Board of Appraisal
Minutes for meeting held 8/15/2014

FINAL MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
August 15th, 2014
Call to order and roll call 
The meeting was called to order by Mike Petrus at 8:30 a.m. 

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

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

After roll call and the Pledge of Allegiance, Mike Petrus explained that there was not a quorum of Board members who attended the prior meeting, so the approval of the minutes for the July 18th, 2014 Board Meeting is not on the agenda for this meeting. 

The Board honored Mark Keller for his service on the Board with a plaque to commemorate his contributions to the Board. Mr. Keller spoke about the experience having been a pleasure and thanked everyone for the opportunity to serve. 

Mike Petrus made a call to the public. Joanna Conde of AAREA requested an opportunity to speak. Ms. Conde reported that, through her attorney, she had been asked to refrain from contacting Mike Petrus regarding any appraisal issues. Further, the email stated that she should refrain from contacting any Board member on pending Board business outside of the public meeting, at least during the pendency of her complaint. She stated that she had emailed Mr. Petrus regarding the proposed rules and that it had nothing to do with the complaint against her. She felt this limits her free speech, and from representing the members of her organization. She also stated that on August 6th, AAREA held a meeting that Frank Ugenti attended. At that meeting, she stated that Mr. Ugenti stated that he was attending as an individual, not a board member but that he told the meeting that he was there to “make sure ‘she’ (Ms. Conde) doesn’t lie to you." At the meeting, Mr. Ugenti told the group that Ms. Conde had been to several of the Rules Committee meetings and that she was ‘on tape’ agreeing to the changes (in the Proposed Rules.) She said that she had not attended all the meetings. She said that there is much fear in the appraisal community due to the lack of communication, causing a conflict in the appraisal community. 
Mr. Ugenti asked to respond to Ms. Conde as his name had been mentioned. He stated again that she had been an active participant in the rules writing. Through her newsletter he said that she was stating that the Board was not being transparent, which he stated was misleading and untruthful. He asked her to be accurate and to not have an agenda. Mike Petrus explained that his request for her to not contact him directly is because she is on the agenda this month, and he wanted no question of impropriety. He did not want to be accused of ex-parte communications. 

There was a second call to the public. John Kosir, representing CoAA, said that their organization had voted to introduce a bill in the 2015 legislative session; a one-item bill in order to alter the statute. The bill would change the initial allegation against an appraiser to an ‘inquiry’ rather than a ‘complaint.' Following proper procedures, if the Board determines there are USPAP violations, only then would an allegation be called a ‘complaint.' He stated that they would like the support of the Board on the matter. 

Fred Brewster joined the meeting telephonically.

New Business, Item #5
Mike Petrus spoke to the discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the proposed revisions to Board statutes. Proposed revision to statute includes but is not limited to, the development of a process for considering complaints. Mr. Petrus said if CoAA introduced that bill, he hoped that appraisers would get behind it, and maybe even the Board would get behind it, or at least provide support.  Further discussion by Board members Ugenti, and Heaslet resulted in Mike Petrus directing the Executive Director, Debra Rudd to do research of other states with similar statutes and to work with CoAA as much as possible and then report back to the Rules Committee. Jeanne Galvin stated that you would ask the sponsoring agency to be in touch with the Board staff so that communication between the entities can occur. No motion was necessary.

Compliance File Review for Case 3686, Mary Duncan	
The Respondent attended telephonically. Debra Rudd read the summary for Compliance File Review. Discussion, consideration and possible action following Respondent’s counteroffer to Board’s offered consent agreement. Upon questioning Ms. Duncan about the status of her license and discovering it had expired in December, 2013, the Board discussed how best to resolve the case. James Heaslet made a motion to amend the consent agreement; noting the violations, but requiring no education due to the mitigating circumstances of her retirement and the expiration of her license. Erik Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3684, Janet DeMent 
Mike Petrus recused. The Respondent attended telephonically. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Respondent completed an appraisal that was reviewed by Bill Caswell on November 11, 2013. The Board of Appraisal opened this complaint at its March meeting in response to an investigation of the review appraisal (case #3652). The complaint alleges that the Respondent did not appropriately develop the cost or sales comparison approaches and failed to adequately analyze the prior sale of the subject. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that she sent her appraisal to AAREA’s Peer Review Committee, which provided her with feedback on how to improve her reports. As a result of the peer review, the Respondent has enrolled in cost approach and report writing classes. Ms. DeMent states that her desire to write better reports is sincere. The subject is a single family residence located in Prescott, and the appraisal has an effective date of November 2013. 

The respondent answered Frank Ugenti’s questions related to the peer review she went to from AAREA, and her understanding now of how guest houses should be valued, and comparable selections. Frank Ugenti asked about additional continuing education that it appeared she had taken in light of the complaint. She said that she had taken a Cost Approach course, which she had found to be beneficial. James Heaslet asked about the reconciliation between the sales approach value and her cost approach value. Jeff Nolan asked about the comparables she used and why she came to a value of $455,000 when two of the adjusted values in the area had been $401,000 and $403,000. He could not understand how she correlated to a value substantially higher than the values in the immediate area. Ms. DeMent stated that the house was unique to the area with only about ten homes over 2,500 square feet. It had a guest house, which was different. It had sold previously for more than the prices of comparable sales that she could find at that time. James Heaslet made a motion for a Level 2, Letter of Remedial Action; 7 Hr Basic Appraisal with no continuing education and proof of the Report Writing and Cost Approach courses that she stated she had already taken (with CE allowed for those courses.) Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed with five ayes and one recusal (Mike Petrus). 

Initial File Review for Case 3690, Michael Jeklinski 
The Respondent was present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The complaint was filed by the homeowner who alleges that the appraisal had numerous errors and undervalued their home by misstating the square footage of the property and using comparable sales that are inferior. The Complainant further alleges that the appraiser refused to consider additional sales in the area that were more similar to the subject than the sales used in the report. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that assessor’s records the owners are relying upon are incorrect and that the sketch prepared in his appraisal accurately reflects the size of the subject. The Respondent further states that the sale the owners requested he add to the appraisal was much older than the comparable used in the report and was only chosen due to its higher sales price. The reply also notes that the VA’s review found “the fee appraiser’s conclusion to be consistent, sound, supportable, and logical, and should stand as indicated.” The subject is a single family residence in Tempe with an effective date of April 2014. 

The Respondent introduced himself. James Heaslet stated that he had reviewed the appraisal report and found it credible. He made a motion to Dismiss. Jeff Nolan seconded. Mike Petrus stated that he agreed. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3681, John Birkett
The Respondent was present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the records. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the appraiser completed the assignment with a predetermined value conclusion and relied upon sales data from the Realtor because he did not have access to the local MLS. The complaint further alleges that the appraisal had numerous errors and inconsistencies that are the result of the appraiser’s lack of geographical competency. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent acknowledges a few typographical errors that did not impact the value conclusion and denies accepting the assignment with a predetermined value. Mr. Birkett states that the Northern Arizona MLS more often serves properties in the Holbrook market and that he relied upon numerous reliable sources for sales confirmation. The subject is a single-family residence located in Holbrook and had an effective date of value in October 2013. 

The Respondent introduced himself and stated that he had read the results of the review. He called attention to the paragraph in the Investigative Report which stated that many of the errors resulted from the appraiser’s lack of access to the White Mountain MLS. He said it was not an excuse, but that he had not been aware that the White Mountain MLS had become the predominant MLS in that area. By and large he agreed with the results of the review. Frank Ugenti asked about his experience in that area. Mr. Birkett stated that he does about one or two per year in that area, going back 36 years. Mr. Ugenti stated that the market in that area is very difficult. The Board members asked him what data sources he uses. The Respondent said that he used the Northern Arizona MLS and that he did speak with agents in the area. After questioning the Respondent further, Jeff Nolan made a motion of a Letter of Concern, Level 1. Frank Ugenti stated that he appreciated the professionalism of the Respondent, but he felt that it was more of a due diligence issue, Level 2. Mr. Petrus reminded the Board members that there had been other sources used, including brokers, and no comparables had been missed. He did not believe that it rose to a Level 2. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. Frank Ugenti-No; Erik Clinite-No; James Heaslet-Aye; Mike Petrus-Aye; Jeff Nolan-Aye. Upon a roll call vote, the motion passed.

Compliance File Review for Cases 3598/3610, Richard Salceda  
Discussion, consideration and possible action following Respondent’s request for termination of probation and receipt of reports for audit. Board members discussed the audited reports, and the Respondent answered their questions. Mike Petrus made a motion to terminate the probation. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. Mr. Ugenti suggested that the Investigator’s reviews be sent to the Respondent. Mr. Clinite said that he was going to vote “no," because some of the errors are the same that got him into trouble with the Board in the first place. The motion passed with four ayes and 1 no (Erik Clinite).

Initial File Review for Case 3702, William Hall 
The Respondent was present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the homeowner who alleges that the Respondent was provided with a purchase contract reflecting a sales price for their home of $420,000 and concluded to a value of $340,000. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent caused them financial hardship by forcing them to renegotiate the sales price to $400,000 to complete the sale. The owners also allege that there were other sales within the neighborhood that sold at or above their contract price. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that the higher sales referenced by the Complainant have been remodeled and are in superior condition. The Respondent further states that it is not the duty of an appraiser to provide an opinion of value that meets the needs of any party. Mr. Hall points out that the subject was not listed in ARMLS, and no real estate professionals were utilized and he can only assume the buyers and sellers were not knowledgeable in their proceedings. Additionally, the Respondent notes that the property was under contract for $400,000 and that Assessor’s records reflect that it sold to the same buyers for $340,000, the appraised value. The subject is a single family residence located in Scottsdale, and the appraisal has an effective date of May 2014. 

James Heaslet stated that he did not find any major USPAP errors and that the report was well-supported. He made a motion to Dismiss. Frank Ugenti seconded and mentioned that the appraisal was well-supported and had been a difficult assignment. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Cases T002, Paul Euler; T003, Delbert Strunk; T004, Juli Tweedy
Mike Petrus asked if it would be okay to hear all of the cases at once. The Respondents stated that combining them was their preference. The Respondents Paul Euler and Juli Tweedy were present for this meeting; Delbert Strunk was not present. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the Respondents violated R4-46-601 Standards of Practice #10 and #11 by promoting their tax agent practice and soliciting assignments using misleading or false advertising and soliciting a tax assignment by assuring a specific result or by stating a conclusion regarding that assignment without prior analysis of the facts. The Complainant included a copy of the Respondents’ website which advertises property tax appeal services. Respondents’ Reply Summary: The Respondents deny the allegations and believe neither their website nor their communication with prospective clients violates the Standards of Practice. The Respondents further state that the complaint did not provide specific concerns to support their allegations. As a result, the Respondents reported that they could not dispute the allegations in detail. 

The Respondents introduced themselves. Jeff Nolan noted that the information on their website infers that there is no analysis done and that they are appealing the taxes on every property. Jeff Nolan and Mike Petrus commented that the website could potentially be misconstrued. There was a discussion about the website. The Respondents said that they appreciated the feedback. James Heaslet made a motion to dismiss. Mike Petrus seconded. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Petrus confirmed with Ms. Galvin that this was for all three complaints.

Initial File Review for Case 3703, Robin Silberman
The Respondent was present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The appraisal was completed for property disposition in a divorce proceeding. The complaint was filed by an appraiser who reviewed the Respondent’s appraisal and alleges that there were numerous errors, inaccurate size of the subject improvements and extensive adjustments without adequate support. The complaint further alleges that the errors noted in the appraisal under review resulted in an opinion of value that is not supported and is most likely understated, causing monetary harm to one of the parties involved. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent acknowledges some errors in her report but disputes most of the allegations in the complaint. The Respondent states that she utilized the best sales available and used paired sales analysis to support the adjustments in the sales comparison approach. Ms. Silberman reports that she has been appraising since 2003 and takes pride in her work, continually striving to produce evermore reliable reports. The subject is single family residence in Phoenix, and the effective date of the appraisal is March 2013. 

The Respondent stated that she had made an error in the bathroom count. She stated that the Complainant had gone way over the top. It had been for a divorce, and the other party had not hired an attorney. Mike Petrus asked if she had measured the property herself. She said that she had to the best of her ability, that it was a difficult house to measure due to size and radials. He asked why it was different from the county records along with prior MLS listings. She stated that she thinks that the county records include a room over the garage, which she had not. She said that she had included the basement and casita. Mr. Petrus asked additional questions, which the Respondent answered to the best of her ability. James Heaslet made a motion for the Board to invite her to an Informal Hearing, giving her a chance prior to that to look over the Investigator’s review so that she would be prepared to discuss their concerns. The Respondent agreed. Debra Rudd stated that it would probably need to be at the end of October. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Initial File Review for Case 3706, Donna Hastings 
The Respondent was not present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The Complainant is the Arizona Board, who opened the complaint in response to the appraiser’s failure to comply with the Order of Probation issued October 16, 2013. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent states that she experienced extended financial hardship over the past few years and was unable to comply with the requirements of the Order due to a lack of financial resources. The Respondent further states that she is now in a position to comply with conditions of the Order and requests that her probation be reinstated to allow her to comply with the Order of Discipline within the agreed upon six month time frame. 

Ms. Galvin stated that the case had gone to Formal Hearing, and the Respondent did not appear. Respondent had been placed on probation for six months with mentorship, six reports, and a 15 hour USPAP course. The Board adopted the ALJ’s Decision in October 2013. The Respondent had six months to comply. Erik Clinite stated that he had read the consent agreement and had noted that the order says that if she does not comply, her license could be revoked. Ms. Galvin stated that had been the recommendation from the ALJ, but due process is required. The Board discussed the original complaint and the reasons that the Respondent had stated for her non-compliance. James Heaslet made a motion to issue an order today granting her an extension of six months for the previous order with which to comply with the elements of the consent agreement including mentorship, class and logs. If she fails to comply at any point in that process, the Board’s complaint for non-compliance will automatically proceed and the Board will go to Formal Hearing for revocation. Jeff Nolan seconded the motion. Mr. Ugenti said he was sympathetic to financial hardship, but he felt stronger that they needed to protect the public. He felt the Respondent is refusing to participate in the discipline findings. The motion passed with four ayes and 1 no (Frank Ugenti).

Initial File Review for Case 3694, Joanna Conde 
The Respondent and her attorney, Tina Ezzell was present for this meeting. Debra Rudd read the Board summary into the record. The complaint was filed anonymously and alleges that the Respondent violated the Ethics Rule of USPAP with her unprofessional conduct. The complaint references an email that the Respondent sent to 330 appraisers in Tucson that disparaged local appraisers for not registering for a class she was scheduled to teach. The complaint further alleges that the Respondent is inappropriately using her position as an AQB Certified Instructor to intimidate appraisers and promote her organization (AAREA). Respondent’s Reply Summary: The response was filed by the Respondent’s Attorney and states that this is the second anonymous complaint filed against Ms. Conde within days of her public criticism of Board actions. On behalf of her Client, Counsel formally requests the identity of the Complainant, if known by the Board or staff. The reply further states that the complaint does not pertain to an appraisal assignment performed by the Respondent and therefore would not fall under the jurisdiction of the Board. The reply also states that the Respondent’s comments are protected under the First Amendment right to free speech. 

After Ms. Ezell gave her opening statement, and asked Mr. Ugenti to recuse himself from the proceedings.  She stated that she felt Mr. Ugenti held a bias against her client and wanted his reason for not recusing. Mr. Ugenti stated that he does not have a bias and therefore would not recuse. Mr. Heaslet made a motion to go into executive session for legal advice. Mike Petrus seconded. The motion passed unanimously. 

Upon return from Executive Session, Mr. Ugenti stated that he would not recuse; that he held no bias and in the past when he did feel like he might be biased, he has recused. Mr. Petrus accepted that decision. Tina Ezzell questioned who had made the complaint, but it was pointed out that the Board accepts anonymous complaints. Additional discussion centered on the unknown author, the acceptance of anonymous complaints, and jurisdiction to hear this matter.  At the end of the discussion, James Heaslet made a motion to table this case, send the information to the USPAP Instructor Review Committee through the Appraiser Qualifications Board, and to ask for their opinion about this matter.  They would revisit the case within 120 days with the hope that they would hear from this committee before that time.   Jeff Nolan seconded the motion.  The vote passed with 4 in favor of the moton and 1 against (Ugenti-No). 

Informal Hearing for Cases 3654, 3655, 3656, Todd P. Barnhart 
This matter was before the Board at the March 21, 2014 meeting as an Initial File Review. The Respondent had not been present. The complaint was filed by the Chief Appraiser for HUD, who removed the respondent from the FHA roster after several reviews revealed flaws in the appraiser’s work product. Specifically, the complaint alleges that the respondent failed to produce credible appraisal results in part due to: not recognizing conditions adverse to the subject’s marketability; not providing suitable comparable data or adequately supporting the opinion of value; and failing to conduct a full inspection of the subject or comparable property. The Respondent stated that he had not received the Notice of Meeting until the day of the meeting, due to a mail issue, and would have been at the meeting if had known about it. 
The Respondent was present at this meeting with his attorney, Tina Ezzell.  Ms. Ezzell argued on behalf of her client regarding his lack of attendance at the initial file review, HUD’s reinstatement of her client, and his additional education taken since the subject appraisals were completed.  The members questioned the appraiser about his reports.  Frank Ugenti stated that the Board should reconsider the discipline, even though he stands by their original decision, due to aggravating circumstances and because they had an obligation to protect the public. Now that the Board has more information, he thought it should be reconsidered. James Heaslet made a motion that they go to a Level 3 violation (combining all three cases), probation without mentorship, unless a look at more recent reports indicates a need for a mentor.   Ms. Ezzell asked the Board to consider a Level 2, subject to reconsideration after reviewing three audited reports. Mr. Heaslet retracted his motion and moved for tabling the decision, requesting a log of appraisals from the respondent, staff to select four reports from the past six months, to be submitted along with work files, and the decision would be made at that time. Ms. Galvin said that it would probably be best to continue the Informal, get the logs, and staff will choose four reports. Mr. Ugenti asked if Mr. Barnhart could get us the logs within the next few weeks. Ms. Ezzell requested that the log be for the past three months since his courses were prior to that. The Board agreed that the more recent the reports, the more desirable. The motion was amended to the past three months. Ms. Galvin said that after the files are audited and reviewed, the case will be put back on the agenda to continue the Informal. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
The Board recessed for lunch until 1:15 p.m.
AMC Complaint for Case A0133, SERVICELINK VALUATION SOLUTION
A representative of the AMC attended telephonically, Linda Cogburn, a compliance specialist with ServiceLink. Debra Rudd read the summary. The complainant is an appraiser who had been doing appraisals with this AMC since 2011. He contends that he was asked if he could take on more work in May 2013 and he agreed. In so doing, he felt compelled to remove himself from another AMC’s list to keep up. The amount of engagement letters per month he is receiving has been significantly reduced. He discovered, through talking to an individual at the AMC that he had been removed from their auto-assign system. He states that he has never been removed from any lenders’ list nor received any complaint from ServiceLink. 

Discussion ensued of the different ways that AMCs assign orders to appraisers. Frank Ugenti said that he thought the Complainant was alleging was that he was taken off of that preferred automated list. Mike Petrus asked Ms. Cogburn if the appraiser was removed from any lists or put on a do-not-use list. Ms. Cogburn explained that the Board had received Beth Buell’s response letter and in that letter she explains that he was not removed from any lenders' list or their panel. In May, 2013, because he was in the top tier on performance, he was asked if he would like to take on additional work. He indicated he would, so he was put on their auto-assign program that auto-assigns work based on the quality of performance. In May, 2014, his quality scores dropped, which could have impacted the selection for the orders, but he was never removed from their or any lender’s list. It was just a matter of not being auto-assigned by the computer. Frank Ugenti explained the AMC’s best practices to service their clients’ needs. That auto-assign list could be a high volume of appraisers, but if things get slow, the number of appraisers on that list may shrink. Nevertheless, he stated, we do not regulate how the AMCs do their business. Mr. Ugenti made a motion to dismiss. Mike Petrus seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

12-Month File Reviews
There were no cases exceeding twelve months thus there was nothing to review.

Application Review Committee Report
James Heaslet reviewed the recommendations as documented on pages 23, 24, and 25 of these minutes. In addition, it was explained that application for AR12324, Genevieve Konves, was tabled and will be requested, via a letter from staff, to come in with their supervisor, and to send in an additional multi-family report. James Heaslet made a motion to approve the committee’s recommendations. Erik Clinite seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Informal Hearing for Case 3660, Steven Merriott 
This matter was before the Board at the May 22, 2014 meeting as Initial File Review. Mike Petrus read the original summary. The complaint was filed by the property owner who alleges that he engaged the Respondent to appraise his home in September 2013. The owner further alleges that he paid Mr. Merriott $400 on September 2, 2013 for the assignment. Although multiple attempts were made to obtain the appraisal, Mr. Merriott never produced a report. Respondent’s Reply Summary: The Respondent requested an extension to his response deadline, but failed to supply a reply. In his request for extension, Mr. Merriott states that he would “gather and copy my work file” to include with his response.   In the Initial File Review, Mr. Merriott was offered a Consent Agreement for Voluntary Suspension for a period of 30 days. The Respondent declined that offer and requested an Informal Hearing.

The Respondent and his attorney, James Braselton, appeared before the Board for this matter. Board Members were introduced. Mr. Braselton introduced himself and his client. Mike Petrus read the Introduction to the Informal Hearing. A copy of the Investigator’s Comments was provided to Mr. Braselton. Mr. Braselton explained to the Board why he felt that Mr. Merriott had not represented himself well in the Initial Review. He had not had access to his work file which had been in possession of his estranged wife; so, prior to the Initial Review he had not had an opportunity to prepare. Additionally, at the Initial File Review he was quite ill, which he said could be backed up with written medical records which could be viewed by the Board if they desired. He explained that, during the assignment, Mr. Merriott had not wanted to fail in his endeavor to complete the report for the client. He had completed a draft appraisal report which included the Cost Approach analysis and the beginnings of the Sales Comparison Approach with nine sales that he was analyzing. It had been suggested at the Initial Review that Mr. Merriott had stolen the $400 paid by the client. However, he stated that Mr. Merriott had done much work, including the beginning work of the appraisal report. Although he acknowledges that communication was lacking, and he should have withdrawn from the order, he said that it did not warrant Suspension. Mr. Braselton stated that, in looking at the mitigating and aggravating factors that the Board operates under, there was no evidence that there was intentional misconduct, no prior disciplinary history, no similar prior violations, and the assignment was atypical. He also said that it had been an unusual assignment due to the subject’s super-adequacies of over-improvement and size for the area, and comparables had not been available for proper analysis. The Respondent had not wanted to prepare a report that wasn’t well-substantiated. The Board expressed their concerns that Mr. Merriott had led the client on, and in fact had stated that he had done so at the Initial Review. Mr. Merriott contended that it was true that he had told the client that he needed to get the file from his wife, so that he could finish up the work and get it over to him. He had explained to his client several times that he would only be able to provide a conclusion to the service, but not an appraisal report. Mr. Merriott provided a timeline of the work and inspections done, after the Board expressed concern that these interactions had lengthened into a great deal of time. Mr. Merriott explained that he and his client had agreed that he would keep looking for credible comparables.  Mr. Ugenti asked if he had researched the property prior to doing the appraisal. Mr. Merriott said that he had, but there were no similarities in the market. Until he had inspected the property, he had not known the actual size, and the property had been much larger than expected. The Board members discussed options that the Respondent could have considered to resolve the situation. Jeff Nolan said that it was to his credit that he had not just come up with a number that the client wanted, although it had dragged on and on. In some respects, Mr. Nolan asked if the appraiser had not given an appraisal by giving the homeowner a verbal range of value. Mr. Ugenti stated that client had paid for the written report. Mr. Merriott said that the client had tried to coerce his value opinion while he had been trying to maintain his objectivity. 
The Board considered what discipline to offer the Respondent. Mr. Petrus said he felt that the appraiser would be better served with education, including the full USPAP. Mr. Petrus made a motion for a Level 4 but rather than Suspension he wanted to offer a 15 Hr USPAP; plus a cumulative 8 hours of ethics and business practices using staff discretion to find additional courses if there are not enough hours on our approval list, even if it is from another profession. Mr. Heaslet said he would consent to making it a Level 3 since it was not going to be a Suspension. Jeff Nolan agreed. Mr. Petrus said that some of his ethics concerns had been removed with the appearance of the draft appraisal. Mr. Petrus amended his motion with the education previously discussed, removing the ethics rule and record keeping from the Findings, Level 3, six months to complete, and no continuing education credit. James Heaslet seconded the motion. Jeff Nolan-Aye, Mike Petrus-Aye, James Heaslet-Aye, Erik Clinite-No, Frank Ugenti-No. Upon a roll call vote, the motion passed.

The Executive Director report:
Ms. Rudd said in the past month staff had been dealing with the massive renewals. Mike Petrus asked how the August renewals were looking with the clearance cards. Ms. Rudd said that DPS had gotten through all of the clearance cards sent in through the end of July. There were a few applications that had put the fingerprint card on the renewal, instead of the DPS application number. Ms. Rudd spoke to the section head of DPS to try and locate the numbers needed. She spoke with the executive director of the Board of Fingerprinting who is willing to put on a half-hour presentation with questions and answers about the appeal process and for what to do if someone cannot get a clearance card. 
Kelly Luteijn reported that five cases were granted extensions, and that 15 complaints were filed last month.

Report by Assistant Attorney General
The Assistant Attorney General had no assignments to report. 

Fred Brewster joined the meeting telephonically.

New Business, Item #6
Debra Rudd spoke to the discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the Board’s FY2015 budget, including, but not limited to, projected expenditures, potential revenues, and possible adjustments. Ms. Rudd recently met with the person who does the financial reports for the Board.  The appraisers who have renewed have dropped significantly, although they have leveled off somewhat within the past year. Ms. Rudd shared projections to the end of 2015 which indicate that if the Board continues on at this rate it will end up with approximately $71,000 at the end of FY2015, a very low amount. She shared a report that she had prepared for the Board. Erik Clinite asked if she is projecting that the income is continuing to reduce potential income by about 5% per year. Ms. Rudd concurred. Mr. Ugenti had done some analysis and stated that even with 100% renewals of everyone that the Board regulates every two years, over the next two years the Board would average $70,000 in the red each year, based on current expenditures; expenditures are greater than receivables. He also stated that the Board is also a 90/10 agency, so it only gets 90% of its receivables. Erik Clinite clarified that the special appropriation for the database that is being provided was permission to use the money that the Board had already. No extra money was created. He also said that the Board had expected that within the next couple of years it was going to have to look at both expenditures and revenues. Ms. Rudd explained the numbers on the chart, the largest number being staff since the Board is a service industry, instead of a manufacturer of goods. She explained that the budget for staff is 58%, which is pretty good. Rent is set by the legislature yearly, which we cannot negotiate, although this year it has actually gone down from what it was last year, by about $2,000. The negotiation for the Assistant Attorney General has decreased this year. She indicated that she thinks there is a misperception that there are a lot of expenses involved for travel. The travel in-state has actually decreased, since most of the Board members are from the Phoenix area.  There is good and bad, since some of the outlying areas of the state may not be represented as well as would be otherwise, but it is beneficial to the budget. She said that last year and the year before there were Board members from Tucson and Sierra Vista, although she knew that they had not submitted 100% of their expenses for the full cost of hotel rooms and other expenses. Mike Petrus asked if Budget Committee would be addressing ways that the Board could cut expenses. Erik Clinite said that with regard to the database the goal is to alleviate workload from the staff and online renewals. James Heaslet said that so many appraisers would like to go to online renewal which will come out of cost. Ms. Rudd stated that it would and that the database staff is working with right now is outdated, being over 25 years old, and was not adequate to handle the needs of the board anymore. She gave as an example information needed for an AMC does not fit into the database. Mike Petrus asked how much more we would have to invest before we are online and asked if people would be able to pay online with credit cards. Ms. Rudd said that she would be getting an official bid which probably would be an additional $1,000 per month; to be able to put the system online which has to do with the security of the server. Mr. Heaslet asked who would be hosting the server. Ms. Rudd said that it would be hosted by ADOA. She said that we cannot host it on our server, as it wouldn’t be secure. Mr. Petrus asked if the budget included the $1000 per month for the server. Ms. Rudd said that it didn’t. Mr. Ugenti asked if the budget included the rules attorney. Ms. Rudd stated that it did. Mr. Ugenti stated that when we started regulating AMCs it saved our budget because the AMCs now supply about 30% of our income. Ms. Rudd said that in 1991 when she applied for her license, her application fee was $300 which covered one year. In 1992, she paid $425 for a two-year renewal which is the same as this year’s two-year renewal fee. She said that the fees are maxed out in statute. We can’t increase the fee without changing statute. Mr. Ugenti asked if that would a prop 108. Ms. Rudd said it was, and that it would require two-thirds majority to change. Mr. Ugenti said that cutting 10% out of any budget of a business or a government office is difficult; that it is hard to find savings. He said that revenue is going to need to be increased, in addition to reducing expenses. He said that the Board has not raised fees in 22 years of being in business. Mr. Petrus said that the Board had raised expenses without having an increase in revenue which is his concern. Mr. Ugenti stated that many of the increases are out of the Board’s control; things get more expensive over 22 years. Mr. Clinite mentioned that the Board used to have temporary staff, which doesn’t cost as much as permanent employees, with regard to benefits. Ms. Rudd said that over the years there has always been at least one, if not two, temporary employees. She also said that the office has not been able to operate with less than six people in the office for as long as she could remember. But with temporary employees, the turnover rate had been high, costing the Board a lot of money in training. In addition, the Board had been questioned as to why it had held the same temporary positions for so many years without hiring permanent employees. Mr. Ugenti said that the way the office is being run right now is the best he had ever seen. However, he said that the revenue had decreased with 1,000 fewer appraisers renewing from five years ago. The revenue that might be gained from the new statute allowing the ability to recover fees from formal hearings would be minuscule on the ledger. He also said that regardless of philosophy on taxes, you have to pay to have a license and our fees have not increased since 1992. Mr. Heaslet said that everyone knows what is down the line with regard to fees, but it is a hard pill to swallow. Mr. Ugenti stated that we have an obligation to run the office efficiently and must have an adequate amount of reserves. Mr. Heaslet reminded the Board that it had just received one of the best ratings in the nation from the ASC, so it is running efficiently. Ms. Rudd said that, per Dodd Frank, the Board must be sufficiently funded, which is part of the ASC’s policy statement that they look at when they audit. Mr. Ugenti said that this is one of the things that the Budget Committee will look at next week. Fred Brewster stated that we don’t have enough details or facts to say what we can do. He said that it is incumbent upon the Budget Committee to come to the Board with a specific proposal. Mr. Petrus said that he agreed with Fred, that this needs to go to the Budget Committee; with any proposals going to the Board to approve. Mr. Ugenti agreed with Mr. Brewster that every penny needs to be accounted for and expenses justified. Ms. Rudd asked if the Budget Committee could meet prior to September 18th. Any bill that would be introduced will take time to pull information together. Joanna Conde said that there will most likely be a continual decrease in appraisers, but the ground could be prepared to increase fees; if it is presented properly, with better access to information and other benefits, as well as the need to invest in the Board to bring it up to speed. Jeremy Johnson described what the discussion looks like from the appraisers’ point of view. He suggested that the change to a permanent investigator might look like a budget increase. Ms. Rudd said that in the past the Board has always budgeted at least $80,000 for investigators and at times had run out of money which delayed investigations. This backup of cases got the Board in trouble with the ASC and the Auditor General. Frank Ugenti said that having an in-house investigator is actually a savings. Mr. Johnson said that he is referring to how it is presented. Mr. Ugenti explained that the Budget Committee meetings are open meetings and the Board is only allowed to talk about the budget either at the Committee meetings or at the Board meeting. Mr. Ugenti said that if we do find it necessary to ask for a fee increase from the legislature and the appraisers, we want to make sure we are mindful that we might want that to be a range that allows up to a certain amount for the future. Ms. Galvin advised that, if the Board gets legislation, to ask for an exemption for the rulemaking process to implement the fees, to keep from having to wait another nine months for it to go through GRRC. Chuck Johnson said that we can probably expect that the numbers of appraisers will decrease, but those that remain in the appraisal profession might be more specialized. So, if your business plan takes that into account, you can support an increase in fee. He said that he is licensed in half a dozen states and he said he thinks he pays $400 per year in Idaho. He also said that mentioned support that the Board could get from universities in the area for research. If an analysis is done on what fees should be for the service that is provided, it might be easier to swallow. Ms. Rudd asked how long the study might take. Mr. Johnson said that it could be ongoing. People in universities are often looking for things to analyze and research. Mr. Ugenti said that we may have some of that information already, although he thought it was a good idea. Mr. Heaslet said that he thinks the Board needs to be better stewards of their own money before presenting to the appraiser population. Ms. Rudd said that one alternative is that we could be folded into another agency. 

Fred Brewster left the meeting.

Education Committee Report
Jeff Nolan stated that the Education Committee met August 14th and asked for approval by the full Board the Committees recommendations as documented on pages 21, 22, and 23 of these minutes. Frank Ugenti seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

New Business, Item #2
Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding the proposed disbandment of the Education Committee and method of approving future courses by the Board after review by staff. Frank Ugenti spoke to his reasoning for proposing the disbandment. He felt the committee is largely administrative in nature. It does not approve instructors. If it is AQB approved, it is approved by consent, regardless. If it is a new course, it makes sense to identify staff qualified to review the material and then it would be added to the Board agenda for approval by the full Board. He noted that there are three appraisers on staff that would be qualified to review the material that courses as described, per the syllabus, to see that it would be germane to the appraisal profession. He said that it would be a saving to the Board of $2,000 per year for meetings that typically last about 10 minutes. Mr. Ugenti asked if this would be a policy change. Ms. Galvin said it would be a procedural change. Mr. Ugenti said that this could be un-done if the Board finds it is not the best way to do this. Ms. Galvin said that they would be putting the Education Committee on hold to be reviewed in a few months. Staff would be reviewing, going through a checklist and saying whether or not it is complete; not making recommendations. Mr. Heaslet confirmed that the Board is still in control and said he believed that it was a common sense move. Jeff Nolan wanted to clarify that although the meeting is typically short; he spends hours reviewing the non-AQB courses. Mr. Petrus said he would be willing to try it to see if it makes any difference in his workload. Mr. Petrus made the motion that, on a trial basis, the Education Committee would be dis-banded, staff would take the first review of course applications for content, and then it will be submitted to the full board for approval. Ms. Galvin said that if any one of the board members wanted to revisit the issue at any point it could be put back on the agenda. James Heaslet seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.


New Business, Item #3
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the Board’s list of individuals who have previously acted as mentors including but not limited to, whether to maintain the list, establishing grounds for removal of a mentor from the list and including a mentor to the list after removal. The Board discussed whether or not having a mentor’s list is appropriate to maintain based on the ability to provide a list of people who are available and willing to be mentors versus having to deal with the common perception that being on the list would be an endorsement and being removed from this list would be a denouncement. Frank Ugenti asked if we regulate mentors. Debra Rudd confirmed that we did not. Mr. Ugenti then asked how the Board would set minimum criteria for this position. Mike Petrus said the list for him was a tool of convenience; a list of appraisers who are willing to be mentors, who are in good standing. Frank Ugenti made a motion for the Board to not maintain a list of mentors. James Heaslet seconded. The motion passed with 3-ayes and 2-noes (Petrus and Clinite).  
New Business, Item #4
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the status of the present rulemaking, the Oral Proceeding, the Board’s written response to public comment and information regarding final stages of rulemaking.  Mike Petrus said that he wanted to clear up confusion between HB2239 and the current proposed Rules. The rules are not complete yet, but do not consider any revisions due to HB2239.  The current proposed rules were in process. The Rules Committee started a year ago and Article 2 which addresses the 2015 AQB Criteria was done first. The committee then started reviewing and suggesting revisions to Articles 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6.  The Oral Proceeding last week had nothing to do with the statutes that were already in place (HB2239). He wanted appraisers who might read the minutes to know that there were many meetings, a lot of testimony, stakeholder input, and representatives from the various groups at the meetings.  The Board hired a rules attorney who was there at every step of the way to advise the Board, and that they did everything out in the open and legally. Also, he wants the record to reflect that the committee was run by Frank Ugenti; the chair of the committee, more like a round-table discussion which he felt was commendable since it was more time and more work. Debra Rudd added that there was confusion about statutes and rules.  She stated statute trumps rules. You cannot change something in rules that aren’t in statute; you have to change statute before you change rules. The proposed rulemaking that we are going through right now does not consider any of that because it is not in statute. Ms. Rudd said they were hoping to close it out, but the Board has to be able to see all the comments. It will be drafted up, so that they can see them and possible responses, and if they want to change anything, any actions they need or want to take. From that point, Jeanne Hahn will take it to file for closing. Ms. Galvin said that the record would be closed and adopt the final rules. We are obligated under statute to collect all the oral and written comments and respond to them, and say whether the Board is going to take action on those comments. Then the record will be closed; the Board will adopt the final rules, do a Notice of Final Rulemaking and send the package to the Governor’s Regulatory Review Council for the rules process. After another 30 days for comments, it will go before GRRC for them to approve it. Then it will be filed with the Secretary of State’s office. We have not started the rulemaking process for HB2239. Frank Ugenti asked if this was for SB1316. Ms. Rudd said that this proposal covered rules that hadn’t been looked at in years due to a moratorium for rulemaking established by Governor Napolitano and continued by Governor Brewer. You had to have a special reason to open up those rules. Even though the statute was pretty clear about AMC rules, we did not have any AMC rules. Frank Ugenti described the process the Rules Committee had gone through including committee meetings and the summaries at each Board meeting each month. During the drafting of these rules, there were representatives from Appraisal Institute (AI), National Association of Independent Fee Appraisers (NAIFA), Arizona Association of Real Estate Appraisers (AAREA), Coalition of Arizona Appraisers (CoAA), Real Estate Valuation Advocacy Association (REVAA), Appraisal Management Companies, independent appraisers, and written comments via email to the Executive Director. He said they wrote the rules with full exposure, with transparency, and hired an independent rule writing attorney to help give them guidance. At the first meeting in July, 2013, they had the rule writing attorney explain to the stakeholders the rulemaking process, what to expect and how rules work and direction on how to find that information. He felt it was a great collaborative effort. He said that they posted public meetings; appraiser groups locally were sending out email blasts to inform their members. He said there were over 30 hours of open meetings to include comments from those who attended to say what was best. Ms. Galvin added that the rules were posted to the Board website every time there was a new draft available, every month the regular Board discussed that the process was still ongoing and gave relevant updates. Ms. Conde affirmed that the meetings were held as open roundtable discussions which she appreciated.  Her issue was around the end of October and November. She said that the rules had not been posted on the website. She said they posted them at the end of the minutes in rough draft. She said that they were not posted on the website until June 3rd. Mr. Ugenti stated that there had been thirteen stakeholder meetings that anyone could have attended. Ms. Conde said that she felt that to make a connection to the appraisal community the Board should offer another meeting. Mike Petrus said that they thought that they had made a sufficient effort to include everyone.

New Business, Item #1
Discussion, consideration and possible action relating to the processing and disposition of complaints filed in contrast to the jurisdictional requirements of A.R.S. §32-3605(B)(10(a)(i) and (ii) and (b) and possible authorization and instruction to the Executive Director relating to the same. Ms. Rudd said that this was on the agenda to have the Board give her direction of how to handle possible complaints that come in for which statute says there is no jurisdiction. Ms. Galvin clarified that, under the new statute, for complaints that exceed the time frame or for those that fit within that exception, the Board could delegate to the Executive Director the ability to return the complaints without opening the complaints. Mr. Petrus asked if, in the current statute, that wasn’t already in her ability. Ms. Galvin explained that this expands the types of complaints or potential complaints that the Board does not have jurisdiction over, based on the new statute. Frank Ugenti made a motion to that effect. Erik Clinite seconded. Mr. Petrus asked if the explanation of the motion sufficient. Ms. Galvin said that it was. The motion passed unanimously. 

Jeff Nolan asked about New Business, Item #4 and if written comments would come to the full Board so they can see that as well. Ms. Rudd said after the cutoff of the 18th; they would be put together with a draft of possible responses that the Board may want to adopt, or not, as Jeanne outlined. He said that his goal was that the Stakeholders’ concerns would be addressed, regardless of the timeline before it is sent off. Mike Petrus asked if it would be at the Board meeting, when they would see them again. Jeanne Galvin confirmed that they would.


The meeting then adjourned at 4:46 p.m.



RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE FOLLOWING COURSES:

Submitted Education

	A.	New Instructor
		Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
		Mastering Unique & Complex Property Appraisal (AP 10-B), ABA #0208-734-10
		Cameron Palmer

	B.	Continuing Education – New – Not AQB Approved
		Allterra Group, LLC
	Appraisal of Single Family Residential New Construction, Distance Education, 7 hours
		David Phillips

		Appraisal Institute
		Valuation of Conservation Easements, 33 hours
		Frank Harrison

		ASFMRA
		ASFMRA 85th Annual Convention Day 1, 7 hours
James Borel, Dr. Elwynn Taylor, Jim Zion, Tyler Hogrefe, David Smith,  Bruce Sherrick, Lannie B. Philley, Gary Thien, Stephen Freerichs, Mark Dotzour
		ASFMRA 85th Annual Convention Day 2, 3.5 hours
		Deon van der Merwe, PhD, Jason Fest, LeeAnn E. Moss, PhD, Robert Blair
		Advanced AgWare Techniques 2014, 3 hours
		Mark Elder
		Rapid Fire Case Studies 2014, 6 hrs
Farryl Kluis, Douglas Hodge, Richard Gilmore, Donald Hoover, David Hamel, Michael Kallstrom, Harvey Morris

		Calypso Continuing Education
		Victorian Architecture or Real Estate Professionals, 3 hours
		Francis Finigan

		LIA Administrators & Insurance Services
		Liability Issues for Appraisers Performing Litigation & Other Non-Lending Work, 3 hours
		Peter Christensen
		Loss Prevention Program for Real Estate Appraisers, 4 hours
		Peter Christensen

By Consent Agenda
Continuing Education – Renewal - Not AQB Approved
		Appraisal Institute
		Case Studies in Appraising Green Commercial Buildings, ABA 0612-1088, 15 hours
		Theddi Chappell

 Continuing Education – Renewals –AQB Approved
		Appraisal Institute
		Online Analyzing Operating Expenses, Distance Education, ABA D0612-1089, 7 hours
		Ted Anglyn
		Online FHA & The Appraisal Process, Distance Education, ABA D0612-1092, 7 hours
		Craig Harrington
		Online Forecasting Revenue, Distance Education, ABA D0612-1093, 7 hours
		Ted Anglyn

Qualifying Education – Renewals –AQB Approved
		Appraisal Institute
		Basic Appraisal Procedures, ABA 0612-1099-02, 30 hours
		Craig Harrington
		General Appraiser Income Approach, Part 1, ABA 0612-1100-14, 30 hours
		Gary Taylor
		General Appraiser Site Valuation & Cost Approach, ABA 0612-1102-12, 30 hours
		Maureen Mastroieni
		Online Basic Appraisal Principles, Distance Education, ABA D0612-1104-01, 30 hours
		Rich Dubay
		Online Basic Appraisal Procedures, Distance Education, ABA D0612-1105-02, 30 hours
		Thomas Kirby
		Online General Appraiser Income Approach, Part 1, Distance Education, ABA D0814-XXX-14,
		30 hours
		XXX – David Lenhoff
Online Real Estate Finance, Statistics, and Valuation Modeling, Distance Education, ABA D0612-1106-08, 15 hours
		Kenneth Lusht
Online Residential Market Analysis and Highest & Best Use, Distance Education, ABA D0612-1107-04, 15 hours
		Thomas Kirby
		Real Estate Finance, Statistics, and Valuation Modeling, ABA 0713-1192-08, 15 hours
		Kenneth Lusht
		Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, ABA 0612-1108-07, 15 hours
		Alan Blankenship
		Residential Sales Comparison and Income Approach, ABA 0612-1109-06, 15 hours
		Mark Ratterman
		Residential Site Valuation and Cost Approach, ABA 0612-1110-05, 15 hours
		John Urubek

		McKissock, LP
Advanced Residential Applications and Case Studies, Distance Education, ABA D0208-735-09, 15 hours
		Dan Bradley
Commercial Appraisal Review – Subject Matter Elective, Distance Education, ABA D1110-977-10, 15 hours
		Paul Lorenzen
		Expert Witness for Commercial Appraisers, Distance Education, ABA D1110-978-10, 15 hours
		Paul Lorenzen
		General Report Writing and Case Studies, Distance Education, ABA D0813-1196-15, 30 hours
		Bruce Coin
Residential Market Analysis and Highest & Best Use, Distance Education, ABA D0208-736-04, 15 hours
		Dan Bradley
Residential Sales Comparison and Income Approach, Distance Education, ABA D0207-607-06, 30 hours
		Alan Simmons



RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW



Re:	August 15, 2014 Recommendations

I.	As a result of its August 14, 2014, meeting the Application Review Committee makes the following recommendations:

II.	Other Business

  Report on number of Arizona Appraisers, Property Tax Agents and AMC’s:  
	
	8/2012
	
	8/2013
	
	8/2014

	[bookmark: _Hlk316372067]Licensed Residential
	312
	
	272
	
	249

	Certified Residential
	1142
	
	1120
	
	1110

	Certified General	
	797
	
	779
	
	790

	August Totals
	2251
	
	2171
	
	2149

	Non-resident Temporary
	83
	
	73
	
	96

	Property Tax Agents
	379
	
	343
	
	336

	Appraisal Management Co.
	153
	
	162
	
	170


	
	B. 	Approval of the July 17, 2014 minutes.

III.	Appraiser Renewal

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

		10024	Janice M. Peterson
 
IV.	Substantive Review 

	A.	 Licensed Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		 1)	To find substantively complete:
			
			AR12303	Cynthia Lynn Krei
			AR12311	Eric R. Ranta
			AR12314	Tami L. Berg
			AR12316	Jacqueline A. Cambareri		
			AR12317	Michael A. Kiley
			AR12318	David L. Goss
			AR12319	Dave B. Foster
			AR12320	Michael F. Swart

		 2)	To table:

			AR12324	Genevieve L. Konves

	B.	 Certified Residential by exam unless otherwise noted

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

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

	C.	 Certified General by exam unless otherwise noted 

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AG12315	Robert J. Kohlmeyer
			AG12321	John Pino (by reciprocity)
			AG12322	Samuel J. McGehee (by reciprocity)		
			AG12332	Christopher J. Alfaro (by reciprocity)

V.	To Approve Applications for Reconsideration

		AR12107	Destiny H. Kittelmann

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

		22335	Richard L. Bailey		
		22338	Gary T. Holliday
		32035	Chris E. Lantz

	B. Non-resident Temporary

		TP41543	Samuel J. McGehee	
		TP41545	Larry W. Foltz
		TP41546	Janet M. Steuck
		TP41547 	Todd M. Deitemyer
		TP41548	Todd M. Deitemyer
		TP41549	Todd M. Deitemyer
		TP41550	Reagan L. Hardwick	
		TP41551	Mark F. Roth
		TP41552	Thomas J. Tener
		TP41554	Adam R. Lair
		TP41555	James W. Redford
						     
VII.	Substantive Review for AMC Initial Applications

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AM12329	AMC Direct Corporation
			AM12338	American Valuation Corp.

VIII.	Substantive Review for Reconsidered AMC Initial Applications

		 1)	To find substantively complete:

			AM12266	RBH Appraisal Management, LLC
			

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

	22240
	Larry F. Bontempo

	31783
	Leonard J. Caligiuri

	11510
	Randall W. Ihle

	31785
	Zachary P. Moore

	31897
	Don W. Peterson

	31898
	Brett P. Prange

	20177
	Timothy R. Prewitt

	31902
	Elaine R. Septer

	31899
	Waleta M. Spear





	LETTER OF CONCERN
	3
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1

	LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION
	3
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2

	LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
	1
	4
	1
	0
	1
	0

	PROBATION
	0
	5
	0
	1
	0
	0

	CONSENT
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	SUSPENSION
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1

	SURRENDER
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	REVOCATION
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	CEASE & DESIST
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	1
	1
	0
	2
	2
	2

	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2014/JUL
	
	
	
	
	

	COMPLAINTS FILED*
	15
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

	DISMISSED
	3
	
	
	
	
	

	LETTER OF CONCERN
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	LETTER OF REMEDIAL ACTION
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	LETTER OF DUE DILIGENCE
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	PROBATION
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	CONSENT
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	SUSPENSION
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	SURRENDER
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	REVOCATION
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	CEASE & DESIST
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REFER TO INFORMAL HEARING
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	REFER TO FORMAL HEARING
	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.




