Board of Appraisal
Minutes for meeting held 6/20/2014

FINAL MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
June 20th, 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: 
Jeff Nolan
Fred Brewster
James Heaslet, Vice Chair
Mike Petrus, Chair 
Mark Keller 
Frank Ugenti 

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

After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, the approval of the minutes for the May 22nd, 2014 Board Meeting was considered. James Heaslet motioned to approve the minutes as presented.  Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

Mike Petrus made a call to the public. Darrin Rogers presented information that New Day Evaluations was advertising appraisals, appraisal reviews and valuations completed by non appraisers, potentially in violation of State Statutes.  The Board thanked Mr. Rogers for his time and directed staff to research the allegations. 

Initial File Review for Case 3677, Joseph A. Turley
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the Realtor who alleges that the appraiser made numerous mistakes in the report and failed to include several recent upgrades in his analysis. The Realtor further alleges that the Respondent inaccurately reported the square footage of the home and refused to re-measure the property. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he used the latest in-field measurement device to calculate the subject’s livable area and is confident in his sketch results.  Mr. Turley states that the subject is essentially a rectangle and that there was no need to re-measure the home. He further states that he was provided with a list of recent updates and that they were considered in his analysis. The subject is a single family residence located in Scottsdale and the appraisal has an effective date of December, 2013. 
Respondent’s opening statement defends his reply and the methods used to measure the property and stated that the complaint was filed by the Realtor. James Heaslet noted that the difference in size from 1,428 SF the appraiser measured versus the 1,468 SF reported in public records was insignificant and that the typical public couldn’t tell the difference. James Heaslet further stated that he found no USPAP issues nor did the investigator’s report and commented that we are seeing more and more complaints filed by Realtors due to the transitionary market we are experiencing.  James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss.  Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3688, Eric Ranta 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the Board of Appraisal who re-opened a complaint that was filed in August 2010 and closed without prejudice because the Respondent’s license had expired. The initial complaint alleges that the home owner paid the Respondent to appraise his property and never received the appraisal.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he was involved in an accident in July 2010 and did not complete any appraisal assignments for many months, including the inspection date of 8/25/2010 cited in the complaint.  Mr. Ranta states that he never accepted the assignment or payment and has never taken payment for work he did not complete.   
The Respondent introduced himself and made an opening statement that he was licensed from 1998-2010. He allowed his license to expire in 2010 due to an accident that prevented him from completing any appraisal work. The Respondent recently reapplied and identified himself as a newly licensed appraiser.  Based upon the time frame of the complaint and the Respondent’s medical history, the Respondent states he was not capable of working at that time. The Respondent was questioned about the information provided by the Complainant and reported that it was an old business card he had not used for some time.   Mark Keller made a motion to dismiss citing the lack of evidence to substantiate the Complainant’s allegations. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3682, Benjamin Weisman 
The Respondent and Complainant were present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The subject is a single family residence located in Peoria and the appraisal has an effective date of March, 2014.  The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the review appraiser intentionally reduced the value of the property because the owner is a Realtor. The complaint also alleges that the reviewer chose comparable sales that were inferior to the sales used in the original report and made unsupported adjustments. The reviewer’s opinion of value resulted in the cancellation of their purchase contract. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he was engaged to complete a field review on the property due to the lender’s policy that considered owner-agent sales to be non-arm’s length. The Respondent notes that the appraisal under review relied upon comparable sales outside of the subject development when there were current, more proximate sales available.  Mr. Weisman defends his analysis as independent and objective. 
The Respondent and Complainants introduced themselves. The Complainant thanked the Board for the opportunity to speak and provided board members with additional information. The Complainant stated that she did not believe the review appraisal was an accurate assessment of the value of her home. As a Realtor and Broker, the Complainant reported that she is very familiar with the appraisal process and understands that the Board is not the value police. The Complainant believes USPAP Standard 3 was violated because the reviewer accepted the improvement description within the original appraisal and then changed both the condition and quality rating of the property. Frank Ugenti questioned the Respondent as to whether the assignment required the UAD format. The Respondent was questioned about the choice of comparables and the use of Maricopa County Assessor records for quality ratings. The Respondent acknowledged that the Assessor’s ratings were not a perfect source, but served as a good illustration that you are using similar quality properties.  James Heaslet asked what was wrong with original appraiser’s comparable sales. The Respondent replied that the sales were outside of the subject subdivision, had larger lots, superior views, and superior site improvements.  After additional discussion regarding adjustments for balconies, views and fireplaces, Frank Ugenti noted that these were best practices issues and that he saw no USPAP violations.  Mike Petrus concurred that the Respondent supported what he did, and that it boiled down to a matter of opinion.  James Heaslet noted that the Board was not here to police best practices and made a motion to dismiss. Frank Ugenti commented  that USPAP minimum requirements were met, but that the Respondent should strive to do better than the minimum, especially when refuting another appraiser’s work.   Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed with 5-Ayes, 1- Nay (Mike Petrus) and 1- abstention (Fred Brewster).

Initial File Review for Case 3679, Larry Abbott, Jr. 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The subject is a single family residence located in Casa Grande and the appraisal has an effective date of November, 2013. The Complainant is the lender who issued the Respondent a letter of disciplinary action after an audit of the assignment revealed that he allowed another appraiser to complete the inspection of the subject property.  The complaint further alleges that the appraiser did not disclose needed repairs as required by FHA, utilized MLS photos for comparable sales and failed to address the marketability of the subject’s large improvement size. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he was not feeling well on the day of the appointment and sent Bill Downing, an appraiser he had personally trained, to complete the inspection. Mr. Abbott had intended to schedule another interior inspection at a future date but ultimately only completed an exterior inspection and completed the appraisal without disclosing the level of his inspection. The Respondent further stated that he has inspected the subject model before and had confidence in the inspection completed by Mr. Downing.   
The Respondent introduced himself with no opening statement.  Mike Petrus noted that the bottom line of the complaint was that the Respondent appraised the subject property without a personal inspection and did not disclose the assistance provided by Mr. Downing.  The Respondent acknowledged that was correct.  The Respondent was questioned if he did an exterior inspection of the subject and comparables and he replied that he had.  The Respondent stated that he messed up and made no excuses for his actions. At the time of the assignment he had been ill and asked an associate to provide assistance with the inspection.  Frank Ugenti questioned the Respondent if he had actually written the report. The Respondent replied that he had.  After further discussion, James Heaslet made a motion for level 4 citing ethics violation and the investigator’s report, with a 30 day suspension, 15 hour USPAP class with exam. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously.  At the conclusion of the case, Frank Ugenti made a motion to open a complaint against Bill Downing, citing the fact that he knew he wasn’t qualified to do a FHA inspection.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Frank Ugenti left the meeting. 

Compliance File Review for Case 3585, Grace Abate 
This matter was before the Board for discussion, consideration and possible action for consideration of the counter offer. The Respondent was present with her attorney. The attorney made an opening statement that the property owners had wanted his client to increase her value and that she would not. The attorney further stated that they do not dispute the findings of the investigator’s report, only the level of discipline offered by the Board.  It is their belief the best course of action should be remedial, not punitive given her lengthy professional practice.  He stated that ultimately, there was no problem with valuation, just technical deficiencies and that a 30 day suspension would be undue financial hardship on a good appraiser.  Further discussion ensued noting the similarity to the prior case and that VA requires a full inspection.  At that time James Heaslet made a motion to decline the counter offer.  Jeanne Galvin noted that the matter is set for a formal hearing if the counter offer is declined. Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 6 –Ayes and 1-abstention (Frank Ugenti).

Frank Ugenti rejoined the meeting prior to the conclusion of case #3585. 

Initial File Review for Case 3668/3669, Anthony Gray and Philip Steffen
The Respondent for Case 3668 was present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records. The subject is a mini-storage facility located in Sierra Vista and had an effective date of value in August, 2013. The Complainant is the property owner who alleges that the appraisal contained numerous misrepresentations and untruths. The complaint further alleges that the appraiser misidentified pertinent features of the property and lacked support for using a lower occupancy rate in the income analysis. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent acknowledges some minor errors or incomplete statements and offered to amend the appraisal.  The appraiser states that historical income and expense data, together with a market survey, provided adequate support for their analyses and conclusions.  
The Respondent introduced himself and gave an opening statement that noted the property owner was simply unhappy with the value and filed the complaint in retaliation.  Mark Keller questioned if T.J. Gray, Philip Steffen, and another member of their firm inspected the subject property on the date of inspection.  The Respondent stated that Phil Steffen had driven by the property on another data and acknowledged an error in report that stated Phil Steffen had inspected on that date. The Respondent stated that the report was not modified because the client did not require the correction. Frank Ugenti stated that it doesn’t matter what the client wants, you need to correct inaccuracies to avoid producing a misleading appraisal. Frank Ugenti further questioned if Mr. Steffen ever saw the property. The Respondent stated that he completed an exterior only inspection within the three weeks that the appraisal was produced.  Further discussion ensued of actual versus projected occupancies, cap rates and excess land. The Respondent was able to sufficiently answer their questions.  At that time, Frank Ugenti made a motion to dismiss case #3668. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Following the conclusion of case #3668, Frank Ugenti made a motion to issue a non disciplinary letter of concern to Philip Steffen in case #3669, noting the failure to accurately disclose his level of inspection.  Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed with 6-ayes and 1 nay (Mike Petrus).
Initial File Review for Case 3683, Kristin Nelson 
The Respondent and Complainant were present for this meeting.  Mike Petrus recused himself from the case. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the Yavapai County Assessor who alleges that the Respondent filed Department of Revenue forms with Yavapai County that understated the personal property of the owners. The Assessor provided the Under Advisement Ruling from Maricopa County Superior Court that concluded the “Plaintiff failed in its duty to report all of its taxable personal property for each of the subject years”. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that she completed the appropriate tax forms based upon prior reports and information provided by the property owner. Ms. Nelson further states that at no time did she knowingly report incorrect information.
The Respondent and Complainant introduced themselves. The Respondent’s opening statement was that she relied upon the information provided by the owners and that it was deemed accurate. The Complainant stated that personal property is a self-reporting system and the Assessor’s office assumes they are correct. However, an audit of the subject property resulted in findings of $54 million in unreported assets.  The conclusion of the legal action resulted in the Judge adding $35 million to the tax rolls in 2010 together with a 10% penalty and 16% interest on the undeclared value. 
Jeff Nolan questioned the Respondent on the treatment of specific assets, capitalized interest and construction work in progress (CWIP). The Respondent answered the questions. Jeff Nolan noted that according to the statutes they specifically state that the tax agent should report the assets as they appear on the taxpayers books and records and that the under advisement ruling indicates that the tax agent produced an incorrect report and stated that further information was necessary to determine if the Respondent knowingly violated state statutes regarding property tax agents. The Complainant offered to provide transcripts from the recent court case that allegedly show the Respondent was aware of the discrepancies and did not address them.   Jeff Nolan reported that the Respondent’s workfile does not include sufficient information to support her filings. Further discussion ensued regarding the need for an expert to review the case and provide the Board with detailed findings. Frank Ugenti made a motion to table the case and allow staff the opportunity to engage an expert to further investigate.  Fred Brewster seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 6 ayes and 1- recusal (Mike Petrus).

Frank Ugenti left the meeting.


Initial File Review for Case 3693, Catherine Hulme 
The Respondent with Attorney and Complainant were present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser failed to show up for two appointments that caused a delay in the closing of the sale. The owner further alleges that the Respondent undervalued her property by failing to recognize recent remodeling and states that there were comparable sales that supported the sales price. The Complainant included a copy of the property notice of valuation indicating a full cash value above the appraised value. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that she received the appraisal request on January 6th 2014; emailed the Realtor on January 7th and scheduled the appointment for January 9th. Neither the Realtor or seller were present for the inspection and at no time did she cancel or fail to show for any appointment. Ms. Hulme states that the Realtor did not provide any alternative sales for her consideration and that the Assessor has the property listed as much larger than her estimated GLA.  The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix and the appraisal has an effective date of January, 2014. 
All parties introduced themselves and the Respondent’s attorney made an opening statement acknowledging the issues noted in the investigator’s report and her client’s 20 year appraisal career free from complaint.  The Complainant made an opening statement apologizing for the accusation of missed appointments, citing incorrect information from her Realtor. The Complainant questioned the Respondent’s treatment of the room addition when she noted in the appraisal that it was of similar quality to the rest of the house. The owner also provided additional sales that occurred in the neighborhood that she alleges would have supported a higher value. 

Mike Petrus asked the Respondent if she was presented with additional sales or a reconsideration of value request. The Respondent stated she was not and that she sought advice directly from HUD for the correct treatment of the room addition. After further discussion regarding FHA requirements, adjustments for livable area, and drainage, James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss.  Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed with 6 Ayes and 1 Recusal (Frank Ugenti).

Frank Ugenti rejoined the meeting.

Informal Hearing for Case 3673, Edwin Roach (11:00 a.m.) 

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 Overgaard with an effective date of July, 2013. The Respondent appeared telephonically at that meeting and did not believe there were any USPAP violations in his appraisal.  Mike Petrus made a motion to send the investigator’s report to the Respondent and invite him to an Informal Hearing. 

The Respondent appeared before the Board for this matter.  Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing and Board Members were introduced.  The Respondent was questioned as to whether he had reviewed the investigator’s report and stated he had. Mr. Roach read a prepared statement that emphasized the difficulty of appraising in a small rural market and detailed the formulas used to support the age adjustments in the report.   Mike Petrus questioned the discrepancy in the sales price of Comparable No. 3. The Respondent stated that he attempted to confirm the sales price with the Broker, but the Broker could not recall the correct price. Frank Ugenti questioned the Respondent why he did not include the Broker as a source of verification in his report. The Respondent stated there was limited room for additional verbiage. Mike Petrus questioned if the Respondent’s use of both an age and condition adjustment was double dipping.  James Heaslet noted that updating would impact both effective age and condition. The Respondent replied that those were two separate issues and that he had handled them properly.  Additional questions were asked regarding confirming data with a second source, and support for condition and site area adjustments. The Respondent answered the questions, at which time Jeff Nolan made a motion to dismiss. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
  
Initial File Review for Case 3689, Jerri Regan 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the wife in a divorce case who alleges that the appraiser behaved unprofessionally during the inspection when she took a photo of her dog to send to her husband without permission. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that she conducted herself in a manner consistent with accepted appraisal practice. Ms. Regan reports that she explained the appraisal process to the Complainant and performed the interior inspection first to accommodate her wishes, followed by a complete exterior inspection. The subject is a single family residence located in Prescott and the appraisal had an effective date of October, 2012. 
The Respondent introduced herself and made an opening statement that she did not intend to take a photo of the dog, but that it appeared in one of her pictures. The Respondent further states that the client spoke with her at length about the family dog and how much he missed the pet. The Respondent stated that she felt bad for the client and forwarded him the photo. Mike Petrus stated that her sympathy for the client gave the appearance of being biased and could potentially impact her role as an impartial party.  James Heaslet commented that her actions showed a lack of professionalism. Mark Keller acknowledged that sometimes in our job, situations can get emotional and that as appraisers we need to distance ourselves from those issues.  Mike Petrus noted that there were no issues with the appraisal report. Mark Keller made a motion to dismiss. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
The Board recessed for lunch until 1:00 p.m.

Informal Hearing for Case 3665, Gwendalynn Baker (1:00 p.m.)
The Respondent appeared with counsel for this meeting. Mike Petrus read the introduction to the informal hearing and Board Members were introduced. The Respondent’s attorney presented an opening statement that alleges the complaint was filed as a grievance and noted that his client was making every effort to respond to the issues raised by the client prior to the complaint filing. The attorney provided further evidence that the opinion of value was well supported. James Heaslet noted that the investigator’s report and the Board do not have a problem with the value conclusion, only USPAP compliance. Mike Petrus questioned the Respondent about the subject’s location backing to an apartment complex and the adverse location issues impacting the comparable sales. Frank Ugenti questioned the lack of support for her adjustments in the workfile.  Further discussion ensued regarding time adjustments, seller concessions and misidentification of comparable sales as arm’s length that are short sales. The Respondent answered the questions and stated that she is no longer actively appraising and has obtained her Real Estate license.  Frank Ugenti noted that the Board’s original discipline was based upon her failure to appear and prior complaint history.  Based upon the fact that the Respondent is no longer appraising, Mike Petrus made a motion for a level 2 violation citing the investigator’s report, with a letter of remedial action and credit for the sales comparison approach and report  writing classes already taken.    Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 6-ayes and 1-nay (James Heaslet).

Formal Hearing for Case 3657, Larry Johnson (1:30 p.m.) 
This matter was before the Board for discussion, consideration and possible action following Respondent’s proposed settlement offer. Mike Petrus read the introduction to the formal hearing and Board Members were introduced. Mike Petrus confirmed with the Respondent that he answered the application question in the negative due to the expungement he was granted. Further discussion ensued regarding the conflicting information found in the application and expungement order. Jeff Nolan made a motion to accept the counter offer and vacate formal hearing.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 


Formal Hearing for Case 3666, Frank Rose 
Discussion, consideration and possible action concerning the Boards acceptance or rejection of the ALJ Decision dated May 20, 2014. Mike Petrus read the introduction to the formal hearing and Board Members were introduced. By roll call, all attending members of the Board affirmed that they had received and read the ALJ Decision.  At that time, Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept the Findings of Fact as presented. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept the Conclusions of Law as presented. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Frank Ugenti made a motion to accept the Order of Revocation as presented. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. The formal hearing was concluded.  

Initial File Review for Case 3664, Keith Holmes 
The Respondent was not present for this meeting. Mike Petrus read the Board summary into the record. The subject is a single family residence located in Lake Havasu and the appraisal has an effective date of June, 2013. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser undervalued their property by inaccurately reporting the square footage and failing to recognize recent upgrades and important features.  The owners further allege that the appraiser was unprofessional and made inappropriate comments during the inspection.   Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent acknowledges an error in the measurements of the casita that he would have corrected if it had been brought to his attention, but that it would not have impacted the value conclusion. Mr. Holmes denies any inappropriate conversations and states that the subject has a larger lot and garage facilities than most properties in the area.  

Jeanne Galvin reported that the Board received an email from the Respondent that he had a family emergency and was unable to attend the meeting.  Discussion ensued regarding the subject’s double lot and the Respondent’s minimal workfile. After discussion, Mike Petrus made a motion to invite the Respondent for an informal hearing. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3672, Earl Wolf 
The Respondent was not present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records. The Complainant is the Realtor who alleges that the appraiser undervalued the subject property by failing to recognize and adjust for significant upgrades and premium lot.   Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that the Complainant is a non-client third-party that filed the complaint in retaliation for his failing to come in at the purchase price. Mr. Wolf notes that he considered the subject’s upgrades in his analysis and chose comparable sales that were similarly remodeled. The Respondent further states that he researched the subject’s location backing a private park and concluded that it did not warrant an adjustment.  The subject is a single family residence located in Scottsdale and had an effective date of value in January, 2014. 
Mark Keller noted that the Complainant was unhappy that the $100,000 in recent updates were not reflected in the appraisal and that cost does not always equal value.  James Heaslet stated that the Board is seeing more Realtors filing complaints because appraisers are not hitting the values needed to facilitate sales.  After additional discussion regarding greenbelt locations and lot premiums, Mike Petrus made a motion to dismiss citing the investigator’s report.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

Initial File Review for Case 3686, Mary Duncan 
The Respondent was not present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the appraiser undervalued their home based on recent comparable sales in the area and information found on Zillow. The owner further alleges that the appraiser made comments indicating she was bitter about the loss in value of her own home. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that Zillow is not a reliable source and that the comparable sales used were the best available data at the time of appraisal.  Ms. Duncan states that she did not make such comments and that any decline in value of her own home would result in a lowering of her property taxes.  The subject is a single family residence located in Prescott and the appraisal has an effective date of June, 2013. 
Mark Keller noted that the appraisal had very limited commentary to support the adjustments made and that the addendum included outdated appraisal terminology. Mike Petrus questioned the adjustments for the subject guest house and the minimal site improvement value in the cost approach. After further discussion, Mark Keller made a motion for a Level 2 violation, letter of remedial action, citing the investigator’s report, to include 7-hrs sales comparison approach and 7-hrs cost approach, with no continuing education. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Compliance File Review for Case 3354, Donna Hastings 
This matter was before the Board for discussion, consideration and possible action for alleged non-compliance of signed board action. Frank Ugenti questioned the attempts to reach the Respondent. Staff reported that multiple attempts were made by mail to her address of record and by phone with no success.  Mike Petrus made a motion to open a complaint for non-compliance. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
  
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.  Debra Rudd reported that the Respondent was not current with either his or his mentor’s logs and had been given the opportunity to request a new mentor.   Mike Petrus clarified that the Respondent requested the removal from probation and then did not follow through with any of the required terms.  As a result, Mike Petrus made a motion to open a complaint for non-compliance. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 


12 Month File Reviews 
Jeanne Galvin updated the Board on cases over 12-months old.  The ALJ decision on the Frank Rose case was accepted earlier in the meeting and Kurt Goeppner had until July 2, 2014 to appeal the Board decision in his case. 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 an AMC complaint and a few formal hearings in the near future. Debra Rudd reported there was one reply due date that had been extended in the prior month.

The Executive Director report:

Debra Rudd reported on the Complaint Statistics, noting that they are averaging 8 per month (see attached report on page 19 of this document).  Ms. Rudd said her activities for the prior month had involved actively working on the online renewal software with TB Consulting and with ADOA Asset on website hosting. The Director reported that the auditor training was moving forward with 6 new auditors signed on this month. The training class was offered on the 17th of June and the Director received positive feedback on the event.  Debra Rudd reported that she would be attending the Valuation Expo in Las Vegas the following week and would be one of the guest speakers at the event. 
  


Application Review Committee Report 

James Heaslet stated that the Application Committee met Thursday and recommended approval of the May 20, 2014 minutes and reviewed the recommendations as documented on pages 16, 17, and 18 of these minutes. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the committee’s recommendations. Mark Keller seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Education Committee Report

Mark Keller stated that the Appraisal Education Committee met June 19th and made a motion to accept the committee’s recommendations of the classes shown on the Education Summary found on pages 12-16 of this document. Jeff Nolan Heaslet seconded it. The motion passed unanimously.

Budget Committee Report

The Executive Director reported that the budget committee discussed the FY 2015 budget, but took no action. The committee decided to budget $5,000 for two individuals to attend the fall AARO conference and concluded that the Budget Committee would meet quarterly, rather than monthly.  Mark Keller made a motion to accept the committee’s report. Fred Brewster 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 July 17th at the following times:
Education Committee		9:30 a.m.
Application Committee 		10:30 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 July 18th in the basement conference rooms in the same building at 8:30 a.m.
The meeting then adjourned at 3:50 p.m.


RECOMMENDATIONS
[bookmark: _GoBack]EDUCATION COMMITTEE 


To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Education Committee

Date:	June 20, 2014

Re:	June 19, 2014 Recommendations

I. As a result of its June 19, 2014 meeting the Education Committee makes the following recommendations:

II. Other Business
A.  Approval of the April 17, 2014 and May 20, 2014 minutes.

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING COURSES:
III. Submitted Education
	A.	Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved
Appraisal Institute
	Review Case Studies – General, ABA #0614-XXX, 32 hours
Stephanie Coleman
IV. By Consent Agenda 
A. Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved

		American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers
		All Topo Maps – General Software Training, ABA 1105-486, 8 hours
		Mike Johnson
		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		Appraising Manufactured Housing; ABA #0404-356, 4 hours
		Gasper Crimando, John Dingeman, William Gray, Howard Chuck Johnson, Gretchen, Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Ron Schilling, Ann Susko, Aaron Warren, Jeremy Johnson, Neil Dauler-Phinney
		Business Valuations Approaches and Methods; ABA #0806-556, 3 hours
		Earl Cass, Tracey Captain, Jacques Fournier, Bill Gray, James Miller, Howard “Chuck” Johnson, Don Miner, Ron V. Schilling, Diane Thomas, Jeff Young,

		FHA Appraisal Requirements, ABA 0701-249, 3 hours
		Earl Cass, Tracey Captain, John Dingeman, Bill Gray, Kathleen Holmes, Howard “Chuck” Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy E. Morris, Ron V. Schilling, Ann Susko, Aaron Warren, Jeremy Johnson
		Commercial Leasing Issues; ABA #0806-561, 3 hours
		Joseph Chandler, Shelly Cramer, Susan Dunst, Lee Farris, Bill Gray, Andrew Jaffe, Charles King, Greg McGill, Dan Kloberdanz, Kathleen Holmes, Gretchen, Koralewski, William Kozub, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Jeff Pitcher, Karlene Politi, Kevin Rude, Donald Staley, Tom Stoops, James, Weiss, Jonathan D. Willis
		FHA Appraisal Requirements, ABA 0701-249, 3 hours
		Earl Cass, Tracey Captain, John Dingeman, Bill Gray, Kathleen Holmes, Howard “Chuck” Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy E. Morris, Ron V. Schilling, Ann Susko, Aaron Warren, Jeremy Johnson
		Hewlett Packard 12-C Keystrokes and Concepts, ABA 0613-1180, 6 hours
		Gretchen Koralewski, Neil Dauler-Phinney
Calypso Continuing Education
		A Brief Historic Stroll through America’s Architecture for Appraisers, Distance Education, D0613-1181, 7.3 hours.
		Francis X. Finigan
Hogan School of Real Estate
		Covering All the Bases in Residential Reporting, Distance Education, D0512-1081, 7 hours.
		James Hogan
B.  Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved

McKissock, Lp
		Appraisal of Assisted Living Facilities, Distance Education, D0614-XXX, 8 hours.
		Dan Bradley
		Expert Witness Testimony: To Do or Not to Do, 0614-XXX, 7 hours.
		Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Paul Lorenzen, Robert McClelland, Rob Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Dan Tosh, James Greg Harding
		

		Introduction to Expert Witness Testimony, ABA #1207-723, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Richard McKissock, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Robert McClelland, Robert Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Amelia Brown, Dan Tosh, James Greg Harding, Diana Jacob
		The Sales Comparison Approach, Distance Education, D0614-XXX, 7 hours.
		Alan Simmons

C.  Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers
		All Topo Maps – General Software Training, ABA 1105-486, 8 hours
		Mike Johnson

		Computer Plotting Legal Descriptions for the Layman, ABA 0907-693, 8 hours
		Mike Johnson
		McKissock LP
		The Green Guide to Appraising, ABA 0613-1188, 7 hours
		Dan Bradley, Wally Czekalski, Ken Guilfoyle, Chuck Huntoon, Tracy Martin, Richard McKissock, Larry McMillen, Steve Vehmeier, Susanne Barkalow, Paul Lorenzen, Robert McClelland,  Rob Abelson, Alex Gilbert, Amelia Brown, Dan Tosh, James Greg Harding, Diana Jacob
D. Continuing Education – Previously Approved – Not AQB Approved

		Hogan School of Real Estate
		Basic Residential Appraisal Principles, ABA 0613-1182-01, 30 hours
		James Hogan
		Basic Residential Appraisal Procedures, ABA 0613-1183-02, 30 hours
		James Hogan
		Private Water Wells, ABA 0614-xxx, 3 hours
		Gary Hix
E. Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers
		Eminent Domain (A250), ABA 0702-246-10, 22 hours
		Lee Smith, Brent Stanger

		
		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		Basic Appraisal Principles (AP-01), ABA 0906-569-01, 30 hours
		Earl Cass, John Dingeman, Howard “Chuck” Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Ron Schilling, Aaron Warren
		Basic Appraisal Procedures (AP-02), ABA 0906-570-02, 30 hours
		Earl Cass, John Dingeman, Howard “Chuck” Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Ron Schilling, Aaron Warren
		Residential Report Writing (AP-07), ABA 0906-571-07, 15 hours
		John Dingeman, Howard “Chuck” Johnson, Jeremy Johnson, Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy Morris, Ron Schilling, Aaron Warren
		Dynasty School
		Real Estate Appraisal – Principles and Procedures, ABA #D0613-1189-07, Distance Education, 15 hours
		Robert Abelson
		McKissock, LP
		General Appraiser Market Analysis Highest & Best Use, Distance Education, ABA D0910-964-11, 30 hours
		Dan Bradley
		General Appraiser Site Valuation & Cost Approach, Distance Education, ABA #D0910-965-12, ABA #D0910-965-12, 30 hours+
		Alan Simmons
		Mesa Community College
		Basic Appraisal Principles (REA 270), Distance Education #ABA D0508-779-01, 30 hours
		John Beshk

		Basic Appraisal Procedures (REA 271), Distance Education #ABA D0508-780-02, 30 hours
		John Beshk

		Residential Appraisal Site Valuation and Cost Approach, Distance Education, ABA #D0508-782-05, 15 hours
		John Beshk
		Residential Market Analyses and Highest & Best Use (REA 273), Distance Education, #ABA D0508-781-04, 15 hours 
		John Beshk
		Residential Sales Comparison & Income Approach (REA 275), Distance Education, #ABA D0508-783-06,15 hours
		John Beshk
		Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, (REA 276 AA) Distance Education, #ABA D0508-754-07
		John Beshk

A. Qualifying and Continuing Education – Instructor Change Only–AQB Approved

		Arizona School of Education
		2014-2015 National USPAP, ABA 1213-1241-03, 15 hours
		Jeremy C. Johnson

		2014-2015 National USPAP, ABA 1213-1246, 7 hours
		Jeremy C. Johnson



RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW
To:	Board of Appraisal
From: 	Application Review Committee
Date:	June 20, 2014
Re:	June 19, 2014 Recommendations

I.	As a result of its June 19, 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:  
	
	6/2012
	
	6/2013
	
	6/2014

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	328
	
	273
	
	257

	Certified Residential
	1154
	
	1117
	
	1115

	Certified General	
	809
	
	775
	
	787

	June Totals
	2291
	
	2165
	
	2159

	Nonresident Temporary
	78
	
	75
	
	85

	Property Tax Agents
	374
	
	342
	
	331

	Appraisal Management Co.
	-
	
	159
	
	167


	
	B. 	Approval of the May 20, 2014 minutes.


III.	Substantive Review 
	A.	 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted
		 1)	To find substantively complete:
 			AR11980	Michele S. Dennis
			AR12285	Carolyn C. Larson
	B.	 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted 
		 1)	To find substantively complete:
			AG12278	Jeffrey A. Piehl (by reciprocity)
			AG12279	Ryan R. Bailey
			AG12287	Deven P. Dittrich (by reciprocity)

IV.	Applications to Be Reconsidered
 		 1)	To find substantively complete:
		AR12130	Charles P. Merican

V.	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
		
	A.	Reciprocity
		12066	Josh K. Jansen
	B. Nonresident Temporary
		TP41504	Dena R. Hobart
		TP41505	Dean R. Hobart 
		TP41513	Barbara A. Lechtenberg
		TP41517	Martin G. Hill
		TP41520	Alvin O. Benton
		TP41522	David E. Hopkins
		TP41523	Janet S. Wagoner
		TP41531	Janet M. Steuck
		TP41532	Patrick A. Hallman
		TP41533	Anne R. Lloyd-Jones
		TP41534	William K. Gillespie
		TP41535	Daniel J. Gabay
		TP41536	John M. Blaser
		TP41537	Carter D. Morrison
						     

VI.	Substantive Review for AMC Initial Applications

		 1)	To find substantively complete:
			AM12248	Evaluation Zone, Inc.
			AM12274	Appraisal Solutions & Products, LLC

VII.	AMC Renewal

		 1)	To find substantively complete:
			40153	Olde City Lending Solutions, LLC
			40217	Valued Veterans, LLC


VIII.	To Approve AMC Registration Already Issued

		 1)	To find substantively complete:
			40120	Landmark Network, Inc.

IX.	Consent Agenda 

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

	11054
	James K. Newman, Jr.

	11972
	Shannon J. Jonas

	11975
	Jesse R. Acosta

	21351
	Wayne A. Hudson

	21879
	Ronald R. Zimmerman

	21883
	Bradley L. Evans

	22128
	Rex C. Rice

	31221
	Ca W. Grogg

	31620
	Jay D. Jessup

	31771
	Janardan R. Nukalapati

	31776
	James M. Ahle

	31886
	Caitlin A. Bevis

	31887
	Jill L. Bidwell

	31888
	Jon D. Cruse

	31890
	Todd C. Agnew

	31891
	Steven C. Rodman







	
	2014/JAN
	2014/FEB
	2014/Mar
	2014/Apr
	2014/MAY

	COMPLAINTS FILED*
	8
	7
	8
	8
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	

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

	DISMISSED
	4
	5
	2
	2
	6

	LETTER OF CONCERN
	3
	2
	1
	3
	1

	LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION
	3
	2
	2
	0
	0

	LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
	1
	4
	1
	0
	1

	PROBATION
	0
	5
	0
	1
	0

	CONSENT
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	SUSPENSION
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2

	SURRENDER
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	REVOCATION
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CEASE & DESIST
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	1
	1
	0
	2
	2

	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
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*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.




