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THOMPS ON, Judge

M1 Appellant David Kaufman (Kaufman) appeals from the
superior court"s order dismissing his civil complaint seeking
review of The Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board®s
(the Board) entry of a consent decree against veterinarian
William Langhofer (Langhofer). For the following reasons, we
affirm the decision of the superior court.

92 In 2007, Kaufman filed a complaint with the Board
arising out of Langhofer®s treatment of his scarlet macaw
"Salty.” Kaufman alleged that Langhofer failed to diagnose and
treat a heart condition which led to Salty"s death. The Board
resolved the complaint by entering into a consent agreement with
Langhofer, and finding that Langhofer failed to Kkeep proper
records. Langhofer was placed on probation for a year, was
required to complete additional continuing education, and was
required to pay a $250.00 civil penalty. Kaufman requested a
rehearing of the Board"s decision, but the Board determined that
Kaufman lacked standing to request a rehearing.

13 Kaufman filed a complaint in superior court seeking
review of the Board"s decision. The superior court sua sponte
issued a minute entry order stating that i1t would dismiss
Kaufman®s complaint with prejudice unless he could show that he

was a named party to the Board®s proceeding against Langhofer.



Kaufman, the Board, and Langhofer briefed the issue of Kaufman®s
standing to seek judicial review of the Board®"s decision. The
Board and Langhofer moved to dismiss Kaufman®"s complaint.
14 The trial court granted the motions to dismiss, ruling
that Kaufman was not a party to the proceedings before the
Board. Kaufman timely appealed. We have jurisdiction.
15 The right to appeal from an administrative decision
exists by statute and is limited to the terms of the statute.
Guminski v. Ariz. State Vet. Med. Examining Bd., 201 Ariz. 180,
181, 182, ¢ 8, 33 P.3d 514, 516 (App- 2001). On review, the
superior court is limited to addressing claims of “parties” who
were parties of record in the proceedings below. Ariz. Rev.
Stat. (A.R.S.) 8§ 12-908 (2007). The statute provides:

Parties In an action to review a Tinal

decision of an administrative agency, the

agency and all persons, other than the

plaintiff, who are parties of record in the

proceedings shall be made defendants.
Id. A_R.S. § 32-2234 (G) (2007) Tfurther provides that 'any
party aggrieved by a final order or decision of the [Arizona
State Veterinary Medical Examining] board may appeal to the
superior court.” (Emphasis added.)
16 This court has previously held that the complainant is
not a party to an administrative action. Twin Peaks Constr.

Inc. of Nev. v. Weatherguard Metal Constr., Inc., 214 Ariz. 476,

478, T 9, 154 P.3d 378, 380 (App- 2007). In determining that



Kaufman was not a party aggrieved by the Board"s decision, the
superior court ruled:

Kaufman 1@s not a party to the Consent
Agreement, 1i1s not subject to the Consent
Agreement"s obligations and is not denied a
benefit or right under the Consent
Agreement. Kaufman has no direct stake 1n
the outcome of the proceedings. Moreover,
he 1s not left without a remedy. It
dissatisfied, he can Tfile a civil action
against Langhofer, which 1t appears he
already has done. See (CV2007-091294. In
the circumstances of this case, It cannot be
said that the Board"s action 1In entering
into the Consent Agreement with Langhofer
imposes a substantial burden on Kaufman or
denies him a personal or property right.
The most that can be said i1s that Kaufman
does not agree with the Board"s resolution
of this matter. Without minimizing
Kaufman®s sense of frustration and loss, his
disagreement 1is not sufficient to make
Kaufman a "party aggrieved" and, therefore,
entitled to appeal from the Board®s actions
under A.R.S. § 32-2234(G).

97 We find no error. Kaufman was not a party to the
administrative proceeding despite the fact that he filed the
complaint and participated i1n the Board®"s proceedings as a
witness. Kaufman®s remedy for the wrongful acts in which he
alleged Langhofer engaged was to file a civil action against
Langhofer, and he did so. The superior court properly dismissed

Kaufman®s attempted appeal from the consent decree entered iInto

by the Board and Langhofer.



18 For the foregoing reasons, the decision of the
superior court dismissing Kaufman®s complaint in this matter 1is

affirmed.

/s/

JON W. THOMPSON, Judge

CONCURRING:

/s/

PATRICIA A. OR0OZCO, Presiding Judge

/s/

DIANE M. JOHNSEN, Judge



