued on approval, 7 hours.
		Daniel Swango
		The Appraiser as an Expert Witness, 0214-XXX issued on approval, 16 hours.
		Sandy Adomatis

Appraisal Institute Phoenix Chapter
		Commercial Appraisal Engagement and Review, 0214-XXX issued on approval, 7 hours
		Veronica R. Griffith, MAI

II. By Consent Agenda

A. Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		Business Practices and Ethics, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 4 hours
		Mark Rattermann
		Online The Discounted Cash Flow Model: Concepts, Issues, and Applications, ABA #D0214-xxx, issued on approval, 5 hours
		Ken Lusht

		Career Webschool
		Residential Report Writing & Case Studies, ABA #D0214-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 14 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		International Right of Way Association Chapter 28,
		Easement Valuations C403, ABA #0214-xxx, issued on approval, 8 hrs
		Doug Estes

		McKissock LP
		2014-2015 National USPAP Update Equivalent, ABA #Dxxx-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Ken Guilfoyle, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Paul Lorenzen, Dan Tosh, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, James Greg Harding, Alex Gilbert
		Appraisal of Self-Storage Facilities, ABA #D0214-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 7 hrs
		Tracy Martin
		Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning Systems in Green Building, ABA #D0214-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 4 hrs
		Tracy Martin
		The Thermal Shell, ABA #D0214-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 3 hrs
		Tracy Martin


B.  Qualifying Education – New – AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		Advanced Concepts and Case Studies, ABA #0214-xxx-10, issued on approval, 38 hours
		Larry Wright
		Advanced Income Capitalization, ABA #0214-xxx-10, issued on approval, 33 hours
		Larry Wright
		Advanced Income Capitalization- Synchronous, ABA #D0214-xxx-10, issued on approval, distance education, 35 hours
		Tom Kirby
		Advanced Market Analysis & Highest & Best Use- Synchronous, ABA #D0214-xxx-10, distance education, issued on approval, 35 hours
		Larry Wright
		Advanced Residential Applications and Case Studies, Part 1, ABA #0214-xxx-09, issued on approval, 15 hours
		Mark Rattermann
		Advanced Residential Report Writing, Part 2, ABA #0214-xxx-10, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Mark Rattermann
		Basic Appraisal Principles, ABA #0214-xxx-01, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Mark Rattermann
		General Appraiser Market Analysis & Highest & Best Use, ABA #0214-xxx-11, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Mark Rattermann
		General Appraiser Report Writing and Case Studies, ABA #0214-xxx-15, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Rich DuBay
		Online General Appraiser Sales Comparison Approach, ABA #D0214-xxx-13, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Ken Foltz
		Online General Appraiser Market Analysis and Highest & Best Use, ABA #D0214-xxx-11, distance education, issued on approval, 30 hours
		Robert Dunham
		Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, ABA #0214-xxx-04, distance education, issued on approval, 15 hours
		Robert Abelson

C. Qualifying Education – Renewals – Not AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		General Appraiser Sales Comparison Approach, ABA #0207-606-13, 30 hours
		Rich DuBay

D. Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		Career Webschool
		A URAR Form Review, ABA #D0406-527, distance education, 7 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		McKissock LP
		Appraisal Applications Regression Analysis, ABA #D0212-1066, distance education, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley
		Construction Details and Trends, ABA #D0605-436, distance education, 7 hours
		Alan Simmons
		Deriving & Supporting Adjustments, ABA #0411-1015, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Ken Guilfoyle, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Paul Lorenzen, Dan Tosh, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, Greg Harding, Alex Gilbert, Diana Jacobs, Amelia Brown
		FHA for Today’s Appraiser- Live Webinar, ABA #D0213-1165, distance education, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley, Tracy Martin
		Mortgage Fraud & Protect Yourself, ABA #D1207-724, distance education, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley
		REO and Foreclosures, ABA #D0508-787, distance education, 5 hours
		Dan Bradley
		Residential Appraisal Review- Live Webinar, D0212-1067, distance education 7 hrs
		Dan Bradley, Tracy Martin
		Residential Report Writing: More Than Just Forms, ABA #D0411-1018, distance education, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley
		The Cost Approach, ABA #D1206-602, distance education, 7 hours
		Alan Simmons

	E.	Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		Career Webschool
		Basic Appraisal Principles, ABA #D0406-525-01, distance education, 30 hours
		A.M. Bud Black
		Basic Appraisal Procedures, ABA #D0406-525-02 distance education, 30 hours
		A.M. Bud Black
		Residential Report Writing & Case Studies, ABA #D0406-526-07, distance education, 15 hours
		A.M. Bud Black
		Residential Sales Comparison and Income Approaches, ABA #D0408-767-06, distance education, 30 hours
		A.M. Bud Black

		Dynasty School
		Advanced Residential Applications and Case Studies, ABA #D1211-1052-09, distance education, 15 hours
		Robert Abelson
		Statistics, Modeling and Finance, ABA #D0211-999-08, distance education, 15 hours
		Robert Abelson

		McKissock LP
		Appraisal Subject Matter Electives, ABA #D0907-691-10, distance education, 20 hours
		Dan Bradley
		Basic Appraisal Procedures, ABA #D0507-649-02, distance education, 30 hours
		Dan Bradley
		Residential Appraiser Site Valuation and Cost Approach, ABA #D0906-572-05, distance education, 15 hrs
		Dan Bradley
		Statistics, Modeling and Finance, ABA #D1007-700-08, distance education, 15 hours
		Alan Simmons


V.	Adjournment

Copies of this agenda and additional information regarding any of the items listed above may be obtained 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting from the Arizona Board of Appraisal, 15 S. 15th Ave., Suite 103A, Phoenix, Arizona, Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., excluding holidays. If a disabled person needs any type of accommodation, please notify the Board’s ADA Compliance Coordinator, Juanita Coghill, as soon as possible prior to the meeting at (602) 364-0098.



Complaint Statistics for 2014

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

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Jan-14
	8
	1
	1
	4
	31%
	13
	LEVEL I       /   3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL II     /    3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL III    /    2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL IV   /     1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LEVEL V    /     0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	







4

image1.png
*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.




