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W|th the testlmony presented at the hearing.

same, takes the followrng actions on the recommended decision:

The Board hereby accepts the Fmdmgs of Fact of the Ad '
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. _The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order shall read as foliows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

: | BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURE
; The Arizona State Board of Appraisal (“the Board”) rssued Certified Residential

ppralser‘ Certlﬁcate No 20414 to Respondent Dana A. Mlller in 1991. Certlﬁcate No. 20414 is
x'“ptre on August 31, 2010."
I
Ms Mrtler prepared an appraisal review of an appraisal report originally prepared

Jalme Topete of a resndentlal property located at 3801 E. Lincoin Dnve in Paradise Valley

Ik

the Llncoln property "), which review had an effective date of December 19 2006.
: t
¢ - Ms Mltler prepared an appratsal report of a property located at 44028 N. Spur

ross Rdm Cave _Creek (“the Spur Cross property”), which report had an effective date of May

On Juty 26, 2007 the Board received a comptalnt from Roger E. Beagle, Sr.

: regardlng Ms Mrller s apprarsal review of the Lincoln property.
Mr Beagle is a certified appraiser who on occasion works for the Board as a

tra‘cj “hyeStiga‘tOr. _He is one of Ms. Miller's competitors. Mr. Beagle alleged that Ms. Miller

ted the Unlform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (“USPAP") by “ignoring]

] : facts ln" the report that were mrsleadmg to the cllent including the L|ncoln property's MLS listing

hrstory, Wthh had resulted in an overstated estimated value of the property.
7“6. . On July 30, 2007, the Board received an anonymous complalnt that Ms. Miller's
?appralsal report for the Spur Cross property had ignored MLS listing hfstow for the subject,

k‘ihcluded i‘happropriate comparables, and incorrectly used the cost approach.

']A state~cert|ﬁed residential real estate appraiser can appraise and review residential real properhes having one to
_four umts w1thout regard to value or complexity. A.R.S. § 32-3612(A)(2). In contract, a licensed real estate appraiser

)5 can appralse and review noncomplex one to four residential units having a value of less than $1 million and complex

ne to four resudentlal units have a value of less than $250,000. A.R.S. § 3612(A)(3)| A state-certified general |
I g vapprasse and revnew all types of real property. A.R.S. § 32-3612(A)(1).




f~ . - The Board opened investigations into both complaints

Beatty Whokha‘s'beena certified general appraiser since 1991. On De
ubmltted -lh'vestigatiwve reports in both cases.

On August 5 2008, the Board issued a Complaint and Noti

mmarrzrng Ms Beattyst' ndings. The Complaint charged that Ms. Miller,

32i

|IIer allegedly had wolated The Administrative Law Judge denied
bu allowed Complalnant a brref continuance to allow her to attend the sch

A hearmg was held on September 23, 2008. The Board pr

:exhrblts Ms Mlller test|t' ed on her own behalf and had admltted into evrde
: ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE
e | Case No. 2452 (the Lincoln property)
11 i ‘The kLiVncoln property was located in a neighborhood \

fapproxrmately an acre, in one of the more desirable and expensive

:hoenrx’ metropolrtan area The Lincoln property was located on the
venaﬁstreet wh|ch carnes approxrmately 35,000 vehicles per day,

reside e on the property was burlt in 1975. 1t has a flat built-up roof.

3635; by farlrng to comply with- USPAP (2006 Edition) Standard Rules

g kof lts Executlve Dlrector Deborah G. Pearson and Ms. Beatty and had adrm

and designhated the

gornplaint ‘conoernihg the Lincoln property as Case No. 2452 and designated the Spur Cross

operty, asCase No. 2457. The Board assigned both complaints to contract investigator Linda

cember 18, 2007, Ms.

ice of Public Hearing,
had violated AR.S. §
(“SR") 3-1(c), 3-1(f),

appraisal review and

+1(a), and 2-2(x), and

146-301 because Mr.
tes or regulations that
that motion to dismiss
eduled hearing.

esented the testimony
ritted into evidence 11

2nce two exhlbits.

vhere lots are large,
neighborhoods in the
corner of Lincoln, an

and 37" Place. The




12
2 {information in an appraisal report and to provide a second opinion on
governs appraisal reviews.

-

0 tootage measurements rnterror conditions, and room: count.
,’ :k[ rnspect the property The review appraiser gets the same fee regardless
ior dlsagrees w1th the orlgrnal apprarsal report. |

heassrgnment to review Mr Topete’s apprarsal of the Lincoln property

hi*eh: pompletedthe'review of the Lincoln property appraisal She

mrsleadrng Although the property was worth more than $1 million, it was
: 16 Ms Beatty testrﬁed that lenders usually reviewed

'_rc;orrrpti‘a'n:ce WIth underwrrtmg guidelines, not with USPAP.

Ms. Beatty testified that a review appraiser has bee

"rtéih"aSS’umptio,hs'and take the original appraiser’s word for certain th

The revie
Ms Mrller testified that most of her clients are appraisal ma

il ' Ms. Miller testified that I-Mortgage had a full-time review

E Exposure Time on the Market for the Subject and Compat

n retained to verify

value. USPAP SR 3

Ms. Miller testified that an appraisal review requires the reviewer to accept

ings, such as square
wer does not actually

of whether she agrees

nagement companies.

came from 1-Mortgage

staff in March 2007,
had not meant to be
not complex.

appraisal reports for

ables

: heighberhood were under 90 days and that the property values appeared

Miller's review appraisal estimated exposure time.

Ex3atite.
,;35)'(;’33@‘1‘407 #3.

M Topete’s appraisal report stated that the mark

‘_ Ms Beatty testified that appraisers typically base marke

eting times for the

to be increasing.? Ms.

Miller's review apvpraisal agreed with this assessment.® Neither the appraisal report nor Ms.

ting time on the time

- (::“ohﬁ:paraples‘ales and subject property had been on the market. The subject property had been




on the market for more than nine months.* The comparable sales cited i

: had;been on the market between 142 and 293 days.

i Ms Beatty testified that extended marketing time typical

ippl y“'of propertles on the market. A motrvated seller usually will reduce

property;r_em_a_lnsunsold for an extended period.

n the appraisal report

ly indicates an over-

his asking price if his

,appralsal’ report that "Purchase contract appears typical for market.” Nei
drscussed the dlscrepancy between the purchase price and the cance

21 Ms Beatty testified that it was unreasonable to think that

OOO more than the seller had been asking. Although she had seen s

more than the prrce at Wthh the property had been listed for 9 months,

‘Zed ﬂag for posslble mortgage fraud.

kUSPAP does not requlre apprarsers to estimate marketing time.

. 20 ln theappralsal and review appraisal of the Lincoln property, Mr. Topete and Ms.
] Mlller had' stated that the subject property was under contract at the tlme of the appraisal for
: $1 750 000 after berng l|sted for n|ne months at $1, 375 000 and having been reduced to

]$, ‘OO OOD and that the earller listing had been canceled. Mr. Topete had merely stated in the

ther he nor Ms. Miller
ed list price.
a property will sell for

ales for more than the

asklng prrce m the hot market of 2004 2005, generally the sales had occurred the first day that

loperty had been placed on the market. In this case, the sale price that-was $600,000

without a sale, was a

22 Ms Beatty testlt' ed USPAP required appraisers to include exposure time on their

kreports and revrews Exposure time is a retrospective estimate of the length of time the property

l

fbelng appralsed would have been on the market prior to the effective date of the appraisal. ® ln

contrast “marketrng trme is a prospectwe estimate of how long the property will take to sell.

Ms Mlller,testlﬁed that her estimation of marketing time in the neighborhood of

37:;‘rnoznths‘rwas’accurate‘. ‘She prepared the appraisal report at the time when “the

ns ptipage'73 llne 16 The Board makes this’ modlf cation to be consistent with the téstrmony at the hearing.




= ;kk housing market was really hopping.”

3 .j‘months on her review apprarsal report.

i 24 - Mr Mrller could not point to anything in her work ﬁle

characterrzatron of the market as “really hopping” at the time the Linco

'appraised.‘ She testified that she had thrown out some documents and ha

; a|so;‘adymitted, however, that she was required to retain her original work file.

e f ,'25~. g Ms Beatty opined that, by failing to explarn the difference

' .and Ilstrng prices, Ms Mrller had violated USPAP SR 3-1(f).?

Quality of Constructron

:freport crted the Marshal & Swrft Residential Estimator 7 and rated

e 27? "

:18

A ‘_}srgnlfrcant rnterror renovatrons she would have expected the fagade to

t

a?”@ i

Although bigger, more expensive homes may require

L "slrghtly more time to market, it had been reasonable to say that marketrng time was less than 3

that supported her
n property had been

d replacements. She

®

between the contract

The appralsal report described the improvements on the subject property as

good qualrty constructron good condition and highly upgraded.” In the cost approach, the

¢
i

the improvements as

Ms Beatty testrf ed that a review apprarser was required to verrfy this information.

Ms Beatty testrﬁed that the subject has a flat, built-up roof; if it had undergone

have been updated.

Ms. Beatty testrfred that based on her inspection of the exterior of the property and information

- from theprror and current lrstrng agents, the subject was mostly ongrnal and. in need of

i ,srgnrfrcant updatrng The current listing agent reported an estimated cost of several hundred

; thousand dollars to update the property to current Paradise Valley stand'rrds.

.GSR 3—1(f) requrres a reviewer to . develop an opinion as to the appropriateness of the appraisal methods and
techmques used, given the reviewers scope of work, and develop the reasons for

- freferences to USPAP are taken from Ms. Beatty's investigative reports, Ex. 9 and 10.
|l ’Ex.3at 116
|| Ex. 3

any drsagreements All




wrthrzka bunlt—up roof and a 3-car garage.

mamtarned

Location on Lincoln Drive

ubject being vloeetea on a busy street. She also noted that no adjus

for having a view of aity lights.™

apprarser should follow up on the effect of the noted- condltlon especrall

the ef‘fect‘Of trafﬁc on the subject property’s value violated USPAP SR 3-

Drlve 35 ‘r‘hph, whioh is strictly enforced. Although she: should have

’SR 3-1 (c) requrres a revrewer to “determine the scope of work necessary to produce credi
ac‘co‘dance wrth the SCOPE OF WORK RULE.”

V‘°The Conduct provision of the Ethics Rule provides: :

An,,fappralser must not communicate assugnment results in a misleading or fraudulent
_not use or communrcate a misleading or fraudulent report or knowingly permit
;to co "mumcate a mlsleadrng report

Although the exterior wasi

) Ms Beatty testlﬁed that, if the subject had not been upgraded the appraiser’s

b‘jeiotrs_ ,yarlue‘, For example, the reviewer should have noted that she

agentsor verified the effect of traffic. Similarly, if the view warranted a

Ms.k Mill'e'r testified that the Lincoln property's side was aga

:f;drIVew‘a‘y'kWas off 37" Place. There is a fairly low speed limit along t

i
|
{
!

Ms Miller testified that, from the street, the Lincoln property was a stucco house

not updated, it was

i
!
]

. Ms Miller’s review noted that the appraisal report had made no adjustment for

timent had been made

t’st Beatty testrt’ ed that Ms. Miller's notation was inadequate. Typically, a review

y if it could lessen the
had spoken to listing

n upward adjustment,

she shomd‘ heyre' n’oted, further inquiry. Ms. Beatty testified that Ms. Miller’s failure to consider

1(f).

|inst Lincoln Drive.
;

his section of Lincoln

{ts

mentioned this in her

ble assignment results in

manner. An appraiser
an employee or other




lew appralsal it did not affect value. Lenders request that factors tha
'; 5% adjustment |n value not be mentroned In higher end homes, ¢t
ffic so. 'much because of the ‘show off factor.”

Ms Beatty oprned that in failing to consider the subject’s |

eet in the Sales Comparlson Approach Ms. Miller violated USPAP SR

t do not require more

istomers do not mind

ocation on an arterial

3-1(f).

lnconsistencres Between and Deficiencies in Cost and Comparable Sales Approaches

the appralsal report had adjusted the price only $1/square foot."

19 ﬁ' 4 5 000 square feet was not all that important; buyers did not “go into a

k . 3 000 or 4 000 square feet smaller than their nelghbors
s
: ‘7;fo'ot{'of’ improvements to be $374-$431.

T':_O‘f larger oor’npar’able sales are adjusted only $40/square foot.

ln the cost approach Mr. Topete's appraisal report estimate,

However, in the comparable

l

approach. Ms. Miller

of SR 3-1.

thehomes m the nerghborhood were on large acre lots. Many of th(e homeowners did not

e thelr whole lot for example the subject had a-block wall on its acreage A discrepancy of

frenzy” if their lot was

s the price per square

sales approach, the




o,

| ‘pyroperty were similar in construction style and appeal A $40/square fot

- comparable sales based on whether they had a tile or built-up roof.

out of hne although she conceded it might be a little low. Mr. Top

=

being on a busy street was not addressed in the cost approach.

, kageof 25 years and a remalnlng economic life of 45 years, which

;5:40; The cost approach in the appraisal of the Lincoin property

expectancy of 70 years Mr Topete and Ms. Mlller estimated $167,947 f

“Ms. Miller testified that the comparable sales used in the appraisal of the Lincoln

ot adjustment was not

ete had adjusted the

Ms Beatty testrf ed that, in addition, the external obsolescence of the subject

indicated an effective
indicates a total life

Or depreciation, which

35 %

e “ments e

41 ; Ms Mltler testrf ed that, in the cost approach it was not

presents 25% deprecratlon Ms. Beatty testified that, based on the 25 year effective age and
70 year hfe expectancy, phyS|caI depreciation estimated on an age/hfe method should be

Ms Topete s and Ms Miller's result was an overstatement of the depreciated cost of

‘set in stone” that an

ppralser was requ1red to calculate depreCIatron by multiplying the cost

forth the depreciation to be calculated based on a mathematical formula.
age and economic life of the property into the table resulted in a rate of de

43,

of construction by the
l

’percentage of effectrve age compared to economic life of the improvements. The property’s
ﬂ ';Ik,ocatlon near_Lrncotn Drive dld not affect calculation of value under the cost approach.

Ms. Mtller admitted that the cost manual included a depreciation table, which set

Plugging the effective

preciation.

Ms. Beatty opined that Ms. Miller had failed to state reasons or conclusions for

i_t_emskthat were in disagreement with the appraisal report and had overldoked several USPAP




1| VlOIatIOI"ls in;the appraisal, which resulted in her concurrence with a misk
9 ;[_facﬁbns;w;eré in vlolation of USPAP SR3-2(d)'* and the Conduct provision ¢

Other Circumstances

2ading report. These

f the Ethics Rule.

When the Board informed Ms. Miller of the complaint, it required her to furnish a

py of her work ﬂle on the Lrncoln property. Although Mr. Topete’s clmglnal appraisal was

6 | prepared |n December 2006 and Ms Mlllers review was prepared in March 2007, documents

on the subject and comparable sales in the file that Ms. Miller had p

was after the complaint had been received.

45 A' kMs Miller testifled that she had fully researched everythir

1 ’comparable sales for the Llncoln property. But her daughter's doctor hag

”'A:"’had’fbeen out in the fi eld and she had made notes regarding her daught

lnformatlon on one of the printouts. Ms. Miller's secretary had printed out

s;ale,sfkfor the Board : notjust the ones with her personal notes on them.

46 Ms Mlller testified that in the future, she would not mak

. o j‘pnntouts that she took to the field.

- f 47, Ms, Beatty opined that the Comparable Sales data sheets

o _jf iWthh were dated after the date of her review, violated USPAP SR 3-1(c).

‘Case No. 2457 (the Spur Cross property)
48. The Spur Cross property is a large custom-built Tudor sty!
1 eyight‘ a’cres of land. The main house has three above-grade stories ai

| property also has a guest house. The residence is located at the end

whrchrs dirt for the last mile or so.

MSR 3 2(d) requnres a reviewer to “state the oplnlons reasons, and conclusions requ1red in
glven the reVIewer s scope of work.”

10

rovided to the Board

'Vlndlcated that they had been printed out from the MLS service on August 22 or 23, 2007, which

g and printed out all
i called her while she
er's personal medical

all of the comparable

e personal notes on

from Ms. Miller's file,

e residence on nearly

d a basement. The

of Spur Cross Road,

Standards Rule 3-1(d-g),




) have been a dn’f cult appralsal

come from Transunlon WhICh also reV|ews all appraisals. She knows that

‘:f the' apprarsal because it corrected the ldentlty of the lender."®

| . 49.

st Beatty acknowledged that the Spur Cross property w

f[soj

1 1 Ms Mlller testlfled that the Spur Cross property was unig

" - Irke anthues and the kitchen had onyx countertops and intricate carvi

10 ,srmllar propertles to compare it to.

S Iake and planned to use the home to host weddings. The appliances had

home wrth |ntr|cate detalls and de3|gn and looked “like a castle.”

Hypothetical Condition

Ms Mlllers apprarsal report stated that the lender had requ

be appralsed as |f it were on a 5-acre srte Ms. Beatty testified that a hy,

k request was a hypothetrcal condition that was not disclosed or ident

S condltlon conslstently throughout the report was misleading.

5 l5Ex:'B

‘somethlng that the appralser is told to assume but that she knows is n

acres'

con5|stentty throughout the report. Ms. Miller's failure to identify or

‘GEx 5at 373
x. 5 at 374

11

ngs.

in the site description-and 5 acres in the Sales Comparison App

condition should be given in an addendum and the hypothetical cond

as unique and would

Ms Mlller testrt" ed that the assignment for the Spur Cross property appraisal had

Transunion reviewed

ue. It was a 3-story

The owner had developed a

been designed to look

There were no

ested that the subject
pothetical condition is
ot true. The lender’s

fied as such on the

1 square feet or 7.96

roach.” Ms. Beatty

| testlﬁed that, if the appraiser uses a hypothetical condition, the reason for the hypothetical

ition should be used

use the hypothetical




k"54' e Ms' Mi‘tler testiﬂed-that Transunion had requested that the

i be appraxsed as |f lts site had 5 acres. She disclosed this in her apprals

;generally consnder anythlng Iarger than a 5-acre site to be excess land.

Ms Beatty testified that USPAP does not require that a IeI

~acresof the nearly elght acre sute were included in the appraisal. Ms. Mlll
fa parttal legat descnptlon Wthh did not describe any portion of the site,

56 : Ms Mtller testlfled that her secretary prepares everythlng
Sh operates an offrce out of her vehicle. In this case, she did nc
i escnptton through an over5|ght
Ms Beatty optned that Ms. Miller had violated USPAP SR

-2(x)19 by farllng to report that the five acre stte was a hypothetical ¢

to her lnvestlgatlve report the omission “indicate[d] a lack of knowledge o
dtechmques 2t |

17 'kwouldﬂdieotose a hypothetical condition in future reports.

11 '®SR 1-1 requires: . » :
In developing a real property appraisal, an appraiser must:
. (a) be aware of, and understaynd, and correctly employ those recognized methods
. are necessary to produce a credible appraisal;

c’9SR 2-2(x) requires: - - »
Each written real property apprarsal report must, at a minimum .
. state all extraordmary assumptions and hypothetical condmons and
,_Lstate that their use might have affected the assignment results.

12

Ms Mtlter testlﬁed that, since Ms. Beatty made such a bi

; (b) not comm|t a substantla| error of omission or commission that significantly affects

cIearIy and conspic

Spur Cross property

al report. She did not

to be mlsleadrng The lender did not know which 5 acres it wanted included. Lenders

gal description of the

prc perty be mcluded ln the report. But Ms Miller's appralsal report dld not identify which five

er's report did contain

before she goes out.

t complete the legal

> 1-1(a) and (b)"® and
ondition.*® -According

f recognized methods

ig deal about it, she

and techniques that
3 and appraisal. . ..

uously




Size of House

' ,hvmg area above grade and noted a 520 square foot partial basement. %

| '60;

“:separatlon of the main ﬂoor livable and below grade furnished rooms.”

: 61 Ms Beatty testified that the county assessor's records sh

. j’6‘2.i

- 'ﬁto t e rest of the house The county assessor may include basements in

13 haysement in Anzona.

: 'had been provrded by the property owner.

AIthough the floor plans

“ j;dlmensrons they drd not rnclude a total for each level.

; '64.;; In the sales compartson approach, Ms. Miller had adjusted

;oh"the 3, 759 square foot area and made a separate line item adjustmen

: 'for Iack of a guesthouse at $50 000. Ms. Beatty testified that th|s calculati

the subject S hvab|e area.
65.

footage, Wthh had b_een inadvertently omitted in the copying of the file.

23 accordlng to the plans, the subject's total square footage was 3,759.

: lncluded the gu‘esthouse in the subject’s fotal square footage.

b L”Ex 5 at 373

6 || 2ex.9 at349.

13

: Ms Mlller testified that the finished basement was similar in

Ms Miller's report also stated that the subject had "3 759 square feet of gross

!

Ms Beattys mvestugatrve report pointed out that the “URAR form requires a

She testified at the

;hearmg that the separatlon is a federal requirement for financing under Fannie Mae.

owed that the subject

had 3 260 square feet with an additional guest quarters. A prior MLS listing reported that the

subject lncluded a 3 250 square foot main house with a 725 square foot guest quarters.

quality and condition

total square footage.

' “:The forms are used in all parts of the country; a basement in Wisconsin is very different from a

Ms Beatty testified that Ms Mlllers file included floor plans, which apparently

included the rooms’

for livable area based
t to comparable no. 4

on effectively doubled

Ms Mlller produced copies of the plans that showed each floor's total square

With the basement,

Ms. Miller had not




66 o Ms | Beatty testified that the county assessor usually did not include a finished

'basement in lrvable total square footage.
67 Ms Beatty testrt' ed that the 3,759 square feet in the appraisal report appeared to
,rncludethe guesthouse and in any event, was not consistent  with appiralsal practice. Such

nclusi nwas;mrsleadmg and a wolatron of USPAP SR 1-1(c), * 1-4(a), ® and 2-1(a). ®

Effect of Flood Hazard Area

8 Ms Mrllers apprarsal report had stated that the subject is located in a Flood
. }:Hazard Varea but drd not discuss an impact on the property value.
. 69 - Federal regulations prohibit building improvements in a flood hazard area. lt a
rﬁcant portron ot the 5 or nearly'8 acres of the site were in a floodway, the site could not be

‘ dlvrded or bunton

Ms M|ller testified that it is not unusual for large properties in Cave Creek to

ed ’floodflrtsurance.a It does not deter anyone from purchasing property.

Th’evfyl_ood control determiynatiorr from the Maricopa County Flood Control District

M"V':_Miller’s work fllewas dated September 4, 2007, several months after Ms. Miller’s

2 ppralsa The report stated that the property was partially within a floodway zone, which meant

‘that flood rnsurance was requrred Although no development was permitted in a floodway zone,

thejstructure was ‘on property ... outside 100 yr. flood zone.”*®

SR 1-1(c) requires that, in developing a real property appraisal, an appraiser must:
not render appraisal services in a careless or negligent manner, such as by making a series of errors that,
 although individually might not significantly affect the results of an appraisal, in the aggregate, affects the

ol credibility of those results. : ‘

“SR 1-4(a) requrres that “in developing a real property apprarsal an appraiser must collect, verify, and analyze all
information necessary for credible results. . . [W]hen a Sales Comparison Approachlis necessary for credible
assrgrlment results an appralser must analyze such comparable data as are available to indicate a value conclusion.”
:2 -1(a) requrres each_written or oral real property appraisal report to “clearly and accurately set forth the
it ljln a ‘manner that wrll not be mrsleadmg

14




*‘”SR

72, - Ms, 'Miller’s description of the site in the report was that “s

: and nonconformrng to the nelghborhood Site improvements are typical for the area.”

| ;'Beatty testmed that if most |mprovements in the nelghborhood occupied

;kﬂook: hazard status of the site may not have affected |ts value. But Ms.

0 ,would have been the 2006 edltlon

“Ex 5 at 373

subject’s lot is atypical
Ms.

5 to 8 acre lots the

}Mlller did not discuss

, ‘wha, ,was atyplcal about the site or typlcal about the improvements. Ms. Mlller violated USPAP
,;1 (a) by falllng to employ the correct technique to make a credible appralsal

‘lnconSlstencles Between and Deficiencies in Cost and Comparable Sales Approaches

'2005 edltlon of Marshall and Swift. - This reference could have a typo;

"774.}

16 vrolatron of USPAP SR 1-4(b)(i) and SR 1-4(b)(i).*

75,

typographlcal' error.

'i"ekcellentf." The description “‘kgood” was a typographical error.

76.  Ms. Miller admitted that her appraisal report described

The quality of construction was

Ms Mlller testlf ed that her crtatlon of an older edition of M

In addition, the quality of improvements should hav

‘ Ms Beatty testified that, under the cost approach Ms. Mill’er had referred to the

l
the correct reference

“good.” Ms. Miller

: ,culated value under the cost approach by muitiplying the 3,759 square feet in the house by

Ms, Beatty testiﬁed that the value for “good” quality .construction in the 2006
editio'n‘of the‘ MarShallandﬁSWi‘tt estimator was $1‘070/square foot. The $300/square foot price

was:m a totally dlfferent area. Ms. Nhllers calculation inflated the value of the property, in

arshall & Swift was a
e been "excellent” or
i

the condition of the

improvement's foundation walls, exterior walls, roof surface, floors, walls, and trim as “Good.”'

) | 29Ex 4at423.
,3°SR 1- 4(b) requrres that “[wihen a Cost Approach is necessary for credible assignmen

must"

results, an appraiser

(u) analyze such comparable cost data as are available to estimate the cost new of the improvements

(m) analyze such comparable data as are available to estimate the difference betwe
~the present worth of the 1mprovements (accrued deprecnatlon)

15

en the cost new and




| Mil'ter USed in her comparable sales approach. The inconsistency was a vi

’;k-4(a) and 1 1(a)

;78 Ms Beatty testlfled that depreciation under a cost approac

Ms. Beatty testified that, if the property cost $300/square foot to build, the

adjustme‘nts’ ‘from ’Iargerﬂcomparable sales should be more than the $45/square foot that Ms.

olation of USPAP SR

h should be strictly a

= ,'Tmathematlcal calculatron and in this apprarsal should have been 10% of the cost to build. This

i yf,kwas based on Ms Miller's statements in the appraisal report that the

: ‘;Mlller had srmply deducted $5, 000 for deprecratron which understated the

12 ‘basedioh a mathe.matrcal:formula because it was so unique.

: krmprovements was 5 years 2 and the remaining economic life was 45 years.*

'; ln an overstated value The calculatron was a violation of USPAP SR 1-4(tf>).

,; '; 79 Ms Mrller testlfled that the depreciation for the Spur Cross

Instead, |t sH

: ;‘ castle

: 'Jnelghborhood to be 3 6 months 4 Ms Beatty testified that 3 of the 5 co

f fmarket between 8 and 18 months.

: 80';’ " Finally, Ms. Mrllers appraisal had estimated the exposure

Ms. Mrllers estimate understatec

effective age of the
Instead, Ms.

amount and resulted

property could not be

ould be based on the

E ,‘apprarsers experlence and how she feels about the property. That was even truer for a

time for the subject’s
mps had been on the

the exposure time.

jNothrng in Ms Mrllers work file had supported a 3-6 months exposure trme Ms. Beatty testified

that the subject was a unlque property; if anything, it would have required more time to sell.

81.
S'ales #2 and,#3.’ The property was so unique that, if a buyer were fou

would buy itfrighta‘way.‘ A marketing time of 3-6 months was reasonable a

-32Ex 4 at 420,

By 4at423
at42_0,f R

16

t
Ms. Mlﬂer testified that the marketing time estimate was based on Comparable

hd who wanted it, he

nd not misleading.




 m
'_because it was iocated on only one-half acre. ‘But Comparable Sale #2 W
com ,‘kunlty Even though the parcel on which Comparable Sale #2 was
the land was worth more. Because of the difficulty in finding comparable
testrt"tedv_that Ms Mlller should have researched land sales in the area.

:83

0 kparcel srze

Ms Beatty testrﬁed that the MLS listing for Comparable Sale

On the appraisal report the value of Comparable Sale #2 was adjusted upwards

as located in a gated
located was smaller,

properties, Ms. Beatty

> #4 indicated that the

% Ms Beatty testlfled that, because Comparable Sale #4 in

' total acres and two |ots the adjustment to the comparable should
wnward rather than upward The effect of Ms. Miller's omission

2 comparable s adjusted value in vrolatlon of USPAP SR 1-1.

f Eﬁect of Unpaved Access Road and Remote Location on Valu

7 sale pnce mcluded an adjacent vacant lot.®> Ms. Miller had not considered that Comparable

»‘Sale #4 mvolved the sale of two parcels and had adjusted the value downward for the smaller

volved the sale of 77
have been adjusted

was to overstate the

e of Land

4; : Ms._Be-atty testified that Ms. Miller's report did not account
Ofthe ;subjeCt’sinferior‘unpa'\‘/ed access road and its remote location in t
."s7 g

e 85 ' Ms Miller'testiﬁed that it is also not unusual for houses in
dlrt dnveways 4
: ’kyou\’expec’t a septic tank.
i 86 Ms Miller admitted that none of the comparable sales had

that she had not rnade any adjustments for this condition.

|| Ex 4atazz. ,
| TEx. at421 422 :

17

If you buy‘a house in the "boonies,” you expect an unpa

' ;”Ex 5at 405 The reaitor remarks on the MLS listing stated that * property includes Lot 29

for the effect on value

he Comparable Sales

remote areas o have

ved driveway, just as

dirt access roads and

* House is on Lot 30 *.”




1 the famrly rncome

i
i

|
!

° ',877 - Ms. Beatty admitted that unpaved driveways in rural areais are not uncommon.

But Ms 'Miller’s‘ failure to discuss the impact of the unpaved access roaids in the comparable

; fsales approach was a vrolatron of SR 1-1(b), 1-1(c), and 1-4(a).

Factors in Mitigation and Aggravation of the Penalfy

88 | ~Ms. Miller has been married to her husband for 22 years. She and her husband

, have :three teenaged daughters Although her husband works full-time, she earns two-thirds of

l

'89. -~ Most of Ms. Miller's apprarsal work is for appraisal management companies. Her

9 | clrents requrre that she produce a complete appraisal report within four or five days of the

1Y assrgnment Af a mentor were required to sign Ms. Miller's reports, she fears that she could not

; l
eet her clrents requrrements for timeliness and would go out of busrness\

1 between the apprarser and the owner or lender.

'k590 Ms Mrller testrfred that the appraisal management companies act as a buffer

She can be completely independent and is

had no rnterest in the fi nal estimated values.

: 'report if they ﬁnd an error or want additional explanation.

, subject to no undue pressure She did not intend for either of the reports to be misleading and

91 Ms Mrller is the sole principal of D & H Apprarsals which she operated with her

;‘ ~father before hrs death She has a secretary When she receives an assrgnment, the secretary
: ;does the lnrtral preparatron Ms. Miller pulls comparable sales from the MLS and the county

, assessor before she rnspects a property. Sometimes the appraisal revrew companles return a

92 On October 22, 2001, in Case No. 1123 the Board sent Ms! Miller a letter of due

,drlrgence rnformrng her that it had determined that she had violated USPAP SR2-2(b)(i) and (ii)

3 ;by farlrng to ldentrfy the rntended ‘use and user in an appralsal report.®® In lieu of further

18




93 On October 2. 2002, in Case No. 1337 the Board sent Ms

9 :p‘o'ucy invoive‘ [v]ioiatlons ..

Einvoive ethics or competency

propertles in the future which did not require any admission of wrongdomg.

- 94 The two letters of due diligence are Level 1l discipline, wh

|
!
i

n 40

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

e 'These, m'atters lie within the Board's jurisdiction.”’

The Board bears the burden of proof and must establish tk

4 'ir:applicable standards -as adopted by statute and regulation by a p

':f; the cohtention‘k is more probably true than not.”*® A preponderance of

. ;fgreater weight of' evidence, not hecessariiy established by the greater

|| 39
N TEX T ,
4°Ex 11 The Board makes thls modification to be consistent with the evidence presented at the hearing.

; evrdence. e

testifying to a fact but by evidence that has the most convincing force;

. that may affect the credibility of the assrgnment" and

iitiéation,'the~ Board accepted Ms. Millers agreement “to exercise greater due diligence in

2 | appransmg similar properties in the future,” which did not require any admission of wrongdoing.

Miller a letter of due
P SR 2-2 by failing to

further litigation, the

> in appraising similar

ch under the Board's

‘do not

at Ms, Miller violated

reponderance of the

i '3’.'_' A preponderan(:e of the evidence is such proof as convinces the trier of fact that

the evidence is [t]he
number of withesses

superior evidentiary

: Weight that; though not sufficient to free the mind wholly from all reasonable doubt, is still

" sufﬁcient toincline a fair and impartial mind to one side of the issue rather than the other.*4

i
!

“ISee AR.S. § 32-3605.

43Morris K. Udali Arizona Law of Evrdence § 5 (1960).
Iack' l_aw Dictionary at page 1220 (8th ed. 1999)

- 19

‘ 3‘, ,42899 ARS. § 41- 1092 07(G)(2) A.AC.R2- 19—1 19: see also Vazanno v. Superior Court, 74 Ariz. 369, 372, 249 P.2d
837 (1952) n v




o The ‘Ariidha legislature created the Board to preseribe and
professnonal appraisal p'ractice.45 The Arizona legislature charged the Bg
complalntsagamst ticenrsed*appraisers and, if violations of applicable
dardsare es.tabli‘shed, disciplining appraisers’ certification.*®

 AAC. R4-46-301(A)(1) requires the Board to investigate

- a. . The name of the respondent against whom the
: " 'made;
The action that is the basis of the complaint;

" The time frame in which the action occurred;

oo o0T

Compt nts from the pubhc do not need to contain the same detail as

cohsulta‘nt’e‘ complete mvesttgatwe report or the spectﬁc statutes and U

:ny Ms Mlller s motlon to dlsmlss and determine the merits of the case.

l i",c}o'rhpjarable'sales,l failed to discuss the impact on value of the subject’s
;et'reet, ’_and failed to a'dequately explain or support the calculations of va

salesandthe cost approaches.

“ARS. § 32-3605(A)(1)

4at|ons .and pena|t|es)

20

5 0 mous complaints, if the complaint includes the following information:

Each violation alleged to have been committed by tt:

enforce standards of

»ard with investigating

statute, regulation, or

complaints, including

allegations are being

e respondent; and

A copy of the report, if the complaint includes allegatlons concerning an
i appralsal consultlng assignment, or property tax appeal

the Board’s contract
x

SPAP provisions that

!

oy ,The cbm'plaints from the”publirc in these matters named Ms. Miller, identified the
Su pect appralsals and the ttme frame in which they had been prepared, and conveyed

spemf c suspected mlsconduct The Administrative Law Judge recommends that the Board

» The Board has estabhshed that Ms. Miller's appraisal reVIew of the Lincoln
9 k;"‘fproperty falled to explam why the sale price was $600,000 higher than the price at which it had

vbeen tlsted for nine months, failed to verify the condition of the lmprovements relative to the

ocation on an arterial

ue in the comparable

~"§’ S. § 32- 3631(A)(2) and. (6) see also AA.C. R4-46 301 and R4-46-302. (concernlng formal hearing procedures,




The Board has therefore established that, in reviewing

Rule—Conduct

arly 8 acres,: mcorrectly stated the size of the house by including th

the appraisal of the

” |n property, Ms Mlller violated USPAP SR 3-1(c), 3-1(f), 3-2(d) and Standards Ethics

The Board has also established that, in her appraisal of the Spur Cross property,

Ms Mlller falled to state as a hypothetlcal condition that the size of the site was five rather than

e basement, failed to

ons Ter the,e'ffect on value of at least a portion of the subject's site’s |

corriparable salesandthe cost approaches, and failed to consider the

access"road in the sales comparlson approach.

A R S § 32 3635(A) and (B) requires state certified apprais

: ',:f;has adopted

Iocation within a flood

~hazard area, failed to adequately explain or support the catculatipns of value in the

1
effect of the unpaved

. The Board has therefore established that, in preparing the appraisal report for the

Spur Crossproperty, Ms Mllter vnolated USPAP SR 1-1(a), 1-1(b), 1-1(c), 1-4(a), 1-4(b)(ii), 1-

chensed appralsers apprarsals in Arizona must comply with USPAP.*’

ers to comply with the

d appraisal standards

yrules adopted by the Board AR.S. § 32-3631(6) authorizes the Board to impose

:v_dlsuphne agalnst the certlt" cate holder who has violated any of the standards that the Board

' 13, W|th respect to the penalty, there is no evidence that Ms. Miller intentionally

f';detrauded 0r mlsled anyone in preparlng the review appraisal and apprai

21

e di‘Sciplihe is for relativelyv minor errors that were not repeated in either

sal at issue. Her prior

of the appraisals at




=Xpl anatrons are not credlble and appear to be post hoc justifications.

urn- around trme cannot be met under a mentor. Even if there were, the

savmgs and Ioan CrISIS of the Iate 1980 s,*®

k rfcommrtted at the hearmg

ORDER OF PROBATION

tconsistentljy adminiSter disciptine its burden to protect the public welfare

Fact and Conclusrons of Law, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:
1. ,Upon the effective date of this Order, Responden

3 || certified Residential Appraiser shall be placed on probation for

See Laws 1990, Ch. 313 §§ 1 and 6.

22

|l hrg nd‘ or rural propertles and that the purchasers of high end propert

~In i33utng this order of discipline, the Board considers its obli

' 14, But the review appralsal and the appraisal were riddled with errors. Ms. Miller's

"jexplanatrons at the hearlng that the size of the site is not a consideration for purchasers of

es do not care about

'the&r propertys Iocatlon on an arterral street was not included in the reports at issue. Such

Ms. Miller's hearing

| ;jtestlm‘ony that a revrew apprarser must accept the factual assertions of the original appraiser,

' the rate of deprecrat|on is simply a number that an appraiser plucks out of the air, based

‘ f»}on her feelrngs that the market was *hopping” at the time she preparec both appraisals, and
that a basement can be counted in total livable space also was not credrble

15 There is no evrdence in the record that Ms. Miller's clients’ requrrement of a short

Board was created to
t

mplement refor»ms that followed: the turmoil in the financial and real estate markets due to the
which was similar to the turnjroil being experienced
_;today The Board would not serve thlS purpose rf |t drd not take steps fo make sure that Ms.

|
Mlller dnd not repeat the sngnrﬁcant errors and omissions that the Board established that she

gations to fairly and

and safety, as well as

all aggravatrng and mltlgatlng factors presented in the case. Based on the foregoing Findings of

t's Certificate as a

a period of six (6)




_onth’s‘k'f 'Durlng probation Respondent shall comply with USPAP, Arizona Revised Statutes

> |l and Appralsal Board rules
Respondent shall successfully complete the following educatlon prior to the

: lnatlon of probatlon seven (7) hours in Cost Approach, seven (7) hours in Review

’Appra,, als, srx (6) hours in Mortgage Fraud, and fifteen (15) hours of Qualifying

’_Educatron (wrth exam) The educatlon requrred above may not be counted toward the

’oontlnumg educatlon requrrements for the renewal of Respondents certificate. Proof of
: completlon of the reqwred ‘education must be submltted to the Board within 3 weeks of
) ~Lcomplet|on of the requrred courses.

. 3 Dunng the term of probation, Respondent shall: (a) dem:onstrate resolution of

the problems that resulted in thls dlSClpllnary action; and (b) otherwise comply with the terms of

Dunng the penod of probation, Respondent shall complete a minimum of twelve

4 | 7(12); appralsal reports or review appralsals ‘under the supervision of an Arizona Certified

Mfldentlal or Certlfled General Appraiser who shall serve as Respondent s Mentor ("Mentor”).

‘The'lVlentor snall be elther an Arlzona Certified Residential or Certified General Appraiser. -

5 . " Durlng the probat|onary perlod the Respondent shall not issue a verbal or

written -appralsal appralsal review, or consultlng assignment W|thout prior review and

approval by a Mentor Each report shall be srgned by the Mentor as a supervrsory appraiser. In
the event that Respondents client will not accept the signature of the Mentor affixed to an
assrgnment ‘as a supervisory appraiser, the Mentor need not co-sign the report, but must

complete a written review of each report ensuring that the report oomplies with USPAP and the

Board’:s‘ statutes and rules. The Mentor’s review shall comply wlth the reqt.lirements of Standard

94 :3 of the USPAP ‘The Mentors Standard 3 review shall be completed before the report is issued

- to the cllent Any changes the Mentor requires to. ensure the report oomplles with the USPAP

23




= shall be completed by the Respondent and approved by the Mentor before the report is issued.

Board for nonperformance of the terms of this Order.

The Mentor s wrrtten Standard 3 review shall be marntarned by the Mentor and made available
e

to the Board upon request in order to invoke these provisions, the Respondent must submit

, proof to the Board wrth her monthly log showrng that her client’s pohcres prevent co-signature by

the Mentor

After srx months the requrrement of pre-approval of appraisals by a Mentor may be

k termrnated upon approval by the Board if Respondent has complied with the conditions set out

2 m thls Order

o ,6. : The Mentor must be approved by the Board and is subJect to removal by the

- The Mentor may not have a business

relatronshlp wrth Respondent except for the Mentor/Mentee relatronshrp nor may the Mentor be

related to Respondent Any replacement Mentor is subject to the Boards approval and the

remarnrng terms of thrs Order The Board s Executive Director may give temporary approva| of

: from the potentlal Mentor agreelng to serve as Respondent’s Mentor.

the Mentor unt|I the next regular meetlng of the Board.

- 7 Not more than 30 days after the effective date of this Order Respondent shall
submrt to the Board the name and resume of an Arizona Certlf ed Resrdential or Arizona
Certrf ed General Apprarser who is willing to serve as Respondent’s Mentor together with a Ietter
lf requested by Board
staff Respondent shall contrnue to submit names, resumes, and Ietters agreeing to serve as
Mentoruntrl a Mentor is approved by the Board. Any Mentor must be approved in writing by the
Board,

8. Respondent shall bear all costs and expenses associated with the mentorship

: and rncurred in attended the requlred courses.

9 The Mentor shall submit monthly reports to the Board for each calendar month

durmg Respondents probatronary period reﬂectrng the quantity and quallty of Respondents

24




{ ;yyere{ rejyleWed ‘or approved must be submitted.

i ensure that the Me?ntor submits his/her reports monthly.

* worklncludmg but not limited to, improvement in Respondent’s practice apd resolution of those
, problems that prompted this action. The Mentor's report shall be filed monthly beginning the
k1‘5"‘ day of the fi rst month followmg the start of Respondent’s probationary perlod and continuing
":i/feaoh"month thereafter until term|nat|on of the probatlonary period by the Board. Even if the

Mentor revrews_ no appralsals during a given month, a report statlng that no appraisals

It is the Respondent’s responsibility to

If the monthly reporting date falls on a

| ‘Siatu?rday,' Sunday, or holiday, the report is due on the next business day. The monthly report
;may be filed by mall or facsimile. ' |

. 10 The Respondent shall f le an appraisal log with the Board on a monthly basrs

lrstlng every Arlzona appralsal that she has completed within the prror calendar month by

property address appralsal type, valuation date, the Mentor's revrew date, the date the

'ap;ralsal was lssued and the number of hours worked on each assrgnment The report log

‘ termmates the probatlon

4 provrded to the Board under the terms of this Consent Agreement.

,shall be ﬁled monthly beglnnlng the 15" day of the first month followrng the start of

:‘_,espondents probatronary perrod and continuing each month thereafter until the Board

if the log reporting date falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, the

. :report log is due on the next business day. Even if Respondent performs no appraisals
: ,wrthln a glven month she must still file an appraisal log with the Board showing that no

:apprarsals were performed. The monthly log report may be filed by mail or facsimile.

111.: The Board reserves the right to audit any of Respondents reports and conduct

'peer reVieW, as deemed necessary, during the probationary period. The Board may, in its
discretion, seek separate disciplinary action against the Res'pondent fdr any violation of the

: iap lrcable statutes and rules discovered in an audit of the Respondents appraisal reports

25




Respondents probatlon including mentorship, shall continue until: (a)

lith probatton and mentorshrp, the Board will select and audit 3 of Respondent’s appraisal

I
i

"”‘At the end of six (6) months from the effective date of this Order, the

: Q,Pard;,determr‘nes that Respondent has not complied with all the requrrements of this Order, the

; po dent must petrtron the Board for termrnatlon of her mentorship and probation. If the

Bo'a d, atits sole discretion may institute proceedings for noncompliance With this Order, which

ay result |n suspensron revocatron or other dlscrphnary and/or remedial actlon

Respondent shall not act as a supervrsrng appraiser for other appralsers or

trainees or shall she act as a mentor during the term of the probation. Respondent shall also

ac any course related to real estate appraisals during the term of the probation.

| :subsequently applles for a llcense or certrflcate the remarnrng terms of this Order, including

probatlon and mentorshrp, shall be |mposed if the application for Ircense or certrt" cate is granted.

k|n any future drsmphnary action against her.

Respondent shall comply with the Uniform Standards of Professronal AppralsaI»

ctlce in performrng all apprarsals and all Board statutes and rules.
"16 |f between the ef'fectlve date of thls Order and the termrnatron of Respondent’s

probatlon by the Board Respondent falls to renew her license while under this Order and

'” 17. - Respondent understands that this Order or any part thereof may be considered

18‘. : If- Respondent fails to comply. with the terms of this Order the Board shall
'k"k“f"",rnstltute proceedrngs for noncomphance with thls Order, WhICh may result in
Ri'l,nsblon revocatron or other dlscrphnary and/or remedial actions. Respondent understands

hat any' wotatron of thrs Order is a violation of A.R.S. § 32- 3631(A)(8) which is willfully
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'tdlsregardmg or vrolatlng any of the provisions of the Board's statutes or the rules of the Board

: fbr the admrmstratron and enforcement of its statutes.

19 Respondent understands that this Order does not constrtute a dismissal or

so|ut|on of other matters currently pending before the Board, if any, and does not constitute

; any;walver express or implied, of the Board' s statutory authority or jurlsdrctlon regard any other

' :ndrng or future rnvestrgatron actron or proceeding

0 : Respondent understands that this Order is a public record that may be publicly

jﬁdtssemlnated asa formal actron of the Board.

ol 21 | Pursuant to the Board’s Substantrve Policy Statement #1 the Board considers

| the v10|atlons |n the above~mentroned matter to constitute to a Level Il Vlolatron

RIGHT TO PETITION FOR REHEARING OR REVIEW

t Respondent is hereby notrfled that she has the right to petrtron for a rehearing or review.

i

rsuant to A R S § 41 -1092.09, as amended the petition for rehearing or review must be filed

; jSerwcey of thlS order is effectlve five days after malhng

requrred to preserve any rights of appeal to the Superior Court.

; ,Copy of t e foregorng personally served
= thrs Cﬂl

‘;1400 West Washmgton Suite 101

theiBoard s Executlve Drrector wrthln 30 days after service of this Order and pursuant to

'fi;fA A C R4—46 303 rt must set forth legally sufficient reasons for grantmg a rehearing or review.

if a motion for rehearrng or review is not

i fi Ied the Board s Order becomes effectrve 35 days afteritis malled to Respondent

Respondent is further not|f|ed that the filing of a motion for rehearing or review is
| DATED thrs J,u day of November, 2008.

ARIZONA STATE BOAR

/'”t(%&é/

Deborah G. Pearson Execut|ve Director

F APPRAISAL.

day of November 2008, on:

Oft' ice of Admlnlstratlve Hearlngs
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e f | Copy oﬁf'tihe foregoing mailed via regular U.S.
2 1 & Certified Mail #7007 2560 0001 3358 8737
| thié;'gfi:_ day of November, 2008, to:

. fDANAA MILLER
1| 7840 W. KRISTAL WAY
GLENDALE AZ 85308

el Cop of th jgregomg malled via regular U.S.
‘ Mall thnsj\;_ day of November, 2008, to:

CHR]STOPHER J. CHARLES ESQ.

 |[|[COMBS LAW GROUP, P.C.

- 8 {12200 E. CAMELBACK RD. ,SUITE #221
| PHOENIX AZ 85016

| Coples of the foregomg sent by interagency
thls:gti‘ day of November 2008, to:

1| JEANNE M GALVIN S - CHRISTOPER MUNNS »
|| ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL ASSISTANT ATTORNEYS GENERAL
12 {1275 W. WASHINGTON =~ SOLICITOR GENERAL'S OFFICE
, PHOENIX ‘Azsgs007 - 1275 W. WASHINGTON '
‘ /) ' PHOENIX, AZ 85007

| Deborah G Pearson »‘ ,
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Ay _ZONA BOARD OF APPRAIL L
1400 West Washington, Suite 360
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(607) 542-1539 FAX (602) 542-1598
-e-mail: appraisal @appraisal.state.az.us
Web Site: www.appraisal.state.az.us

“anell Dlrector

Ofﬁce of Administrative Hearings
1400 West Washlngton Suite 101
Phoe '{i%AZ 85007 '

‘708F 2452 BOA and 08F~2457 BOA, Dana A. Miller

- j Dear Mr ;Vanell

'Attached‘ please fi nd the l'lndrngs of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order of Revocatlon entered by
the Anzonar Board of Apprarsal

e Boardadopted the admrnrstratlve law judge's recommended Findings of Fact and Conclusions

of Law with modifications to correct typographlcal errors and to be consistent with the testimony
,Vpresented at the heanng, as set out in the State’s Memorandum Re Recommended Decision. In
ddition, the Board made the following modifications to correct typographlcal errors and to be

’conS|stent W|th the evrdence presented at the hearing:

Page1 footnote1 Irne 29: " After “one to four” add “residential units”; delete “that”
- and replace wrth “than” .

Page 1 footnote 1, llne 30: Delete “that” and replace with “than”
Page 5 paragraph 5 I|ne 3 Delete “certrt' cated” and replace wth “certrfred”
"Page 5 paragraph 7 line 14 Delete “Creek” and replace with “Cross” |

i Page 9 trtle l|ne 10: Delete “3457” and replace with “2457"; delete “Cave Creek”
~.and replace with “Spur Cross”

- Page 9, paragraph 48 line 11: Delete “Cave Creek”and replace with “Spur
'Cross ;

| 'ff‘{jPage 9 paragraph 49, line 49: Delete “Cave. Creek” and replace with “Spur

. Page 11 paragraph 58 lrne 3 Delete “such made” and replace with ° made such”
Page 11 paragraph 62 lrne 17: Delete “county” and replacewrth country
Pagei1l7 paragraph 94 lrne 2. Delete “I” and replace with “II” |

:Page 17" paragraph 94 line 3: Delete “[e]rrors or vrolatlons . that do not
atenally lmpact the purpose mtended use or final conclusron of the assrgnment



Cllff J Vahell' Direcfof
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. and replace wnth [v]lolatfons that may affect the credibility of the assignment”

fi',fPage 18 paragraph 9 Ilne 24 Delete “Cave Creek" and replace with “Spur
Cross” e

The Boardjmod‘lf ed the admlnlstratlve law judge's Order of Revocatxon by addmg the Board's
' plate revocatlon Ianguage for consnstency .

kAttachment e
cw/attachment: Jeanne Galvm Assistant Attorney General
- Christopher Munns, Assistant Attorney General
- Christopher J. Charles, Esq.
DanaA Mlller '




