Board of Appraisal
Minutes for meeting held 7/18/2014

[bookmark: _GoBack]FINAL MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
July 18th, 2014
Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Mike Petrus at 8:40 a.m. 

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

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

After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, the approval of the minutes for the June 20th, 2014 Board Meeting was considered. Mike Petrus motioned to approve the minutes as presented.  Fred Brewster seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

The next item on the agenda for consideration was to revise the previously approved minutes for the May 22nd, 2014 Board Meeting.  James Heaslet motioned to approve the administrative changes to the minutes regarding Case #3648.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

Mike Petrus made a call to the public. Joanna Conde of AAREA requested an opportunity to speak. Ms. Conde reported that there was an error in her organization’s newsletter and that Mr. Heaslet had attended only two Investigator Training classes and that neither was paid for by the Board. Ms. Conde further stated that Article 3 of the Administrative Code allows that “The investigative report becomes non-confidential upon resolution of the complaint involved” yet, she had requested copies of several Investigator’s Reports and was told they were Standard 3 Reviews and therefore confidential documents. Ms. Conde also noted that in adjudicating complaints, the Board has access to the Investigator’s Report, yet the Respondent does not, which places the Respondent at a disadvantage in defending themselves. Lastly, Ms. Conde reported that when the Appraisal Institute requested the Board reconsider a case in March, they complied. Yet, when she requested the Board reconsider an Informal Hearing for Todd Barnhart, she was told she had no standing to make the request. Additionally, when Mr. Barnhart’s attorney made the request, the Executive Director and Assistant Attorney General made the determination to deny the request without the Board’s consideration.  Ms. Conde summarized her three areas of concern as: standing, the Administrative Code and equal and fair treatment for all Respondents who come before the Board.  The Board thanked Ms. Conde for her comments. 


Initial File Review for Case 3692, Mark Anderson
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the Respondent understated the value of the subject site by not utilizing appropriate comparable sales and failing to recognize the improvements made to the property. The Complainant further alleges that 1-acre lots in an adjacent subdivision are selling for over twice what the appraiser called his site value. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he utilized five recent land sales to arrive at his opinion of site value and that the improvements made to the property are reflected as site improvements, not in the estimated site value. The Respondent further states that the acre lots selling in the adjacent subdivision are located within an improved subdivision and are not comparable to the subject’s location.  The subject is a single-family residence located in Prescott and had an effective date of value in February, 2014.
The Respondent introduced himself and stated that this was a pre-listing appraisal and that the home owner was using the complaint process as retribution for his value conclusion. Jeff Nolan questioned the Respondent about a comment in the complaint that he had tried to dissuade the home owner from filing the complaint.  The Respondent stated that he had a conversation with the home owner requesting any additional information he wanted him to consider, but did not discuss the complaint. Mike Petrus asked about the size and shape of the subject site.  Frank Ugenti questioned what percentage of the site is usable. The Respondent was asked additional questions regarding the cost approach and lack of narrative comments. Frank Ugenti noted that appraisers should use the same due diligence regardless of the client and the Respondent agreed. The Respondent was able to sufficiently answer the Board’s questions.  Mike Petrus stated that he had no issues with the report. At that time, James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss the complaint. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3685, Laini Arnold 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The complaint was filed by the homeowner and alleges that the appraiser undervalued their home by failing to identify the exceptional quality of the recent updating, the view premium and the 500 square foot addition. The complaint further alleges that the Respondent should have expanded the comparable search to find sales of similar quality.  Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that the addition was included in the livable area and that the subject’s views were not significant enough to warrant an adjustment. The Respondent further states that the alternative sales provided for consideration were either superior in condition or located in superior areas of Central Phoenix.   The subject is a single family residence located in Phoenix and the appraisal has an effective date of April, 2014. 
The Respondent introduced herself and stated that she chose the best comparable sales available and that the owner simply wanted a higher value. Mike Petrus stated that he had no issues with the report. James Heaslet thought it was a good report and that he only noted some items that were minor best practices issues. James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Initial File Review for Case 3691, Jay Josephs 
The Respondent and his Client were present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the lender who alleges that the Respondent completed a review of another appraiser’s work and did not comply with USPAP Standard 3. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that he was hired for a consulting assignment to act as an advocate on behalf of the Realtor in a sales transaction. Mr. Josephs states that he believes the complaint was filed in retaliation for his part in killing the lender’s deal. The appraisal was of a single family residence in Scottsdale with an effective date of March 2014.

The Respondent introduced himself and stated that his Client needed advice how to proceed with an appraisal she felt was flawed. Mr. Josephs stated that the Client did not ask for a Standard 3 review or an opinion of value and that he did not give one.  The Client stated that she had issues with the appraisal and did not know what actions to take. The Respondent provided her with advice on issues in the appraisal and what process he would suggest to get a new appraisal on the subject.  Mike Petrus questioned that if the Client did not ask for a Standard 3 review how the Respondent developed his scope of work.  The Respondent replied that he relied upon USPAP FAQ150 that states a scope of work is not applicable when completing an assignment other than an appraisal. Frank Ugenti pointed out that the Respondent accepted a fee for the service and was hired because he is an appraiser. In doing so, the Respondent is obligated to comply with USPAP.  James Heaslet noted that appraisers often get calls from clients to provide assistance in understanding appraisal reports and noted that appraisers are held to higher standards than many professions.  Mike Petrus noted that appraisers offer to help Realtors with understanding appraisals and that he did not want to discourage that practice. However, in this case, it is the way the Respondent reported his findings. It was noted that the Respondent included several statements out of an appraisal certification. At that time, Joanna Conde, a member of the audience, pointed out the USPAP does not preclude appraisers from using a certification within other work products. Additional discussion ensued that noted the Appraisal Foundation has retired USPAP Standards 4 and 5 that described consulting assignments and that any valuation assignment completed by an individual acting as an appraiser is an appraisal and subject to USPAP. After further discussion, Mike Petrus made a motion to give the Respondent a copy of the Investigator’s Report and come back for an Informal Hearing.   Frank Ugenti 2nd seconded the motion.   The motion was defeated by a roll call vote: Fred Brewster-Nay, Mike Petrus –Aye; James Heaslet -Nay; Jeff Nolan –Nay; and Frank Ugenti -Aye.  Frank Ugenti pointed out that the Respondent was engaged because he was an appraiser, gave an opinion of value and gave an opinion of another appraiser’s work. Although the Respondent may not have intended to do a Standard 3 review, he had done one and also acted as an advocate in violation of USPAP.  At that time, Jeff Nolan made a motion to offer a Letter of Concern, citing the violations found in the Investigator’s Report and issues with the certification in the document. Fred Brewster seconded the motion. Frank Ugenti stated that he was at a level 2 violation and did not support this motion at all.  Frank pointed out that they have seen many cases with a lack of intent and still found violations.  He further stated that if an appraiser is going to dispute another appraiser’s work, his work should be held to a higher standard.    The motion passed on a roll call vote Fred Brewster –aye; Mike Petrus –nay; James Heaslet -aye; Jeff Nolan –aye and Frank Ugenti -nay.  
Initial File Review for Case 3687, David LeWin 
The Respondent was present for this meeting.  James Heaslet read the Board summary into the record. The Respondent was the supervising appraiser for an applicant for Certified Residential licensure. This complaint was opened by the Board of Appraisal at its April meeting in response to a review of the appraisals submitted as part of an application case (Joel Reissner). The complaint alleges that the appraisals completed by the Respondent had numerous errors in the cost and sales comparison approaches and violated USPAP as a result. Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The Respondent states that his workfile includes adequate support for the rental and market data presented in the reports and acknowledges some typographical errors that did not impact the final value.  Mr. LeWin states that the level of commentary in the appraisals, while limited, is sufficient to meet the minimum requirements of USPAP.
The Respondent introduced himself and noted that his reports had been discussed in front of the Board application committee previously.  Mr. LeWin disputed the findings in the Investigator’s Report and stated that he does not believe the Investigator’s Report meets Standard 3.  The Respondent stated that his reports were not intended to be narrative appraisals and that he believed they met the minimum requirements of USPAP.  Mr. LeWin reported that less than 1% of appraisers are approved as mentors and that he had been a supervisor for 11 years.  When questioned about his contribution to the appraisal reports under review, the Respondent stated that as a supervisor he tries to let his trainee provide their own work.  Additional discussion about paired sales analysis, condition and adverse location adjustments ensued. The Respondent answered the Board’s questions and acknowledged that most of the items raised in the Investigator’s Report were factually correct.  During the conversation, James Heaslet questioned the Respondent if he had inspected the property with the Trainee.  The Respondent admitted he had not inspected the properties and that he had inadvertently checked the wrong box on all three appraisals.  The Respondent stated that he was focused on other issues of getting his trainee up to date, and missed the items pointed out in this complaint.  After further discussion, Frank Ugenti made a motion for a Level 2 Letter of Remedial Action, with Supervisor/Trainee Class, plus proof of USPAP, 6 months no CE, citing the Investigator’s Report and the failure to accurately describe the level of inspection. Mike Petrus seconded the motion.  The motion failed on a roll call vote; Fred Brewster –nay; Mike Petrus -nay, James Heaslet -aye, Jeff Nolan -nay, Frank Ugenti - aye. Jeff Nolan stated that he was heavily persuaded by the Respondent’s experience and knowledge and doesn’t wish to dissuade appraisers from taking on a supervisory role.  James Heaslet stated that he appreciated the Respondent’s honesty regarding the lack of inspection and made a motion for a level 1 violation with a Letter of Remedial Action, requiring another supervisory class.  Fred Brewster seconded the motion.  Mike Petrus stated that he was on the opposite end of the spectrum based upon 3 reports that falsely state the Respondent inspected the subject properties.   Frank Ugenti pointed out that there was no harm to the public because they were sample reports prepared for the Board and felt that mitigated the inspection issue.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one opposing vote by Mike Petrus. 

During the discussion of Case #3687, the topic of the Board’s mentor list was raised and requested that it be added as an agenda item for next month’s Board Meeting. 
Informal Hearing for Case 3659, Peter Manning (11:00 a.m.) 

This matter was before the Board at the May 22, 2014 meeting as Initial File Review.  The subject is an appraisal of a single family residence located in Mesa with an effective date of October, 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 if he had an opening statement.  Mr. Manning stated that the Investigator’s Report was better work than his report under review.   Mike Petrus stated that the issues he noted were more about report writing, such as minimal description of site improvements and lack of support in the Respondent’s analysis.  Frank Ugenti asked about the website allegations and the Respondent stated he could not locate the website.  Mike Petrus acknowledged that the subject was located in a difficult area to appraise and understood the need to select comparables sales from a greater distance.  The Respondent noted that he is planning to take a report writing class and USPAP in the near future as part of a prior disciplinary action.  Frank Ugenti noted that the errors in the report impacted its credibility and that the public may be harmed.  It was noted that as a refinance, the lender is on the hook for this loan and the home owner may be overleveraged if the appraisal inflated value. The Respondent acknowledged the errors in his report. Frank Ugenti made a motion for a level 2, Letter of Due Diligence, citing the violations in the Investigator’s Report.  Since these reports were completed prior to the other discipline and education is already in place, he called for no further action.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Initial File Review for Case 3681, John Birkett
The Respondent was not present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd reported that the Respondent had called in to the Board office and was unable to attend due to a family emergency.  Mike Petrus made a motion to table the case and send the Investigator’s Report to the Respondent and allow him to be present at the Initial File Review next month.  James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3695, Paul Johnson 
The Respondent was not present for this meeting.  Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser’s company is acting as both an appraisal firm and an AMC. The complaint further alleges that the company’s website advertises Realtor’s completing BPO’s that are identified as appraisals and lists individuals as appraisers that do not have a valid appraisal license.   Respondent’s Reply Summary:  The response was filed by the Business Development Officer of the company and states that the firm is both an AMC and appraisal firm and that they are properly licensed as an AMC with the State. The reply further states that they do their best to update the information on the website, but found some errors that were corrected. The reply also states that most of the Complainant’s other allegations are simply false.
Frank Ugenti questioned staff if the AMC was in good standing and staff reported it was.   Jeff Nolan made a motion to dismiss.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
The Executive Director report:
Ms. Rudd said her activities for the prior month involved putting out another newsletter with information she obtained at the Valuation Expo in Las Vegas. The Director reported that her attendance at the conference was beneficial and that the entire cost of the trip was paid for by AARO. The Executive Director reported that staff was actively working on August renewals, the largest volume of the year with 400+ renewals.  Mike Petrus asked the status of the clearance cards and the Director reported they would not be in effect until after July 24th and that renewals would not be held up for clearance cards.  Ms. Rudd also reported that if there is an issue with obtaining a clearance card, appraisers may appeal the decision through the Fingerprinting Board. Fred Brewster questioned the pace of renewals and if there would be any impact on revenues. The Executive Director reported it was too early to tell since the deadline for renewal is August 31st and there is a 90 day grace period after the deadline.  

Kelly Luteijn reported that complaint statistics were recently amended to differentiate between disciplinary and non-disciplinary actions.  Ms. Luteijn reported that there were 15 complaints filed last month and 2 cases were granted extensions. 

Report by Assistant Attorney General/12-Month File Review:
The Assistant Attorney General’s assignments are complete. Jeanne Galvin reported on 12-month File Review that staff is waiting on Frank Rose’s appeal period expiration on July 28th. Kurt Goeppner’s Request for Rehearing will be considered at today’s meeting. Grace Abate was offered a Consent Agreement for a 30-day Suspension and it appears she will sign and will vacate the Formal Hearing on July 28th. 

Education Committee Report
Frank Ugenti stated that the Education Committee met on Thursday and recommends that the full Board disband the Education Committee, noting that a large part of the committee’s work is administrative and could be handled by staff.  The committee recommends that staff confirm if the course applications are administratively complete and have an appraiser on staff review for course content. The Board would still be responsible for the final approval.  The members estimated that the dissolution of the Education Committee would save the Board approximately $1,800 per year on per diem alone.


Frank Ugenti also noted that most courses they approve are already AQB approved and suggested putting the issue of disbanding the Education Committee on the August Agenda for consideration.  After further discussion, Frank Ugenti made a motion for the full Board to approve the Committee’s recommendations. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Application Review Committee Report 

James Heaslet reported that the Application Review Committee met on Thursday and made a motion to go into executive session to discuss Item C on the agenda due to the confidential nature of the information.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion.  After the Executive Session and in-keeping with prior decisions of this nature, the Board directed staff to contact the appraiser and request a letter from her physician that states the accommodation is medically necessary.  If the request to complete the on-line course is time sensitive, staff was directed to grant approval of the course upon receipt of the physician’s letter. 

The second issue under Other Business (Item D) was the Committee’s desire to notify the Board of revisions to the Appraisal Management initial and renewal application. The AMC has already been granted a license. That AMC is part of a larger company that currently has a judgment and plea bargain with fines of $1.3 -$2.6 Billion.  Assistant Attorney General clarified that the AMC is owned by a holding company, and it is the parent company of the holding company that is the subject of the litigation.  Neither the holding company nor the AMC were named in the litigation. The case did not involve any appraisers; it was regarding the preparation of tax returns.   James Heaslet stated that due to these circumstances, the committee recommended bringing the application to the full Board for approval.  Mike Petrus made a motion to approve.  Frank Ugenti questioned if there were any complaints against the AMC. The Executive Director noted there is currently no national registry, and that staff was unable to find any complaint history on the AMC.  At which time, Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed with 4- ayes and 1-nay (Jeff Nolan).

James Heaslet went on to make a motion to approve the remainder of the committee’s recommendations.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

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

Informal Hearing for Case 3661, Warren Roy Tolson (1:00 p.m.) 
This matter was before the Board at the May 22, 2014 meeting as Initial File Review.  The subject is a vacant parcel located in Mesa with an effective date of February, 2012. The Respondent appeared at that meeting with counsel and answered the Board’s question.  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 with his attorney 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 asked if he had any questions.  Counsel addressed the Board with a response to each of the items noted in the Investigator’s Report.  The Respondent stated that the assignment was not a taking, it was a non-disclosure claim.  Mr. Tolson further noted that an internal review by his company approved his appraisal and it was used for litigation proceedings.  A lengthy discussion ensued regarding the methodology used to value the impacted parcel, the appraiser’s lack of discussion of the easement restrictions and the owner’s ability to continue to use the easement area.  Frank Ugenti questioned the lack of a Highest & Best use analysis in the before and after and how an easement that runs right down the center does not impact the potential uses of the property.  After further discussion, James Heaslet made a motion to move the case to OAH.  Respondent’s counsel requested an alternative solution short of a Formal Hearing.  The motion died for lack of a second. Mike Petrus made a motion to go into Executive Session to receive legal advice from Jeanne Galvin. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Upon return from Executive Session, Mike Petrus made a motion to have the Investigator and Assistant Attorney General conduct an interview with the Respondent to see what information may be missing from the Investigator’s Report.  Frank Ugenti seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.  

Matters dealing with Formal Hearing Cases 3654/55/56, Todd Barnhart

The Initial File Review was heard at the Board’s March Meeting.  The Respondent and legal counsel were present for this meeting.  The Assistant Attorney General noted that the notice of the Initial File Review was sent to the Respondent at his address of record.  There was a mix up at the Respondent’s office, and he did not receive the notice until the date of the meeting.  At the March Board Meeting, the Board ruled to offer a Consent Agreement to the Respondent.  The Respondent stated that he called the Board office the morning of the meeting and left a message.  Mike Petrus stated that they heard the case and found serious problems and as a result, decided to go straight to Formal Hearing. However, he wanted to give the Respondent a chance to address the Board. Jeanne Galvin reported that proper notice was given.  James Heaslet made a motion to hold off on the Formal Hearing and schedule an Informal Hearing.  Mike Petrus seconded the motion. Frank Ugenti questioned if this decision changes the timeline for adjudication of this case. Jeanne Galvin reported that the Formal Hearing is scheduled for August and would need to be continued to allow time for the Informal Hearing.  Frank Ugenti noted that there were serious allegations at the Initial File Review and their concerns to protect the public gave them the authority to move to Formal Hearing. James Heaslet added that the failure of the Respondent to show for the Initial File Review gave the appearance that he had no interest in the Board’s action, and that he is here today, mitigates that concern and is why he motioned to allow the Informal Hearing.  Frank Ugenti acknowledged the expense to hire an attorney and that outside influences were at play in this case. He further stated that AAREA’s involvement had no influence on his decision.  The motion was amended to continue the current Formal Hearing for 60 days and schedule the case for the Board’s next regularly scheduled meeting on August 15th. The motion passed unanimously.      


3441- Kurt Goeppner

The Respondent was not present for this meeting and Jeanne Galvin stated that the Respondent had not contacted herself or Board staff to indicate that he wanted to be present.  Ms. Galvin further reported that during the Formal Hearing in May, phone lines were working all day during other cases as well as the Respondent’s case.  After some discussion of the case, the Respondent unilaterally ended the call stating that he was signing off and that the Board could proceed without him. Two attempts were made by staff to contact him and he did not answer his phone.  For these reasons, the Assistant Attorney General asks that his Request for Rehearing be denied. Frank Ugenti made a motion to deny his Request for Rehearing. James Heaslet seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

New business:
1)Investigator III class recommendation-  The Executive Director reported that the Board members all believed that the Staff Investigator should attend the level III class.  The Executive Director reported that the  Appraisal Foundation allows all states to put forth 2 names and that priority would be given to those individuals who have not taken the Level I or II classes this year.  Mike Petrus stated that as of right now, the Staff Investigator and Board Chair are scheduled to attend the class. The Executive Director noted that she had names of others interested in attending and would notify the Board if additional spaces became available. 

2) AARO fall conference- The conference runs from the afternoon of October 17th through the afternoon of the 20th. Travel days would require departing Phoenix on the 16th and returning on the 21st. The Board had budgeted for 2 people to attend at a cost of $2,500 per person. James Heaslet stated that he may attend, but would pay his own way.  All were in agreement that the Executive Director should attend. Mike Petrus stated he was not sure if his schedule would allow his attendance. The Executive Director noted that the deadline for registration is September 26th.  The Board then agreed to leave the item on the agenda to determine the 2nd attendee noting that Mike Petrus would have 1st priority, and Frank Ugenti would have 2nd priority.

3) An update from James Heaslet on Mortgage Task Force-  James Heaslet reported that both he and  Mike Petrus attended the Mortgage Task Force meeting held yesterday. Mr. Heaslet reported on new fraud schemes involving wraparound mortgages, and mortgage bailout schemes.  Mr. Heaslet reported that Core Logic was developing software to track multiple appraisals, lenders and that the FBI is interested in investigating Housing Angels for possible fraud activity.  Additionally, the Attorney General’s Office is reporting that people are assuming identities and selling other peoples properties using false titles. There has been one conviction of a person for removing fixtures from a property that caused damage to the property. 


Confirmation of Meeting Dates 

Next month’s Committee meetings will be held in the conference room of the Board office on August 14th at the following times:
Application Review Committee 		9:00 a.m. 
Education Committee			1:00 p.m.  
Rules & Legislative Committee	  	1:30 p.m. 

The Regular Board meeting will be held on August 15th in the basement conference rooms in the same building at 8:30 a.m.

September 18th Committee Meetings
Application Review Committee   	9 a.m.
Education and Rules Committee Meetings TBD

The Regular Board meeting will be held on September 19th in the basement conference rooms in the same building at 8:30 a.m.  

October Regular Board meeting conflicts with the AARO Conference and has been tentatively scheduled for Tuesday, October 28th
Committee Meetings to take place on Monday October 27th
Application Review Committee		9:30 a.m.

The meeting then adjourned at 2:40 p.m.

RECOMMENDATIONS
EDUCATION COMMITTEE

To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Education Committee

Date:	July 18, 2014

Re:	July 18, 2014 Recommendations

I. As a result of its July 17, 2014 meeting the Education Committee makes the following recommendations:

II. Other Business
A.  	    Approval of the June 19, 2014 minutes.

B. Recommend to the full Board to disband Education Committee and delegate all new and non AQB courses reviewed by Staff Appraisers. Staff will bring to the attention of the Board any concerns they discover with the course content and refer to the full Board those classes that are administratively complete, renewal courses with no changes, and AQB approved courses by consent agenda for the Board to approve.

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING COURSES:

III. Submitted Education

	A.	Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved
The Columbia Institute
	Fannie Mae/ANSI Update, No. 139 ABA #0714-XXX, 8 hours
Howard Charles Johnson, Bernerd Boarnet, Diana Jacob, Martin Molloy, Roy Morris
	Focus on the Workfile, No. 48 ABA #0714-XXX, 5 hours
Howard Charles Johnson, Bernerd Boarnet, Diana Jacob, Martin Molloy, Roy Morris

IV. By Consent Agenda
A. Continuing Education – New – AQB Approved
Allterra Group, LLC
A Practical Guide to Appraisal Review, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-XXX, 7 hours
Greg Stephens

Appraisal Institute
Online Business Practices & Ethics, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 5 hrs
Bruce Closser

Online Case Studies in Appraising Green Residential Buildings, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 8 hrs
Sandra Adomatis
Online Introduction to Green Buildings: Principles & Concepts, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 8 hrs
Taylor Watkins
Online Rates and Ratios: Making Sense of GIMs, OARs, and DCF, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 7 hrs
Ken Lusht
Online REO Appraisal: Appraisal of Residential Property for Foreclosure & Preforeclosure, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 7 hrs
Mark Ratterman


Online Small Hotel / Motel Valuation, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 7 hrs
David Lennhoff
Online Using Your HP12C Financial Calculator, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 7 hrs
Matthew Larabee

McKissock, LP
Reviewer’s Checklist – Live Webinar, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 4 hrs
Dan Bradley, Tracy Martin
Understanding Residential Construction, Distance Education, ABA #D0714-xxx, 7 hrs
Alan Simmons

B. Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved
		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		Gadgets, Gizmos & Technology; ABA #0712-1120, 4 hours
		Kevin McClure
		Supervising Beginning Appraisers- Pathways to Success; ABA #0713-1190, 4 hours
		Gretchen Koralewski, Don Miner, Roy E. Morris, Ron V. Schilling, Richard V. Turkian, Aaron Warrem

		Calypso Continuing Education
		Mold, A Growing Concern; ABA #0713-1191, 3 hours
		Francis Finigan

C. Qualifying Education – New – AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		Online Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, Distance Education, ABA D0714-XXX-07, 15 hours
		Sandy Adomatis
		Online Residential Sales Comparison and Income Approach, Distance Education, ABA D0714-XXX-06, 30 hours
		Ed Molinari
		Quantitative Analysis – Synchronous Version, Distance Education, ABA D0714-XXX-10, 35 hours
		Tom Hamilton

		Trans-American Institute of Professional Studies, Inc.
		National USPAP Course 2014-2015, ABA D0714-XXX-03, 15 hours
		Lynne L. Heiden

D. Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved

		Appraisal Institute
		General Appraiser Income Approach, Part 1, ABA 0612-1100-14, 30 hours
		Gary Taylor

		McKissock, LP
		General Appraiser Income Approach, Distance Education, ABA D0713-1193-14, 60 hours
		Dan Bradley




RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW


To:	Board of Appraisal

From: 	Application Review Committee

Date:	July 17, 2014

Re:	July 18, 2014 Recommendations

I.	As a result of its July 17, 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:  

	
	7/2012
	
	7/2013
	
	7/2014

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	318
	
	276
	
	252

	Certified Residential
	1150
	
	1118
	
	1117

	Certified General	
	805
	
	781
	
	791

	July Totals
	2273
	
	2175
	
	2160

	Nonresident Temporary
	82
	
	69
	
	95

	Property Tax Agents
	377
	
	344
	
	332

	Appraisal Management Co.
	158
	
	163
	
	164


	
	B. 	Approval of the June 19, 2014 minutes.
	C. To request additional information from Vanessa Duffy-Marum’s regarding her need to take an online 7-hour USPAP course for renewal.
D. To make the Board aware of the revisions to the Appraisal Management Company initial and renewal application.  The revisions address AMC’s that are owned by other companies.

III.	Renewals Already Issued

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

		11558	Jeffrey P. Blum 
		22247	Robert J. Gardiner, Jr.
 
IV.	Substantive Review 

	A.	 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AR12288	Maria Grier
			AR12294	Wayne K. Shelton, II
			AR12310	Nathan M. Berry   

B.	 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted 

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AG12286	Mark D. McLoone, Jr.


V.	To Approve Applications for License/Certificate Already Issued
		
	A.	Reciprocity

		22334	Robert Campomanes
		32030	Lynda A. Gallagher
		32032	David M. Mason
		32033	Todd C. Menveille

	B. Nonresident Temporary

		TP41518	Michael S. Boyle
		TP41538	Christopher Chen
		TP41539	Christopher Chen
		TP41540	Robert W. Hopper
		TP41541	Richard B. Moore
		TP41542	Craig L. Smith
	     TP41544	Marilyn K. Weitzman
						     
VI.	Substantive Review for AMC Initial Applications

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AM12296	Valuation Link, LLC   
			AM12301	Stewart Valuation Services, LLC
			AM12302	Lender’s Valuation Services, Inc.  

		 2)	To find administratively incomplete:

			AM12266	RBH Appraisal Management, LLC

VII.	Substantive Review for Reconsidered AMC Initial Applications

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AM12199	Appraisal Cloud Services, LLC

VIII.	Review of AMC Registration Already Issued

		 1)	To take to the full Board:

			40149	Residential RealEstate Review, Inc.


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

	21014
	Maureen L. McDonald

	21118
	Lyle C. Lavine

	21121
	John A. Caplinger

	21366
	Joseph J. Bedzula

	31430
	Robert O. Hartman

	31894
	Taylor W. Smith

	31895
	Martha L. Cermak
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COMPLAINTS FILED*

At the monthly meeting, the following actions

DISMISSED

LETTER OF CONCERN

LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION
LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
PROBATION

CONSENT

SUSPENSION

SURRENDER

REVOCATION

CEASE & DESIST

REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
REFER TO FORMAL HEARING

2014/JAN (2014/FEB |2014/Mar |2014/Apr |2014/May|2014/JUN
8 7 9 8 8 15
were taken by the Board:
3 6 2 2 6 9
3 2 1 3 1 1
4 2 2 0 0 2
1 4 1 0 1 0
0 5 0 1 0 0
1 0 1 0 0 0
1 0 3 0 2 1
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 2 2 2
1 0 1 0 0 1

*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.





