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Call to order and roll call
The meeting was called to order by Frank Ugenti at 8:30 a.m.
Those Board members present at roll call:
Fred Brewster
Erik Clinite
Frank Ugenti, Chair
Mike Petrus
Peggy Klimek
Greg Thorell 

Greg Wessel and Jeff Nolan were absent.

Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General 
Debra Rudd, Executive Director 
Kelly Luteijn, Staff
After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, Frank Ugenti stated that the Board members needed to vote on approval of the minutes for the March 20, 2015 and April 9, 2015 meetings. Peggy Klimek made q motion to approve the March 20th, 2015 meeting minutes. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion approved unanimously. Then, Mike Petrus made a motion to approve the April 9th, 2015 minutes. Greg Thorell seconded the motion. The motion carried 5-1 with Erik Clinite abstaining. 
Mr. Ugenti made a Call to the Public.  Joanna Conde, representing the Arizona Association of Real Estate Appraisers (AAREA), spoke saying she was disappointed in the outcome of the Special Board Meeting. She said she felt that no one had done their homework about the possible unintended consequences of the legislation that had passed last year regarding fingerprint cards. She stated that there were several parties responsible for the legislation, but felt the blame had mostly been given to the Executive Director. She said she was also upset that people seemed to be guilty before being able to defend themselves. She further said that she didn’t like aspersions cast on any appraisers that end up tainting the whole profession. Ann Susko also spoke, saying that she was mentoring an appraiser that had been sanctioned, and she wanted to talk about the education that had been required. She stated that there was a requirement to complete a 15-hour course in Basic Appraisal with an exam, but that a course like that did not exist. She also stated that courses had been required to be in person, but that is difficult due to a lack of courses available and she asked about the possibility of in-person webinars. She stated that the person she was mentoring was doing very well; she follows directions, takes criticism and is making progress. Ms. Susko had suggested that she take webinars on land and the cost approach that she had done, although they had not been a requirement of her consent agreement. Mike Petrus asked if the Executive Director can negotiate classes with Respondents that would substitute in a general sense. Jeanne Galvin said the Consent Agreements typically say when they go out that the courses should be taken in person if at all possible, so that there is leeway if it is difficult. She said it is not required if there is a hardship. 
Initial File Review for Case 3774, Bruce Greenberg
The Respondent was present. Debra Rudd read the summary.  The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges the Respondent’s appraisal has innumerable errors and deficiencies and is grossly misleading. Specific errors include; misstating the size of the subject site, failing to address the non-contiguous nature of the property and failing to support the exposure time and value conclusion. The Complainant suggests the Respondent had an advocacy position when conducting the appraisal. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent acknowledges that his analysis of Market Conditions and platting were not presented as well as they could have been, but this did not result in a misleading report. The Respondent denies having an advocacy position and defends his analyses and conclusions as appropriately documented and supported. The property is 353.82 acres of vacant land in Santa Cruz County with an effective date of the appraisal of November 2009 and a signature date of the appraisal of July 2011.

Mr. Greenberg read an opening statement and said he had provided the Board with a copy of the 2010-2011 Standards 1 & 2 with notations (as his response). He disagreed that the report contained errors and discrepancies and said that it is a Summary Appraisal Report. He said the site sizes were correct, were consistent and well defined, and the larger parcel was cited, but not analyzed or valued. He also said it had a retroactive effective date of 2009. Board members asked about the size of the subject parcel. Mr. Greenberg explained that the parcels are not contiguous, nor have the same owner, but do share a use. He said that he was asked to appraise it as one holding and cited verbiage that addressed this. Mr. Petrus said the way he explained it made sense but was not clear in the report. Mr. Greenberg agreed that it could have been written it better. He stated that he might have done a better job as to the residential market and said that the Complainant was correct in that there could have been a stronger statement about the platting, but that it is in the report. Mr. Ugenti stated they had reviewed the appraisal, and it had been investigated. Board members asked the Respondent to speak to the point (in the Complaint) about the comparables and also asked if they were all on contiguous parcels. Mr. Greenberg explained his adjustments and how he had derived them. Board members said he could have had more support in his report for adjustments made. No USPAP violations were found by Board members, although Mr. Petrus said there was not support in the work file for some of the adjustments. Ms. Klimek made a motion to dismiss. Erik Clinite seconded. Mr. Petrus said consistency-wise we find violations when there is no support in the work file. Mr. Ugenti agreed. After a roll call vote, the motion carried 4-2 (Frank Ugenti and Mike Petrus against).

Initial File Review for Case 3778, Mark Glade
The Respondent and the Complainant were both present; the Respondent was present telephonically. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the property owners who allege the Respondent made numerous errors throughout the appraisal report. Specifically, the Complainants do not understand how the Respondent could have missed the obvious defects in the subject’s septic system. The Complainants further allege that the Respondent must not have physically inspected the subject property, or he would not have missed the property’s many deficiencies. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that this complaint was heard by the Board before in Case #3609, and that to readdress these issues would result in “double jeopardy”. The Respondent notes the appraisal was made based on the extraordinary assumption that all systems are functional with no concealed damage. Mr. Glade further reports that the County requires a septic inspection; that one was completed on the subject and was provided to the Complainant. The subject septic system did not pass that inspection and the Respondent questions why the Complainant did not provide the report to him at the time of inspection or why they continued to purchase the subject knowing there were problems with the property. The property is a single family residence located in Payson with an effective date of the appraisal of July 2013.

Mr. Glade introduced himself and said the case had already been heard; the exact complaint by the Complainant’s brother who had stated he was not geographically competent. He stated the buyer had purchased the property, and the report given to him by the home inspector stated that the septic was not functional prior to close of the loan. He also understood that no conventional lender would lend on a property without a functioning septic system. He said the septic system was not readily visible. He also said they had run the water, and there was no odor or readily observable issue. He said report clearly states that they made the assumption that all systems were functioning. He said he would like others to take accountability for their actions. He said there was a Realtor involved this transaction that represented both sides. He said he was under the assumption that there was a SPUD (Seller Property Disclosure Statement) done by the seller, and neither the seller nor the real estate agent notated that the system was not functioning. He further said that the owner was aware and made the decision to purchase, although the system was not functioning. 
Mr. Brown said that he had come in from Virginia to be at the meeting and said he was shocked that the Respondent was not present in person. He continued that he felt the report was misleading. He also felt that “double jeopardy” didn’t apply in this case because it was not a court of law. Board members asked the Complainant to address only new information since the Board had already heard this case, and the complaint couldn’t be filed over and over again, even if it comes from a different party. Mr. Ugenti stated that there was a new allegation that the appraiser had not actually inspected the property, and he felt that was something new that the Board could address today. He further said that the Investigator did look into the matter as to whether the appraiser had inspected the property and, using various photo line-ups the Realtors did confirm that Mr. Glade was the person who had inspected the property. Jeanne Galvin stated that the matter before the Board is whether there is anything new in the subsequent complaint that justifies disciplinary action. She further said that the only new thing that had been raised was the question as to whether Mr. Glade had inspected the home, and the Investigator did verify and confirm that he had done the inspection. Mr. Ugenti said that the only thing that they could rule on for this case was the matter of whether he had inspected the property. Mr. Petrus said that based on that explanation, he would make a motion to dismiss. Erik Clinite seconded. The Board approved unanimously. 

New Business, Item C, Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the possibility of opening a complaint and/ or summarily suspending the license/ certificate of individuals for, in part, failure to obtain a fingerprint clearance card and possible non-disclosure of the criminal offense to the Board. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to go into Executive Session for legal advice. Mike Petrus seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Upon returning from Executive Session, Mr. Ugenti called for review of the following licenses/certificates:
David Barnett, Certified Residential Appraiser #20473 - Mr. Barnett was present with his legal counsel, Mr. Faren Akins. Mr. Ugenti stated that the Board would be identifying two things in addressing all of the licenses under this agenda item; if the appraiser had disclosed any criminal history or arrest records to the Board as required; and that they are practicing as an appraiser without a clearance card. Mr. Akins pointed to the Board’s rule R4-46-304 which states that if an appraiser is “convicted” of a crime has to “notify the Board within 20 days of entry of a plea of guilty or conviction”. He said the reason for failure to obtain the clearance card does not meet these requirements because Mr. Barnett had never been convicted of a crime, nor had he ever pled to a crime. So, he argued that Mr. Barnett had never violated that rule as far as self-disclosure since he had not violated those requirements. Mr. Ugenti clarified that on the application, it asks if he had ever been “charged with…” and he then asked if Mr. Barnett had ever been charged with anything. Mr. Akins said that Mr. Barnett renewed in person on July 30, 2014. On July 31, 2014 the incident in question occurred. Therefore, he said that Mr. Barnett had already submitted his renewal application to the Board; therefore, he had truthfully answered “no” to that question. Board members then asked where Mr. Barnett was in the clearance card process. Mr. Akins said he has completed his diversion, and it had been submitted along with all necessary documents to a case worker of the court and would soon be processed through the court. He further said that any issues Mr. Barnett may have had with the court will be dismissed with prejudice and that the fingerprinting people had assured him that there would then be no problem in getting his card. He felt it would be taken care of within the next 30 days. He said his client would be willing to refrain from his practice until the clearance card has been issued. Mr. Ugenti asked why he hadn’t been more assertive in taking care of his appeal for his clearance card. Mr. Barnett said he had been going through the process to get this rectified. Mr. Ugenti said there is no concern with failure to disclose; however, he does not have a clearance card that is required to be an appraiser (in Arizona). Mr. Ugenti moved to open a complaint for the failure to have a clearance card. Greg Thorell seconded. Mr. Petrus stated that this was an arrest, not a conviction. He asked if that would trigger any clearance card. Jeanne Galvin said it might not be a bar to getting a clearance card, but will show up on the record and will have to be addressed to the Board of Fingerprinting. Mr. Petrus asked if an individual had a clearance card and was arrested, would the card be suspended by DPS (Department of Public Safety). Debra Rudd said that it would be suspended until resolution. Mr. Ugenti stated that he had been involved in the legislation and that it was not the intention of the Board to leave this entirely up to DPS. He also said that it had never occurred to anyone working on that process that this would happen. He said he wanted to try and get it fixed, but in the meantime the Board had an obligation to hear the cases due to the statute. The motion carried unanimously.
Gabriel Riveras, Certified Residential Appraiser #22042, was present with his attorney, Burges McCowan, who said his client had fully disclosed to the Board. He said this was a very old conviction, and Mr. Riveras had been 17 at the time. He said he had been hired to remove this from Mr. Riveras’ record so he could then be eligible to obtain a clearance card. Mr. McCowan said he was in negotiation with the prosecutor to get a stipulation to streamline the process, although it could still take months. Mr. Ugenti said there had been disclosure, so there was no Ethics violation for non-disclosure, but he made a motion to open a complaint for not having a clearance card. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Ugenti again said he hoped they would be able to get a legislative “fix”, but the earliest that would happen would be next year.
Robert Nixon, Certified Residential Appraiser #21101, was present with his attorney, Carm Moehle, who said there was not a disclosure issue in this case. Mr. Ugenti confirmed that Mr. Nixon had disclosed. Mr. Moehle stated that Mr. Nixon would not get a clearance card based on the nature of the conviction. He explained that Mr. Nixon was convicted in 1987 on an Alford Plea which he said is similar to “no contest” and he had completed 15 years of probation. In 2003, the Real Estate Board had a full evidentiary hearing, including witnesses and counselors, after which they had issued him a license. The transcript went to the Board of Appraisal when he applied for his appraisal license. He said he had disclosed the conviction every two years. Mr. Moehle said that his position is that the fingerprint card legislation is a safeguard so that the Board knows the truth about an applicant. He further said that he believes that the statutory scheme in Arizona is that the Board MAY suspend or revoke based on a felon. He said he had not found a statute that says if you do not have a fingerprint clearance card, even though you disclosed, you cannot be licensed. Mr. Moehle pointed out that there had not been any other violations since 1987 and also said that concerning the plea, there were a lot of things that Mr. Nixon had to weigh when it came to supporting his family. He said he had probably made a bad decision in retrospect. He said the “Good Cause Exemption” was denied based on the type of conviction. Mr. Moehle said he believed that under statute the Board still has discretion to renew Mr. Nixon’s license. Mr. Petrus said in opening the complaint they will be able to continue that argument. Mr. Ugenti asked them to any relevant information to staff. Mr. Moehle said they would hand-deliver the information to the Board’s office. Mr. Ugenti moved to open a complaint for not having a clearance card. Greg Thorell seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 
Thomas S Bates, Certified Residential Appraiser #22177, was present and stated that he had almost the same situation as the prior individual. He had disclosed the conviction on his renewals; he had a decades-old misdemeanor to which he had pled “no contest”, but due to the nature of the conviction he was being prevented from obtaining a clearance card. He said he had just received the letter last night saying they denied his clearance card in which they said they simply will not hear the case, because of the nature of the issue. Ms. Galvin asked if he could forward that information to the Board. Mr. Ugenti said he felt this was a perfect example of why the Board needs to get the statute fixed. He said it was very unfortunate that the Board finds itself in this situation. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to open a complaint for not having a clearance card. Peggy Klimek seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Jay Clark, Certified Residential Appraiser #20154, was present and stated that when he received the Notice of Denial from DPS on August 28, 2014, he called and spoke with someone at DPS. He told them that he had been approved to carry a weapon by the FBI and DPS and was told that he would have to ask the Board. However, he got his license from the Board a few days later he thought it meant that the Board was aware of the situation and that it had been resolved. He said he didn’t realize he needed to start an appeal process. Mr. Ugenti said there was a failure in process at the Board in notifying appraisers and properly handling the denials. He further said that the Board would be curing that. Mr. Clark said he hadn’t done anything in the process yet, and he would be dealing with that. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to open a complaint due to a lack of a clearance card, and Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Initial File Review for #3779, Michael McDonald
The Complainant was present, although the Respondent was not present. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the Homeowners who allege the Respondent lacked the competency to complete the appraisal of their home based upon the inappropriate choice of comparable sales used in the report. The Complainants provided recent sales within their subdivision that they believed were better indicators of the subject’s custom upgrades and market value. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that several of the allegations in the complaint are factually incorrect and that he considered the alternative sales but did not utilize them due to their much larger livable area and superior quality. The Respondent notes that the comparables he used were all of similar quality and that two of the sales were built by the same custom home builder as the subject.  The property is a single family residence located in Scottsdale with an effective date of the appraisal of December 2014.
The Complainant introduced himself saying that he had been trying to refinance with a jumbo loan that required two appraisals. He said there had been a difference between the values of the two appraisals of $405,000. There were custom homes built by the same builder that the appraiser had not used. He said this had a significant financial impact on someone who is trying to refinance. He asked how two certified appraisals could be that far apart. Ms. Klimek had asked if he had provided comparables that had been used in the other appraisal. He said that he felt the Respondent should have used three (3) other comparables from within the same subdivision, even though they are much larger, due to similar quality and location. Mr. Petrus said there were some issues called out in the Investigative Report. He said there were questions specifically on the locational difference of the comparables that had not been addressed. Mr. Petrus asked if the home was newer and the Complainant said it had been built in 2005. Peggy Klimek stated that when you are talking about that kind of a high-end property you can’t just run a CMA for the price per square foot for the subdivision. She said you had to look at the average square foot for that subdivision. Board members talked about the comparables used in the report and agreed that they would like to go over the report with the appraiser. Mr. Petrus made a motion to invite the Respondent, requesting his presence, to an Informal Hearing and send him a copy of the Investigative Report. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case #3776, John Willis
The Respondent was present. Greg Thorell recused himself from this case. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the Homeowners who allege the Respondent undervalued their home by relying upon comparables that were smaller with inferior upgrades. The Complainants provided additional sales for consideration that reflected a higher per square foot sales price, but the Respondent did not amend his analysis or value conclusion. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states the alternative sales provided by the Complainants are either new home builder sales or 12-26 months old. The Respondent reports that the subject is a 7-year old property, and the use of new home sales would not be appropriate. Mr. Willis defends the data, analyses and value opinion in his report. The property is a single family residence located in Casa Grande with an effective date of the appraisal of December 2014.
The Respondent introduced himself and said he was there to answer any questions. Mr. Petrus said one of the issues in the complaint was that they had asked him to consider new home sales. He asked the Respondent if he had considered them. Mr. Willis said that he had, but felt that they were totally different from a seven-year-old home, and he had resale comparables that were similar quality and were better indicators than a new home. Mr. Ugenti asked why he had used Comparable 3, a 26-year-old property. The Respondent said it was a highly remodeled home brought up to a newer standard. Mr. Brewster asked him if he does a lot of appraisals in Casa Grande and if he felt competent in the area. He said he did. Mr. Petrus said he had no issues with the report and made a motion to dismiss, citing the Investigator’s Report. Mr. Ugenti seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 
Mr. Thorell rejoined the meeting. 

Old Business, Item B, Discussion, consideration and possible action concerning possible disciplinary action against the Board’s Executive Director, including but not limited to the approval and imposition of a written Performance Improvement Plan against the Executive Director.
Ms. Kirstin Story, Assistant Attorney General with the Employment Law Section, was present for this portion of the meeting and summarized the Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) that had been issued to the Board. She said it addressed several specific areas concerning Ms. Rudd’s performance. She further said that the PIP will occur over a period; the draft calls for approximately three (3) months subject to discussion and consideration by the Board. Ms. Story said that it included several deadlines within it that that the Board can discuss. Mr. Ugenti asked if Ms. Rudd had been provided with a copy of the PIP. Ms. Story said she had not yet as it was not final. Mr. Ugenti asked if the Superintendent of the Department of Financial Institutions (DFI) has the discretion to modify the PIP. Ms. Story said it currently has a three (3) month period that does have a short amount of time after it passes to DFI. She said the timeline could be tailored to be during the time that the Board would be supervising, but if it goes into the time with DFI, Mr. Kingry would have discretion in terms of his supervision. Board members discussed several items including the legal documents going outside the Board and whether that should be addressed in the PIP concerning the Attorney-client privilege; that when Ms. Rudd makes critical decisions she needs to seek legal advice and alert the people who are going to be affected by the decisions; and the recovery of the retention information which Ms. Rudd needed to make the effort to obtain. Debra Rudd responded to the items and explained why she had given the confidential document to Mr. Kingry. She said that she felt he needed to know what was happening so that he could be planning ahead with the cases that referred to the issue and she wouldn’t have provided a confidential memo to anyone else, or even to Mr. Kingry, if she didn’t believe that it was going to be in his area. Fred Brewster said that the crux of the issue was that there had been a lot of extenuating circumstances that drove those decisions to be made. He further said that he didn’t think there was malfeasance and didn't believe that she would knowingly or frivolously violate the confidentiality rule. Mr. Ugenti said he also did not think Ms. Rudd had done anything intentionally or ethically wrong through this process, but he thought giving the memo to Mr. Kingry goes back to not discussing things with legal counsel. He also said he thought this was a recurring theme and is already part of the PIP. Concerning recovering the documents, Ms. Story said she thought that the PIP anticipates efforts to recover them and that Ms. Rudd would report back as to her efforts. Ms. Rudd responded that there were emails documenting her efforts to recover the documents from DPS. She said that DPS does have to recreate the letters because they had destroyed them, and she said they were in the process of doing so. Ms. Story summarized that they were trying to decide whether to include if they want that item about the memo in the corrective action portion of the PIP and whether to formulate a motion to that end. Mike Petrus made a motion to note formally Ms. Rudd’s actions of giving a confidential document to a third party. Erik Clinite seconded. The motion carried 5-1 (Fred Brewster against). Ms. Story said the period of the PIP was currently a period of three (3) months. Mr. Thorell suggested that they consider the date that the Board meeting would have been held in July, the third Friday of the month. Ms. Galvin said they would make the dates coincide with the 90 day period. Erik Clinite made a motion is to adopt the PIP with the noted changes. Mr. Petrus seconded. The motion carried 5-1 (Fred Brewster against).
Mr. Ugenti clarified a statement that he had made in the personnel portion regarding a breakdown in communication was not meant to insinuate that Ms. Galvin has failed to communicate in this situation. In his experience, she had done an excellent job communicating with him as Chair. 

Informal Hearing for Case #3738, Christine Kelsey-Gray
The Respondent was present telephonically. Frank Ugenti recused himself from this case. Mike Petrus acted as Chair. A roll call was taken. The Respondent introduced herself. Mr. Petrus acted as Chair and read the Informal Hearing script. After the hearing had begun, it was discovered that Ms. Kelsey-Gray had not received the Investigative Report. Ms. Galvin said that the purpose of sending her the Investigative Report was to allow her to respond to it, and it would be better to give her continuation of the Informal Hearing. Mr. Petrus said that many of the questions that they were going to ask her during the hearing were going to come directly from that report. He asked to reschedule the Informal Hearing for a future agenda to forward the Investigative Report to her so that she is fully prepared. Ms. Galvin asked if she would waive her 30-day notice requirements so that they could hold the hearing at the May Board meeting. She said she would waive that requirement. Staff was directed to send the Investigative Report to Ms. Kelsey-Gray.
Frank Ugenti rejoined the meeting.

Initial File Review for Case #3781, Jay Ruffner
The Respondent was present. Ms. Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges the Respondent overvalued the subject property in an effort to hit the sales price. Specifically, the Complainant alleges the adjusted range of the comparables does not support the value opinion, and the Respondent compared PUD (Planned Unit Development) properties to Non-PUD properties without acknowledging or adjusting for market differences. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that he recalled the subject property immediately because it is located on one of the largest lots in the neighborhood, has five bedrooms, recent updating, and extensive site improvements. The Respondent notes that he chose the comparables he used in an effort to bracket the subject’s features. Mr. Ruffner defends his analysis and value conclusion as being well supported. The property is a single family residence located in Phoenix with an effective date of the appraisal of November 2014.

Mr. Ruffner introduced himself. Board members noted some “best practices” items like not addressing differences in the subdivisions and how the HOA fee impacts value; room count adjustments; his work file; the neighborhood boundaries for the subject; and a $40,000 rear yard adjustment for one of the comparables. Mr. Ruffner said he could have addressed the subdivisions better. The Respondent discussed how he determined his room count. He also said that he had the actual neighborhood boundaries on the location map and had failed to transfer it to the front page. Mr. Ruffner asked them to elaborate on what they thought was missing in his workfile because he wanted to have everything that belongs in there. Mr. Petrus recommended taking a course on workfiles that would give him a good idea of what should be in there. The Respondent explained that he had used Marshall and Swift to try and replicate the back yard for that comparable and looked at 'average' quality construction as compared to 'good' quality of construction. Mr. Ugenti noted that the Investigative Report did indicate that there were some violations. Mr. Petrus made a motion for a Letter of Concern, citing the Investigative Report and send a copy of the Investigative Report to the Respondent. He said he did not feel that additional education should be required as he would probably understand the issues from the Investigative Report. Mr. Ugenti said he didn’t think any harm had been done to the public, and he seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case #3777, Mark Reed
The Respondent was present. Ms. Rudd read the summary. The appraisal was completed for the sale of the subject, and the opinion of value came in below the contract price. The complaint was subsequently filed by the Homeowners who allege the Respondent undervalued their home by failing to use comparable sales that were similar horse properties. The Complainant’s Realtor provided additional sales for consideration they believed were better indicators of the subject’s market value. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he spent considerable time researching and analyzing the subject market and chose the best sales available. The Respondent reports that his research did not support a premium for the subject’s oversized lot and that a typical buyer would not consider the subject to be a true “horse property”. Mr. Reed notes that the subject has a very narrow rear yard and the identified “horse corral” is a pipe fence worth approximately $800.  The property is a single family residence located in Phoenix with an effective date of the appraisal of December 2014.
Mr. Reed introduced himself and said he was there to answer questions. Mr. Petrus asked if any of his comparables had horse privileges. He answered that they did because in the City of Phoenix any property over 10,000 square feet allows horses. He explained that there was nowhere to ride horses in the area. He said the Realtor had provided comparable sales for the property, but they were 10-12 miles away (in a different market area). He further said that he had done significant market analysis that indicated there was no value premium because it allows horses.   Board members also asked about his analysis of highest and best use for the report; his comparable selection as compared to the condition of the subject; his cost approach; and land values. He answered their questions saying he had done multiple analyses of a large market area to determine values. Board members asked about his work file and why it had been printed after the appraisal had been completed. The Respondent explained that he kept his data all electronically, but all the analyses were done at the time of the appraisal. Mr. Ugenti said he was in agreement with the Respondent’s analysis and interpretation of the utility of the property and what Phoenix allows and that a horse property in that area was not practical. He said it demonstrated that the Respondent had knowledge of his neighborhood. He did think that he should have made the phone call to verify that it is a lot that could be split, although he thought it was “best practices” and no harm had been done to the public. Ms. Klimek asked about a sale across the street that he had not used. She said that it wouldn’t have changed his value, but it would have supported his value more since it was more like his property. He said he didn’t know why it wasn’t put in the report off the top of his head. Mr. Ugenti asked if public members had any concerns. Mr. Clinite said he was inclined to agree with the Respondent. Mr. Brewster made a motion to dismiss the case. Mr. Petrus seconded. The motion carried 4-2 (Peggy Klimek and Greg Thorell against).

Initial File Review for Case #3780, Erik Lekander    
The Respondent was present. Ms. Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges the report had numerous USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) errors, improper choice of comparables and unsupported adjustments. The Complainant also states that there are other new home in-fill developments within the subject market that would provide more relevant sales. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent denies his report has any USPAP errors and states that his adjustments are logical and based on normally accepted concepts. The Respondent notes that adjustments for builder upgrades were reflective of the market and that the comparables he used were the best available data. Mr. Lekander reports that the new home sales referenced in the complaint are more distant and would not be representative of the subject market. The property is a single family residence located in Phoenix with an effective date of the appraisal of January 2015.

Mr. Lekander said he had been an appraiser for 20 years with no complaints and was upset about the anonymous complaint. Mr. Petrus asked if the subject was almost new construction. Mr. Lekander said the owners had been in the house for about two months. Board members asked how he had arrived at his pool and upgrade adjustments and questions about lot values. The Respondent answered their questions to their satisfaction. Mr. Petrus moved to dismiss. Mr. Brewster seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 
The meeting then recessed for lunch. Upon return, Frank Ugenti called the next item on the agenda. 

Initial File Review for Case #3782, Leslie Skora 
The Respondent was not present. Ms. Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the Homeowner, who alleges the Respondent’s appraisal had numerous significant errors. Specific allegations include misidentification of the boundaries of the Arcadia neighborhood, comparable sales from outside of Arcadia, and failure to accurately identify the condition of the comparable sales. The Complainant states that she is familiar with several of the comparables and reports them to be inferior in quality to the subject and that Comparable 4 was purchased as a “tear down”. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent defends the neighborhood boundaries as being based on an ARMLS Atlas map area that is identified as Arcadia. The Respondent states that she chose the best available sales and went outside of the defined neighborhood in an effort to bracket the subject’s larger site area. Ms. Skora reports that the sales suggested by the Homeowner at the time of inspection differed from the subject in age and livable area and were not considered reliable indicators of value for the subject property. The property is a single family residence located in Phoenix with an effective date of the appraisal of January 2015.
Board members discussed the Respondent’s neighborhood boundaries in the report. Ms. Klimek had no issues with her boundaries. Mr. Ugenti said that he did not agree that Arcadia extends to Scottsdale Road, but that her North-South boundaries were good. Board members determined that all of her comparables were in Arcadia-proper. Mr. Ugenti said that the Investigator did cite some violations. Mr. Petrus said that one of the Investigator’s concerns was the guest house and that on the comparables, according to the MLS (Multiple Listing Service) the guest houses were already included in the livable area, but the Respondent had lacked the due diligence to verify that, so the square footage had been counted as guest house and GLA (gross living area). He said this was a factual error, but when several comparables have that error, it could be due diligence. He also said that Comparable 4 had been a tear–down and had not been disclosed. Board members also discussed that the adjustments were not supported. Mr. Petrus moved to offer a Level 2, Letter of Due Diligence, citing the Investigative Report; requiring a 7-hour course in complex properties and a 7-hour course in sales comparison; 6 months to complete and no continuing education credit allowed. Ms. Klimek seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Case #3761, Steven Slaton 
The Respondent was not present. Erik Clinite recused himself from the case. Debbie summarized that Mr. Slaton had requested termination of his probation after completing the Consent Agreement requirements. She further said that the Investigator had completed a file audit for the three reports. Board members discussed the findings in the initial complaint included a lack of methodology, questions about concession adjustments that the Board did not find credible. Staff indicated that he had met all of the education requirements of his Consent Agreement. Board members then discussed the appraisals from his probation period that had been audited and that the issues did not appear to have improved. They discussed that the Respondent would benefit from working with a mentor and that the probation without a mentor had not made a difference. The time frame of probation with mentorship was discussed. Mr. Ugenti made a motion for a further three (3) months of probation with a mentor; a minimum of six (6) reports under the mentor’s supervision, but all reports from now until termination of the mentorship would be reviewed by the mentor. Mr. Petrus seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Erik Clinite returned to the meeting.

Initial File Review for Case #3775, Pascale Levin, (continued from the February 20, 2015 meeting)
The Respondent was present. Ms. 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 property is a single family residence located in Phoenix with an effective date of the appraisal of December 2014.
Ms. Levin introduced herself and gave an opening statement. She said that she was very familiar with the area, having lived there since 1998, and explained how she had completed her report. She also said that she had two recent comparables that did not support the purchase price. She said she had relied on those heavily for value and had spelled that out very clearly in the report. The Respondent said that the Realtor had not provided any sales when she disputed the value, and she had represented both the buyer and the seller with zero days on the market. Board members asked the Respondent about her golf view adjustment. She said she had done a paired sale analysis and that the subject’s view is not an open golf view, it is somewhat obstructed. She described the house and yard saying that the house and yard were very nice, but the interior was not highly upgraded. Ms. Levin said that the owners had wanted her to give credit for a Tesla hook-up. Mr. Ugenti said he didn’t know if you could prove market reaction for that item. Ms. Levin said that the rear yard had nice travertine tiles and fire pits, but the interior was not upgraded, and she said she didn’t know where the $200,000 had come from; the baths had cultured marble finishes; the interior had very nice wood floors, but they were not high end. Mike Petrus asked about the golf course view and how she had addressed that in the report. She wasn’t sure if she had described it thoroughly, but she did have a photo in there. She said she had considered it while she was working on the report. Mr. Ugenti asked about Comparable #3 and a quality adjustment. She explained her comparable selection and adjustments for quality to Board members. She again pointed out the two comparables right in the area by the same builder. Mr. Petrus asked about a revision to the report. She said the final report was correct, and she had sent that to the Board. She also said she had explained every comparable to them when they disputed her value. Mr. Petrus made a motion to dismiss, citing the Investigative Report. Mr. Thorell seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Executive Director Report
Ms. Galvin said she was working on her final assignment; a Consent Agreement from last month which should go out on Monday. Mr. Ugenti asked her about her responsibilities and how they would transfer over for the transition. Ms. Galvin said DFI is already represented by two of their attorneys, and she is working on a line of communication with them. Ms. Rudd said that there were no complaints extended by staff this month. She talked about a reduction in complaints for this year. Ms. Rudd described her last month’s activities. She talked about where they were at with the computer software. Board members asked about the software database. The Board decided to transition to the discussion on the agenda item regarding this matter.

New Business, Item E, Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the computer upgrade system, actions completed and those to be completed, impact on the same by the consolidation with DFI and payments, owed or made to TB Consulting with possible instruction to the Executive Director regarding the same. 
Ms. Rudd described issues they were having with getting the software on a server. She said it was supposed to go on the ADOA-ASET (Arizona Department of Administration-Arizona Strategic Enterprise Technology) server, but they weren’t going to be able to support our software, although she didn’t know why it hadn’t been brought up earlier. ADOA-ASET wanted TB Consulting to rewrite the software to accommodate their server. However, Ms. Rudd said that as it started getting closer to going to DFI, she wasn’t sure if the server was going to be moved to ADOA-ASET or DFI, so she asked for a software review. Staff went to  TB Consulting, along with Susan Zimmerman (IT Manager) from DFI. There was an issue that some of the forms were dated (as the process had started a couple of years ago), but TB Consulting had been told by ADOA-ASET that they had to re-create those forms exactly. She said that those forms had been updated since that time, but we do not have the right to have them changed in the software. Board members asked if we had paid TB Consulting’s final payment. She said it had not been paid; that the Board still owed them $11,200.  She said she had tried to get a decision from Lauren Kingry as to where our server would go. Mr. Kingry said he wanted to meet with TB Consulting and that we may not use it at all. Board members voiced frustration that so much money had been spent without the software being produced after so much time. Mr. Petrus said if that if TB Consulting has produced what we have asked them to produce, the fact that the software may not be used is irrelevant. Ms. Rudd said that they had given us a copy of the software and Charles Revenue at ADOA, who approves payments of the milestone had said that if we have a copy of it, we can pay them. Mr. Petrus said if ADOA has approved payment, then we should pay them. The Board asked whether TB Consulting had produced what they were supposed to. Ms. Rudd said they had delivered the product to us, but we have not been able to use it in our office. She also said that she wasn’t aware that we wouldn’t be able to change those documents. Ms. Rudd also said that it was discovered within the past couple of months that the software was written to one version of SQL (Structured Query Language) server and ADOA has a different version that created new issues. Mr. Ugenti asked when she had last reached out to ADOA-ASET. She said she put a halt to it six weeks ago when they wanted to pull the server (from the office), but she said that we were supposed to be able to test it from our computers without them just taking our server. Board members discussed whether DFI should even be involved at this point. Ms. Rudd said that she was worried that the server would be moved twice with the possibility of loss of data. Mr. Petrus made a motion that if ADOA agrees that they have reached the final milestone and met their contractual obligations the Board will make the final payment. Mr. Ugenti said they should add that the Board would get that agreement from ADOA in writing. Mr. Brewster seconded. The motion did not carry at 3-3 (Greg Thorell, Frank Ugenti, and Erik Clinite against). Ms. Klimek asked if TB Consulting wouldn’t still be bound to the contract if it doesn’t work. Ms. Rudd said ADOA-ASET had tested it last summer and asked for revisions. They had said the revisions had been completed. Mr. Clinite said he believed that TB Consulting should be paid, but he didn’t feel right paying the money without having all of the questions answered. Ms. Rudd explained her understanding that ADOA-ASET has to have a separate server to support our application, whereas all the other ones are on one version of SQL our application would be on another version. She also said ADOA-ASET wanted TB Consulting to go back and make all of the changes that she understood would be very extensive. It was going to cost more and ADOA-ASET was going to pay TB Consulting, but it was going to exceed that amount considerably. Mr. Brewster said it sounded like when we contracted with them it had originally been built to fit our server, and we changed servers; making that change would cost money. So, we would never be able to test this. Ms. Rudd said that we had anticipated originally that this software would be on our server, but after some time they decided that it wasn’t secure on our server. Mr. Ugenti asked legal counsel what the Board could do to get ADOA-ASET going on this. Ms. Galvin suggested that a couple of members of the Board and Ms. Rudd could ask for a meeting with Mr. Revenue. Then, they could ask him some of the questions they had been asking Ms. Rudd.  Mr. Ugenti said he felt they should take no action. Board members had no other motions, so the Chair said they would take no action at this time.
Greg Thorell left the meeting for a few minutes, but a quorum remained. 

Old Business, Item A, Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to written communication dated March 18, 2015 from the Appraisal Foundation, relating to its informal review of matters relating to Joanna Conde and its conclusion that Ms. Conde did not breach her instructor Performance Agreement with the AQB (Appraisal Qualifications Board). 
Joanna Conde was present. Mr. Petrus said that he had asked for this to be on the agenda. He said that the complaint against Ms. Conde (#3694) had been dismissed without hearing back from the AQB, although since that time a written communication regarding that case had been received by the Board. He commented that he wanted it to go on the record, so that appraisers would see that the AQB was of the opinion that Ms. Conde had not breached her obligations. The Board directed staff to send a copy of that letter to Ms. Conde. 



Application Review 
Frank Ugenti gave the Committee’s recommendations to the full Board as documented on page 19 of these minutes.  and Mike Petrus made a motion to approve the recommendations by the committee. Peggy Klimek seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

New Business, Item A, Education 
Board members discussed the other courses submitted for approval as documented on page 18 of these minutes. Mike Petrus made a motion to approve the courses. Ms. Klimek seconded. The motion carried unanimously. Mr. Ugenti noted that they saved approximately $2,000 this fiscal year by not having an education committee.

New Business, Item B, Discussion, consideration and possible action related to the passage of SB1480, including but not limited to creating a plan for transitioning the Board to the Department of Financial Institutions. 
Mr. Ugenti asked Ms. Rudd to update the Board on where they were at in the transition to DFI. Ms. Rudd said that the statute read that everything would be transferring over to DFI; everything that this Board had started. Ms. Galvin said that was her understanding as well. Mr. Ugenti said that Mr. Kingry had concurred that all statutes and rules remain (if applicable). He said that no statutes were going away. He said the Board understands that it is up to Mr. Kingry to create a process to deal with discipline. He was more interested in the physical move. Ms. Rudd said that Mr. Kingry was looking into the move to 44th Street and Thomas, and he had said that our group would stay together over there on the 3rd floor. He is concerned about storage for our files. He had indicated that he had wanted it to happen so that we would be up and ready to go by the 6th. She said he wanted to be ready to go as soon as possible. Ms. Rudd said that his staff is in charge of the move. Mr. Brewster asked if he was leaving the staff intact. Ms. Rudd said there would be not changes to staff. Mr. Brewster asked about the process of hearing cases and if we knew what would happen. Ms. Rudd said she knows he is working on it and is planning on informing us at some point. Ms. Galvin said the wording from the Board would have to take the transition into account in the next couple of months when deciding the next step for cases. Ms. Rudd stated that the budget would remain as a 90/10 at least for the first year which was at the recommendation of OSPB (Office of Strategic Planning and Budget). Mr. Ugenti asked Ms. Rudd to keep the Board informed of the transition and said he hoped that Mr. Kingry will let us know what his plans are for discipline.
Joanna Conde said that she met with him and said he was receptive. She said that he has spent a lot of time gathering information, and he seemed to be working to make it a smooth and fair transition. Mr. Ugenti said he hoped that we would be able to share with the appraisal community how discipline will be handled in the future. Board members talked about waiting to hear from him until after he had pinned down his plans. Mr. Ugenti said Jim Parks of the ASC (Appraisal Subcommittee) had told him that he believes there are pros and cons of having a Board. Mr. Ugenti said to leave the agenda item on for the next meeting.

New Business, Item D, Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the creation and development of written policies and procedures dealing with the Board’s receipt and processing of fingerprint clearance card information. 
Mr. Ugenti stated they were in the process of dealing with the additional 21 appraisers that had received by Notices of Denial. Ms. Rudd said, according to 32-3605, the Board is supposed to determine the policy. She asked for clarification if staff can continue to renew applicants pending DPS approval as they had been doing, as long as they do have an application in process to obtain their clearance card. Jeanne Galvin clarified that as long as an appraiser renews before their license expires and demonstrates that they have requested a clearance card, staff will renew the license/ certificate. Then, if it comes back with a Notice of Denial, the Board would take disciplinary action. Board members discussed that staff should communicate with the appraiser, when the office receives a Notice of Denial, so that the appraiser understands that they have been denied; that they are at risk of losing their license; and they have the right to appeal. Board members discussed what DFI would do after the transition and determined that neither DFI nor the Board has the authority to allow appraisers to continue to practice (without a clearance card). They thought it should be very clear that if appraisers cannot get a clearance card they will not receive their license (after a hearing process). Board members then asked if the staff was confident that they would get notice, one way or the other, of the disposition of the appraisers who had not received clearance cards. Ms. Rudd confirmed that if the appraiser gets approval after the ‘Good Cause Exception’ process the staff will get another notice. The Board discussed starting the complaint process when the Notice of Denial comes in, so that if the ‘Good Cause’ process is denied the process is not delayed, especially for those who will not receive a clearance card. Ms. Galvin said that she was hearing that when the Board gets a Notice of Denial, the appraisers should be notified, and a complaint would be opened. Board members discussed what would happen once an appraiser gets approved for a clearance card after appeal. Ms. Galvin stated that even though the appraiser had received a clearance card, they still may have committed an offense that would bar them from keeping (or obtaining) a license, so it would still go to the Board. She also said there might be three grounds on which an appraiser would be denied: 1) the appraiser does not have a clearance card; 2) the offense could be one that would bar the appraiser from keeping their license; and 3) if they had not disclosed it. Board members discussed that discipline for not disclosing on an application would be addressed on a case-by-case basis. 
Board members discussed when complaints would be opened for the remaining 21 appraisers (who had received Notices of Denial and were discussed at the last meeting). Ms. Galvin said that the Board could direct the staff to ascertain whether those appraisers had obtained clearance cards and to open complaints for those who had not. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to open a complaint against the remaining 21 appraisers on the list from the last meeting, for not having a clearance card; overriding the motion from the Special Board meeting. Mr. Brewster stated that the Board had not adopted a policy yet, and Ms. Galvin said that the performance plan that they had approved today had a requirement that Ms. Rudd provide the policy by May 15th. Staff clarified that it was less than 30 days from the May Board meeting. Ms. Galvin said they could send a letter to them now letting them know that they will have a complaint opened against them at the May Board meeting. Mr. Ugenti withdrew his motion. A motion was made by Fred Brewster to send a letter telling the appraisers that if they could not produce a clearance card by the May 15th meeting a complaint would be opened against them for failing to get a clearance card, adding verbiage to the letter saying that should they not be able to obtain a clearance card their license would be at risk (so that they are aware of the process.) Mr. Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Debra Rudd asked what the policy should be for suspensions. Board members discussed that an arrest (without a conviction) would trigger a suspension and asked Ms. Galvin what discretion the Board would have for an arrest. They also asked if they would be in compliance with statute if they allowed appraisers to practice while their appeal process (with DPS) continued. Ms. Galvin clarified that the statute says that appraisers have to have a valid clearance card, and a suspended fingerprint clearance card is not a valid card. She further said that when a licensee gets a suspension for other Boards with similar processes, they immediately open a complaint because the licensee does not have a clearance card. Mr. Brewster asked if the Board would be within their rights to allow the licensee to continue their practice as long as they are actively going through the appeal process. Ms. Galvin explained that the Board would have to open a complaint and then they could continue to practice because the Board would be pursuing its adjudication. Board members asked how long the entire revocation process would take, and Ms. Galvin said they could be at hearing in about 75 days from the date the complaint was opened. Mr. Ugenti reiterated that they needed a statutory change. He said that he had reviewed the process they had gone through for the legislation, and many individuals were in support of that bill. He said that no one foresaw that the Board was losing its discretion completely. He also said that his understanding was that the clearance card was a “check box” in the application process and the Board would still have some discretion; that they would be able to write rules on how they would (be able to utilize that discretion). Mr. Ugenti said he had spoken with some of the stakeholders, and they also had the same understanding. He said that they needed to get it fixed as an appraisal community.

Future Meetings:
The next Board meeting will be held on May 15, 2015. Jeanne Galvin said she would not be able to attend as she has another commitment for another Board. She said she is working on coverage. 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m.
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EDUCATION 
April 2015


The Board voted to approve the following classes and instructors:

I. Submitted Education

A.		Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved

				Aegis
				 a. 	Appraisal Analytics, 14 hours
	Steve O’Brien

		Allterra Group, LLC
				 a. 	2015 Keynote/The Vision for Valuation,   7 hours
	Joshua Rosner, Robert Murphy, Gerald Kifer, Robert Frazier, Rick Langdon, Ed Pinto, Ernie Durbin, Lance Coyle
				 b. 	2015 Regulatory Update/Best Practices,   7 hours
	Tom Allen, Paul Chandler, Woody Fincham, Robert Parson, Jim Park, Anthony Romano, Barry Shea, Jerry Yurek

		McKissock, LP
				 a. 	The NEW FHA Handbook 4000.1,   7 hours
Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Robert McClelland, Robert Ableson, Alex Gilbert, Dan Tosh, James Greg Harding, John Smithmyer, Steve Maher, Jeremy Johnson

II.   By Consent Agenda

	A.	Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved

		McKissock, LP
				 a.	Appraisal Review for Commercial Appraisers, Distance Education,  7 hours
					 	Paul Lorenzen

	B.	Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
				 a. 	Application & Interpretation of Simple Linear Regression, 0514-1298, 15 hours
						Marvin Wolverton
				 b.	Residential Applications, Part 2, 0514-1299,  7 hours
						Steven Atwood
				 c. 	Residential Applications- Using Technology to Measure Linear Regression, 0514-1300,  7 hours
						James Atwood

C.	 Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
				 a. 	Using Spreadsheet Programs in Real Estate Appraisals, Distance Education, D0514-1302, 15 hours
					 	Marvin Wolverton




RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW


To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Application Review Committee

Date:	April 17, 2015

Re:	April 16, 2015 Recommendations

As a result of its April 16, 2015, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:

	Substantive Review 

	A.	Renewal

		1)  To find substantively complete:

21046	Theresa L. McReynolds 

		2)  To find substantively incomplete:

21055	Steven D. Pipher  
30549	Gary Granville 

	
	B.	Applications for Reconsideration

  		1)	To find substantively complete:

		AG12595	Nikolas I. Rieser


	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
		
	A. Reciprocity
	
12076	Floyd J. DeBow	
22411	Kevin C. Fahey
22412	Linda M. Cheers   
32066	Clint W. Bumguardner
32067	Shane T. Lovelady
32070	Steven J. Johnson
32071	Richard C. Merrill


	B. Nonresident Temporary 

TP41605	Lawrence R. Paynes
TP41590	Bobby M. Row
TP41591	Scott M. Allen
TP41593	Kay C. Kauchick
TP41603	Brett M. Weinstein	
TP41610	Amanda M. Peterson Baker
TP41616	Janet M. Steuck
TP41617	Kathleen M. Mann
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COMPLAINTS FILED* 5 4 1

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

DISMISSED 10 2 1

LETTER OF CONCERN 2 1 0

LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION 0 2 3

LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE 0 1 3

PROBATION 0 0 0

CONSENT 0 0 0

SUSPENSION 0 1 1

SURRENDER 0 0 0

REVOCATION 0 0 0

CEASE & DESIST 0 0 0

REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING 0 0 1

REFER TO FORMAL HEARING 0 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.


