Board of Appraisal
Minutes for the meeting held June 19, 2015

DRAFT MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
June 19th, 2015

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
Greg Wessel
Frank Ugenti, Chair
Jeff Nolan, Vice Chair
Mike Petrus
Peggy Klimek
Greg Thorell 

Erik Clinite was absent.

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

After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, Frank Ugenti asked for a motion to approve the December 19, 2014 meeting minutes. Peggy Klimek made a motion to accept the minutes as presented. Greg Thorell seconded the motion. The motion carried 5–0–2 (Mike Petrus and Fred Brewster were absent from that meeting and thus abstained from the vote). Peggy Klimek then made a motion to approve the May 22, 2015 minutes and Greg Wessel seconded the motion. The motion carried 5-0-2 (Mike Petrus and Jeff Nolan were absent from that meeting and, therefore, abstained).

Mr. Ugenti then introduced Ryan Peters, Director of Arizona Board and Commissions, who presented plaques to the Board members in honor of their service to the State of Arizona. 

Initial File Review for Case 3784, Sheri Farrell
The Respondent was present. Peggy Klimek recused from this case. This was a continuation of the Initial File Review originally held on May 22, 2015. Debra Rudd read the summary: The complaint was filed by the Homeowner, who alleges the Respondent knowingly excluded relevant comparable sales to arrive at a lower opinion of value. The Complainant provided additional sales and listings that he believes are better indications of value for the subject property. The Complainant also alleges that the Respondent’s measurements are inaccurate and reflect a jog on the back of the home that does not exist. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent acknowledges an error in the sketch of the property, but that it would only have a minimal impact on the appraisal analysis and value opinion. The Respondent further states that the sales and listings provided by the Complainant are superior to the subject and the comparables used in the appraisal are better indicators of market value. Ms. Farrell reports that the Complainant attempted to influence her value conclusion by telling her the value he needed “to make the deal work” and suggesting which sales to use in the appraisal assignment. This was for a single family residence located in Chandler with an effective date of appraisal in February 2015.   
Board members asked about adjustments made in the report. The Respondent said there was such limited sales data in the area, and she had to rely on what she knew of the area for some adjustments. She stated that the report had been very challenging and admitted a few errors. Board members discussed the sketch and felt it had minimal effect on the value, but were concerned that the cumulative errors in adjustments could have affected value. Mike Petrus started to make a motion based on the Investigative Report (which found no violations) but then said he did find concerns, and the series of errors could have led to issues with credibility. The Respondent said she had weighted the comparable with the most similar style (tri-level) due to the lack of comparable sales of tri-level homes in the market area. She further said that without the adjustments on the other comparables, the opinion of value would have been the same. Mr. Ugenti said that there were no USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) violations cited in the Investigative Report. He did note that there were errors, although he did not think the errors impacted the value, and overall there was no harm done. He said he didn’t think the errors called for disciplinary action, but for the sake of consistency, he felt non-disciplinary action should be taken at the minimum. Mr. Petrus withdrew the start of his motion. Jeff Nolan said that while there were minor errors and inconsistencies, the Investigative Report found no violations, so he made a motion to dismiss. Greg Wessel seconded the motion. Mr. Ugenti said he would not be in favor of dismissal and felt that it warranted at least a Letter of Concern. A roll call vote failed 3-3 (Fred Brewster, Frank Ugenti and Greg Thorell against). Mr. Ugenti made a motion for a Letter of Concern noting the series of errors in the report. Fred Brewster seconded. A roll call vote passed 4-2 (Greg Wessel and Jeff Nolan against). The Respondent requested a copy of the Investigative Report and Jeanne Galvin said that it would be sent with her Letter of Concern.

Initial File Review for Case 3788, David Barnett 
The Respondent was present with his attorney, Faren Akins. Debra Rudd summarized that this was a complaint opened by the Board after the April 17, 2015 Board meeting, against the Respondent for not having a fingerprint clearance card. Mr. Akins indicated that Mr. Barnett had received a clearance card on April 27, 2015. Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

Old Business, Raymond Ferrier
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.

Mr. Ferrier was present. Kelly Luteijn summarized the situation. Mr. Ferrier clarified that he had to go through a full background investigation in 2001 when he first applied for licensure due to a felony on his record and had disclosed everything at that time. He said that there had been no subsequent law violations. He admitted some confusion with understanding how to go about getting the Notice of Denial cleared up and how to obtain a Good Cause Exception. He said he had recently submitted the application and requested time for that process to take place. Frank Ugenti made a motion to refer the case to the Department of Financial Institutions (DFI) for further disposition when all the facts are available. Board members assured Mr. Ferrier that he would still be dealing with the same staff as the process moves along. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3748, Stephanie Gauthier, Certified Residential Appraiser 21656
The Respondent was present. Frank Ugenti and Peggy Klimek recused themselves from this hearing. Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing and swore in the Respondent. Mr. Petrus recapped that the Respondent had done the review on an appraisal for which a complaint had been filed against the original appraiser. That complaint had since been adjudicated by the Board. Board members had questions about the review and had opened the complaint against this Respondent. Debra Rudd gave the history of this complaint and a summary of the Letter of Remedial Action that had been offered. Ms. Gauthier, the Respondent, requested this hearing. 

Ms. Gauthier said the errors for which she was cited were also lacking in the original appraisal and she felt there were inconsistencies in the Board’s ruling since that case had been dismissed. She had been offered a Level 2 action for the same violations the original appraiser made, and their case was dismissed. She explained how she had written her report, made adjustments and supported her methodology. She also explained her search criteria for the comparables that she had used in the report and the uniqueness of the subject’s subdivision. She further explained why she felt that the original appraiser had not supported or addressed GLA adjustments for the guest house or the site value any better than she had. Board members asked questions about her lack of additional value for the subject's site size that was larger than the sites of the comparables and about the lack of additional value given to the 6-car garage which was larger than the comparables' 3-car garages. She answered the questions to their satisfaction. Jeff Nolan made a motion for a Level 1 Letter of Concern. Mike Petrus said that she had done an excellent job of defending her report although he still had concerns about the lack of garage adjustments. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. Board members recommended taking courses on report writing and sales comparison. Greg Thorell said that he felt education should be required. Jeanne Galvin pointed out that they cannot require education with a Level 1 action. The motion for a Letter of Concern passed 3-2-2 (Mike Petrus and Greg Thorell against; Frank Ugenti and Peggy Klimek recused).

Initial File Review for Case 3793, Douglas Millett
The Respondent was present. Frank Ugenti recused from this case. Peggy Klimek stated that she knew Mr. Millett, but said she could be objective to judge the case. Debra Rudd read the summary: The complaint was filed by the Homeowner, who alleges the Respondent undervalued their home by relying upon a comparable sale that had foundation damage and another sale that was eight months old. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent incorrectly identified a comparable as an arm’s length transaction with conventional financing when it was a transfer between related parties with private financing. The Homeowner provided additional sales that would have supported the contract price, but the Respondent failed to use them in the appraisal. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that the complaint does not meet the minimum criteria for a complaint because the Homeowner did not have a complete copy of the appraisal report.  The Respondent also notes that the Complainant is not an Intended User of the appraisal.  Mr. Millett states that he considered the alternative sales provided by the Homeowner and used two of them in his report. However, neither of these sales supported the contract price, and the other sales were located in a community with higher selling prices. This was for a single family residence located in Gilbert with an effective date of appraisal in April 2015.

Mr. Millett introduced himself. Board members asked the Respondent questions about the foundation issue with one of the comparables and his analysis of that issue. The Respondent answered the questions to their satisfaction. Peggy Klimek spoke about the subject’s unique subdivision and the Complainant’s comparables that were outside of the subdivision in an area with lesser issues. The Respondent gave the example of a sale that he had not used because it appeared to be an anomaly, selling $50,000 higher than any other sale. He could not support why it had sold for so much more so he had to discount that sale. Greg Wessel made a motion to dismiss. Greg Thorell seconded. The motion carried unanimously. The Respondent requested a copy of the Investigator’s Report and Debra Rudd said it would be mailed to him. 

Old Business, Dennis Poole
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.

Mr. Poole was present. He stated that he had applied for his Good Cause Exception and was awaiting the outcome. He said the Board of Fingerprinting was voting on it today. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to refer the case to DFI for disposition.  Peggy Klimek seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Old Business, William Hall
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.

Mr. Hall was present. He said he had submitted his application for Good Cause Exception a few days earlier. Mr. Ugenti asked the staff if Mr. Poole had disclosed and they confirmed that he had. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to refer the case to DFI for disposition.  Peggy Klimek seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3779, Michael McDonald, Certified Residential #22130
Mr. McDonald was present along with Steve Hanley, a work associate. Mr. Ugenti read the introduction to the informal hearing. Roll call was taken, and the Respondent was sworn in. The Respondent had been given the Investigative Report to review prior to this meeting and he discussed some issues he had with the report. He said he didn’t agree with the methodology of the Investigator’s Comparative Market Analysis (CMA) which used a limited data set. He said he had used paired sales analyses to determine that there was no need for location adjustments. He had used historical sales data in the subject’s subdivision and looked at other sales in his competing sales subdivision. Neighborhood boundaries were discussed. Board members were satisfied with the Respondent’s answers to their questions. Frank Ugenti said he did not have a problem with the Respondent’s comparable selection. After further discussion about the comparables, Fred Brewster made a motion to dismiss. Greg Wessel seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3786, William Hall
The Respondent was present. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complaint was filed by the Homeowner, who alleges the Respondent undervalued their home by using comparable sales that were inferior in condition and location. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent only spent 15 minutes at the property and failed to recognize or attribute value to recent home improvements.  The Homeowner provided the Respondent with additional sales that she felt were more appropriate for the subject property. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states he believes the Homeowner has him confused with another appraiser that was at the property. The Respondent further states he never made any of the comments regarding the property that the Homeowner attributes to him. Mr. Hall defends his appraisal and notes that the alternative comparables were dated sales that had a larger livable area, superior upgrades or were further away than the sales presented in the report. This is on a single family residence located in Mesa with an effective date of appraisal in February 2015.

Mr. Hall said that he felt the Homeowner may have confused him with an appraiser who had inspected the house prior to him. When he was at the property, the Homeowner had spoken at length about how unhappy she had been with that appraiser. Further, he said that much of what the Complainant said he had said were things he wouldn’t ever say. Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss, based on the Investigator’s Report. Peggy Klimek seconded the motion. Frank Ugenti said that, based on his investigation and analysis of the complaint he didn’t see any issues at all. The motion carried unanimously.



Initial File Review for Case 3785, Greg Hardy           
The Respondent was present. Debra Rudd read the summary: The complaint was filed by the Homeowner, who alleges the Respondent’s appraisal had numerous errors and undervalued their home by not accurately reflecting the features and recent updating of the property. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent did not adequately support adjustments to the comparable sales and failed to address their concerns in the amended report. The Homeowner provided additional sales that he felt were more appropriate for the subject property. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent acknowledges some errors in the original appraisal that were corrected in the final report. The Respondent states he considered the alternative sales but didn’t utilize them due to their superior quality, condition, and location. Mr. Hardy defends his appraisal and notes the report provided by the Complainant is not the final version of his appraisal. This is on a single family residence located in Fort Mohave with an effective date of appraisal in February 2015.
Board members asked questions about the block fence adjacent to the subject property and his lack of analysis of it. The Respondent said that the block fence was not owned by the Homeowner, and there was a discussion about whether value could be given for an amenity that is not owned. Board members asked about a comparable in the report that he had mistakenly said was furnished. He explained that he had taken the Realtor’s indication that it was furnished from the MLS, but this had not been the case. He said once it was corrected in the report the comparable further supported his opinion of value. He also said that was the only sale that was actually in the subdivision. He said the adjacent property with the block wall had sold since the report was complete and, looking at that sale, once adjustments were applied it also supported his value. The Board also asked about the subject’s view. Frank Ugenti said the work file had substantial data, and he also said you could see the Respondent was doing field work and analysis in real time. He then asked about what appeared to be an incorrect lot size on Comparable 4 (according to the Investigator’s research), but due to the way the Respondent had made adjustments for lot sizes in his report he said it didn’t appear to affect the value. Peggy Klimek asked about seller concessions. She said if he had adjusted for them it would have tightened his range, and he should look at those adjustments for each appraisal individually. No USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) violations were noted. Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss. Peggy Klimek seconded. Frank Ugenti suggested sending the Investigative Report to the Respondent for his information. The motion carried unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3738, Christine Kelsey-Gray, Certified Residential Appraiser #20800
The Respondent was present telephonically. Frank Ugenti recused himself from this hearing. This was a continuation of an informal hearing originally held on April 17, 2015. Mike Petrus read the introduction for the informal hearing and the Respondent was sworn in. Debra Rudd updated the Board on the case. Board members asked questions about the comparables being in Tucson when the subject is in Sierra Vista (Ramsey Canyon). The Respondent shared her knowledge of the market and said that, due to the subject’s quality of construction, her only option was to look in Tucson for comparable sales. She said that the subject property is not an over improvement since there are numerous similar homes, but that those homes rarely appear on the market. She said she also looked at land values and made adjustments accordingly. Board members asked questions about land values and her site adjustments. They further said that they were not questioning that she had gone to Tucson for comparables, but that she was lacking support for her adjustments, especially pertaining to land values. Mike Petrus said he didn’t have a major problem with the report other than for the location adjustments. Peggy Klimek said there were many errors in the report and felt that the Board should offer a minimum of a level two action due to her methodology and lack of support for the land adjustments, but was taking into account that it was a very complex report. She made a motion, citing the Investigative Report, to issue a Level 2 Letter of Remedial Action requiring a 7-hour Complex Property course to be completed in six months and allowing no continuing education credit. Greg Wessel seconded. A roll call vote was taken, and the motion passed 4-2-1 (Jeff Nolan and Fred Brewster against; Frank Ugenti recused).

Old Business, Steven Scholl
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.

Mr. Scholl was present with his attorney, Tina Ezzell. Mr. Scholl had received his clearance card, but the Board was concerned as to whether he had disclosed properly in prior applications. The Notice of Denial was unclear as to whether there had been a conviction. Ms. Ezzell indicated that Mr. Scholl had never been convicted, and staff researched what was required to disclose on his original application. It had asked whether the applicant had been convicted, so it appeared that disclosure was not an issue. Frank Ugenti made a motion to take no action. Mike Petrus seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Call to the Public
Mr. Ugenti asked if there were any Calls to the Public, but there were none. 

Old Business, Jason Goldberg
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.

Mr. Goldberg was not present. Debra Rudd summarized the situation and that Mr. Goldberg is with an AMC. Staff had not initially been able to reach Mr. Goldberg, but they were now working with someone from the AMC who said Mr. Goldberg had been dealing with some personal family issues. Board members asked where he was in the process. Board members questioned if he had disclosed in his applications. Frank Ugenti made a motion to refer the case to DFI and allow them to determine if there was a non-disclosure issue.

Old Business, Neil Kilby
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.

Mr. Kilby was not present but had sent a letter to the Board members. He had not disclosed, but it had been expunged and his legal counsel at that time had told him that he didn’t need to disclose in the future. This was for a 1972 arrest. He has received his clearance card. Jeff Nolan made a motion to take no action. Mike Petrus seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Old Business, David Samuel
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.
Mr. Samuel was not present. Staff indicated that he was still working on completing his Good Cause Exception. Mike Petrus made a motion to refer the case to DFI. Frank Ugenti seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 

Old Business, Cyril Young
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to appraisers whose licenses were renewed pending receipt of the fingerprint clearance cards required by A.R.S. §32-3620(B) and the possibility of opening a complaint for (1) being denied a fingerprint clearance card/ failing to obtain a fingerprint clearance card via a Good Cause Exception; (2) practicing as an appraiser without a fingerprint clearance card; and, if applicable, (3) failure to disclose criminal history/conviction to the Board.

Mr. Young was not present. Board members questioned staff if there had been any response from Mr. Young. Staff indicated that Mr. Young had called early on and said he was not able to find his records. There was no record that he had applied for his Good Cause Exception. Mike Petrus made a motion to refer the case to DFI. Peggy Klimek seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

Executive Director’s Report
The Assistant Attorney General Jeanne Galvin reported that she was working on wrapping up William Wisniewski’s Consent Agreement. The Board had authorized her to come to an agreement with Mr. Wisniewski and his attorney. They had met earlier this week. She was expecting a signed consent agreement early next week. All of her other assignments were complete. She said she was expecting to have the assignments from this meeting completed by about July 3rd. Debra Rudd asked Ms. Galvin about any open lawsuits that would be going over to DFI. Ms. Galvin said she was only aware of one lawsuit. She continued that a person who filed a complaint against an appraiser currently has civil litigation against the title company and the Plaintiff, in that case, filed a Motion to Compel to the Board seeking disclosure of the Investigators’ Standard 3 reports. Ms. Galvin had filed an Objection to the Motion to Compel. The Plaintiff filed their reply, and they were just waiting for the court to rule.

Debra Rudd then gave her report. She said the complaint statistics showed 12 new complaints in May and 16 complaints in April. Four responses to complaints had been extended by the staff. Ms. Rudd updated the Board that the staff was moving to DFI on July 16th. She said the website will stay up for an indefinite amount of time and it will be linked back and forth with DFI’s website. She wasn’t sure if the phone numbers were going to change. 

Ms. Rudd then updated the Board about the resubmission of the rulemaking package. She said that the Governor’s exemption (to the rules moratorium) had come on June 5th for the rule-making package to continue to go forward and, in conference with Superintendent Kingry (of DFI) and his attorneys; it was re-submitted by the deadline on June 12th. She further said that it is slated to go to GRRC (Governor’s Regulatory Review Council) in August. Ms. Rudd said that they had asked GRRC not to rule on Article 3 since it deals with complaints, and it doesn’t fit with the model of how it will go forward with DFI.  When asked who made the decision, she said it was Lauren Kingry’s. Frank Ugenti asked about the removal of Article 3 from the rules package and if the changes had been discussed with stakeholders. Ms. Rudd explained it was her understanding if the article or section of the proposed rules were removed, then the current rule(s) would still remain in place.  Mr. Ugenti inquired when the process had begun to revive the rules and why they had not been informed. Ms. Rudd said that there had been ongoing discussions at DFI about how the complaint process would be handled going forward. She had been keeping the Board informed on these discussions at the past few meetings. Mike Petrus asked if there had been any other changes made to this package, other than Article 3.  She said that there were also some definitions in Article 1 (of the rules package) that had been changed. Furthermore, there were changes such as from ‘Board’ to ‘Superintendent’, or Department of Financial Institutions.  All of these changes were to comply with SB1480.  Mr. Ugenti said he was concerned that a lot of thought had gone into the rules process over a period of 10 months with stakeholders, including discussions on each word that was struck or added and said it was all done in public following GRRC’s very strict rules regarding this process. He was concerned about transparency. Ms. Rudd reported this is the same rules package only without Article 3 (the handling of the complaints) and that next year there would be clean-up legislation, as SB 1480 states. More than likely there will be another rulemaking for any cleanup needed after that legislative session. Frank Ugenti believed that removing Article 3 was a substantial change to the rules package.  Mike Petrus was concerned this had been done without the Board’s approval. 
Mr. Ugenti brought up that the Rules had been submitted with DFI letterhead with her signature and using a title that she doesn’t currently have. Ms. Rudd said that the letter was modified on Friday; that Scott Cooley had rejected that letter, and Lauren Kingry had signed the letter himself. Frank Ugenti stated he was pleased the package was going forward, but was concerned it was changed without their knowledge. 
Joanna Conde asked to speak and said that there had been some disagreement in the rules in Article 3 by many of the stakeholders; for instance, whether a complaint would be called a complaint and at what time. She said that everyone had therefore not been in agreement. She further said that Mr. Kingry had sought input from stakeholders through AAREA (Arizona Association of Real Estate Appraisers) and AI (Appraisal Institute). Mr. Ugenti asked if they had specifically discussed the rules package and that the rules would be revised. Ms. Conde said they had specifically discussed the complaint process and that they would need to replace where it says “the Board” in the rules. She said there were issues in Article 3 that she felt needed to be corrected because they were not in favor of them. Mr. Ugenti said that when he had gone back and listened to the audios for the meetings that they had all agreed on the package that they were going to move forward and they had also agreed that it wasn’t perfect, but that it wasn’t possible for everybody to agree on every line item. The Board members discussed that Ms. Rudd had not informed them that the rules package was being revived, and they were concerned about the transparency of the process.  Ms. Rudd said the choice was to go forward to salvage part of the rulemaking package, in particular those relating to the AMC rules and to help the education providers as part of ‘streamlining of government’ that coincides with Governor Ducey’s policy. Furthermore, she thought the Board would be pleased to see that all of their hard work they put into this package was going to go forward.  Ms. Rudd apologized to the Board for not informing them when it happened but said it was down to the wire as to whether it would actually work or not. She said it was the morning of June 12th when the decision was made to go forward with the resubmission, and at the time of this decision their legal counsel still wanted time to review and possibly object to parts of or the entire package. June 12th was the drop dead date for resubmission of the package.  

AMC Complaint Review, Case A0136, TSI Appraisal
Christine Hughes was present telephonically, representing TSI. Debra Rudd gave a summary: the complaint coincides with Complaint 3787 for Nicki Flores by the same Complainant and alleges that the appraisal contains multiple errors and when he addressed his concerns TSI overlooked many of the errors and only had the appraiser address two of them. Subsequently, the loan was closed, and Quicken Loans stated that the concerns had been appropriately addressed.

Mr. Ugenti stated that the Board would take Complaint 3787 separately. He also said he felt the AMC is not responsible for the results of the appraisal. The Complainant was unhappy with the results and had filed complaints against all parties simultaneously. Board members discussed whether the AMC is liable for the quality of the result of the appraisal and whether they would be liable if it turns out that the appraiser was not geographically competent or the appraisal comes back not credible. They further discussed that if the AMC is aware of a deficient appraisal, Dodd-Frank would say the AMC needs to turn the report in, but that it is a federal requirement not enforced at the state level. Ms. Hughes said that the concerns that were provided to Quicken Loans were then sent to TSI and subsequently given to the appraiser for them to address and revise the report. Mr. Petrus said that, in this case, the AMC had done their due diligence. Mr. Ugenti said if the AMC does not ask the appraiser to revise the report it would probably be bad business practice and servicing; however, the AMC is not legally accountable for the appraiser’s results. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to dismiss. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. Mr. Brewster questioned if the case shouldn’t be deferred until after the complaint against the appraiser is reviewed, because if violations are found actions should be brought against the AMC for not catching the errors; that if they have a deficient appraisal, they are supposed to report it. Board members discussed whether AMCs are required to review every appraisal to determine if there are deficiencies. Mr. Ugenti said that there is no law stating AMCs have to have a quality review on every appraisal, but if they do a quality review and they find a deficiency they have to report it. Ms. Rudd read Arizona statute 32-3672(B) which states that “each AMC seeking to be registered in this state shall certify to the Board on renewal that it has a system in place to review the quality of appraisals of all independent appraisers that are performing real property appraisal services for the AMC on a periodic basis to confirm that the real property appraisal services are being conducted in accordance with USPAP”. Mr. Brewster made a motion that the Board hold off on TSI to determine whether the appraiser is competent, but there was already an open motion. Ms. Hughes said what the Complainant was asking for had to do with an adjustment and they also wanted the appraiser to look at other comparable sales. She said the appraiser did this, and the comparables were not comparable to the property. She further said that the Complainant was contending that the appraiser is not geographically competent; however the appraiser is located 2.28 miles from the subject property and has completed 229 appraisals for TSI in that area. Board members discussed whether or not the complaint was valid against the AMC. The Board voted and the motion to dismiss carried 5-2 (Fred Brewster and Greg Thorell against).

AMC Complaint Review, Case A0137, AppraisalNation
Brian McSheehy of AppraisalNation was present. Debra Rudd gave a summary of the case. Mr. Ugenti asked Mr. McSheehy why there was a delay in payment to the Complainant. He explained that he had needed to get the Complainant’s 1099. After they had received the complaint, he requested it from her and received it immediately. He then drew the check and mailed it to her. Mr. Ugenti asked if they give appraisal assignments to appraisers for whom they do not have all the paperwork. Mr. McSheehy said to service their lenders they do sometimes hire appraisers without all their information. He said that they typically are on-time with payment, but they were so busy in the first quarter with taxes that they hadn’t gotten the Complainant’s invoice paid on time. Mr. Petrus asked if the first time they had heard that they were late in payment was when the Board sent them a complaint. Mr. McSheehy thought the Complainant had gone straight to the Board, and the first they had heard of the late payment was from the Board. Mr. Petrus asked if they had a policy in place to get payments in on time. He said that they did. Mr. Petrus noted that there were two emails in March and April that notified the AMC that they were behind in payment. Mr. Petrus made a motion to send a Letter of Concern with a reminder as the Board had done in the past. Mr. Ugenti told Mr. McSheehy that the Board was being consolidated and statute permits that AMCs can be fined up to $15,000, so he encouraged him to get their procedures in order, so they are not "repeat offenders". Mr. Ugenti seconded. The motion carried unanimously. 

New Business, Item C
Discussion, consideration and possible action related to the actions of the Appraisal Institute to introduce legislation in several states to allow alternative appraisal standards in addition to, or in lieu of USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice). Mr. Ugenti spoke about legislation that the Appraisal Institute (AI) is attempting to bring forward to change USPAP being the sole standards for the appraisal profession. He said that AI has not written its own standards. He wanted to poll the Board members to see if they wanted to make a stand on whether USPAP should remain the standard for the State of Arizona. In Texas, he said they have already changed legislation so that appraisers do not have to use USPAP as the standard. He said there was going to be an attempt in California and other states. Debra Rudd said this is very complex, and it goes back a long way with some conflict between the Appraisal Foundation and the Appraisal Institute. She said AI had gotten legislation introduced in California where it has passed in one of their houses that they could use a different standard for non-federally related transactions. She said they gave the example of a Japanese-owned bank branch in California that they wanted appraised to International Valuation Standards (IVS). She said this was discussed at AARO (Association of Appraiser Regulatory Officials), and they are going to write a letter expressing their opinion.  She further reported this could cause issues for reciprocal licensing with state regulatory bodies. She said the standards are very similar, but the IVS allows contingency fees to be paid to an appraiser and USPAP does not. She said she didn't know where it will go from here, but the last she had heard they both were reaching out to each other to try and resolve their conflicts. Mr. Ugenti said his concern as an appraiser is that he does not think any private organization should be able to write the standards. He said he prefers the concept of a neutral party (in this case a government agency) that every two years allows the standards to be revised with stakeholder input. He said AI is a big stakeholder, and they obviously get their input on USPAP revisions. He thinks it could be problematic to allow this in Arizona if we go down the path of USPAP not needing to be the standard; with appraisers having the option to choose a different standard if it isn’t federally related. Mr. Petrus said it is too premature to take a stand, and with this being the Board’s last meeting, he felt it was irrelevant. The Board consented to take no action.

Initial File Review for Case 3790, Robert Nixon     
The Respondent was present with his attorney, Carm Moehle. Mr. Moehle said that the Arizona legislature has put forth certain categories of people that will never get a clearance card. He stated that the Board has discretion, and they may or may not revoke licenses on the basis of criminal offenses. He then said the essence of their argument is that the Board needs to exercise discretion concerning this legislation. He further said that Mr. Nixon has always disclosed his history and he has been repeatedly licensed by two agencies of the State since 2003. A discussion ensued about the way statute reads with Mr. Moehle stating that purpose of the fingerprint card is to give the Board accurate information about a person’s criminal history so that the Board has information that may not have been disclosed. He stated that he did not think by law that the fingerprint clearance card is fatal and felt that the statements and posture that the Board has given in terms of not licensing appraisers who are unable to obtain fingerprint clearance cards were incorrect. Ms. Galvin argued that statute reads that the applicants are required to obtain a valid fingerprint clearance card to be licensed. She also said that you can deny an initial license or renewal if an appraiser is convicted of a felony or on other grounds. She further said to assist the Board in deciding or determining whether there is a felony; the Board has to require that they obtain a valid fingerprint clearance card. Board members discussed setting precedent that could tie DFI’s hands. They also discussed whether the case should be moved forward to let DFI handle the case; that they may find a way to do something different. Frank Ugenti made a motion to go into executive session for legal advice. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. The Board asked legal counsel from DFI to attend the executive session. 

After returning from executive session, Mr. Ugenti made a motion to refer the case to formal hearing for revocation of the license. Greg Thorell seconded the motion. Mr. Petrus said that they had been saying all day what a bad law this is and now the Board is going to make a decision on a bad law, although Mr. Nixon said that if the Board doesn’t make a decision he is prejudiced. Mr. Ugenti said it was a bad law for a couple of reasons, but this isn’t one of them. He said in his opinion this is why they wanted a law like this in place; to protect the public. He said he would do whatever he could to prevent Mr. Nixon from having a license. For clarification, Ms. Galvin said that the referral to formal hearing for revocation is based on the fact that he does not have a valid fingerprint clearance card under §32-3620. Board members said that was correct. Mr. Ugenti said the difference between Mr. Nixon and the other individuals that do not have a clearance card is that Mr. Nixon has exhausted all of the appeals process and will never be able to obtain a clearance card. The other individuals are still in process and are still eligible to go through the appeals process. He said if any other appraiser has their Good Cause Exception denied, the Board will have then set a precedence that DFI would be required to follow. He also said that he would work with DFI and any of the stakeholders to try and change the law to allow some discretion (to the agency), but he personally did not think this type of violation of law is one for which he would ever give an exception. Mr. Petrus said that they were not voting on this type of violation of law, they were voting on the fact that he doesn’t have a fingerprint clearance card. Mr. Ugenti said that was noted. Mr. Moehle stated that they would rather see the matter referred to DFI. Mr. Ugenti said that either way, it would be DFI that will be following through with the due process. Ms. Galvin said that the case will go to the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) and that ALJ (Administrative Law Judge) would make a recommendation. A roll call vote carried 6-1 (Mike Petrus against). Mr. Ugenti said that DFI will have its own Assistant Attorney Generals who will be their point of contact going forward; however, they will still be corresponding with the same staff, who are all moving with the agency to DFI.

Compliance File Review for Case 3743, Harry Feltman
The Respondent was present telephonically. Mike Petrus summarized what the required courses had been in his Consent Agreement. Mr. Feltman described the circumstances that led to him taking the incorrect courses. He said he wouldn’t have purposefully taken courses that weren’t acceptable to the Board, and he felt that he had done what he had been asked to do. He further described why he felt he had been given the discipline in the first place with which he didn’t agree. Board members discussed the courses he had taken and if they applied to his case. Mr. Feltman summarized the courses and why he felt they applied. Mr. Ugenti said he felt they were relevant courses to being an appraiser and the main goal is that the appraiser would educate himself. Mike Petrus said he would accept the education, but he wanted him to understand that his disciplinary action was not given to him just because he had not taken a photo. He said it was given to him because he didn’t disclose the area or discuss it in the report. Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept the education. Mike Petrus seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3787, Nicki Flores
The Respondent was not present. Debra Rudd read the summary: The complaint was filed by the Homeowner who alleges the Respondent’s appraisal has numerous errors and undervalues their home by failing to recognize relevant features and using comparable sales that were inferior in condition. The Complainant states that the Respondent is not a certified appraiser and questions her ability to cover three large and diverse counties.  The Complainant reports that more appropriate sales were available at the time of appraisal that should have been considered. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent acknowledges an error in the reporting of the subject’s supplemental evaporative cooling that was corrected in the amended report. Additional commentary about the livable area and neighborhood market conditions was requested from the lender and addressed by the Respondent. Ms. Flores reports that the alternative sales provided by the Complainant were in superior condition to the subject and were not applicable for use in her appraisal analysis. This is on a single family residence located in Tucson with an effective date of the appraisal in February 2015.

Board members discussed the date of the report as compared to her recent term of probation which was terminated in January 2015. Mr. Brewster made a motion to move the case to informal hearing. Ms. Galvin said that was complicated because we do not know what DFI’s process will be; if Mr. Kingry will be holding informal hearings. She said it could be referred to DFI for disposition. He then changed his motion to refer the case to DFI. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3792, Jay Clark
The Respondent was not present. Debra Rudd summarized that this was a complaint opened by the Board after the April 17, 2015 Board meeting against the Respondent for not having a valid fingerprint clearance card. Board members asked if staff knew where he was at in the process. Staff stated that they had received a letter indicating that he had retired. The expiration of his license is in August 2016. Ms. Galvin gave the options the Board had to either take action, to close the matter without prejudice (acknowledging that he is retiring and accepting the submission of his certificate). Mike Petrus made a motion to refer to DFI for disposition and adjudication. Board members talked about his disclosure in prior applications. Frank Ugenti seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3794, Joseph Jorgensen

The Respondent was not present. Debra Rudd read the summary: The complaint was filed by the Realtor, who alleges the Respondent is located in Thatcher and is not geographically competent to complete an appraisal assignment in Buckeye. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent entered the property as a Licensed Realtor and failed to respond to the reconsideration and comparable sales that were provided to him. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he is from Mesa and moved to Graham County due to a slowdown in the market, but continues to accept assignments in Maricopa County. The Respondent reports that he contacted the Complainant to confirm the subject was vacant and used his lockbox key for access. Mr. Jorgensen states that he initiated Tidewater, and the lender chose not to forward the additional sales provided by the Realtor. This is on a single family residence located in Buckeye with an effective date of the appraisal in March 2015.

Fred Brewster made a motion to dismiss. Mr. Petrus seconded the motion saying he agreed with the Investigative Report. The motion carried unanimously.

New Business, Item A, Education
Mike Petrus made a motion to approve the courses as listed (see pages 15 – 17 of the minutes). Peggy Klimek seconded. The motion carried unanimously.

New Business, Item D
Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding a final newsletter/news blast from the Board regarding the transition to DFI. Mike Petrus and Frank Ugenti stated that they wanted to write articles to submit and said they could even extend a welcome section for Mr. Kingry. The Board said that Debra Rudd should start a newsletter with the facts i.e. about staff moving to DFI and the transition, and they would attach letters. They said to give Mr. Kingry the invitation to add something.
[bookmark: _GoBack]

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:15 p.m.
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EDUCATION 
June 19, 2015

The Board voted to approve the following classes and instructors:
I.   Submitted Education
	A.	Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved
		Cannon Institute, LLC
a.	The Expert as an Expert Witness, No. 201,   7 hours
				Chuck Johnson, Jeremy Johnson
b.	Understanding the New SFH HUD Handbook 4000.1, No. 107,   7 hours 
				Chuck Johnson, Jeremy Johnson 
		The Columbia Institute
	a.	FHA SFR Appraising Handbook 4000.1, No. 154,  8 hours
				Jeremy Johnson, Roy Morris, Bernerd Boarnet
	
II.   Submitted Education By Consent Agenda
	A.	Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved
		Appraisal Institute
	a.	Online Thinking Outside the Form, distance education, 4 hours
				Alan Simmons  
	
	B.	Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved
		Appraisal Institute
		a.	Review Case Studies – General, ABA #0614-1303, 32 hours
				Stephanie Coleman
		
		Arizona School of Real Estate & Business
		a.	Business Valuation Approaches & Methods, ABA #0806-556  3 hours
				Tracey Captain, Earl Cass, Jacques Fournier, William Gray, Gregory Mihelich, James Miller, Don Miner, Ron Schilling, Diane Thomas, Jeff Young, Howard Johnson, Janice Starpoli
		b.	Commercial Leasing Issues, ABA #0806-561  3 hours
				Joseph Chandler, Shelly Cramer, Susan Dunst, Lee Farris, William Gray, Andrew Jaffe, Thomas Kimsey, Charles King, Dan Kloberdanz, Bill Kozub, Kevin McClure, Christopher McNichol, Greg McGill, D Miner, Roy Morris, Jeff Pitcher, Karlene Politi, Kevin Rude, Donald Staley, Tom Stoops, James Weiss, Jon Willis, Kathleen Holmes, Gretchen Koralewski
		c.	Hewlett Packard 12-C Keystrokes an Concepts, ABA #0613-1180  6  hours
				Gretchen Koralewski, Neil Dauler-Phinney, Kevin McClure
		
		Hogan School of Real Estate
		a.	Covering All the Bases in Residential Reporting, distance education, ABA #D0512-1081,   7 hours
				James Hogan
		b.	Private Water Wells, ABA #0614-1304,  3 hours
				Gary Hix
	
C.	 	Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved
		Appraisal Institute
		a.	Online Business Practices & Ethics, distance education, ABA #D0714-1311, 5 hours
				Bruce Closser
		b.	Online Case Studies in Appraising Green Residential Buildings, distance education, ABA #D0714-1312, 8 hours
				Sandy Adomatis
		c.	Online Introduction to Green Buildings: Principles & Concepts, distance education, ABA #D0714-1313, 8 hours
				Alan Simmons
		d.	Online Rates and Rations: Making Sense of GIMs, OARs and DCF, distance education, ABA #D0714-1314, 
				7 hours
				Kent Lusht
		e.	Online Small Hotel/Motel Valuation, distance education, ABA #D0714-1316, 7 hours
				David Lennhoff
		f.	Online Using Your HP12C Financial Calculator, distance education, ABA #D0714-1317, 7 hours
				Matthew Larrebee
	
Calypso Continuing Education
a.  A Brief Historic Stroll Through America's Architecture for Appraisers, distance education, ABA #D0613- 1181,  
	7 hours
		Francis X. Finigan
b.   Mold a Growing Concern, Distance education, ABA #D0713-1191,   3 hours
		Francis X. Finigan
c. 	Victorian Era Architecture for Real Estate Professionals, distance education, ABA #D0814-1330,  3 hours
		Francis X. Finigan
		
		McKissock, LP
a.	Appraisal of Assisted Living Facilities, distance education, ABA #D0614-1305,  8 hours
	Tracy Martin
b.	Expert Witness Testimony:  To Do or Not to Do, ABA #0614-1306,   7 hours
	Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, John Smithmyer, Steve Maher, Susanne Barkalow, Dan Tosh, Rob McClelland, Rob Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Greg Harding, Jeremy Johnson
c.	The Green Guide to Appraising, ABA #0613-118,   7 hours
	Dan Bradley, Amelia Brown, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Diane Jacob, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Paul Lorenzen, Ken Guilfoyle, Richard McKissock, John Smithmyer, Susanne Barkalow, Dan Tosh, Rob McClelland, Rob Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Greg Harding, Jeremy Johnson
d.	The Sales Comparison Approach, distance education, ABA #D0614-1307,   7 hours
	Alan Simmons

D.	Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved
		Arizona School of Real Estate & Business
		a.	Gadgets, Gizmos & Technology, ABA #0712-1120,   4 hours
				Kevin McClure
		b.	Supervising Beginning Appraisers - Pathways to Success, ABA #0713-1190,   4 hours
				Gretchen Korelowski, Don J. Miner, Roby E. Morris, Ron Schilling, Richard V. Turkian, Aaron B. Warren, Jeremy Johnson 
		
		Hogan School of Real Estate
		a.	Basic Residential Appraisal Principles, distance education, ABA #D0613-1182-01, 30  hours
				James Hogan
		b.	Basic Residential Appraisal Procedures, distance education, ABA #D0613-1183-02, 30  hours
				James Hogan

E.	 Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved
		American Society of Farm Managers & Rural Appraisers (ASFMRA)
		a.	Eminent Domain (A-25 ), ABA #0702-246-10, 22 hours
				Lee Smith, Brent Stanger
		
		Appraisal Institute
		a.	General Appraiser Income Approach, Part 1, ABA #0612-1100-14, 30  hours
				David Lennhoff
		b.	Online Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, distance education ABA #D0714-1318-07, 15 hours
				Sandy Adomatis
		c.	Online Residential Sales Comparison and Income Approach, distance education, ABA #D0714-1319-06, 30 hours
				Ed Molinari
		d.	Quantitive Analysis – Synchronous Version, distance education, ABA #D0714-1320-10, 35 hours
				Tom Hamilton
		
		Arizona School of Real Estate & Business
		a.	Basic Appraisal Principles (AP-01), ABA 0906-569-01   30 hours
				Earl Cass, John Dingeman, Howard Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Roy Morris, Don Miner, Ron Schilling, Aaron Warren, Cameron Palmer, Dale Cooper
		b. 	Basic Appraisal Procedures (AP-02)  ABA #0906-570-02  30 hours
				Earl Cass, John Dingeman, Howard Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Roy Morris, Don Miner, Ron Schilling, Aaron Warren, Cameron Palmer, Dale Cooper
		c.	Residential Report Writing (AP-07), ABA #0906-571-07   15 hours
				John Dingeman, Howard Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Ron Schilling, Aaron Warren, Dale Cooper, Cameron Palmer
		
		McKissock, LP
a.	General Appraiser Market Analysis Highest & Best Use, distance education, ABA #D0910-964-11,        30 hours
	Dan Bradley 
	b. 	General Appraiser Site Valuation & Cost Approach, distance education, ABA #D0910-965-12, 30 hours
				Alan Simmons



RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW

As a result of its June 18, 2015, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:

	Notices of denial or suspension from AZ Department of Public Safety

		1)	Recommend full Board refers the following to DFI for disposition: 

	21184	Christie A. Shoemaker, clearance card denial. 
	12005	Nicholas A. Allen, clearance card denial.
	22257	Wayne K. Shelton, clearance card suspension. 

	Substantive Review 

	A.	Applications for Reconsideration

1) To find substantively complete:

AL12646	Leah M. Clevenger

B. Renewal 

  		1)  To find substantively complete:

21200	Lana M. Domino 
31725	Darrin W. Liddell

	C.	 Licensed Residential by exam unless otherwise noted
	
		1)  To find substantively complete:

AL12725	Stephen M. Espinosa

  	D.	 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

1) To find substantively complete:

AR12639	Shannon L. White (by reciprocity)
AR12677	Kurt S. Wendtland 
AR12686	Deborah J. Davis 
AR12716	Ruth Alice Buell




	E.	 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted

  		1)	To find substantively complete:

AG12670	Philip E. Moore, Jr. (by reciprocity)
AG12678	Michael Brown 
AG12679	Michael Yeager 
AG12726	Geoff A. Kieta -  

	F.	Applications for Appraiser Trainee

  		1)	To find substantively complete:

	     	AA12731	Daniel N. Spanudis

	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued

	A. Reciprocity
	
	22423	Charles H. Schwar
		22424	David W. Krohne
		22425	Thomas O. Boice
		32078	Leon E. Danforth
		32079	Stephen P. Faherty
		32080	Kathryn J. Sturgis-Bright 
		32081	Todd M. Deitemyer 
		32083	Rodney L. Bran
		32084	Roland Demilleret
		32086	Nicholas Carter
		32087	Carla M. Colby

	B. Nonresident Temporary 

		TP41620	Richard B. Moore
		TP41623	Edward J. Zenkovich		
		TP41625	Thomas H. Conery
		TP41626	Andrea C. Betts		
	TP41627	Peter Hathaway          
		TP41629	Nicholas W. Carter
	TP41631	Janet M. Steuck	

	Applications for AMC Registration

	A.	Applications reviewed for the first time

  		1)	To find substantively complete:

			AM12720	Valco Management, LLC dba Accurity Valuation
			AM12723	Land Gorilla, LLC
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COMPLAINTS FILED* 5 4 1 16 12

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

DISMISSED 10 2 1 6 0

LETTER OF CONCERN 2 1 0 1 0

LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION 0 2 3 1

LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE 0 1 3 1 2

PROBATION 0 0 0 0 1

CONSENT 0 0 0 0 0

SUSPENSION 0 1 1 0 0

SURRENDER 0 0 0 0 0

REVOCATION 0 0 0 0 0

CEASE & DESIST 0 0 0 0 0

REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING 0 0 1 1 0

REFER TO FORMAL HEARING 0 0 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.


