Board of Appraisal
Minutes for meeting held 5/22/2014

AMENDED FINAL MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
May 22nd, 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: 
Frank Ugenti 
Erik Clinite 
James Heaslet, Vice Chair
Mike Petrus, Chair 
Jeff Nolan
Mark Keller 
Fred Brewster

Staff Attendance: 
Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General 
Linda Beatty, Staff 
Jessica Sapio, Staff

After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, the approval of the minutes for the April 18th, 2014 Board Meeting was considered.  Mark Keller and Erik Clinite pointed out some typographical errors. Mark Keller motioned to approve the minutes with the corrections noted. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion carried with six (6) ayes, 0 nays, one (1) abstained (Jeff Nolan) 

Mike Petrus made a call to the public. There being no one present who wanted to speak, he moved on to the Complaint Review. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3648, Leif Stormo 
[bookmark: _GoBack]This matter was before the Board for discussion, consideration and possible action regarding review of Respondent’s counter offer regarding his Letter of Due Diligence and additional research completed.  The Respondent was present for this meeting. Mike Petrus acknowledged that Mr. Stormo’s assertions regarding HUD new home guidelines were correct.  James Heaslet agreed and stated that conclusion #5 and Scope of Work violations should be stricken. Mike Petrus noted that although the Board did not hammer the Respondent on the sales concession issues, they were in agreement with the investigator’s report that the concessions were handled inconsistently. The Respondent was able to sufficiently answer their questions with the reasoning behind his adjustments. 



The Respondent was asked additional questions regarding the lack of weight on the cost approach and level of detail of the upgrades of the comparable sales. Based upon the Respondent’s answers, conclusion #2 was also stricken. After further discussion, James Heaslet made a motion to modify the proposed discipline to a Level 1, non-disciplinary Letter of Concern with USPAP violations of SR1-1(a) and 1-4(a) citing conclusions 3 and 4. Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3680, Clinton J. Caffrey 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Frank Ugenti read the Board summary into the record. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser inflated the opinion of value to support the purchase price.  The complaint further alleges that the respondent relied upon homes with significantly larger livable areas and located in communities over 30 miles from the subject property.  The respondent states that the subject is located in the small town of Holbrook with limited sales available. Mr. Caffrey defends the comparable sales used as the best available data as of the effective date of appraisal and as superior to the alternative sales provided by the complainant.  The subject is a single family residence located in Holbrook and the appraisal has an effective date of March, 2013. Mike Petrus questioned the respondent about his work experience in Holbrook. Mr. Caffrey stated that he does most of his work in the area and is one of very few appraisers that work that market.  Questions from Board members to the Respondent included the lack of sales data in the area and his support for the location adjustments used.  The Respondent answered the questions well and displayed his geographical competency.  After additional discussion, James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss the case. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Case 3653, Larry Stewart 
Frank Ugenti recused himself from this case. The Respondent appeared telephonically for this meeting.   
Mark Keller questioned the Respondent about his research into how lenders make loans on tribal lands when only the improvements are encumbered. The Respondent did not understand the question. Further discussion regarding the extensive calculations used to arrive at the adjustment for fee simple comparable sales ensued. The Respondent stated that the methodology used was a formula he learned from an MAI in Kingman and an SRA in Bullhead City. Both the Respondent and Mike Petrus acknowledged the lack of continuing education classes that cover this topic. Mike Petrus asked the Respondent if the adjustment might have been better placed under the ownership interest (fee simple) rather than the site line adjustment.  The Respondent acknowledged perhaps it would have been less confusing, since no site size adjustments were warranted.  After further discussion, Fred Brewster made a motion to dismiss the complaint. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion.  On a roll call vote: 
Fred Brewster-Aye 		Jeff Nolan-Aye 		Mark Keller-Nay
James Heaslet-Abstain	 	Mike Petrus-Aye	Erik Clinite-Nay

The motion passed with 3 ayes, and 2 nays, 1 abstain (James Heaslet) and 1 recusal (Frank Ugenti).


Initial File Review for Case 3661, Warren Roy Tolson 
The Respondent was present for this meeting with his attorney, Michael Orcutt. Erik Clinite reported that he has had a working relationship with the attorney and their firm, but that he could hear the case impartially.  Frank Ugenti read the Board summary into the records. The complainant is the property owner who alleges that the respondent did not accurately identify the subject’s zoning, size, and property history. The complaint further alleges that the appraiser’s failure to consider the negative impact of a waterline easement and potential subdivision development resulted in a flawed highest and best use analysis and comparable selection. The respondent states that the appraisal assignment was to provide a retrospective value estimate of the impact of the waterline easement. Mr. Tolson reports that the allegations in the complaint are based upon events that occurred after the effective date of value and would have no bearing on his analysis.The subject is a vacant parcel located in Mesa and had an effective date of value in February, 2012. 
The Respondent gave an opening statement that outlined the type of appraisal that was completed (diminution of value) and that the issues formed in the complaint involved events that occurred after the date of report. Mark Keller led the discussion on the proper methodology to value a utility easement. The Respondent answered the questions to the best of his ability, but failed to satisfy the Board member’s concerns. James Heaslet made a motion to table the issue, provide the Respondent with a copy of the investigator’s report and invite Mr. Tolson back to an informal hearing.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  Mike Petrus suggested that the Respondent submit any rebuttal to the investigator’s report in writing ahead of time to allow the Board to properly review his response. 
Initial File Review for Case 3659, Peter Manning 
The Respondent appeared telephonically for this meeting. Mark Keller read the Board summary into the records. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser made numerous errors and overvalued the subject property by relying upon comparables of superior quality.  The complaint further alleges that the appraiser’s webpage advertises fees based upon property values.  The respondent defends the comparable sales used and reports that adequate adjustments were analyzed and applied.  Mr. Manning states that the complaint did not include a complete copy of the report and that the website information is outdated and irrelevant. The subject is a single family residence located in Mesa and had an effective date of value in October, 2013. 
Frank Ugenti questioned the Respondent about his website. The Respondent stated that he no longer has a website. Frank Ugenti replied that he was able to pull up a current website with the Respondent’s name. Mr. Manning believed it was an old website that was provided by his software company and may have been kept active without his knowledge. Frank Ugenti suggested he look into it and not to continue to advertise his fees based upon the value of the property. Additional discussion ensued regarding the Respondent’s identification of the subject neighborhood of 40 square miles, significant differences in the quality of site improvements and the lack of proper adjustments. James Heaslet made a motion to table the issue, provide the Respondent with a copy of the investigator’s report and invite Mr. Manning back to an informal hearing.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
Initial File Review for Case 3676, Albert J. Morales, Jr. 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Mark Keller read the Board summary into the record. The complainant is the buyer who alleges that the appraiser failed to identify necessary repairs that impacted the safety of the subject property. The complaint further alleges that the inspection was completed with no electrical service and the report lacked a Supervisory Appraiser. The respondent states that the VA does not require the utilities are on when completing the assignment and that no inspection reports were provided to him for consideration. Mr. Morales also states that as a Certified General Appraiser, he is qualified to complete the appraisal assignment without a Supervisory Appraiser. The subject is a condominium located in Tucson and the appraisal has an effective date of February, 2014. Mark Keller made a statement that it is ultimately the buyer’s responsibility to perform their due diligence and that the appraiser’s responsibility is to report value, not to evaluate the working condition of mechanical items. James Heaslet stated that the VA does not require the subject property to have utilities turned on for the appraiser to complete their inspection. James Heaslet noted that the Respondent‘s licensing level qualifies him to complete the assignment without a supervisory signature.  James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss the case. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3660, Steven Merriott
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  James Heaslet read the Board summary into the record. The complaint was filed by the property owner who alleges that he engaged the respondent to appraise his home in September 2013. The owner further alleges that he paid Mr. Merriott $400 (cash) on September 2, 2013 for the assignment. Although multiple attempts were made to obtain the appraisal, Mr. Merriott never produced a report.  The respondent requested an extension to his response deadline, but failed to supply a reply.  In his request for extension, Mr. Merriott states that he would “gather and copy my work file” to include with his response. 
The Respondent made a statement that he was engaged by the property owner and that the assignment was a summary report for listing purposes.  The Respondent stated that no appraisal was ever completed and that his workfile was incomplete due to family issues and his recent traveling. Mike Petrus questioned the Respondent if he took the client’s cash and did not complete the assignment. The Respondent acknowledged that he returned the client’s money once he learned of the complaint.  According to the Respondent, he inspected the subject property and it was found to be far more complex than originally thought. Mr. Merriott stated that he had many conversations with the owner to discuss a change in the scope of work and that there were no comparables sales to support a credible estimate of market value. He completed a cost approach that was retained in his workfile and had attempted to decline the assignment and return the client’s money on several occasions.  Additional discussion ensued with Frank Ugenti questioning the Respondent’s unethical behavior in stringing the owner along with false statements and excuses.  Mark Keller stated that this type of behavior gives all appraisers a bad name and that, as a profession, we should be held to a higher standard. 




Frank Ugenti questioned staff as to Mr. Merriott’s prior complaint history and if they had confirmed the home owner received his money back. Staff reported that this was Mr. Merriott’s first complaint and that the investigator confirmed with the owners that they received their money. Based upon it being his first complaint in 11 years as an appraiser, Frank Ugenti stated he was more inclined to consider suspension rather than revocation.  Frank Ugenti then made a motion for a Level 4 violation with 30-day suspension, citing ethics and workfile violations, continuing education to include 15-hour USPAP with exam. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously on a roll call vote. 

After lunch, the Respondent requested an opportunity to make an additional statement on his own behalf. Mr. Merriott reiterated that he made many attempts to walk away from the assignment and that the client wouldn’t take no for an answer, threatening him with a formal complaint.  The Respondent stated that he did provide a service to the client in the extent of the research, inspection and preparation of the cost approach that he completed. The Board thanked the Respondent for his time, but that their original conclusion was not swayed by any information he provided.  

Initial File Review for Case 3663, Benjamin Perrine 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Mike Petrus read the Board summary into the record. The complainant is the lender who had the appraisal reviewed and alleges that the appraisal was not properly prepared and was extremely misleading. The lender stated that the appraiser relied upon comparable sales that did not represent legitimate market transactions. The respondent reports that he notified the client of the complexity of the assignment due to a lack of any comparable sales data. Mr. Perrine states that he used the only sales available and that he properly disclosed and analyzed the data.  The subject is a triplex located in Winslow and the appraisal has an effective date of December, 2013. 

The Respondent stated that he felt he disclosed the difficulty of the assignment and covered everything appropriately. James Heaslet questioned Mr. Perrine’s use of Comparable Sale No. 1 that was a part of a multi-property transaction. The Respondent stated that it was the only sale of a multi-family property in Winslow and that he confirmed the attributed purchase price with the Realtor.  Mike Petrus asked whether the property was listed as a multi-property sale. The Respondent said it was not and that he fully disclosed the multi-property nature of the transaction and was not trying to be misleading.  After further discussion, James Heaslet reported that he felt the Respondent provided adequate disclosure and discussion. Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed with 6 Ayes and 1 Recusal (Frank Ugenti).

New Business, Item 1 on the Agenda, Joseph Hirshouer 
Mike Petrus introduced the first item under New Business was for the discussion, consideration and possible action relating to Mr. Hirshouer’s request to have his expired credential reinstated.  Frank Ugenti asked the Respondent how long he had been appraising. The Respondent replied since 2006. The Respondent stated that when he contacted the Board office, he was told that he had 1-year to reinstate his license after expiration.  James Heaslet stated that he was confident the Board office would not have given out obviously incorrect information.  Mark Keller questioned the Respondent whether he had a Real Estate license as well. The Respondent replied that he did. Mark Keller suggested that perhaps the confusion came about because Realtors are given a 1-year period to reinstate after their license expires.  Frank Ugenti noted that the Board does not have the authority to grant his request by overriding State statute. No further action was taken by the Board.

Initial File Review for Case 3678, Kent D. Maas 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  James Heaslet read the Board summary into the record. The complainant is a lender (Flagstar Bank) who had the respondent’s appraisal reviewed retrospectively. The reviewer concluded to a value significantly lower than the original appraisal and noted that the respondent used sales from outside of the subject neighborhood from superior locations. The complainant acknowledges that due to the date of report, USPAP does not require the respondent to retain his workfile. Nonetheless, they respectfully request that the Board process this complaint properly.  Due to the effective date of appraisal, the respondent no longer has possession of his workfile. The respondent states that the unique qualities of the subject made it necessary to expand the comparable search parameters. Mr. Maas defends his comparable sales as the best available data at the time of appraisal and that the reviewer’s comparables were more proximate by significantly inferior to the subject. The subject is a single-family residence located in Tucson and the appraisal has an effective date of May, 2008.

Due to the age of the report and for the sake of consistency, Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss. James Heaslet seconded the motion. Prior to a vote, Mark Keller made the comment that although USPAP requires an appraiser to maintain their workfile for 5 years, that it is a minimum requirement.  Mark Keller further noted that with today’s electronic storage capabilities, it may serve appraisers to maintain their files beyond the 5-year requirement.  James Heaslet made an additional comment that the complainant (Flagstar Bank) was chastised at the AARO conference for submitting voluminous complaints that were largely without merit.  The motion to dismiss passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Case 3674, Robin Dean 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Mark Keller read the Board summary into the record. The complainant is the lender who had the appraisal reviewed and alleges that the appraiser made radical changes to the report with little explanation. The lender further states that the appraiser failed to adequately analyze the subject sales/listing history and relied upon inappropriate comparables with unsupported adjustments.  The respondent states that the subject was new construction and that, although requested, [s]he was not provided with the correct sales price and upgrade options. Upon receipt of the correct contract information, the appraiser re-inspected the subject and provided a new date of report with new comparable sales to better reflect the subject’s proposed construction.  The subject is a single family residence located in Tucson and the appraisal has an effective date of November, 2013. 
The Respondent made a statement that she appreciated the Board’s work and feedback in the cases she sat through. James Heaslet stated that individually the two appraisal reports are very clean with no apparent violations, but that viewing them side by side gave him great concern. The Respondent stated that information from the builder’s sales office was very difficult to obtain and was originally incorrect. Although Ms. Dean repeatedly requested information, it was never provided and she completed the assignment with the limited data she had. When the client came back to her with a revised sales contract, she prepared a new appraisal based upon the new contract and what she considered to be superior sales data.  James Heaslet stated that the changes between the two reports gave the appearance of ‘appraising to the contract’, a preconceived value conclusion.  Further discussion ensued regarding similarities and differences in the two reports and that the subject interior finishes were mostly completed at the time of the first inspection and the final upgrades could not have resulted in the $110,000+ difference in value. James Heaslet made a motion for a level 2 violation, letter of due diligence citing USPAP violations of SR1-4. Continuing education to include 15-hr USPAP with exam, 7-hrs sales approach and 7-hrs cost approach, with no continuing education. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed with 5 Ayes, 1 Nay and 1 recusal (Frank Ugenti).

The Board recessed for lunch until 1:00 p.m.

Informal Hearing for Case 3658, Sheryl Johnson 

This matter was before the Board at the April 18, 2014 meeting as Initial File Review.  The subject is an appraisal of a single family residence located in Ahwatukee with an effective date of July, 2013. The Respondent was present at that meeting and did not believe there were any USPAP violations in her appraisal.  Mike Petrus stated that the investigator’s report was quite lengthy on this case.  A motion was made to send the investigator’s report to the Respondent and invite her to an Informal Hearing. The Respondent waived her right to a 35 day notice and was placed on the May agenda.

The Respondent appeared before the Board for this matter.  Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing and Board Members were introduced.  The Respondent was questioned as to whether she had reviewed the investigator’s report and stated she had. Ms. Johnson stated that she disagreed with some of the findings in the investigator’s report.   Board members questioned the Respondent regarding which findings she felt were not correct and about the methodology behind her adjustments. The Respondent acknowledged some of the issues in the investigator’s report were typographical errors on her part and answered the Board’s questions to the best of her ability. After further discussion,    James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Formal Hearing for Case 3441, Kurt Goeppner 
The Respondent provided exhibits and appeared telephonically for this meeting. Mike Petrus read the introduction to the formal hearing and Board Members were introduced. Jeanne Galvin presented an opening statement with the facts of the case. Mr. Goeppner made a statement strongly disagreeing with the Assistant Attorney General’s assertions and stated that he is not a liar. Shortly after Jeanne Galvin called her first witness (Linda Beatty) Mr. Goeppner stated that he was having a hard time hearing the witness and disconnected the phone call. Staff rearranged the desks and microphones and attempted to call Mr. Goeppner on his number of record.  The Respondent did not answer any calls. At that time, the Assistant Attorney General went forward with the questioning of the witness and made a closing statement.  After hearing the evidence in the case Erik Clinite made a motion to accept the Findings of Fact as presented. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Erik Clinite made a motion to accept the Conclusions of Law as presented. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Erik Clinite made a motion to accept the Order of Discipline as presented. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  Jeanne Galvin requested that the final dates in the suspension be adjusted to allow staff to prepare the order and allow the Respondent proper time to appeal. The Board granted the request.   The formal hearing was concluded. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3502, Jonathan George 
This matter was before the Board for Discussion, consideration and possible action for alleged non-compliance of signed board action, including probation with mentorship, audited appraisals requested in January, 2014 and additional education.  Mike Petrus suggested the Board table this item until staff has an opportunity to update the Board on the status of Mr. George’s case. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3573, Linda Dutil 
This matter was before the Board for discussion, consideration and possible action following Respondent’s proposed counteroffer.  Mike Petrus stated that the Respondent’s counter offer states that her actions did not result in harm to the public.  However, Mike Petrus noted that the homeowner was harmed if her failure to consider an increasing market influenced her conclusion of value. Discussion ensued regarding the Respondent’s proposed counteroffer. Ultimately, the Board found no reason to reconsider their original findings.  Mike Petrus made a motion to reject the counter offer and re-offer the same letter of remedial action and allow the Respondent 10 days to sign, or the Board will move the matter to formal hearing. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

12 Month File Reviews 
Jeanne Galvin updated the Board on cases over 12-month’s old.  The ALJ decision on the Frank Rose case was just received and would be placed upon the June schedule for the Board to consider.  The Formal Hearing for Kurt Goeppner took place earlier in today’s meeting. There were no other cases currently over 12-months.

Report by Assistant Attorney General and Executive Director 
Reporting on the Assistant Attorney General’s assignments, Jeanne Galvin said that she was current from last month and has only a couple of Consent and Notice of Hearings from March that need to be drafted. Linda Beatty reported there were two reply due dates for Complaints that had been extended in the prior month.



The Executive Director provided a written report due to her absence:

On May 8th, Juanita Coghill, Jessica Sapio and I met with representatives from DPS regarding the upcoming changes to the way the Board processes criminal background checks.  The new law (Bill2239) effective July 24th, changes procedures for the Board of Appraisal from a criminal history report being delivered by DPS to the Board, to a clearance card being given to the applicant and its results being reported to the Board.  The DPS representative recommended applicants request this clearance card as early as six months prior to their license expiration.  I recommend we begin the implementation as soon as possible, starting with the notifications that are sent out in the beginning of June for the August renewals.  A letter will be drafted to accompany the renewal packet explaining the change.  A few items to be aware of include:
	(1) The background checks are for new AND renewal applicants; and
	(2) The cost of the background checks are $67.00 by check or money order made 		      payable to DPS (until credit cards can be accepted by the Board); and
	(3) The background checks will take approximately 4 to 6 weeks for them to process at 	    	      DPS if there is no “hit”, and an additional 4 weeks if there are one or more “hits”.
	(4) The clearance cards are good for six years and during this period the Board will be 	   	     notified if the applicant is arrested anywhere in the U.S. during this time period.
	(5) The applicant must complete a DPS issued form separate from the Board’s 	    	      	     application, and this form must be submitted directly to DPS along with their 	   	   	     fingerprint card. DPS will provide and the Board office will be sending this form, a 	   	     fingerprint card, and a separate envelope with DPS’ address on it.  
This new process will be applicable to all appraisers including registered Trainees & Supervisors, as well as AMC’s.  It will not be applicable to Property Tax Agents who are exempt from criminal background checks.  

At least once every five years, a review is completed by the Library, Archives and Public Records Center (a division of the AZ Secretary of State) to determine the retention periods for every agency, department or division.  The retention period for the Board of Appraisal has been reviewed and a request to modify the period of retention was approved by the appropriate authorities.   The major change is the complaint records will be kept for a period of 10 years after action taken, rather than the 50 years that was originally in place.  This is in conformance with other similar agencies.  A request was made for electronic files to be the official file going forward. We are currently reviewing their requirements to determine if we can comply. 

James Heaslet noted in the Executive Director’s report that with the upcoming legislative changes, perhaps the Board staff should be proactive and notify appraisers of upcoming DPS background checks.  Further discussion ensued with comments from the audience. Mike Petrus stated that when the Executive Director returns, further discussion of staff procedures to handle these changes will ensue.

Rules/Legislative Committee 
Frank Ugenti reported that the Committee met May 7th and had spent the past 10 months working on the draft rules for SB1316. He recommended the Board accept the proposed draft rules as passed by the committee.  Jeanne Galvin advised that the next step in the process is for the Board to request a docket be opened and file a notice of proposed rulemaking. Frank Ugenti made a motion to open a rulemaking docket and file the notice of proposed rulemaking which will trigger a public comment period. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
  
Application Review Committee Report 
James Heaslet stated that the Application Committee met Tuesday and recommended approval of the April 17, 2014 minutes and reviewed the recommendations as documented on pages 13, 14, and 15 of these minutes. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the committee’s recommendations. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed with 5 Ayes and Frank Ugenti and Mark Keller  abstaining. 

Education Committee 
Jeff Nolan stated that the Appraisal Education Committee met May 20th and tabled the review of auditors for consideration by the full board and tabled approval of the April 17th minutes, due to a lack of a quorum.  A motion was made by Jeff Nolan to accept the committee’s recommendations of the classes shown on the Education Summary found on pages 12 & 13 of this document. James Heaslet seconded it. The motion passed with 6 Ayes and 1 Abstain (Fred Brewster).

A discussion of the Auditor program ensued regarding minimum qualifications, prior disciplinary history and approval of the current applicants. Staff confirmed that all of the current applicants were in good standing. Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept the applicants and allow the Executive Director to move forward with the auditor program. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed with 6 Ayes and 1 Abstain (Fred Brewster).

New Business, Item 2 on the Agenda, Homequant 
Mike Petrus introduced the second item under New Business was for the discussion, consideration and possible action relating to information provided by Roy Morris regarding valuation services offered by Homequant.   After brief discussion, James Heaslet made a motion to take no action. Mark Keller seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

New Business, Item 3 on the Agenda, AMC Proposed Rules 
Mike Petrus introduced the third item under New Business was for the discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the submission of a response to the proposed AMC rules.  Frank Ugenti stated that he believed the last line in the response to question number 7 should be stricken. Discussion ensued regarding clarification of the intent of Dodd-Frank regarding appraisal reviews, noting that administrative reviews may be an alternative to USPAP Standard 3 reviews.  After brief discussion, Mike Petrus stated that they would direct the Executive Director to consider the modifications discussed. 




Old Business: Case 3334, Randall Lineberger 
Mike Petrus introduced the only item under Old Business was for the discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the voluntary submission of additional reports for audit and the corresponding investigator’s report.  James Heaslet left the meeting.  At the March meeting, the Board offered the respondent a Level II, LDD with CE allowed.  The respondent signed the Letter of Due Diligence and voluntarily submitted his log for audit and three files were reviewed.  James Heaslet rejoined the Board.  Discussion ensued regarding the findings in the investigator’s report citing the appraiser’s voluntary compliance with the audit.  James Heaslet made a motion to send the Respondent a copy of the investigator’s report with a letter of advice to review the deficiencies noted in the review. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Confirmation of Meeting Dates 
Next month’s Committee meetings will be held in the conference room of the Board office on June 19th at the following times:
Application Committee 		9:30 a.m.
Education Committee		10:00 a.m.
Rules & Legislative Committee	- No scheduled meetings are planned at this time 
Budget Committee		- No scheduled meetings are planned at this time 

The Regular Board meeting will be held on June 20th in the basement conference rooms in the same building at 8:30 a.m.
The meeting then adjourned at 3:45 p.m.


RECOMMENDATIONS
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 


To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Education Committee

Date:	May 22, 2014

Re:	May 22, 2014 Recommendations

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

1. Other Business
1. Table approval of the April 17, 2014 minutes due to lack of quorum
1. Defer discussion to the full Board on minimum criteria and approval of Volunteer Auditors.

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING COURSES:

1. Submitted Education
	A.	Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved

Appraisal Institute
		Application and Interpretation of Simple Linear Regression, 0514-XXX, 15 hours.
		Marv Wolverton
		Residential Applications: Using Technology to Measure & Support Assignment Results, 0514-XXX, 7 hours.
		Jim Atwood
		Residential Applications Part 2, 0514-XXX, 7 hours.
		Jim Atwood

The Columbia Institute
		New Construction – A Residential Valuation, No. 152, 0514-XXX, 8 hours.
		Howard Charles Johnson, Bernerd Boarnet, Diana Jacob, Martin Molloy, John Dingeman

1. By Consent Agenda
3. Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved

Appraisal Institute
		Using Spreadsheet Programs in Real Estate Appraisal – Synchronous, distance education, D0514-XXX, 7 hours.
		Jim Amorin

3. Continuing Education – Renewals – Not AQB Approved
		Appraisal Institute
		Income Approach for Resisdential Appraisers, ABA #0513-1175, 7 hours
		Rich Dubay

		Arizona Appraisers State Conference	
		Supervising Appraisers, ABA #0411-1012, 7 hours
		Joanna Conde’

		The Columbia Institute
		Residential Sales Comparison – The Adjustment Process, No. 151, ABA #0513-1177, 8 hours
		Howard Charles Johnson, Bernerd Boarnet, Diana Jacob, Martin Molloy, Roy Morris, John Dingeman

3. Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved
		Hogan School of Real Estate, Inc.
		Methodology and Application of Sales Comparison, ABA #D0513-1176, distance education, 7 hours
		James Hogan

		McKissock, LP
		Modern Green Building Concepts, ABA #D0513-1174, distance education, 6 hours
		Dan Bradley



RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW


To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Application Review Committee

Date:	May 22, 2014

Re:	May 20, 2014 Recommendations

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

II.	Other Business

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

	
	5/2012
	
	5/2013
	
	5/2014

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	322
	
	275
	
	257

	Certified Residential
	1147
	
	1125
	
	1116

	Certified General	
	796
	
	780
	
	790

	May Totals
	2265
	
	2180
	
	2163

	Nonresident Temporary
	70
	
	76
	
	82

	Property Tax Agents
	360
	
	346
	
	339

	Appraisal Management Co.
	147
	
	176
	
	165


	
	B. 	Approval of the April 17, 2014 minutes.

	C. To approve Francesco Ugenti Certified Residential #21359, renewal and take no further action.

	D.	To approve Robert F. Temple’s, Jr. Certified General #30322, request to take an online 7-hour USPAP course for renewal. 



III.	Substantive Review 

	A.	 Licensed Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		 1)	To find substantively complete:
  
			AL12270	Joseph M. Turner (by reciprocity)
		
	
	B.	 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		 1)	To find substantively complete:
 
			AR12150	Amberina A. Spear

		 2)	To table:

			AR12130	Charles P. Merican

	C.	 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted 

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AG12165	Laura Bechdel-Riley (by reciprocity)
			AG12276	Shannon C. Wheeler (by reciprocity)
  
IV.	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
		
	A.	Reciprocity

		12063	Thomas E. Baker
		12064	Ronald D. Choate
		32021	Mark W. Smith
		32022	Ryan D. McCafferty
		32024	Nancy A. Miller

	B. Nonresident Temporary

		TP41512	Steven J. Henderson
		TP41514	Roland DeMilleret
		TP41515	Courtney S. Lawless
		TP41516	Adam P. Engel
		TP41519	Matthew G. Kimmel
		TP41521	Christopher S. Burkhart
		TP41524	Shannon C. Wheeler
		TP41525	Alexander D. Knight
		TP41526	Karen M. Whipple
		TP41527	Linda K. Heddleson
		TP41528	Aldo D. Ciotti
		TP41529	Paul J. Niedzielski
		TP41530	Patrick A. Hallman



						     
V.	Substantive Review for AMC Initial Applications

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AM12265	Equival Appraisals, Inc.

		 2)	To find substantively incomplete:
  
			AM12248	Evaluation Zone, Inc.

	
VI.	To Approve AMC Registration Already Issued

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			40139	NationalLink Valuations, LLC
			
VII.	Consent Agenda 

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

	10476
	Joel F. Mahan

	10636
	Donald L. Hall

	11457
	Daniel J. Garant

	11461
	Michael P. Welker

	21335
	William C. Bates

	21877
	Ronald L. Danielson

	21878
	Brittany K. Brown

	22125
	Craig D. Carroll

	22233
	Portia L. Redic

	30734
	Howard S. Marshall

	31076
	J. Michael Green

	31214
	Greg A. Coates

	31579
	Scott E. Glover

	31877
	Steven E. Evans

	31878
	Tanya N. Swee

	31881
	Richard J. Edwards

	31882
	Christopher Cauthen

	31884
	David L. Child











2014/JAN  2014/FEB  2014/Mar 2014/Apr
	COMPLAINTS FILED*
	8
	7
	8
	8



At the monthly meeting, the following actions were taken by the Board:
	DISMISSED
	4
	5
	2
	2

	LETTER OF CONCERN
	3
	2
	1
	3

	LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION
	3
	2
	2
	0

	LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
	1
	4
	1
	0

	PROBATION
	0
	5
	0
	1

	CONSENT
	1
	0
	1
	0

	SUSPENSION
	1
	0
	1
	0

	SURRENDER
	0
	0
	0
	0

	REVOCATION
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CEASE & DESIST
	0
	0
	0
	0



	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	1
	1
	0
	2

	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	1
	0
	1
	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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