Board of Appraisal 
Minutes for meeting held 3/21/2014


FINAL MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
March 21st, 2014

Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Mike Petrus at 8:30 a.m. 

Those Board members present at roll call:
Mike Petrus, Chair
James Heaslet
Fred Brewster
Erik Clinite
Jeff Nolan
Frank Ugenti

Mark Keller was absent from this meeting.

Staff Attendance:
Debra Rudd, Executive Director
Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General
Kelly Luteijn, Staff

After the roll call and pledge of allegiance, the approval of the minutes for the February 21st, 2014 was considered.  James Heaslet motioned to approve the minutes as presented.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion carried with 5 ayes, 0 nays, 1 abstained (Brewster).

Mike Petrus then proceeded to call the first case.

Compliance File Review for Case 3624, David Kiepe
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Respondent appeared telephonically at the meeting. Frank Ugenti recused himself from this matter. Mike Petrus explained the matter was before the Board for them to consider the Respondent’s counteroffer to their offer of a Letter of Concern. Erik Clinite stated it appeared that Mr. Kiepe would like to have one sentence removed from the letter of concern. Mr. Kiepe said he was looking for a dismissal and proceeded to explain his position. (His counteroffer included documentation regarding inaccuracies in the recorded sale price of one of the Comparables, thus he asked the Board to remove the incorrect sales data comment from the Letter of Concern as an alternative to dismissing the case). After several members had questioned the Respondent about the remaining findings, James Heaslet made a motion to correct the Letter of Concern as outlined in Mr. Kiepe’s counteroffer, and to reoffer the Letter of Concern. (The Letter of Concern would then be for the violation of USPAP 1-1(a) for failure to support his site value and failure to identify a factual error to Comp 2 in the report). Erik Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed with 5 in favor – 0 against - 1 not voting (Ugenti). 

Initial File Review for Case 3653, Larry Stewart 
The Respondent was present. Frank Ugenti recused himself from this matter. James Heaslet read the Board summary into the record. The subject is on a property located in Mohave County on Native American reservation land. The Complainant is the lender who escalated the appraisal for review due to concerns regarding the selection of comparables, lack of support for adjustments and inadequate reconciliation. As a result of these concerns, the complainant alleges that the appraisal report was misleading. The Respondent states that he utilized the most relevant comparable sales available and that adjustments were based upon market derived data. Mr. Stewart reports that the reviewer’s adjustments were unsupported and that he placed greatest weight on the sales most similar to the subject in his reconciliation. Mike Petrus asked the Respondent to explain the adjustments between the difference in the subject’s location on leased land and the comparables which are on fee simple land. The Respondent said he compared the leased fee value from the leasehold value, and the adjustment was primarily on a cash flow basis but admitted he was unable to explain it very well. Additional questions by Mike Petrus included why there was a wide range of sale prices used in the report. The Respondent answered his questions. James Heaslet motioned that he would like to table this case and have a more detailed investigation as he does not believe he has enough information to make a decision. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed with 5 in favor, 0 against, and 1 not voting (Ugenti recusal). 

Frank Ugenti rejoined the meeting. 

Initial File Review for Case 3662, Jeff Rivera 
The Respondent was present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records. 
The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser came to the inspection with a colleague and left the property for another appointment without completing the inspection. The owner questioned the accuracy of the appraisal alleging that the Respondent did not complete the assignment himself, nor did he acknowledge the assistance in the report. The Respondent stated that another appraiser assisted with the appraisal and that she disclosed the professional assistance on page 27 of the report. Mr. Rivera further said that the owner was disappointed in the value conclusion and that the alternative comparable sales he provided were superior to the subject in condition and/or location. The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix and had an effective date of value in January, 2014. The Board questioned the Respondent about the professional assistance and noted that it was indeed disclosed on page 27 of his report. Mike Petrus noted that the assistant is a licensed appraiser herself. Brooke Patterson (his assistant) was also present and answered the Board’s questions. James Heaslet noted no USPAP violations in the investigator’s report and he concurred. He noted some best practices differences, but it did not impact the report. He then made a motion to dismiss the case and send a copy of the investigator’s report to the Respondent. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Core Valuation Management, LLC 
At the February 21, 2014 meeting, the application for registration of this AMC was reviewed. The Board decided to invite the principals of Core Valuation Management, Inc. to appear in person at this meeting to answer the Board’s questions and to provide the Board with the company’s complaint history. 
Cahit Dentkas, President of this company and Bradley Freedman, Vice President both appeared to answer the Board’s questions. Mr. Freedman explained they had been in business for three years and were currently doing business in all but six of the states (including Arizona). He said they have been through rigorous background checks and even though this has come up before they have not had problems getting licensed. James Heaslet questioned Mr. Freedman about the trainee log that he signed but was inaccurate and said he thought this went to his character. Mr. Freedman explained he took responsibility for not checking the log closer. Erik Clinite asked why he fought the complaint. He answered it was to negotiate a lower judgment. Frank Ugenti questioned the roles of the two gentlemen. They answered his questions. Erik Clinite asked if staff was able to find any other complaints from any other states. Debra Rudd explained that this was not possible as not all states have AMC laws in place yet, there is no National Registry yet, and the AARO forum has not been operative for at least nine months. Frank Ugenti then asked both gentlemen if they had any complaints filed from other states against their business. They responded negatively to the question, there have been no complaints filed. James Heaslet then questioned Mr. Dentkas about the background check showing a case of wire fraud. He explained this was dismissed by the federal courts and the judge told him he did not have to disclose. He worked for an investment management firm in 2001 through 2003 when this occurred. He has a broker’s license in four states and an appraiser license in Nevada. The research by the Attorney General’s office included a copy of the dismissal of this case against Mr. Dentkas. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the application for this AMC, being satisfied with the explanations given. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed with 5 in favor of the motion, 1 opposed (Clinite). 

Initial File Review for Case 3652, William Caswell 
The Respondent and Complainant were both present. Mike Petrus recused himself from hearing this matter. The Respondent said he had an assignment to do a review on this property. He explained the location of this small, unique neighborhood and that he believes the comparables should have come from that neighborhood. He included an older sale from in the neighborhood. He maintained the market has been stable thus did not require a time adjustment. He said there are no other truly comparable subdivisions due to the location near the airport. He admitted to some typographical errors but believed the report was otherwise accurate. Debra Rudd then read the Board summary into the records. The Complainants are the owners/sellers who allege that the appraiser prepared the report in a careless and negligent manner. Specifically, the owner’s allege that the appraiser made many mistakes and failed to make appropriate adjustments to the comparable sales. The date of value for this appraisal was in November, 2013 and the property is a single family residence in Prescott. James Heaslet explained they have the staff investigators report and there were some items noted within that report. He then questioned the guest house valuation in the Cost Approach which had been valued under the depreciated section of the form as a line item in site improvements and the condition adjustment to Comparable 5. Frank Ugenti asked about the livable area adjustments noting the adjustments were at $35/sf when it was selling at $180/sf. Mr. Caswell responded to the questions. Frank Ugenti discussed the comparables in the report and the Principle of Substitution and directed the comments back to the investigators findings. The investigator’s report states, “The appraiser reported and relied upon flawed information in the report under review. Although the Respondent identified the original appraisal was inaccurate, he failed to provide an alternative analysis that adequately addressed these flaws. The appraiser’s failure to identify inconsistences in the sales comparison approach, cost approach and reconciliation, reflects a lack of understanding of recognized appraisal methodology. Based upon the prior comments, the appraisal review exhibited numerous errors/omissions that impact the credibility of the report. Based upon the prior comments, the many errors in the report indicate a lack of due diligence." The violations found were SR1-1(a)(b)(c), 3-3(c)(i)(ii), 3-4(a)(b), and 3-5(i)(i-iii). Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept the investigators findings, a Level 1, to offer a Letter of Remedial Action, but no education is needed. After additional discussion, Erik Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 in favor of the motion, 0 opposed, and 1 not voting (Petrus). 

Frank Ugenti then made a motion to open a complaint against the original appraiser for the Cost Approach, as well as issues with the Principle of Substitution as the listing Comp 4 at $403,000 does not support the appraised value which was much higher. Additionally, the prior sale of the subject does not appear to be analyzed properly (it was disclosed, but not explained other than to say it sold low). James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed 5 to 0, with 1 not voting (Petrus). 

Mike Petrus then returned to the meeting.

Initial File Review for Case 3650, Lana Domino
The Respondent was not present. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records. The subject is a manufactured home located in Peoria. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser did not provide any comparable sales or an opinion of value and did not complete the appraisal on her home. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The subject property is a 1972 manufactured home that has been remodeled with slump block exterior walls and tile roof. The respondent states that she was hired to perform an inspection of the subject for the sole purpose of photographing the property to determine if it was a manufactured home or site built property due to the unique nature of the improvements. Ms. Domino further states that she was never asked to appraise the property and that she does not appraise manufactured homes. Frank Ugenti stated this was an inspection with photos taken, there is no appraisal, no value communicated, and he could not see any violations of USPAP. Mike Petrus noted she had not been asked to do an appraisal, just an inspection. Erik Clinite made a motion to dismiss the complaint. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Complaints 3654, 3655 & 3656, Todd Barnhart 
The Respondent was not present. Debra Rudd read the Board summaries into the record. It was noted the summaries are the same for each of these complaints. The complaint was filed by the Chief Appraiser for HUD who removed the respondent from the FHA roster after several reviews revealed flaws in the appraiser’s work product. Specifically, the complaint alleges that the respondent failed to produce credible appraisal results in part due to: not recognizing conditions adverse to the subject’s marketability; not providing suitable comparable data or adequately supporting the opinion of value; and failing to conduct a full inspection of the subject or comparable property. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent acknowledges some typographical or oversight errors and that he now includes more commentary in his appraisals to better support his analysis. The appraiser reports that his suspension from the FHA roster was for a period of 3 months and included 37 hours of continuing education that he has recently completed. 

The subject of Case 3654 is on a single family property appraised in September, 2012. Fred Brewster noted that all three cases failed to report a negative issue for the subject property. James Heaslet noted the failure to disclose the location of this house that is located behind another house and Frank Ugenti said it may not have a legal easement. He further said there does not appear to be a comparable with a similar location. 

The subject of Case 3655 is on a single family residence that appears to be located near high power lines, water tank and a freeway. Mike Petrus agreed the appraiser had acknowledged the location near the freeway but cited a buffer. He did not cite the other negative influences. Inconsistent adjustments were noted by the investigator for the condition. 

The subject of Case 3656 is also located in Tucson. It was listed at $99,000 and had a contract of $107,500 and the value was $115,000, there is no discussion of why it was appraised for so much higher than it had been listed. No explanation regarding the enclosed garage and the marketability of the subject with this enclosure was also discussed. 

The members of the Board considered all three reports in deciding what to offer the Respondent. They believed this was harming the public, and was a serious matter when considering all three failed to disclose a negative issue with each property and appears to be deliberate. Even though he commented on the location of the house behind another house he did not analyze and support his lack of adjustment. After further discussion on the discipline choices, James Heaslet made a motion to find a Level 4, 60-day suspension, then place him on 6-month probation with mentorship after the suspension with a minimum of 12 reports, 30-hours basic appraisal classes, no continuing education, citing the findings in the investigators report. If Mr. Barnhart does not accept the consent agreement, for staff to immediately go to a formal hearing. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

After members of the Board voted, Jeanne Galvin answered the members questions about how this could have been adjudicated quicker, considering the harm to the public. She advised them in the future to contact Debra Rudd if they believed this to be an immediate danger to the public and it could be placed on the agenda with the proper notice given to the Respondent for a Summary Suspension. 

Initial File Review for Case 3657, Larry Johnson 
The Respondent was not present. Debra Rudd read the Board summary for the records. The Board of Appraisal opened this complaint at its December meeting pursuant to A.R.S. 32-3631 for not disclosing items found in a background check. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The respondent said that it was not his intention to submit an untruthful application and apologizes for the confusion. Mr. Johnson states that his failure to disclose was an error and provided appropriate documentation of the incidents as requested by the Board. After questioning what the background check disclosed, they decided to table this matter until after lunch for them to review the Department of Public Safety report again. 

Frank Ugenti left the meeting. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3573, Linda Dutil 
Neither the Respondent, nor her attorney was present for this matter. Debra Rudd read a summary for the Board. At the Initial File Review on August 16, 2013, there was concern that the 1004MC form indicated increasing prices, yet the Board noted that the Respondent made no time adjustments on the Sales Comparison Approach. At the January 17, 2014 meeting, the Board requested four appraisals for audit before deciding this case. It is now before you to review the audit report from the Staff Investigator and to decide what action to take with this case. Mike Petrus said he had audited the files and the staff investigator had also reviewed the files and did not find any problems with these additional reports. He believes the subject appraisal of this complaint was an isolated incidence. James Heaslet stated her cost approach failed to recognize external obsolescence. Mike Petrus said in addition to the cost approach issues, her lack of explanation and the market trends was not properly supported. He made a motion for a Level 2, Letter of Remedial Action noting the items in the investigator’s report, with a 7-hour course on Cost Approach and 7-hour class on Market Trends, six months to complete and no continuing education credit allowed. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed with 5 in favor, 0 opposed, and 1 absent (Ugenti).




Application for Reciprocity by Andrew M. Dyson 
The applicant was present telephonically.  Mike Petrus reported the applicant is licensed as an appraiser and as a real estate agent in Colorado.  He stated the Application Review Committee referred this matter to the full Board due to the disclosed items in his application. His appraisal license is in good standing with no complaints.  Frank Ugenti reviewed the findings of the Colorado Real Estate Department as a conflict of interest. Mr. Dyson answered questions about the six month suspension, probation for two years and a fine of $5,000 he received in Colorado for his real estate agent activity in 2010 to most of the members of the Board’s satisfaction.  Mike Petrus noted the length of time he has held an appraisal license without any issues.  Additional discussion by members resulted in James Heaslet making a motion to approve his application. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. Erik Clinite explained his vote that he believed the disclosure Mr. Dyson voluntarily made was the reason he voted in favor of the application. Frank Ugenti explained his vote against the motion was due to his belief this was a major violation of ethics and that if he did this thing in Arizona as an agent, he would have probably lost his license. The motion passed on a vote of 5 in favor, 1 opposed (Ugenti). 

The Board then recessed for lunch until 12:30 p.m. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3507, Robert Nixon 
This matter was before the Board to permanently approve Ann Susko as Mr. Nixon’s (new) mentor. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the new mentor.  Jeff Nolan seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

File 3657, Larry Johnson case that had been tabled from this morning was recalled. 
Mike Petrus summarized the background issues involved his failure to truthfully disclose incidents in 2004, 2006 and 2009. Although this is a temporary practice permit, the Board could still take action as the permit is good for one year.  After additional comments about what their options were, Erik Clinite made a motion to move this to formal hearing for the Board to hear for revocation of his permit.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of this motion. 

12-month File Review 
Debra Rudd and Jeanne Galvin updated the Board on Rose is set for formal hearing April 23rd and Goeppner is drafted but she needed dates for the formal hearing.  Lineberger is on this agenda for this meeting.  Steven Slaton’s orders have been issued for probation and now we are waiting the required time to see if he appeals. 

AMC Complaint for A0132, Landmark Network 
Debra Rudd read the summary for this initial file review for nonpayment. Respondent’s reply provided documentation that the Complainant’s invoice was paid and check cleared on February 25th, 2014, the same day the complaint was opened.  Frank Ugenti made a motion for a Letter of Concern to be sent. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Report by Assistant Attorney General and Executive Director 
Jeanne Galvin updated the Board on her assignments. Debra Rudd reported there were eight extensions for answer dates by staff. Kelly Luteijn said there are currently 60 open complaints.  Debra Rudd reported on the Complaint Statistics (see attached report on page 16 of this document). 

Education Committee 
Jeff Nolan reported that the committee met yesterday to discuss pending course approvals and renewals and made a motion for the Board to accept the recommendations.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  (See page 11 of this document). 

Budget Committee 
Erik Clinite reported the surplus noted in the budget is due to the elimination of one of the staff positions this year.  He then reported that the item regarding attendance to AARO had been discussed at last month’s meeting, and reported the recommendation by the committee to approve funds for the partition of the one large office into two. Mike Petrus motioned to approve this expenditure. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

Rules/Legislative Committee 
Frank Ugenti reported that the Rules Committee met yesterday with the discussion on Article 1 which covers definitions.  The Committee determined the term “Periodic review” was not necessary to be defined. The AMC just needs to state there is a process in place per statute. Under R4-46-106 relates to fees and after review the committee recommends increasing the fees for renewal of courses from $100 to $200, and lowering the fees for initial course approvals from $400 for qualifying education and $200 for continuing education. The staff processing time is the same, thus the fees should be the same. The rules attorney and Ms. Galvin were not available for this meeting. Frank Ugenti stated they would be meeting again at least one more time to go through the entire draft again before bringing to the full board. Debra Rudd reported the federal draft of rules to address the Dodd-Frank Act on AMC’s was just released yesterday.  Debra Rudd reported she did not have a chance to read through the report as yet, but would send out the link to this report to all of the Board members.  Frank Ugenti asked Debra Rudd updated the Board on HB2239. She reported it had passed the House unopposed, and had been heard at the Senate Committee on Commerce, Energy and Military Wednesday. There was a technical amendment introduced and adopted.  The bill passed there unopposed, as well. She said Ms. Conde was in attendance and spoke against the bill. However, after that meeting she and Rep. Brophy McGee discussed the issues with Ms. Conde.  After they met, Debra Rudd sent a copy of the staff policy & procedure section that dealt with investigations to Ms. Conde. This was the same document that the intern we had last summer drafted, the Board had reviewed and edited.  The policy states a Standard 3 review must be done by either the staff or contract investigator.  Ms. Conde then stated AAREA had retracted their request to Senators Melvin and Ward for a floor amendment, and upon further discussions they are now unopposed to the bill.  Debra Rudd then reported this will need to go to the Rules Committee, and the Committee of the Whole for a floor vote. If it passes in the Senate, it will then need to return to the House to be voted on again due to a technical amendment (which changed three words and one number in the bill).

Application Review Committee Report 
James Heaslet reported the recommendations of the Application Committee (see attached report at the end of this document).  He then made a motion for the full Board to accept these recommendations. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. (See page 13).

Informal Hearing for Case 3638, William Wisniewski 
This matter was before the Board at the January 17, 2014 meeting as Initial File Review.  The subject is an appraisal of a single family residence located in Scottsdale with an effective date of January, 2012. The Respondent was not present at that meeting.  The Board questioned the location of the subject and lack of analysis or support for adjustments (or lack thereof) on the comparables that do not back to a busy street, as the subject, and the comparables appear to be in better locations backing to the golf course or in gated subdivisions.  The Respondent was invited to an Informal Hearing. 

The Respondent appeared before the Board for this matter.  Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing and Board Members were introduced.  Board members questioned the Respondent about the use of MLS photos for all comps, possible superior locations in either gated communities or with golf course views when the subject on a semi-busy street, questioned the date of remodeling on the subject.  After answering the member’s questions, the Board then considered the violations noted in the investigator's report.  Frank Ugenti said based on the findings in the investigator’s report this would be a Level III on the matrix, which typically calls for probation.  (The Respondent had been on probation since this appraisal was completed, having completed the requirements in September, 2013). For this reason, Frank Ugenti made a motion to offer a Level III, Consent Agreement with a 7-hour complex properties class with no continuing education allowed and six months to complete.  The motion also allowed the Executive Director to substitute another similar class, should a complex property class not be available.  James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Informal for Case 3334, Randall Lineberger  
The Respondent and his attorney, James Braselton, were present for this matter. After Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing and the Board Members were introduced, Mr. Braselton made an opening statement to the Board. He stated the appraisals that are subject to this matter contained mistakes but did not affect the overall value. He hired a USPAP instructor to help him better understand the appraisal process, and has taken a report writing class since this matter was opened. The initial case of this matter was dismissed; leaving the three audited files that had USPAP errors identified by the Board investigator. The members of the board questioned him about the adjustments on the property located on Autumn Sage. The Respondent admitted to switching the adjustments for Comparable 3 and 4, and taking no physical depreciation on this home in the Cost Approach. The Respondent admitted to making mistakes and that he now has a better understanding of depreciation. Additional questions included his use of the Ratterman method in his appraisals, definition of “complex assignments." Mike Petrus motioned to amend the consent agreement to a Level II, Letter of Due Diligence, with the same violations of USPAP as previously identified. He also said to rescind the previous motion to forward this case to Formal Hearing, and to assign a 7-hour class on complex assignments with continuing education allowed.  The motion allowed the education certificates for the classes that he had taken since last August as evidence of satisfaction for this case. He would have ten days to accept the consent agreement or go forward with the formal. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion on a voice vote passed with 5 in favor, 1 opposed (Clinite). The members then asked him to voluntarily submit a log for the past six months and have staff select three reports for additional audit. Mr. Lineberger agreed to the request. 

James Heaslet left the meeting at 2:30 p.m. 

Executive Director’s Report 
Debra Rudd updated the Board on who was attending the AARO Conference in San Francisco April 11th through 13th.  The AQB meeting will be held on the morning of April 11th in San Francisco, as well.  The ASC is coming to do their two year audit in April and will be attending the Board Meeting.  She gave an update on the computer software issues with the current server and said the request for proposal is out for bid for the national exam provider contract.  She further reported on the confusion that appears to still be surrounding the new 2015 criteria. She added she will be sending out a newsletter to try to answer the frequently asked questions they are receiving in the Board office.  She reported on a bill at the House that if it passes will require Board Member training and that Jeff Nolan has gone before the Senate Committee on Commerce, Energy and Military and they recommended approval to the full Senate for his reappointment.  Frank Ugenti has also been reappointed by the Governor and is awaiting Senate Confirmation.  There are still two vacant positions for the Board, both of which are public members one of which is the lender position. 

New Business 
Mike Petrus introduced the first item under new business was for the additional volunteer education auditors.  Debra Rudd reported on the past auditor training that was presented last year.  At the direction of the Board, the next newsletter will include a call for volunteers to become trained to audit classes.  Depending on how many volunteers and how many the instructor can accommodate, will determine how the Board can proceed.  Mike Petrus made a motion to have the Executive Director send out the newsletter to see how many will be interested, and to continue to see from Procurement how an instructor may be paid and report back to the Board.  Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

The next item under New Business was to consider the notice of denial from California for Certified Residential Appraiser #20965, Douglas G. Williams. Debra Rudd reported she had received notice from California that this appraiser’s application had been denied due to a background check which revealed a felony conviction. The letter was sent by California in August, 2012, but the appraiser did not disclose he had been denied an application on his renewal application as outlined in Questions 10 and 13 on that form in October, 2012. Erik Clinite made a motion to open a complaint about the alleged failure to be truthful on his renewal application and failure to disclose his felony conviction. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

The third item under New Business relating to the possible withdrawal of Substantive Policy Statements 2, 3, 5 & 7 had no objections from the members. The suggested revision to Substantive Policy Statement 4 was addressed and objected by Mike Petrus. Upon the conclusion of the discussion, Mike Petrus made a motion to retire Substantive Policy Statements 2, 3, 5, & 7 and to leave Substantive Policy Statement 4 in place. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Discussion included notifying the education providers to outline in their applications for course approval if they are offering a class for qualifying education that the amount of time for an exam be outlined on that application. This is to allow the course provider to issue a separate certificate to those who attend for continuing education if they do not want to take the examination associated with the course.


Confirmation of Meeting Dates 
Next month’s Committee meetings will be held in the conference room of the Board office on April 17th at the following times:

Budget Committee		 9:30 a.m.
Education Committee		10:00 a.m.
Application Committee 		10:30 a.m.
Rules & Legislative Committee	 1:30 p.m.

The Regular Board meeting will be held on April 18th in the basement conference rooms in the same building at 8:30 a.m.

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


	
	
	


RECOMMENDATIONS 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 



To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Education Committee

Date:	March 21, 2014

Re:	March 21, 2014 Recommendations

I. As a result of its March 20, 2014 meeting the Education Committee makes the following recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING COURSES:

II. New Course
A. Continuing Education – New – NOT AQB Approved

Appraisal Institute, Southern Arizona Chapter
	Housing and Land: Market Perspective, ABA #0314-XXX, 4 hours
Rosemary J. Koberlein, Ruth Roubal, James A. Robertson, Jr., Arthur Wadlund, Charles J. Havranek, Peter Aronoff, George Hammond, Pam Ruggeroli, Ross McCallister, Thrac Paulette, Rick Sack, Chad Kolodisner, Jeff Grobstein

III. By Consent Agenda
A. Continuing Education – Previously Approved– New - Not AQB Approved

		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		Real Estate Market Update (C2224) ABA #0314-XXX, issued on approval, 3 hours
		Earl Cass, Bill Gray, Randy Helfman, William Ianneli, Kevin McClure, Don J. Miner,Paulie Parouse, Dave Rider, Richard V. Turkian, Fletcher Wilcox

B.  Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved

Appraisal Institute 
		Online Supervising Appraisal Trainees, D0314-XXX, distance education, issued on approval, 4 hours.
		Sandy Adomatis

		McKissock LP
		Analyze This! Applications of Appraisal Analysis- Live Webinar, ABA #D0314-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 4 hours
		Tracy Martin, Dan Bradley
		UAD – Up Close and Personal- Live Webinar, ABA #D0314-xxx, distance education, issued on approval, 3 hours
		Tracy Martin, Dan Bradley

C.  Continuing Education – Renewals – Not AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		Appraising Condos, Co-ops, and PUDs, ABA #0313-1166, 7 hours
		Maureen Sweeney
		Fundamentals of Separating Real Property, Personal Property, & Intangible Business Assets, ABA #0112-1060, 15 hours
		Jim Vernor

		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		Regulatory Update for Appraisers (C9810), ABA #0309-844, 3 hours
		Earl Cass, Bill Gray, Kathleen Holmes, Howard Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don J. Miner, Roy E. Morris, Dave Rider, Ron V. Schilling, Richard V. Turkian, Aaron Warren, Fletcher Wilcox

D.  Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		McKissock LP
		Land and Site Valuation, ABA #D1008-827, distance education, 7 hours
		Alan Simmons
		The Nuts and Bolts of Green Building for Appraisers, ABA #D0710-946, distance education, 3 hours
		Dan Bradley

E. Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		Quantitative Analysis, ABA #0212-1065-10, 33 hours
		Ken Foltz

F. Qualifying Education – Renewals –NOT AQB Approved

		Trans-American Institute
		The Approaches to Value, Methodology and Applications, ABA #0313-1168-02, 30 hours
		Lynne L. Heiden




RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW


To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Application Review Committee

Date:	March 21, 2014

Re:	March 20, 2014 Recommendations

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

II.	Other Business

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

	
	3/2012
	
	3/2013
	
	3/2014

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	334
	
	282
	
	256

	Certified Residential
	1157
	
	1120
	
	1115

	Certified General	
	799
	
	773
	
	789

	March Totals
	2290
	
	2175
	
	2160

	Nonresident Temporary
	77
	
	72
	
	84

	Property Tax Agents
	368
	
	362
	
	337

	Appraisal Management Co.
	334
	
	282
	
	163


	
	B.  Approval of the February 20, 2014 minutes.

	C.	To take no action regarding Michael John Sergio’s request for experience credit.  

	D.	To recommend granting Paul Sogn a 30 day application extension to complete the National examination.

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

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

		 	 AL12029	Eric R. Ranta  




	B.	 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

1) To find substantively complete:

AR12188	Jared R. Flores

2) To find substantively incomplete:  
			
			AR12087	Douglas A. Migliorini
	
	C.	Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted

		1)	To find substantively complete:

		 	AG12159	Anthony J. Palma (by reciprocity)

		2) 	To refer to the full Board:  
			
		 AG12174	Andrew M. Dyson (by reciprocity)     			 				 						
IV.	Applications to Be Reconsidered

		1)	To find substantively complete:

		 	AR12009	Dawn R. Tomlinson
	
V.	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
	
	A. Renewal

		21889	Teresa J. Wagner  

	B.	Reciprocity

		32005	Thomas J. Meighen
		32006	David M. Rosenthal
		32007	Dimitri M. Teddone
		32008	Louis A. Yorey
		32009	Brett E. Russell
		32010	Thomas E. Curtis
		22321	Paul J. Worden
		22322	Kenneth M. Lambert

	C. Nonresident Temporary
 
		TP41499	Jay A. Wortmann
		TP41500	Susan Ulman
		TP41501	Todd M. Deitemyer
		TP41502	Sean H. Delzell*
		TP41503	Christopher Chen*
		TP41504	Dean R. Hobart*
		TP41505	Dean R. Hobart*

VI.	AMC Initial Applications

	A. To approve:

		AM12201	MountainSeed Appraisal Management, LLC
			
VII.	CONSENT AGENDA 

To close without prejudice the following appraiser’s license/certificate that fail to renew within their 90-day grace period.
	
	10247
	Jean A. Blackwell

	10618
	Darren M. Rasmussen

	12043
	John F. Murphy

	20746
	Mary T. Duncan

	21298
	Joseph Hirshouer

	21305
	Jerolyn K. Elder-Blackburn

	21786
	Kyle C. Norris

	21792
	George E. Shosted

	22227
	Vance D. Randall 



				2014/JAN 		2014/FEB
COMPLAINTS FILED*			8 			7

At the monthly meetings the following action was taken by the Board 
DISMISSED 				4 			5
LETTER OF CONCERN 			3 			2
LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION 		3 			2
LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE		1 			4
PROBATION 				0 			5
CONSENT 				1 			0
REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING 		1 			1
REFER TO FORMAL HEARING 		1 			0
SUSPENSION 				1 			0
SURRENDER				0 			0
REVOCATION 				0 			0
CEASE & DESIST				0 			0


*Complaints filed are those that have been received by the Board office that month.  Due process allows the Respondent to reply within 30 days of receipt of the complaint, and the Board has 75 days to hear the case from the date the reply is received.  
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