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June 17, 1983 | re : 
| James A. Graaskamp, Ph.D., S.R.E.A, CRE. = 

| , tr AL oe 

| | Jean B. Davis, M.S. | : 

| ae ee ne 
Mr. Tom Neujahr | | | 

a Urban Land Investments oe | DoE 

| 301 N. Broom Street | , | - 

Madison, Wisconsin 53703 — | | 

i Dear Mr. Neujahr: | | | | | | 

7 - Re: Appraisal of LaFollette Apartments | , | ee 

| With this letter we are delivering an appraisal report of the | | 

| - LaFollette Apartments located at 720 South 92nd Street, West 

a Allis, Wisconsin, owned by the LaFollette Park Associates. : : 

| The appraiser has determined Fair Market Value as of January : | 

1, 1983, consistent with definitions required for appeal of the. | 

i West Allis tax assessment of that date. As you know, Wisconsin | 

ss tax law follows the unit rule which values the property at | : 

| market rents, regardless of contracts to the contrary, and | | 

a , assuming cash to the seller regardless of trade practice to the 

Pt contrary. © eee eee et eee ee ae ee 

ce a | | | | OG SAO ea eo 2 | | a a 
. ; : * , . 4 * y . . - | 

We have determined that Fair Market Value as of January 1, | | 

| Oo | ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED EIGHTY THOUSAND DOLLARS (Ang fees 

ER ($1280 000) a 

q a assuming cash to the seller and assuming the buyer is able to 

+ obtain a mortgage loan of 12.5 percent for 25 years with a debt 

Jo. cover of 1.1 ©— | | | | es te RS ee 

ot oe i | eS ' | a ERI ee ——- oc 

j | We have decided to leave the personal property assessment at. ag 

to $40,000 which we deducted from appraised value of the building ~ 

| ineluding personal property of $1,320,000. The value of the | oe 

q ss Jand and building has utilized a full market comparison 222 2 2 
| approach, a full income approach, and a cost approach of the  — ANE 

| assessor corrected for his omissions. We do not believe the | fee 

| cost approach is appropriate but felt it was important to 

a demonstrate the inadequacies of the assessment. (20 0



pT Rentonile sconce, To. —— — ee 

| Mr. Tom Neujahr | a Oo ; | 

Page Two | | a oa | 

| June 17, 1983 | | a 

i | Of course, the appraised value is subject to the statement of — 

| limiting conditions and assumptions included in the report. We | 

| | compliment you on executing an imaginative redevelopment of | | / 

| this building which was formerly an eyesore and liability to a 

| the City of West Allis. | | — | | 

i pe Should you have any questions, please contact us at | to 

| (608) 233-6400. | | ES a oy 

a : Respectfully submitted. | Cpe | 

| James A. Graaskamp, Ph.D., SREA, CRE | | . 

|  UrbatLiand Economist | se 7 — : 7 

, to 1G n B. Davis, MS | ee | oy hs - 

oe | | | | | ues | oe 

. | | ; ae iii a
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os I, BASIC APPRAISAL CONDITIONS ae eee ree 

i | ‘The content of an appraisal report is determined by the © | 

[ decision for which it will “serve as a benchmark and by the | 

ft limiting assumptions inherent in the property, data base, or ' 

i other factors in the decision context. | | | a Oo 

i : | Y | A. Ihe Appraisal Issues ee ; - | 

| | The issues for which this appraisal will serve as a o | 

Z 1 | benchmark are the real and personal property assessments as of a me 

: pore January 1, 1983 for LaFollette Apartments, located at 720 South no | | 

de 92nd Street, West Allis, Wisconsin. |” eke OF a fees 

i | ss Initially, the real property was — assessed at $1,675,000. oe 

| based upon a cost approach valuation of $1,651,000 for. 

i | (improvements = $1,484,400, and land = $166,700) and a market & 

I : oS approach “valuation of $1 »682,640 ba sed upon gross potential | 4 

revenue of $205,200 (1 BR @ $300/month and 2 BR @ $400/month) 

i and a | gross rent multiplier of 8.2. The personal property was _ | ne 

| assessed at $40,000 based upon a doomage assessment because the 

' 5 assessor had no other cost. information. a | - oe Oe | 

; oe Upon 8 review of the. assessment requested by the property S | 2 

be owners and their representative, Landmark Research, Inc., the = | 

i e West Allis” Assessor _ reduced the real property assessment to fee 

| $1,422,000, using the gross potential revenue of $203,460, as alee



a . estimated by the appraiser, and a gross rent multiplier of 7. a 

jo The personal property assessment, which includes the cost of 57 | 

J | ranges and 57 refrigerators, remained at $40,000 even though of 

ranges and refrigerators are included in the comparable sale — s 

po prices and gross rents used to derive the gross rent oe 

i | multiplier. oe | Ses oe ree 

- | | The following appraisal issues remain unresolved and are | 

' | brought before the Board of Review of the City of West Allis on | | 

appeal: | ee : | , | | | - , | oo S | . 7 

i | —-1,s«‘The gross rent multiplier used by the West Allis | 

: | Assessor is too high when compared with gross rent multipliers : Me 

7 - found in the market in and near West Allis. The gross rent Seep eae 

; p multiplier (GRM) ‘must be derived from the sales of properties : | 

ft of comparable size, rental units, operating expense ratios, and a 

i fo comparable a financing | and ": investment a characteristics. , os Pe 

. 2, - Traditionally, in the West Allis and greater Milwaukee =| oe 

area, ranges and refrigerators are included in the sales price | 

i | and in the rents of “unfurnished multifamily presidential - = 

| properties. To include the ranges and refrigerators in both the & 

i real and the : personal property assessments _ is to unfairly — a a 

; - double-count the value of this property. The personal property | 

fe values should be subtracted from the market value of the |. 

? - a project. eS oe : ae | : mae re | ee a ae 

| i. 3. To properly use the cost approach, the appraiser must |



| | keep in mind the cost to replace the existing facility with a ms - 

| - unit of current utility rather than reproducton of what is. fo 

e Po Moreover, the cost approach must reflect apartments built for | a 

s | _ the. market rather than a project built to special government | | a 

& standards required as a condition of the subsidy and nonmarket ) oS 

a financing. Therefore, a cost approach appraisal must ignore | L 

| the | excessive -eeiling— heights inherent in the two “wings | 7 

i | remodeled from old school buildings and use the new wing as pf | 

7 | ; typical of current replacement standards. Moreover, adapting | 

| these older buildings to residential use resulted in extra 

7 | . corridors and wasted space, reducing the rentable érea as a 7 : 

fp percentage of building area Significantly below that which is fo 

i ; found in current replacements. The developers - of LaFollette fo 

| apartments were further required to provide an air conditioned 

Ee | community room with kitchen facilities and to provide security 2 a : 

; 7 and life safety systems. not found in market rate units. ‘These A wee a - 

mi ee differences between photo reproduction cost new and replacement | 

q | gost must be recognized by the appraiser: using the cost qe 

| approach as physical depreciation, functional obsolescence, and _ pe 

: } in some cases, as economic obsolescence, cs ee eS oe a} : 

J | The Assessor made a token adjustment for physical | 

: | depreciation but ignored substantial functional obsolescence eee 

a | when he used gross building area without adjustment for wasted ; ope 

| space or features not required in market comparables. | S foe



on BL Definition of Value oe | 

of The definition of fair market value is taken from the 1980 ft 

i | = ss Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual, Volume I, page 7-2: | 

: , | Full and Market Value | . | 

| | The basis for the assessor's valuation of real property = | 

a | is found in s.70.32, (1) Stats., "Real property shall : 

| be valued by the assessor in the manner specified in | 

| the Wisconsin property assessment manual under s&s. 73.03 | a 

(2a), Stats., from actual view or from _ the best 

| | information that the assessor can practicably obtain at woes 

| | the full value which could ordinarily be obtained  ~ | 

| therefor at private sale." Numerous Wisconsin court a 

i cases have held that full value is equivalent to market | 

a value. | | | | | - a | | | ae 

f Hp ee In the book "Real Estate Appraisal Terminology," market foes 

od --wvalue is defined as: The highest price in terms of. Sige acs eS 

| money which a property will bring in a competitive and = = $f 

ho 8 open market under all conditions requisite to a fair | ee 

fp | sale. The buyer and seller, each acting prudently, == — | a 

ee ee - knowledgeably and assuming the price is not affected by | 

a fo undue stimulus." Thus, the goal of the assessor is to — | | 

a fo estimate the full or market value of the real property. = || 

ope There are certain conditions that are necessary for a Se 

[ | sale to be considered a "market value" transaction, = | 

. | These are: — ee ae A TRS ge ee nn 

fo 4. Tt must have been exposed to the open market for a = | 

i | ss period of time typical of the turnover time for the = oe 

PD ss type of property involved. sae ee gs oe “a 

a os 2. j%It presumes that both buyer and seller are | | 2 

{Knowledgeable about the real estate market. ee ee eee 

ile: 3. %XIt presumes buyer and seller are knowledgeable | | 

| about the uses, present and potential, of the = = | 

fo property. | a ee SR oP Sn ee a 

a | AY It requires a willing buyer and a willing seller, = | oes 
Pf Wa neither party compelled to act. PERI de



a | 5. Payment for the property is in cash, or typical of 

7 | | normal financing and payment arrangements prevalent | | 

| , in the market for the type of property involved. | | 

ns "Real Estate Appraisal Terminology" also defines value | | me 

: as "The present worth of future benefits arising out , 

ss of ownership to typical users or investors." What the 

a investor is actually buying is the future income of the . 

| : property. The users are typically purchasing the right 

| to use the real property for personal satisfaction, : | 

i shelter, or other benefits in the future. It is these - 
future or anticipated benefits that give value to the - - 

| property. | | | 

| C. Property to be Appraised | me 

i | | The property to be appraised is known as the -LaFollette | a 

| Apartments located at 720 South 92nd Street in West Allis, | 

i fo Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. The property is legally described | | 

; as: os ES oe we | ee woe | | 

| LOTS =TEN (10), ELEVEN (11), and TWELVE (12), excepting oat 
i So therefrom the West twenty-two (22) feet of LOTS TEN (10) | 7 

| | and ELEVEN (11), and further excepting therefrom the 

} East thirty (30) feet of LOTS ELEVEN (11) and TWELVE | 

i (12) and the North twelve (12) feet of LOT ELEVEN (11) | aoe 
in BLOCK FOUR (4), in ASSESSMENT SUBDIVISION NO. 71, oe 

- being a part of the Southwest 1/4 of Section ~ } 
| Thirty-three (33), in Township Seven (7) North, Range hen a 

i Ee Twenty-one (21) East, in the City of West Allis, one 

_ Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. ce Be Se Do 

i He | The proposed assessed value for the real property as of fo 

| January 1, 1983 is as follows: — ; wae "hae de ee oe 

~ | Key Number = sdkand = Bus ding ooo Mobal 6 oe fe 

a 2 0081 004 =——(its=«é«<RSH00s—«H8'7™GU,HOO-=——«*HHZGU OOO



f The proposed assessed value as of January 1, 1983, for the — | 

| personal property which includes 57 ranges, o7 refrigerators, | 

a office equipment, lounge furniture, and yard equipment, is on | | 

| | the assessment roll at $12,000. | me ee | | | 

i | en | - The assessments for 1983 are reported by the West Allis 7 

i Assessor's office to be at 30 percent of full market value; the |. | 

| assessments on the subject property therefore convert to the a | 

i | ) following proposed 1983 full market assessed values: | | ee 

i | gy Lang Building ‘Total - ee 

«$166,700 $1,255,300 $1, 422, 000 POs 
H | ss Persona Property = OO 
' | Total Assessments | $1,462,000 S - | : - - 

) oe D. Legal_Right_to be Appraised 22 422222222 2 2 

E eee The appraisal assumes. the sale of the fee simple title of _ ape | 

i | | the subject | property unencumbered by existing contracts which 

| | may allocate tangible and intangible property rights in such a 

i | way as to create going concern values. Moreover, the unit rule oP 

) | in Wisconsin requires the property be valued as a whole, as a | 

i oye Single transaction, | : rabher | than a series of subdivided ae | | 

J | interests. This is stated in the 1980 Wisconsin Property | — 

i 8 ‘The bundle of rights can be split between private _ | 8 Ge = | 
{ss parties. When the rights are split between two or more = | 

; opi ee ee private parties the assessor must still value thereat : bees



a , property based on all of the rights. For example, when : 
| | the owner leases real estate toa tenant, the owner 

| transfers part of the bundle of rights, such as use _ of | 
} the property. Thus, the owner does not possess all of | aa 

: oo the rights during the lease period. In this situation | 
| the assessor does not value just the owner's rights or 

se | just the tenant's rights but all of the bundle of rights | 
i | subject to statutory limitations. | oe | 

} In this case neither the contract rents permitted by HUD © | 

i | nor the favorable mortgage terms provided by HUD insured. | ul 

7 | financing are transferable rights included in the fee simple fp 

| title. Therefore, all elements related to Section 8 must be . 

a | disregarded except recognition of the reality that artificially. on 

| high rents, artificially low interest rates and arbitrary | 

i 7 construction standards and government fees led to actual | 

: | construction costs that would not have been feasible in the | 

| private market. Without governmental involvement, the |. 2 

i | rehabilitation of the abandoned school property would not have | © 

| occurred as presently completed to the benefit of the citizens | | 

i | of West Allis, the elderly of West Allis, and the taxpayers = po ® | 

: . all of which are public benefits. What purpose is served by © a 

= | punitive real estate taxes incorrectly assessed which cause the | | 

i | -~project to operate at a deficit and eventually self destruct? | |



| aS TT, PROPEBTY PRODUCTIVITY = = | 

| The combined profile of the attributes of the subject | | 

i - property and of buyer expectations suggests which property . | 

| transactions qualify as ‘comparable sales and the basis for | | 

i estimating how much a buyer is willing to pay ‘for the rights. 

Z available to him. © | : oe ae : 

[ | - Fue as es ‘A. Site Description > | | ce 

: 4 | The site of the subject property. is a former elementary | 

i | school and school yard which occupies the northern half of the } oo 

: | block bounded by the South 92nd Street boulevard on the veel en - 

i: South 91st Street on the east, West Schlinger on the north, and a | 

| Walker Street on the south. The south border of the subject ade aS 

i site has several single family residences and a separate vacant | coke 
; | sa voet\ oumba ke tie plaintiff. The Bie este ee : 

| located on the subject parcel is identified as 720 South 92nd Joe. 

i | Street even though the principal entrance faces east ‘on 91st os. 

| ‘Street and is. serviced by a drive-in-circle from that 

i sipeckidic Aeiiey pied Si epa 7 ed ea dime 8 : 1981, by. Joseph - oe ie 

Ej Rrosotneer indicates the parcel has 325 feet of frontage on = | 
| south 92nd Street, 327 running feet on South 91st and a | 

i _ consistent © depth of 490 feet for a total lot area of 81,174 | | - 

| ‘square feet, or 1.86 acres. The site is serviced on three sides  — | 

| gg: __ __ ;



i ; by sanitary sewer and gas. Storm water connections are cod 

| | available on both 92nd Street and Schlinger Street, as are | , | 

i | water connections. Various survey details are available from | | 

the site map on Exhibit 1. | ao os fo 

i | - : - The neighborhood ‘environment is basically residential 2 : 

i although 92nd Street is a boulevard arterial which provides” bus _ } 

| ; and pedestrian ties to neighborhood shopping facilities a few | 

i blocks to. the north and the south of the site. Lack of mature a | | 

| trees as the result of street widening and Dutch Elm Blight ve w 

i makes the site highly visible, and a wing of the old school was - | 

i | demolished to enhance neighborhood open space and appearance: - fe 

be Zoning for the site was originally intended to” be ee . 

i residential RA-3, but this was altered by West Allis | 

| specifically for the LaFollette project to R-10, a planned / 

De parca district, in order to facilitate sale, salvage, and _—_its oe 

i L return of the property to the tax base. Traffic patterns on of . os 

| South 92nd Street were protected by negotiating placement of oe fo - 

ti : | all parking and driveway access points. on Schlinger Avenue and fp 

i «In retrospect the site enjoyed very positive legal- | 

; | political status because sale for redevelopment provided a =| 

| favorable solution to several major community problems | 

i including a surplus school, the need for tak ‘base, and the need - | , oe 

“: | sor affordable housing for elderly residents of West Allis. oe -
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i | ; ee a | ae a 

i ; - | These site attributes are quite suitable for medium density 

| | multifamily housing for primarily single person households and, 

i } therefore, the current use is the highest and best tise of the | | | 

: . site. oo 4 re | : / | } 

fo #&B. Site Imorovements os . fp 

i | | - Existing site improvements o° the finished project include 4 

i | primarily wide expanses of sodded lawns, existing city 

| Sidewalks and curbs, and a new rataining wall along the 9ist — | 

i | Street sidewalk frontage. Theive are new broad sidewalks to | 

| secondary entrances at the north and south Wings running toward fo 

i , 92nd Street, as well as an open patio area facing South 92nd | | 

i | Street. The site plan — providés 28 open parking. stalls on. ee © 

eh concrete curbed asphalt parking area, broken up with several pos 

i | a planting areas. There is a major drive and circle leading to a oe OSs 

oe -canopied main entrance sidewalk protected in the inner corner 

i p of | the L formed by the new south wing and contiector ‘tower to oe, 

; 7 the former school building. | os | 4 _ hee eo | de 

| Hi ES s,s Building Inprovements PSE a oe 

t : ey The” current ‘project — consists: of 655 elderly one-bedroom : / ‘ | 6 

i - apartment units and one apartment, with office | ‘space | for the Pa 

moe resident manager and _ goes by the name of LaFollette Park 

i | 2 Apartments. — & - eo a : : | oe ee
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i |. - Basically, _ the structure represents an intensive oe 

| redevelopment of a former three story elementary school built Oa 

A | in 1931 (Section B) and a portion of a two story north wing | 

built in 1952 (Section A) together with a new three story wing _ 

| (Section D) with 28 units built parallel with the south lot | | 

a | line. It is connected to the older structures with a - 

_ circulation tower (Section C) featuring an elevator, fire. Ss 

i | stairs, | and entrance lobbies. Basic floor areas in these four | |. : 

i | components are defined as follows: | Bg fp 

| Section A oe ee ee Boe - 
i } = (2 story school wing built 1¢52) - | | 

| 2,649 SF x2 bes ao = 5,298 SF (11.5%) 

cco (fire escape) Corridor above Section A Ma : ae - 

i | | (partial 3rd floor) 6 ft. x §3 ft. = 318 SF 

oe Section B ee A re 
i } = (3 story school wing built 1631) | a i ne | | | 

ue 5,820 SF x 3 Yee eee 17,460 SF (35.82) let 

) Section C | as 7 ee Oe, ee fe ee 
po = (3 story connector built 1982) ae Spe 7 

a 1st floor 982 SF + 702 SF ~~ —=)6© (1,684 SF | 
| 2nd floor 1,684 SF less 122 SF = = :—+1,562 SF Ae oe 

i | 3rd floor 1,684 SF less 122 SF = = 1,562 SF poe 

“Seetfon Dei a a Bee op 
i = (3 story new addition built 1982) 2 : 

oo 7 6,966 SF x 3 | os | | ES = 20.898 SF (52.74%) - Se ee 

i Al though there. are 48,782 square feet of gross building ER 

oe area, the mix of apartment units in Exhibit 3. produces only oe



i . 31,176 square feet of net leeseable area for a low building | an 

need: efficiency ratio of 64 percent. In addition, reuse of. the old © 

i school building where | ceiling heights varied 10 to 12 feet | 

i | ss required drop ceilings and partial closure of window areas SO | | 

oe that the basic building envelope contains excessive cubage for ° - 

a the current use. _ pone or pa oe - 

| | - While the former school wings are masonry structures with | I 

, - | reinforced concrete frames, ‘their age cannot be entirely offset ot : 

7 ap ‘by intensive renovation and certain problems remain, & 

i Ay 1. Walls - Drywall covered with thin ‘paper: ‘ean't wash ee 
} s walis ee ey : eS | - Pee 

i ‘| 2. Cement under carpet subject to deterioration Se Pe 

|< hos Exterior brick on building never. sealed properly and os = 

— | has) leaks. WHFA may require a seal; wasn't on original fe 

a 5. Tuck pointing needs to be done on old center building ek LS oe 

oo Section B also contains the original mechanical/furnace | pe 

i a ‘room. as a recessed area a few steps. down from the main ‘corridor - s pee 

he on the east side. There are fcur new sequenced hot water . a 

E | boilers, two water heaters, and | two , circulating pumps | to : | oy m 
: Hee shovide © a Z ekala measuye 6 fr eliabi lity as well as “opera cine 3 | 

efficiency. There is no water softener. Each apartment has a ee | 

Li. separate electric meter, but hot and cold water is provided as 

| well as heat with the rent. There is a trash compactor on the _ : CS



i fo ‘first floor of the connector, wich trash chute from trash rooms 7 ce | 

. on floors above. The connector tower contains an elevator. / | 

i | There is a washer | and dryer <n a small Laundry room on each | | 

: - floor of the new wing (Section D). All portions of the - | : 

un } combined structure feature smoke alarms, an intercom system for oe es 

f | emergency calls, sprinklers, fire doors between sections, hand — - - 

| rails ‘and emergency lights for the hallways, bubblers mounted | - 

i for the handicapped, and electric outlets and switches at hip | 

a Level for easy access. - | | | | re | | 

i | ae La oo : In addition to the ‘specizl appointments. ‘required for . : 

i | | ; elderly/handicapped tenants, ‘Section 8 elderly housing also — | 

. requires certain nonmarket spaces such as a community room | pe 

i to - | with 4 265 square feet of floor space. which might otherwise fee a 

= have been two additional income producing apartments. This fo 

community - room has a full kitchen, two public bathrooms, and a | bop 

i ce | storage room plus built-in air conditioning. Such a room is a ol 2 Be 

eS necessity to reduce the tendency of the elderly to become ; 

| i | o isolated and alienated from general social contact. Because the oe 

community room is some distance from the north wing, and | 

i eels Le walking down long corridors may be phy sically uncomfortable ‘and a ; 7 

: ; - discoura ge a the. | : elderly fron seekin g com panion ship, two ee | : : . 

| additional sitting areas have been provided on the first and 

i | second fl oors of the north wing. Patio areas have been provided : | — 

~~" OFf the community room and on the roof of. the main entry lobby ee ee



SM NaN, Lu | a ae 

i at the second floor level where the residents can discretely ae 

oe observe everyone coming and going. The mail boxes in the main - | 

i | lobby are also ‘supported with a sitting area as an important - 

point for social interaction. a Q oe oe 

Nevertheless, “the elderly are expected to be independent | - 

i | and every unit has a full Kitchen, closets, disposal, to 

refrigerator, stove, and exhaust Fan. Only the refrigerator 

E - and stove can be removed and considered personal property. OO , | 

p 1 . The exterior of Section B reveals a signficant reduction of © oo 

yp _ window. area which parallels the dropped ceiling within. The 

i exterior of Section A has been resurfaced with new brick over © 7 

oa | its” former block but also reveals the panellized windows eres 

i : a necessary to adopt. residential dimensions to a school building / | ~ 

frame. The new wing has masonry bearing walls of red brick on oa - 

E concrete block and some steel I team and lally column internal - wp Joe 

J structure, but is basically wood joist and plywood framing ~ oe 

systems. The structure is commonly termed mill construction, os 

i whieh is signficantly less heavy duty than the concrete frame _ | os 

of the Old school. Cross sections of the three major wings ee 

DS ken the variance in floor to ceiling height that exists — bee 

i o between the old school building section and section D which was hoes 

| puilt to concurrent utilitarian apartment standards. This | 

F of structural distinction is important in later appraisal analysis oo | oS 

be as it provides clear demonstration of the meaning of ee Peas



i replacement cost standards when <djusting the cost approach for | | woe 

To inherent functional or aging obsolescence of an over sized | 

i improvement, such as Section B. Photographs of project | 

p exterior are provided in Exhibit 4. | 8 , | | | |
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— | TET, MARKET. COMPARISON APPROACH TO.VALUE = ==] 

a Be The preferred methodol ogy for estimating fair market value ft | 

i : oe is to rely on sales and rentals of properties comparable to. the | | Ao 

| subject, presuming some ‘adjustnents for unique differences 

i | among the comparables relative to the subject. | , Oo 

i | 7 | oe ; A. | The Gross Rent Multiplier — | | ms an 

H fo At issue is the validity and reliability of the gross rent _ ; 

“ee multiplier used by the West Allis Assessor to estimate the fair | | 

i | market value of the LaFollette Apartments. = oe Sa = 

ee as . The gross rent multiplier must be carefully derived from - | ” 

i | SS sales of comparable properties which have comparable operating eT 

i area expense ratios. The increasingly high cost of utilities have | | Pag 

i toe caused property owners ‘to shift this _ risk to the tenant — 

| z | whenever possible. In newer, ind:.vidually metered. ‘properties, | | . | 

| - the tenant pays the heat and electricity and, therefore, the - 

i . gross rent will be less than in a comparable property where the | fp 

oo Pe owner pays for the heat but then passes through this cost to es 

i the tenant in the form of a higher gross rent. ae 

i es : If the | ma rket rent in a one bedroom apartment is $325 per | | _ s 

ee month with heat included, the sarie unit could rent for $300 pers || 

J month if the tenant paid the hea‘; which is estimated to average | 

| ($25 per month over a year's time. The net operating income for __



i | the owner would be the same, in either case. But, if no  |[{ 

| adjustment was made in the annual gross rent, the resulting GRM ~ 

[ | would be overstated in the case where the tenant pays the heat. | - | 

i «For example, if a 36 one-bedroom unit apartment building 

sold for $920,000, the resulting gross rent multiplier, for | 

i each case, would be as follows: | a ae | : | 

i an Case A: Tenant pays heat and electricity ae - | a 

| | | Annual gross potential revenue = a - 

| 36 units x $300/mo. x 12 = $129,600 | | 

| ae Os Sale Price = $920,000 | | | 

i | | -GRM = 7.1 | oe - - | 

| - Case B:) Owner pays heat and tenant pays electricity | | — | 

i co Annual gross potential revenue =~ : | | 

fo : —- 36 units x $325/mc. x 12 = $140,400 © ae 

; as - Sale Price = $920,000 | Sg te ase poe 

' sf the owner pays the heat and the tenant pays the | | 

| electricity in the subject property, the application of the = | 

i incorrect GRM would lead to a distorted estimate of value. In | | ag 

ee. ie the hypothetical ‘case just described, a subject property with =| 

i | 36 one-bedroom units and rents of $325 per month would have an 7 mee | 

oe bk annual gross potential rent cf $140,400. If the 7.1 GRM a 

[ — ; derived from an unlike S proper ty were applied, the value _ 

i 2 | estimate would be: Po . oe — ce as oo hee a - A je 

i Te x $140,400 = $996,840 (rounded, say $1,000,000) | oo 

) whereas, in fact, the value estimate should be: pee ae : poe. 

i - ae oe 6 6 x $140,400 = $926 ,640 (rounded, say $930,000) . ae rr i |



i | _ “When used for assessment purposes, the overstatement of | 

i : value by $70 ,000 would result in ain, overstated tax bill of | 

| | 7 $2,160 based upon the 1982 mill rate of .030858 per thousand of | | 

i market value. a eee | | : | | 

ee ‘The second factor that has made the gross. rent multiplier | | 

i | less” reliable, if not used with adequate information and , 

i adjustments, 1s the financing. High interest rates have forced 

| ne many sellers to provide ‘financing to the buyer. When the oo 

i | seller provides” below market interest rates, accepts a lower. | 

ok down-payment and/or other terms not provided by third party 7 

i cae lenders, the seller must demand a higher selling price based | | - 

i upon the present value of the dollar. received now when ‘compared | - pe - - 

: fe to the present value of the doller received later. | : foo 

i eo Land contract terms can result in a sale price from 5 : 2 : a 

| percent to 10 percent higher thar it would have been with a | | 

i | cash”) =sttransaction. In the hypcthetical case, a cash price of - a 

j | $920,000 would be $966,000 to $1,000,000 given the terms of the | 

NES | land contract. These, with a gross annual nant of $140,400, - 

; "the GRM, would be overstated if the land contract price was not =| - 

adjusted to a cash price: © oS | Oe As 

Oe Cash Sale: ——- $920,000 + $°40,400 = 6.6 8 ee 

i | | Land Contract: $966 ,000 + $140,400 - 6.9 _ e ce 7 - Lee 
ees ~ """ $4,000,000 + $140,400 = 7-100 2



i ~ Quotes from several appraisal authorities including the | 

| American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers and the ITAAOQ ~ 

j reinforce the need to use GRM analysis— with caution and a 

i knowledge of the property detail and financing parameters. | 

—sdAlfred A. Ring, The Valuation of Real__Estate, 1970, end | 

| Edition, p. 145-147. | | , | ee | 

i : | - The gross income multiplier as a device to convert. | 

: - monthly or annual gross income into a sum of market | 2 

| | value has gained popularity as a rule of thumb and as | fo 

i | an index of value. Like all rules which are based on | | 

| | the law of averages, the gross income multiplier can | a 

| | ss serve a useful purpose when applied intelligently and a 

i | with care. | oe | ane oe ee | | - Mn 

) eS At the outset, it should be realized that the use Jo 

fp of the gross income multiplier cannot and should not be fo 

i | considered as part of the income or capitalization os 

- | approach to value. To capitalize, means to convert the |. _ 

fp estimated net income anticipated over the remaining _ “as 

oe economic life of the subject property into a sum of | | 

| i Po - present value. The gross’ income multiplier does not EO gee - 

oes es give weight to amounts of operating expense ratios, or  — | 

| ss to)=O Variations in the remaining economic life Of : 

i | ——sproperties. In fact the user of the multiplier assumeS = | 

ese | that all properties within a given classification, such — = |. 

ft as) residential, commercial, or industrial, are = = |. 

i identical in operating characteristics and -in their == | ae 

Bo] economic age-span of remaining productive life.... — J 

[a As indicated, in the hands of an informed person |. 

gp i] the multiplier may prove a useful aid in approximating || 

| i | prevailing market value. The professional appraiser, || 

“" |. however, is well advised to_ use this valuation tool Sa 

— | with eaution for the following reasons: First, the = fou 

i ss multiplier converts into valve gross rather than net | 

@ | ~~ income. It is entirely possible that a property Which |. 

| produces a comparable gross income may yield inadequate = || 

pio er even no net income because of excessive operating OF eee 

ii. maintenance cost due to faulty © construction oor ee 

— tf inequitable contractual commitments written into |. 

a | long-term lease agreements. In either case the [| 

i | existence of gross income gives an illusion of value foo. 

= | that could not be justified ty an expert appraiser. It | | 

| igs) for this) reason that users of the gross income | | 

i oe multiplier should pay heec to the saying, "The 

i | oe 23 | - * | | oe



bk UT __ _ , “ | 

i : accountant can estimate our’ gross, but only God can | 

give us our net." | Oo eee | | 
Second, the use of the multiplier assumes | 

i uniformity among properties in their operating ratios. — | | | 

| ss Even among residential properties, where operating ood 

de experience supports claims for relative constancy of | | 

| expense outlays, individual properties may vary | | | 

i : | significantly from the norm as the result of . | | 

7 : differences in construction, quality of insulation, © | | | 

kind of heating, amount of built-in equipment, equity | | | 

i | of property taxation, and other causes. | Oe | | 

a | Third, consideratin of remaining economic life | | | 

| a appears entirely ignored. It is a rare coincidence | 

rn that properties selected as index sales are identical . | | 

| i | in relation to effective age, and a rarer coincidence | a 

| still that the subject property should be of the same | | 

ae | age as those of the index sales. Uninformed use of © - | 
i | | the gross multiplier would ascribe equal value to | 

ort PLS AE properties of equal income even though one may be in | | | 

eee the last stages of its economic life and the other in - | 
i tT new) = 06condition. It may be argued that such properties | | : 
8 |] - are not comparable; but be that as it may, the gross } | 

es - ineome multiplier never provides for adjustment of | | 

eee differences in properties which are by nature | | 

i, ss sReterogeneous in character, 2 2 rn © | 

eda sss Fourth, care must be taken not to adjsut the gross - © | 

- income, nor the "raw" market prices, paid for | 

i : ss comparable properties for age, condition, or location — fo | 

ee ene of the sale property. To do so will overadjust for EE ad 
oe physical functional, or econonic factors which both the | fo | 

i pe renters and the investors have already considered in. | to | 
go] | the price paid for rental and in the purchase amount © , | 

She | offered for the property in its "as is" condition, | Oe ae 
as |. - _ With these limitations in mind, the gross income |{| 

i i . multiplier may be used as a straw in the bundle of PY 

Etudes fo “ straws to which the appraiser clings in formulating and re ee) 

| justifying his final judgment of market value, = = | ee ee 

| f | ss Paul F. Wendt, Real_ Estate Appraisal__Review and Outlook, = | = | 
oe Bee So DOTA per EIQ ee cg i ee ee 

I | ss The) «6vbasie «assumption in the use of gross-rent = | Jj 
| multipliers as a means of establishing most probable = | f 

ge ee selling prices is that properties with the same gross | f 
a ss imeome will have the same net-income expectancy or = | J 

™ | > future cash flow to the investor and hence will have the ee 

ee same dollar value per dollar of expected future cash |  f 

ss flow. This underlines the most important criterion in = | — J



i | : the use of this technique; namely, that the properties | 

| | must be similar in their future cash-flow expectancy. , ) 

7 This in turn implies that. the ratio of net income to 

i | gross income should be the same and that properties | 

| ~ ghould have the same outlook for gross income and 

: | expenses, including property taxes. Viewed in this 

| - light, it can be seen that the gross-multiplier method do 

i is a variation of the market-comparison technique of | 

7 valuation. The use of the gross-multiplier method makes _— oo 

| } is possible to compare properties which are otherwise : | 

i similar, but may be of varying size or quality and have oes, 
| | different gross dollar incomes. | 

{| ss John Reilly, Ibe Larguage of _Real__Estate, 1977, | 
i p. 202-203. | cae | | | 

GROSS) = =INCOME MULTIPLIER - A useful rule of thumb for 

i | estimating the market value of income-producing | - 

) | residential property. The multiplier is derived by | 

| ss using comparable sales divided by the actual or 

E | | estimated monthly rentals in order to arrive at an | | 

| | acceptable average. By multiplying the estimated rent > po eka 

ce of = 6the) =6property under consideration by the multiplier, | | 

one can compute a rough estimate of the property's | 
i | ss market value. Only a rough estimate of value is thus © - , 

" | produced because the gross rent does not allow for a 
- ss wariations in vacancies, urcollectable rents, property | oe 

i Lee taxes, = management, and similar unpredictable ae 

a ss @ireumstances. To be most accurate, the estimate should © oe 

| ss generally be based on unfurnished rentals. The use of a oe 

i a the gross income multiplier, sometimes called-the gross _ es 

a be rent multiplier, has slowly been going out of use during | a 

cha ne the last ten years in recognition of the fact that it is = | 

4 a sovery crude guideline that does not take — into fo 

i | consideration the tax ramifications of different Jj. ce 

en - - possible investors and does not recognize alternate = | | 

methods of financing. | ee ee 

E  E. Roger Everett, William N. Kinnard, A Guide to Appraising | 

| Apartments, 1979, Pe 45.0 

i } AS a broad generalization, it is neither necessary = | | 
nor = desirable to adjust the sale prices of the = |; | 

: - gomparable sales prior to «leveloping the multiplier. 2s 

i ss Sinee the multiplier represents a relationship between = | | 

| — walue (sale price) and whichever gross income is a 

: | ss employed, it may normally be assumed that differences in = | | 

i | loecatins and = property features are automatically | a ee oe



i | included. Rentals tend to be affected by the same | 
| market factors and forces influencing price, and | 

generally in the same way. This, of course, presumes 
i that there is an indeed direct relationship between. | 

— . otal income and sales price; that is what a multiplier | 
is. The appraiser must be aware, however, that’ there | | 

| | | are two factors which can cause multipliers for. | 
i - otherwise similar apartments to vary. These are: 1) | | | 

of differences in expense ratios and 2) differences in | 
_ the type and amount of services provided in the rent. 
i | Two properties having identical net operating | 

| - ineomes and sales prices may produce different income | | 
| multipliers. This can occur when one has utilities paid a 

| - by the tenant and the other fas utilities included in | | 
i . the rent. Such sales canrot be appropriately used. of 

a - unless either the rental is edjusted to the same basis 
| | as the subject property before calculating the | 

i multiplier or the multiplier developed is adjusted to | | | 

nM reflect the difference. Similarly, income multipliers | | , 

et developed from sales of properties with abnormally high fe 

i ? or low operating expense ratios cannot be applied © | | 
a directly to the income of a subject property which has > | 

ae —. (or is presumed to have) a normal or typical expense — | | 
ms| |. ratio. These situatins clearly point to the need to, | 
i | ss examine not only the physical, but also the economic | | 
—" {| - @haraeteristies of comparable sales. It also points up _ of : 

—_ {| one of the major weaknesses of Gross Income Multiplier | do | 
i | analysis, and in fact the entire Direct Sales Comparison to | 

™@ | ~~ Approach, when adequate detail cannot’ be discovered | | 
ft eoneerning comparable sales. | io | | BT 

i | American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, The Appraisal = | = Jf 
ee 7 of Real Estate, 1978, Pe 287. wo eee | | . - | 

i es - The comparison process also concerns economic poe 
oe ie - comparability. Income properties are sometimes compared ced 

| On a gross multiple basis. Fcr example, in appraising a | | 
i | standard apartment building, analysis of comparable fe 

| ss Bales may show that such sales have been made at a Jj f 
Jt Fairly uniform multiple of the gross income. This could wo 

» | be carried through and applied to net income. But at apo d 
, that = point the process is more properly considered as | | 
— {part of the income approach, whereas comparisons of | Jf 

-_ | gross income may sometimes be used as a part of the | f 

i market data approach. eo ee ae fT 
= | A gross income or gross rent multiplier (GRM) is a. | 
fe factor reflecting the relationship between its sale oe 
i | price or value and the gross annual income of real | peed 

| a a | | | 26 | | |



i : : estate. For a residence, it is computed on the basis of ee 

| monthly income, but for all cther types of property it 

es is on the basis of annual gross income; for example, | | 

| | properties selling for $100,C00, with an annual gross of | aoe 

i | $20,000, are selling at five times the gross, indicating : 

; that a GRM of 5 may be applied to the gross annual . 

Po income of a closely comparatle property to convert that © 

i | gross to a value estimate. Similarly, a residence | 

| = gelling at $30,000 with a rertal value of $200 per month | | 

fo reflects a GRM of 150 computed on the basis of the gross | 

i monthly rental. | | - 

ce | Since the GRM relates value to gross income rather | po 

than net inevome, its use is valid only for types of | 

i | properties that are: | | es | Se - 

? 4. Reasonably consistent in net-to-gross-income a 

pe operating ratio, and | Pa te | 

i By Sell with sufficient frequency in the market to a fp 

= |} | produce a discernible GRM pattern. oe oe | | 

i - TAAO publication, Property Assessment Valuation, 1977. core’ 
to GROSS RENT MULTIPLIER - The use of the gross rent | | 

Cees multiplier (GRM) requires certain assumptions. The first oo | 

gm | is that the highest and best use of the property will pO 

, } not change over the remaining economic life of the Be oy 

~— | property. It is also assumec that the property will | 

— | pemain rented at a constant rate with no unusual vacancy = = | | 

ee factor. A further assumption is that the subject © ee 

ms | property and = the comparables are truly comparable in I | 

| that they are subject to the same market influences, are ; = 

Bw ifs} competitive with one anotrer, have similar .operating — | aa 

i ae expenses, and have similar utility and amenities. It is - 
fo finally taken for~ granted that any differences in the | 

= | subject and comparables are reflected in the rents of ~ Po 

i each property. ee | ee 7 | 
" | ss The GRM gives a simple, cirect estimate of value and | fe 

a eliminates the complex adjustments of the direct sales eee 

i ss gomparison method. However, there are limitations in | po 

a |; the use of GRMs. Before they can be derived, a volume — | pe 

| of sales and rental datz is needed on the same pees 
Bp | properties. The GRM does not allow for abnormal es rs 

physical deterioration, untisual operating expenses, or. | po 

| differences in zoning. The GEM's application to single- — Joo 

a | family residential properties has doubtful validity — fo 

i | peeause amenities of owner occupancy may not be | po 

= | reflected in the rentals as they would be in sales. | | en



i | a | Be Lomparz. ble Sales ee , | 

Sales of comparable multifamily residential properties in | 

i | West Allis and surrounding commur ities transacted from 1981 to | - 

I ; the present were analyzed. Actual or projected annual gross | | we 

rents at the time of sale and sale prices and terms were 

i Z | confirmed | by the buyer, ‘property manager or an appraiser | 

| familiar with the property. See Fxhibit 5 for a summary of the | | 

i | sales analyzed. oe | | | coe | 

Bo SALE #1 oe ee oe Sep ees 

ie fo This (16-unit apartment building built in 1978 is located oe S 

i | across the street from the subject property. A cash sale | bes. 

I 7 occurred on May 9, 1983, for $400,000. These small one-bedroom, epee 

| - one=bath units have separate and private entries and the - 

i : : building — has a partial basement. The tenant pays heat and & os 

ede electricity. When the rent is ad:usted for heat paid by the “ 

E | owner, = the resulting adjusted gross rent of $65 ,280 and a cash — Le | : 

: | = sale price of $400,000 yields a (RM of 6.13. The full market | 

a - assessment on this property. as of January 1, 1983 is $438,667 

Bo | which yietas a GAM of 6.7.0 a ET 

| i; | es “SALE #200 a ee 8 wo : : 

, units. The actual gross at time of sale on May 5, 1983 was a 

| $206,220; the cash sale price of $1,000,000 yields a GRM of



i | 4,85. The landlord pays heat in tais older building, hence the ooo 

| low GRM. | eS | a 

SALE #30 | | 7 | fee i 

i ss The) 6West Allis Assessor used the asking price of $2,700,000 | 

of for Cherokee Villa in Greenfield as of May 28, 1982 to justify a | - 

i |  GRM of 8.2. The property did not actually sell until almost a | | 

i year later on April 29, 1983 for $2,339,000. : Though the terms || 

| were not revealed, the sale is not a land contract transaction. | - 

i ~ Cherokee Villa nas | underground parking for the townhouses and © a - 

- detached garages for the one-,edroom units; central air ae 

7 fo. conditioning, dishwashers and a .001 are also included. Both in = | 

| fos 2 size and amenities, ‘these units are superior | to the subject | | 

gross rent must be adjusted to reflect the heat provided by the | 

a | oh owner. Gross potential rent a t the time of gale and adjusted | bs ee 

: for heat costs is $374,280 with a GRM of 6.25. - 2 — | oe : 

SALE #4 Sd Soe. ge eg Jo 

i | ; eo The 104 one and two bedroom uiits built in 1972 now known as oe : oe 

I | $2,700,000 on a Land Gentpaet_ Th-ae-quapbera {se the valts have j 

i : ) _ dishwashers and a  patio/balcony is provided. A pool is also Bos 
ake part of the complex. cae oe Coen , oR fo



i |. a The cross potential rent of $416,400 at the time of sale 7 

| and an unadjusted land contract price of $2,700,000 yields a GRM eee 

[ | of 6.48. Assuming that seller financing increases the cash | 

i | price approximately 5 percent, an adjusted sale price of 

| $2,565,000 yields a GRM of 6.16. oe Cosa As 

: es SALE #5 HERE oe VE Be BS 

i : Park Side Plaza, a brick yverieer building located at 11616 | | 

fe W. Greenfield in West Allis is considered by the West Allis_ _ 

i | Assessor to be extremely representative of the market and the. | |. | 

| subject property. The 36 unit apartment structure built in | to 

i 4 978-79 was sold for $915,000 on August 31 , 1982 with a 1st and | - 

| , - : 2nd mortgage used for financing. “he buyer reported the rents | | 

| | for the four efficiencies as $265 per month and for the 32 of 

| i . one-bedroom, one-bath units as $3'5 per month with the tenant | 

paying heat and electricity. When the rents are adjusted for — 7 : 

Re | utilities, the annual gross potential rent is $144,240 and ces 

ee ‘translates. : to : a. GRM - of 6.34. The units include. stoves; - Q 

| | refrigerators, sleeve air conijitioning, carpet, surface Be 

i parking, and have a partial basement. On the whole, the | 

| building is newer than the rehabilitated subject property and 

, | subject with a sale date close to the assessment date of | 

i ‘| January 1, 1983. The 19.83 assessment for this property is ; 

: . $896,700 or 98 percent of its sal price. Based on the rents | 

i L , -_ SS ee 30 — Ce | ce



Demet te: — ee 

; | | supplied by the owner, the GRM based upon the 1983 assessment | , | 

fp SALE #6 

i en The sale of 1900 E. Capitol Drive, a 27 whit apartment a 

| structure. built in 1956, took place on July 15, 1982 for ~ 

i — $920,000 on a land contract. The West Allis Assessor reported. a 

i ; | the projected 19 82 annual grcss rent to be $137,000 but the | 7 

| buyer reported the rents. to be $360 per month for the of 

i ; one-bedroom units and $410 per month for the two-bedroom units - 

| at the time of sale. Garage rent is extra at $25 per month. The | 

i | annual gross rent. for this mix cf one and two bedroom units is | as ck 

I approximately $124,740 and could be no more than | $132,840 if | | - 

| all of the units were two tedrooms at $400 per month. The — | 

i resulting GRM is 7.38. Terms of ‘the land contract were not | | a 

ade revealed, but if the cash equivalent price if 90 percent of the © eee 

i . No land contract price, © the resulti ng GRM would be ao) 6. not, | ee 

Se 6.7 as reported by the Assessor. Ane , Roe a eo | oe 

= SALE #7 22 [ee e . - | 

i 7 - ‘The 48-unit apartment : structure at 4333 N. Oakland in Bee : 

ci Sete built i n 1969 and sold for $1 600, 00 on: June3, | 
q Ae 982 on , land co hecact - The 6 | ane bédre a and : 42 Sua bedréom eu 4 : : | 

| units have a full basement and garage parking is available for | | | 

be $30 per month extra. The rents at the time of sale were $335 jooee



for the one bedroom units and $405 to $425 for the two bedroom | | 

| units for a total annual gross potential rent of $233,280. The | | 

, | resulting GRM, based upon a nominal land contract sale price of | | | 

| $1,600,000, is 6.86. The rents were increased by $50 per unit - 

mod - within the following year which leads to the speculation that | | | 

i | the existing rents at the time of sale were less than market. ~ 

| Based upon. projected annual gross potential rents of $262,080 | | 

| realized after the sale date, the GRM would be 6.1. Po | So : 

| aS | Since this is a land contract sale, the terms of which were. - | 

) not available, one must also solve for the GRM which would a 

i | ) result. if the cash equivalent price were. calculated. a 95 — 

| _percent of the land contract price or $1,520,000 is used as the cts 

| -  ¢e@ash equivalent price, the GRM would be 6.5 or. 5.8 depending ae a 

| upon whether the actual rents at the time of sale or the 

i 1 projected rents achieved within a year of the sale are used. | ee 

‘Thus, the GRM which must accurately reflect the-relationship —|_ oS 

| petween the cash sale price and the buyer's expectations of the ‘ a 

i --property! s gross rent potential is in the range of 620 to 6.5. | oe 

Le in West AL Pe ae ‘278 (432 cash to the seller in March _ : eo 

| 4982. The 1983 assessment of $278,333 recognizes this sale _ : | : _ 

e | soprice. The units are furnished; therefore, the gross potential 

| i | revenue must be adjusted downward to make this sale more _ | | ;



| comparable to the subject and to the other properties sold. The — 

_ building has a full basement and a security system. The - 

|} adjusted gross potential rent of $42,720 yields a GRM of 6.52. ) 

SALE #9 ne : 
_. The 20-unit two-bedroom, one-bath units located at 4614 © 

z “South dst Street in Milwaukee sold for $500,000 on a land | 

Pe | contract August 31, 1981. Rents at the time of Sale were | : 

| reported to be $305 per month for large 1,300 square foot units. 

7 | or a low .24 per square foot per month. The annual ross rent — | 

} of $73,200 yields a GRM of 6.8. When the land contract sale | 

price is adjusted downward by 5 percent for terms, the | - 

a | Lo approximate cash sale price of $475,000 and rents at $73,200 | 

| yield a GRM of 6.48.0 ee 

i SALE #10 Sg oe Pe Ng 

| eo The 150-unit apartment complex, Har bor View loeated in St. | : age 

| - Francis was built in 1971-72 and was sold on July 21, 1981 for | a 7 : 

i $3,900,000 with a five year land contract. The projected ole 

_ | annual gross potential rents at the time of sale was $585,000 joo 

with the 75 one-bedroom units renting for $300 per month and ~ bog 

: _ the - { 5 _ two-bedroom units for $350 per month. These units © : oS Q eee 

- | imelude a full basement in each building; one half of each 

a - ey basement contains living units and one half is used for storage |



and laundry. The apartments are reported to be | 

|. air-conditioned. / , ves - | | 

a The nominal land contract price of $3,900,000 and gross 7 

7 rent of $585 ,000 yield a GRM of 6.67; when the land contract 

| price is adjusted for cash at 95 percent of $3,900,000 the 

a | | resulting GRM is 6.33. | : | | | 

ae | Sales of 8-unit apartment buildings are not included in the 

| list of comparables because this type of income property is | 

ae purchased by a subset of small investors who have noneconomic 

= - motivations for purchasing these units, inconsistent with the | 

q | knowledgeable buyer requirement of fair market value. “According / 

| to brokers in the area, the small investor who wants pride of 

i po ownership and the tax shelter ‘of income property is the typical | : ; 

| buyer. Such buyers frequently pay too much for the opportunity  —_ | 

i | to proudly drive by and show off their apartment building; the =~ ee 

| : transaction often results in negative cash flow which the : 2 ae 

| investor has to cover from other resources. The GRMs for these _ - oe 

a | be properties tend to be higher and during the early 1980s the - Po 

opange has been from 7 to 8. But these GRMs cannot be applied to | 

: | larger apartment buildings © because the . buyers for larger 4 eee 

| pr operties operate an economic prem ise that the project | can : : Les 

| break even and produce a cash income in excess uf debt service. <2" 

i oA review of the comparable sales suggests a GRM of 6.2 to 6.5. — | 

, |< Ser be subject property, © > OS a ne ee Hos



| On wk . . . sa | , : as } dy aud “ pot oe a . 4 a 

7 : | | , 7 Ao oth EF 2. | | a : . | | - “ff Af | pe | Ag hy Met . : 
- | | . | . | | oe | EX H | B ] T 5 i ae rE ae a, ead? ae - me : . | 

EE ae pec: oe te get Ae oe | 
ae | COMPARABLE APARTMENT SALES IN peo , i oe | 2 | 

i oe 2 A Gs is Pe fs oes THE GREATER MILWAUKEE AREA | ee / | Oe ee oe | 

a | | | | EE se oe ok a oe | | | | Lee sek, ones | 
ee Doe . . aes Se oo a = Oe os Oe ES eg a Base ag B b, bg 4 

i ae | oe | ae | | . : - - - : et : | “ee _ . : oo ns Bee oe : Ms . . ADJ USTED Ehaed ko Bee gate! Ee Geen er nada’ . i 

a ny a | OTA fe APPROXIMATE =--« UTILITIES = ACTUAL ANNUAL GROSS YN mm bh, : | , _ SE os : on OA pee oS pope gare. SIZE OF CINCLUDED sO RENT/MONTH = ADJUSTED [1] POTENTIAL Re co BREE 
i od meee | | a NAME AND/OR ADDRESS © BUILT - OF UNITS | MIX | UNIT (SF) IN RENT AT SALE RENT/MONTE RENT | RE es he m | , 

- | i | | ae ete ennn nent eee ) — es — ~ — — Te | | Z 0 gED ve : . @: & / i 

a | ; | an QO S. 92nd Street . 19768 8 16-1 BR, 1BA 501 Tenant pays $315 $340 $ 65,280 © OR uy eS : 
| | | | West Allis os eee oe bts Te heat and elec. — fe ee ere | | | Pope es | 

i . | - . : | = | | . : Ae | | , - | a | : : : : a | a | | | | - fg om | 

ae | | oo ee Q?? E. Capitol Drive 1931. | 62 —— estudio, 1 EA N/A Cooking gas, 4 @ $225 | | a Ree ee eee 
hoa BES | oe ” Shorewood | Ne a 54-1 BR, 1 BA. 550 heat. | | 54 @ $255-$300 eee $206,220 | | oo | Wee we | 

eee | Bone “ | | Te eg, y-2 BR, 1 BA N/A - $325 | | | a . pe b.4S ¢ 

- we a : oe Cherokee Villa 1976 BB 56-1 BR, 1 BA 700 Tenant pays § 30 @ $310 $335 $374 ,280 ee EP Bog I 
oa | | yo G 1100 S. 43rd Street | hs 28-2 BR, 1-1/2 BA 1,200 = heat and elec. 26 @ $325 $350 ener cere ee ee eG 

i - | | Greenfield Be ee os | | | Cae ees 28 @ $395-$405 = $425-$435 7 ee nd 2 | 

| a gm Wueil Hollow 49720 Bi-1 BR, 1 BL N/A Heat. — $320-$330 <a $816 800 A GO ee 
| | | | pt v 4) 8160 Forest Home | 20-2 BR, 1 BE a : | | $370 | | | poh ae | | 7 - 

| : a | . fw Nw Greenfield : : aca 3 | sO | 3 | ve ee | 4 

. . / . : a / : | | . . | : , . : ‘ : | | | : - . a oo / 5 a ge eo . : out | i @ i os . i 

Se | Park Side Plaza 1979 36 | 4eefficiency, 1 BA 370 Tenant pays $265 $285 $1 2H ee SO et ght gy wee | a a ae | a Oo 11616 W. Greenfield — | | 32-1 BR, 71 BL 600 heat and elec. $315 $340 yn ee cs J & avr 7 eee a \ 
oo | | W est Allis . . — ek, - | : | ; ae eo. Uy ff 7 we - et ; 

. : . : Sk : , . . : a . ae ws oy as eho she ee é . “a ° at 2 . 2 é. ey . . : ‘ 

| a ida —-@ 1900 E. Capitol Drive 1956 — 27 Some 1 BR N/A Heat. | $360 ame $124,740 cof a laa Po , ap ee . gl | 

i oe | a. . Milwaukee Some 2 BR - , $410 i Fo effec * bos 

| a | is @ 4333 N. Oakland 1969 48 6-1 BR N/A Heat. $335 eg oisene $233,280 0 BER Py), ah GRO 
| a poo, | Shorewood | - — 42-2 BR oo $405—$hee | ane ae at / 

oe Es Dos | | | 2076 S. 83rd Street =  —- 1967 16 = 16 =studio N/A Heat. — $225 [2] | $205 $ 42,720 © Foe? | | yx ad : 

— Y West Aliis . (reported by | | oS $260 | $240 soa aS oy ge APO Le 4 
OO a | ! owner ) | oe oe | | | | | | le pate | | | os Qs" S. ist Street. 1964 20 20-2 BRO 1,300 Heat. $305 none $ 73,206 feet deh 9. | | | 

. a Harbor View 1971 150 ‘75-1 BR 504 Heat. $300 | eee $585,000 © | | 
| | | : 3725-95 Denton Drive | | 75-2 BR 768 $350 | | 

| | : | 4145 S. Lake Drive — | — | | : | | 

| | | |  -4455 S. Lake Drive | | | : | | | a an | oF 
| | St. Francis . : | | | , | 7 | | : a | : | | | 

7 oe | . [1] Adjusted rent includes monthly heat at $20, $25, $30 for efficiency, 1-BR and 2-BR, respectively; - | | | | | 
: | | | | excludes monthly electricity at $5, $10, $15, for efficiency, 1-EBR and 2-BR respectively. —— : : | | | 

| | oe | : | } | oH | ~ | | , , | a | | | 
: | : | . (2) Apartments are furnished, therefore an allowance of $20 per month is made for furniture. | | | oo 

a | | oe | 8 | | 7 | | an 

| | | | | | ae oo : | 
| | a a | : 

a | 35 - | | : _ 1



i ee — a oy Bt “ | EXHIBIT 5 (Continued) | | nae Las 

Cn | oo OS © a | } | | GROSS RENT CONTRACT | — Q a . | | = | mS | by ESS a 4 ou 

yh ee | ees ne ee : : SALE PRICE Be a _. MULTIPLIER ALJUSTED AVERAGE PRICE oy | | 4 | | é —— , | gl gp ges " i 

bs , oe ‘ . . ner 7 ne . : : J ; 1 a : , ‘ a) { , a9eK oF 
/ a , . : ie “ aa : . ait a oo # zee é, . » : 4 

; ah oe ae . S (AND DATE SALE TERNS (GRM) FOR CASH PER UNIT AMENITIES SOURCE’ OF INFORMATION °’**  GRANTOR/GRANTEE fee SJ Fortean i 

2 be a : 7 | Oe - i scan i ilteeguaaneameapsecesnincneaenninisinatettneaneete
taetmeitstetiainnmnaaanttsnrnratateniectettiatee tt ucttitemteenen as enteesnasaaateetant 

cnn np ii erence mo Be : egret ta Patna RTT : 

: , : : : : ; . . sos : : . 
eter 

" 
TCC CR REC CIT OCC CLL TE ee vast - - a 

- . | | 7 . | : : . | : oy . oy | oo | . $ ae a War ranty Deed } 6.1 3 i : - , $25 000 Carpet, efrigerator, di Spo sal 9 Jdohn Murphy ’ Appraiser Lf 2 B. Wei ekhardt/ ° (PLE eo, ie Scout’ ia f BB Avie.) : <a : 

a eee | a oy ee A | aS | | | | partial basement, individual — + tteat daw | eee en | PEE ee 

an | os cn ee | , | | a ve e ate Stay | | Se op aoa. : AOR gk i 

PES | a Re ee Ce $1,000,0 aa 8! | wisacsibasen $16.12 p * ginbe: , oe ) poeta oh | | “4 PPE po 

eee | | gs ae 8 ’ 75/83 Warrenty Dees x85 | $16,129  Refrigerator,.range, elevator,- Saul Weinberg yea Amison apts 7 G60 Ae ee fg ph 

a ‘ : og : : al 
. : : 

: a ae) : srt asbetasabiony Boe, dex Po Pa OE & ' 

| | es eR | : | | ie : (3-story building). | : John Murphy, Appraiser § °°" Saul Weinberg yous; — TP ety oe EES po Ree ; 

oe ee eee 0/83. Not Land Contract 6.25 | == | = $27,845 Carpet range, (refrigerator, John Murphy, Appraiser 4 Douglas F. Dowd/ oe 259999 ee 

Et Soe Oty Soe = feg res Pnaeee by fccmsirien - central “A/C, disposal; “dish- — Cherokee Villa Ltd. [ {3 Cherokee Villa - =” po aoed | Bt | 

i - Ces | wo _ Ltd. Partnership 7 washerj pool,/ underground) | Partnership _juewl7ltd. Partnership = / om eel AGF pe a 4 

| : . : . . : . . : - / a : . . ; parking r tow : per ee ; ae tached / . Z . : : . 7 - sh mg Z r Dagseg a : 4 

- Loe a oe ae fr a a oe arage—for 1 BRe————" | | Pe re : 

: : | | Ie } L¢ oO es (Med) Land Contract 6.48 — 6.16 $25 , 962 Carpet, A/C sleeve,-refrigerator, Decade Investments er ae | / ab ap wedf bd 10 ; 

ns | | jee ge 101 me at | épange. peer a a F900), 88 | A PEE F pe. bul, i 

a ree igo eT : | ( Pange, ‘pool, surface pa rking, | | / ! *" Decade Investment "we 2 fi ee ba. C ! 

| eS = vs gfe | | | o a | 3/" have dishwashers, patio/ 7 | A ene | Abe OE Tes Hoey j 

nase | ne an | a balcony, laundry (commercial). | oe " aos o 7 os  #* 

tae oe apo ae | 7 © $ gra; oe vat end end } 6.34 “= $25,417 « Stove, refrigerator, A/C sleeve, Harold C. Bolter } + & Elliot & Dohnal/ FE meet gg ft 

| “ae 3 montesee a oo | “earpet;—surfaéé parking, partial §/W. A. Assessor . Harold C. Bolter os > be PS YF SAA 9 | 

. ar : . 
: 

basement 
, 

oe ae be ” é a Et HF a ue i 4 

yf | aft Ae $ 920,000 Land Contract (7.38) —-6.64 | PEE gearing te | | fe ot ererte | 

Po eg C9 ~ T/ 82. pie 738 “6 $34,074 Refrigerator, rangé,. laundry, _ Badger Realty (Joanne) / Pb Ge —(Sher- Pv ee 2 LO Pomme TE 4 

“yee oe pe we Bg ~ : 
$ 

ahi Aen aR os oasitg aaacacai wig ERT ay 
, e . 

° - ieana TCE & Po REF ete gay . Sook BE he os My 

| yo : yee ak OF pe Se | | . a | | (comm.) garage is $25/month | W. A. Assessor 4 Broadway Realty | — a ee ¢ eer ego? , 

— Ao pg BR : : oo extra, some surface parking. | ~ ee = 22 o26@/ bd. AC | 

, Ban, Q oe @ 
ee 

oe f . : 
eta “A oe os ~ ‘eet : Ree &. ; a 

7 fr OY fog | O- ! i :  & : fe open ti RR TS . . 9 go ’ ye a heats ent a 

vy | e pe $1 : ee a Land Contract (| 6.86 | 6.52 . $33,333 Carpet,..range, refrigerator, Mr. Blankstein | / g 4 ae | 4 f#GE8E3 — oo) OOF Se oe — or 

. / : % : : fee a oe ba: 3 , . cae : : : , A / C 8 1 eey e *<garage~parking
, > / , : “4 B 1 an kK Ss t fee z n ad thie: the ‘ ‘ a, 3 : ; 

BEE = 
. : 

. Sette a ANN ROME OORT aa se I 
f ’ 

ES ey 8 eae ae ; gee Pp cose So j i Z fe I 
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" | ee | oe cre, | 7 | . 

ne ae | | CC. Comparable Market Rents © a — 

[ / A survey of current market rents in the greater Milwaukee | | 

area revealed the pattern of rents for one bedroom units found | 

a “in Exhibit 6. Based upon this information, the rents found in | 

. recent comparable sales (see Exhibit 5), and rents for a 

i two-bedroom units as reported in the SREA Milwaukee County, : 

a | Chapter 64 Apartment Rental Study 1983, the following market . " 

an rents were estimated for the LaFollette Apartments. ‘(See . 

E Exhibit 7.) _ | | oe 

a | | | D. Estimate of Value Using the | on 

| | | os Gross Rent Multiplier Sy ta ae eps 

a | | : _ Given the estimated potential gross rent of $203,460 for | 

| > the subject proeprty, the range in value, using the market | 

i | comparison approach with a GRM, is estimated to be: ae ee 

fo $203,460 x 6.3. = $1,281,798 or $1,282,000 | es woe 

. > $203,480 x 6.5 og $1,322,490 or $1,322,500 eee oe 

The sale (#5) believed to be most ‘comparable to the subject ce - ne 

oe | by both the appraiser and the assistant assessor produced a GRM fo 

a ft of 6.34; when applied to the subject, the value estimate is. Pees : 

_ $1,290 ,000% Since rents include “ase of refrigerators and | | 

ad T stoves as well as outdoor furnishings, 80 does the value derive | | 

| 7 | a from the G RM. Therefore, the real estate value is the balance | ee x 

me after deducting the personal property of $40,000. | |



_ Sl i 

|  SREA oes. | MONTHLY RENTS HOT | | | = PAGE LOCATION TYPE RENT SIZE SF HEAT ELECTRIC WATER APPLIANCES INCLUDED OTHER AMENITIES | a 

. _ 56. Alverno Pool Apts. 1 BR, 1 BA $330 700 © AT Owner Tenant Owner Range, ref., dish- Outdoor pool, clubhouse, AY 3728 S. 43rd St . . ee a | washer, A/C-sleeve | 1 outdoor pkg., extra pkg. | i ad Milwaukee | a : | Mes @ $8, dry sauna | | es 

57 Hawley Terrrace 1. BR, 1 BA $310- 515 -60- Owner ‘Tenant Owner Range, ref., 1 outdoor pkg., no pets, m ee : 429 S. Hawley Rd 325 7 63 | disposal, A&/C~sleeve HBO available = a / Milwaukee | | os | : —_ s. . 

ee Ee 

58. Woodland Court Apts. 1 BR, 1 BA $326 750 430 Owner Tenant Owner Range, ref., 1 outdoor pkg., extra pkg. CO oo 3963 S. 76th St . . . . disposal, A/C-sleeve @ $13 . Oo . Milwaukee . . . . <4 . 

> 61 The Hills 1 BR, 1 BA $295- 610+ 48- Owner Tenant Owner Range, ref., disposal Outdoor and indoor pkg., PS) so | S. 100th & W. Morgan | 335 640. 52 | - extra pkg. @ $13, pool > | West Allis } - OO | | 442 units: 67 1 BR, 1 BA; 249 2 BR, 2 BA; 126 3 BR, 1.5 BA | | an : 

CO - 62 _ Lincoln Crest Apts. 1 BR, 1 BA $335 750 245 Owner Tenant Owner Range, ref., dish- 2 outdoor pools, 2 tennis oO he 2054 S. 102nd St | - washer, disposal, courts, basketball, elevators, x0 co West Allis A/C~sleeve security lobby, 1 indoor pkg., —e | : 380 units: 165 1 BR, 1 BA; 165 2 BR, 1.5 BA extra pkg. outside @ $10 > a. 

63 Piccadily Apts. 1 BR, 1 BA $350 — TAO AT Owner Tenant. Owner Range, ref., dish- Pool, clubhouse, 1 outdoor _ . 10105 W. Cold Spring ve ' washer, disposal, pkg., exra pkg. @ $8, no pets 7 co Oreenfield . A/Csleeve . ~— 

. 65 English Meadows Apts. 1 Br, 1 BA  $370- — 720—- HB} Owner Tenant Owner Range, ref., dish- Pool, outdoor pkg., garages U | 6450 W. English Meadows 380 799 51 | washer, disposal, available @ $25 > (65th & Layton) A/C-central . . . 4 Greenfield . : 
< 

66 Cherokee Villa Apts. 1 BR, 1 BA ($3 16- 700 Ake Tenant Tenant Tenant Range, ref., dish- Pool, 1 outdoor pkg/unit, ~—| : A100 S. 43rd St 325 . 86 washer, disposal 1 indoor pkg/unit Ww Greenfield , . . . . 

70 = Briarwick Apts. 1 BR, 1 BA $360 650+ 58 Owner Tenant Owner Range, ref., dish- Pool, clubhouse, outdoor pkg., 9050 W. Waterford Sq . . . washer, disposal, $20 for indoor pkg., extra : . Greenfield ee A/C-sleeve pkg. outdoor @ $8, sauna, 
: : exercise room and pool tables ~ 

in clubhouse, small pets , 
allowed a



| OS va | | e. | | | | | a 
a | | | | | | 7 oe 

SBS BB BTC SSB STS RRS SRB SMB BM M MMM TSM M MBBS BSB esr rr = 
ot = 

oa . | MONTHLY RENT NUMBER ANNUAL woe a 
| UNIT SIZE (SF) RENT/SF/MO | PER UNIT | OF UNITS ~ REVENUE S S. 

“womens seer tines Semmens See Sea Sn Sit ines teem SE Senet Se Se SEN MO! SNES ND UR ee Qn Se et ec! Ses Ne Sin Mer: tS Ser tee pe sonia Seni se Ha te ine ‘tele et pe ton ma Mining SRN Sins Semesters ine See teen tiaras em: Ms, ent I MANE MANY MPNeiNe OREN LEE thmrmn Mm His Seam Shun FenNRe: See OL — ae : ; : : —| USNC 

| — | 

= 535 - 1 bdrm | soe .560 | $300 | 3 $ 10,800 4. 

540 = 1 bdrm 555 | 300 | 38 136,800 ee. 8° | ze A ee — eer — 543 - 1 bdrm 4 HHH , 300 — 6 21,600 pokey & ae | | | 7 |  smma + eS oe , opin = to 550 - 1 bdrm — 555 —i—isSC*iR'SS - ; 1 3,660 meznp & 

| 561 = 1 bdrm HHH | 310 / oe Qo 7,440 Anas 

646 = 1 bdrm —— «49 815 3 | 11,340 ef 3 : | | | | | | | —+ 7 wn 

| 706 - 2 bdrm | — 46 BBR 7,800 - 

| 771 = 2 bdrm AB 335 1 O20 om 

| TOTAL. ee $203,460 a :



i  «E. West Allis Assessment and GRM oe fo 

| When the potential gross rent for the West Allis Apartments | 

j is compared with the 1983 assessed value, at full market value , | 

i the resulting pattern of GRMs are similar to those found in the . oe 

- market place. The range is from 5.13 to 7.04. - | | : - 

g 1 | a Although some of the gross rents are those in place in a 

1982, it is doubtful any rents decreased over the year. It is” | 

i | more likely some of the rents are understated, which would | | 

5 result in an overstated GRM. See Exhibit 7A. | | po



. BESSA S SETS E SEP SSS STIR eS Sr terrae r reece re reeset rcs ne 

| TOTAL mo fee a oa ADJUSTED _ WEST ALLIS | = 
| SALE NUMBER) sCUUNITC ADJUSTED [1] GROSS ASSESSED VALUE ‘GROSS RENT = 

NO. NAME/ADDRESS UNITS ss RENT RENT POTENTIAL RENT FULL MARKET MULTIPLIER oe 

, | . 1 6120 W. Burnham | : _ ; 8 8 - 1 BR - $210-265 ——— $22 , 800 | $158 , 333 (6-82) 6.94 on a | FOS EE Soe oH @ $285 | | | a | | one | — 4 @ $250 (11-8) | $25,680 (11-8&) $158,333 (3-83) 6.17 rm 2 

| 2 1712 S. 115th Ct 8 § 8-2BR $355 $38  —— $36,960 ° ~—« $236,333 6,39 1 7 
3. 9103 W. Becher 8  8-1BR — $250 $275 | $26 , 400 $180 ,333 6.83 r= =. 

4 621 S. 92nd St 16 16 - 1 BR $315 $340 $65,280 $438 , 667 6.70 og ce 

| 5 Park Side Plaza 36 heff. $265 | $285 $144,240 $896 ,700 6.22 Mm - 
11616 W. Greenfield BA = 1 BR $315 ~—6 $3400 | | a 

| 6) 276 S. BBrd St iB s—<is~i‘C RS ! $e $46,560 $278,333 5.98 o | 
a os | 260 | | al 

«72103 -S. 72st St 16 16-1BR  $219- aa $45 ,000 $316,666 7.08 < 7 

Bs Garden Pool Apt.  ss*236—™” 90-1.BR $205 ated $421,920 $3,700,000 2 
Dakota, Montana & _ 46 - 2 BR 3150 oo | $497,760 | | Soa 

| 'S. 106th Sts. | | | | | wae S 

9 Alpine Court | 81 70-1 BR  $350-390 — | $368, 880 $2,300,000 6.24 OO | 
: | 12333 W. Oklahoma —t™” 1-2 BR = $440 oe | | | ee wW 

10 Lincoln Crest = =—-s-.3330—™” 12 = 1 BR $305 eee $1,372,320 = $8,660,000 - 6.31 m 
2014S, 102nd St 174-1 BR = $330  —— | : | | ~4 

pe (to 2092) Chaiken st 144-2 BR $3870 ee | | > 

| 11 French Quarter ) 156 113 = 1 BR $340 ne $657,120 | $4,400,000 6.70 ~ 
| . 9707 W. National HB = 2 BR $380 -—- ae | Wn 

12 ~~ ‘The Hills W267 = 1 BR $295-335 — $1,942,680 $11,850,000 6.10 n 
3409 S. Wollmer : | 282-2BR $360 — —_— | } ee Oo 

| oe | — 93 — 3 BR $405-425 __ | % | 

13 Typical 8 Unit (e.g.) | | | m 
1616 S. 116th St 8 8-2 BR  $340-350 $365-375 $35,520 $236,333 6.65 eo 
4634S, 116th St 8 8-2 BR  $340-350 © $365-375 | $236 , 333 6665 0 

= ——-T7H4 S, 116th St 8B B = 2 BR -$340-350  $365-375 $236 , 333 6.65 7 | 

14 Greenfield Park § 30  30-2BR $475 | $495 $178 ,200 $1,230,000. 6.90 eo | 
| — AT51 SS. 115th Ch | | ae - | | 

15 Heritage House yh 3 TBR $3330 ee | $575,424 $3,750 ,000 6.52 | | 
| a 11515 W. Cleveland a 1-2 BR . ,



ele: IV. INCOME APPROACH TO VALUE foo 

i In the absence of comparable sales the income approach is , 

2 | preferred (Dane County Circuit Court, Judge George R. Currie's 

i | instruction to the Madison Board of Review Case No. 140-201, 

A | Wild Ine., relator, relative to the VIP Plaza office building, : 

| : now known as the James Wilson Plaza.) The cost approach is the | | 

i least preferred method and is also difficult to apply as will | : 

| be discussed in a later section of the appraisal. md | | 

i AS stated in the 1980 Wisconsin Property Assessment Manual, 

i | —- Volume I, page 9-4: a oe CP 

- Value can be defined as "the present worth of — | os 

| | anticipated future benefits." While this is true of | | | 

a po all approaches to value, this definition is. Oo 

oS oe particularly useful in applying the income approach. | | 

/ The income approach is the conversion of anticipated | Se 

ss future benefits (income) into an estimate of the. | oe 

i Be present worth of the property. This conversion process fo 

dp : is called capitalization. The income approach can be = Jo 

ae | used when there are no comparable sales. It_also can PoE 

i cently Se be_used_ by the assessor because it represents _the _way | oo ee 

ye investors think when they _buy_and_sell_income property pe 

| -- dn_the_market. — eS o 7 po 

i - ae ‘The eight steps in applying the income approach are: oo | oe 

a 4, Estimate potential gross income | oo Sas SS en ES os ; | 

om | 2. ~Deduet for vacancy and collectionloss «| 

a } 3, «Add miscellaneous income ae Poe ee es 

ne ne 4 Determine operating expenses me ee ee os - epee 

i aS ar Subtract operating expenses to derive net income a oS 2 

i oo 6. + Select the correct capitalization method Cs ee 

= ss 7.-s«dDerive the capitalization rate eee Fe



, e . 8. Apply the capitalization rate to net income to | | 

| . arrive at a value estimate — | et ; | | | 

i In all of these steps the assessor must be aware of J 

oe what is happening in the market. All of the 

i information needed for the income approach is either | 

obtained or verified by what the assessor finds in the © 
, marketplace. | | a | 

| | | A. Estimation of Revenue_and Expenses | ‘| | 

i The market rents obtained and verified in the West Allis | | 

| market place are used to estimate the potential gross income of 

i the subject property as shown in Exhibit 7. | oe 

i a oe A minimal vacancy rate of | 1 percent is used to cover |. 

| revenue lost due to turnover and collection losses. Cig eek a 7 

i | Actual and projected operating expenses for the subject, a ce : - 

review of the Institute of Real Estate Management (IREM) . 

i - operating expense ratios and our general knowledge of the | | 7 7 

operation of apartment buildings suggests an operating expense Soe 

a ratio of 45 veréent of potential gross revenue. including real a | 7 

i s estate taxes which are estimated to_ be 20° percent of gross os a 7 

: oe in West Allis. The net operating income for the subject | / 

a property is $110,780. See Exhibit 8 for a break-down of 

estimated operating expenses. ee ee 

|  —swB.s Financing Assumptions and Equity Requirement =~ Ape 

i a The debt. ‘cover ratio is preferred over the loan to value _ : me x 

i es | ratio because the lender's first concern. is to cover the debt = — Po



Fe BE | EXHIBIT 8 ee fo 

5 ee -LAFOLLETTE APARTMENTS ree pee 

ESTIMATED OPERATING EXPENSES ae me 
; | | Adjusted to Market Conditions 7 | | 

, GE ae Actual Market — 

Administrative Expenses __ a _ 
i = 5% of gross revenue [1] $27,778 $10,173 

| Maintenance a | | a San | | | 

g ss 6% of gross revenue © 12,651 12,651 | 

» | Utilities — es Ce | ay a Pa 
i eee (10% of gross revenue [2] — 20,589 20,589 | | 

i Property Insurance | es wo hehe | | ee ee 
| «1.4% of gross revenue © 2,836 0 | 2,836 | | 

i | ss Payroll Taxes & Insurance fg oN eget en cee 
ft 22% Of gross revenue ~ a __ 4,420 “ A420 a 

" | Before Real Estate Taxes | = ee Oe / po 

a BAR Of gross = (25% of gross f 

5 RO BEC SIA Re TEN before R.E.  ~ before R.E. Po 

aa [1] It is assumed that a market project would not have the | joe 

J pee intensiveness of management needed by the elderly. Pe 

§ | ~~ Gross revenue is assumed to be $203,460, based upon current | 
—_ | market rents. — ee - ee SEO se eS fs oe Pee 

i ope. me [2] -LaFollette ‘Apartments has been advised by WHFA that $20,589 | of & - 

fs not an adequate allowance for utilities. The elderly oT es 

» | use more heat than the typical renter and since the units ete 

i | sss are assumed to be market-rate units, no adjustment is made |; | 
Bee in the current utility costs estimate. | - a ee ee



J ‘service with an adequate cash flow from operations. A debt | | 

ss gover ratio of 1.10 best replicates the current lender | | 

d , expectations for apartment projects. oe Bo as 

- cute A 12.5 percent interest rate for a 25 year is a most | 

a oo optimistic rate as of January 1, 1983, given the risk of a 1.1 | 

a | debt cover | requirement. SR | | | | 

os = A modest return of 2 percent cash-on-cash expected in the | | 

i | | market is a proxy for the tax shelter, inflation hedge, and 

| other benefits, tangible and intangible, that the investor | | 

i : : : expects from purchase of the property. He would expect a higher | 

Be cash-on-cash return immediately if these other benefits were | | : | 

I not available. TPS . - : . - - 7 oN See | oe | | A 

J «Exhibit 9 combines the debt and equity requirements to | 

ee arrive at an estimate of value of $1,300,000, including income os 

i | from refrigerators and stoves. The real estate value would be — | ae 

| 1,260,000. tst—~S - ee ee ee 

i poe a ce (eens



| i | | - | | | 

de - ee EXHIBIT 9 - | = ve 

J | or |  LAFOLLETTE APARTMENTS fe 

. ee - INCOME APPROACH ESTIMATE OF VALUE m4 

| a | ao MONTHLY RENT NUMBER ANNUAL | | 
| | UNIT SIZE (SF) RENT/SF/MO  —S*&PERR-:« UNIT OF UNITS REVENUE | | 

dl 535-1 bdrm 560 $300 $ 10,800 a 

a — 5HO = 1 bdrm 555 300 | yao ¥36 00 | 

i 543 = 1 bdrm 555 | 300 6 | 21,600 © | 

. 7 550 - 1 bdrm SH 305 To 3,660 

poe 561-1 bdrm ——~S J | 310 re 7,440 | | 

d | 646 = 1 bdrm yg BK 3 11,340. - es 

| 106 = 2 bdrm Me 325 Sg op Boe 

fl | TT = 2 bdrm a3 BBB 1 oz 

| POTENTIAL GROSS REVENUE - eae $203,460 fp 

a - Less Vacancy @ 1% ee i | ee 28D ae 7 

oT Effective Gross Revenue ee eee 201,430 ee 

a | Ce Operating Expenses (45% of gross) - ee eee ._ (90,650) Ce oe | 

: : Net Operating Income oe | col See oe a) $110,780 “ee me : - | 

- poe 8 Income Available for Debt Service ae | - — - “ | a Le a 

| a oe (Assume debt cover ratio of 1.10) 0 | = 400,700 os. | ee 

| aS - Mortgage available @ 12.5% interest, a eee Sn oo oes oe 

| fo 25 year term (constant = 613084) 2 | | $769,700 oS eee 

i ash Throw-Off ($110,780 ~ $100,700) | | CDOTS ome g $10,080 Beek |. oe 

eb oe ea an’ on Cash Rate = 2% pl PE yeh Ce pe Eee 

BH | —_ Eautty avaiiabte Ee eee 8 eo tee ON ee 

ee Value $4,273,700 oe = ae



: ee nS EXHIBIT 10 © ae 

a RELATIONSHIP OF GROSS RENTS TO] ‘| 
is - GRM IF RENTS REDUCED BY 220 

elo! GM GR if 
Bo RENTY VALUE VALUE 

Pf] RENT/ SF/. + GROSS =—~“‘«C OF 
' MONTH = MONTH RENT —s« $1,280,000 = $1,422,000 

| $303 455 ~—s«$203,460— (si Zi(itsti‘is*™*és«~ST«WC oy | 

P| oer sh 199,390 6.4 - 7.1 fo 

1 | 291 SB 195,400 183 a 

MW} oaks 291,500 TT ee 

i P1791 187,700 6B 726 de 

— f eBTh5O 183,900 0 TT Es



- | pe Ve. THE COST APPROACH | oe | 

i S The cost approach, based upon the principle of | 

| substitution, assumes a prudent, knowledgeable buyer will pay | | 

a no more for a property than the cost of producing a comparable | | 

| } © substitute. Although the cost approach is the least preferred ee 

we method by the Wisconsin Courts, the cost analysis can serve as © | 

a a rough check against the estimates of value derived via the 

a - income and the market comparison approaches. coe | | 

B poe ees The basic steps in the cost approach are: | coe | | 

5 4. Estimating the land value. — OO 2 oe as 

| ss @,)—sdEstimating reproduction cost or replacement cost new as 
eT appropriate. _ os SO Ee 

a | 8B. CEstimating = accrued depreciation, and functional/ © i 
| e@eonomic obsolescence, if any. er arene | se 

a Pees eae Subtract the accrued depreciation and loss in value due | | 
Jo £O CobsOolescence from the estimate of the cost new to | | 

| arrive at the present value of the improvements. ee 

i ss B  Add the present value of the improvements to the ~ eee 
foo ee timated land value for the total property value. fe 

i | ss To.) OC clarify the definition of replacement cost and | © 

5 | reproduction cost and to establish the proper cost analysis | | 

™ |. methodology for a rehabilitated structure such as the | © 

Bi been ette Apartments, the following quote is offered: OE he 

| Reproduction cost represents the cost of anexact = = | 
gm ii replica of the structure...This is not necessary when ns | 

i ss using replacement cost because the functional = | 
{| obsolescence is eliminated by using current materials, = | | 

q ss design and workmanship. [1] a OE Se AES | Syste gee bee,



a | “Using the cost approach described in the Property : | 

as Assessment Manual | for Wisconsin Assessors, the West Allis — : 

' Assessor arrived at a mix of reproduction/replacement cost new 

} of $1,617,276 or $33.13 per square foot of the 48,782 gross 

d ; square feet of building without recognition that the old school oe 

i foe. buildings produce surplus. floor area and surplus volume in | | | 

en : ‘terms of high ceilings relative to best use as an apartment | 

a oS building. Such conversions require adjustments for functional | | 

obsolescence and inherent age of underlying structure. a ol an 

fl : es - | The Assessor did a careful job of measuring the existing © | 

; - puilding, of noting the size (albeit oversized relative to | — 

on replacement) and type of construction materials used. His | ; 

i selected unit cost new of $33.15 per square foot is” reasonable _ 7 

| and acceptable. The Assessor then adjusted for an overall pf 

i | _ average depreciation allowance of 10 percent because 50 percent Bs ft . 

| of the total structure is, on the average, a 40 year old shell  ~— | = 

a |. — of a 1931 school building with a small 1952 “wine. Based upon | / | 

, «48,782 square feet, the average building value, depreciated, | 

- | was estimated to be $29.84 per square foot or $1,455,600, 

i «The Assessor's estimate of land value at $166,666 or | | 
| $166,700, rounded is reasonable and acceptable. This | 

i | translates. to approximately $2 per eiuere foot or $3,000 ver Soe - : 

i apartment unit. a | uses | : 2 & ; os - es ie a



J The appraisal issue is the incompleteness ‘of the cost ce ; 

- approach used. The Assessor used a ‘blend of the replacement | 

i cost new and the. reproduction cost new. Some adjustment was | 

ae made for the obsolete ceilings heights of 10, 12, and 16 feet : 

i | | ‘found in the existing buildings which were rehabilitated. The a | 

i - Assessor solved for cost new uSing 10 foot ceilings | throughout = 

| the building, both for the old and new wings. The wing built | 

i new in 1980-81 represents. the more functional and. new standard | oe 

| for ceiling heights of 9 and 8 feet; therefore, to eliminate | | 

i | all functional utility due | to excessive ceiling. heights in ft 

A | = solving for replacement cost new, the Assessor should have used fo 

oN to no more than 9 feet as the average ceiling height throughout | | oe 

i : for a new building designed to replace the old. If the Assessor : 

a was solving for reproduction cost new he should have determined ; oe 

E _ * the | cost. of. a replica of the existing buildings and then | fe aoe 

; 7 deducted for the functional utility inherent in the.excessively | 

| high ceilings. | ee 2 a | ee - 

i ee, - The Major flaw in the cost approach used by the Assessor is SPs 

acre ae the use of the 48,782 square feet to solve for the replacement ae 

a : : cost | of a 56-unit apartment building which has a net leaseable on 

area of 31,176 square feet. This represents a building 

i . | efficiency ratio of 64 percent, a ratio well below industry - | | 

7 norms for apartment buildings. Park Side Plaza, a 36-unit se , os 

| apartment building, considered to be very comparable to the | 

a a, ————— —___



i subject property has a building efficiency ratio of 88 percent - a 

| with aes net leaseable area of 23,080 square feet and a gross | | | 

i | building area of 26,140 square feet. Even with a less efficient 

- ratio of 80 percent, the LaFollette Apartments would need a ~ | 

a a gross building area of only 38,970 square feet to accommodate | | 

i : 56 units with a total net leasable area of 31,176 square feet. : 

ee Because the linking of the buildings into one apartment | - 

| i 7 building — required excessive corridor Space and stairwell and _ 

4d = because HUD required a community room for the elderly, the | 

a : : present design of the rehabilitated building is not efficient 

5 | and would not be replaced with the same design to achieve the | 

| gate utility. ee Sees eee - eo oe a | | 

i oo - Taking the West Allis Assessor's reproduction/replacement | - 

cost new as the base, several adjustments must be done to | Es 

i | arrive at an accurate and reliable estimate of the present | | oe 

, J value of the LaFollette Apartment. To build 56 apartment units | | 

- with: a net leaseable area of 31,176 square feet or an average fo 

i | of 557 square feet per unit, the structure would need to have Pot fe 

: 38,970 square feet of gross building area to achieve a building oes 

a | ‘efficiency ra tio of ‘at least 80 percent, a generous” estima te. | - : . 

| AB 85 percent efficiency the gross building area would need to / “foes 

i | __ be only 36,678 square feet and if the efficiency of Park Side | | 

i | Plaza were to be matched, the gross building ares would need to ee 
. be only 35,427 square feet. Pes tage + es



ee ae — 

i - The following adjustments must be made to the Assessor's a 

: “reproduction value new of $1,617,276: - ee ae | | ; 

Functional Obsolescence Oo 

i Low Building Efficiency Ratio chee ese | 

| Cost to build a 48,782 SF oe es - Jee 
i | | building @ $33.15/SF = | $1,617,276 fot ee 

Cost to build a 38,970 SF | . | | 
| — building @ $33.15/SF = — 14219,856 | Sn | 

a | Funetional obsolescence due oO | . | | 

to inefficient building | oo | | $325,420 ae 

i | - Exeessive ceiling heights [1] eee oe ene fp 

ne - 38,970 SF * 10' ceilings = 389,700 square feet ee 
to 38,970 SF * 9' ceilings = 380,730 " " | os 

os Excess space due to wo Se : ) a 

| ss eeiling heights = =  —- 338,970 square feet | Oe 

i | §-«=—s Functional obsolescence @ | we 
| - $1.50/square feet of excess ae cee : oe wo 

a ae [1] A building with costs. of $33.15 per square foot with 10 © fo 

~ | foot ceilings would have a cost per square foot of $3.32. If | 

| the ceilings were reduced to 9', the cost savings, based upon | 

a | $3.32 per square feet would be $129,380. Because the marginal | | 

| utility of the next square foot is less than the average cost SP yao as 

| -per square foot, an allowance of $1.50 per square foot is used. |



q -—sPhysical Depreciation _ a o 

Cost to build a 38,970 SF eg 
building @ $33.15/SF = $1,291,856 Shee fo 

d | Overall depreciation of | | - 
| 10% used by the Assessor 210 © | | moe 

i oan | aoe ae weet | $129,186 
a Total Deductions for aa a | a 

=— Accrued Depreciation and | | 7 a | - 
i fo Functional Obsolescence _ ; wos $ 512,791 - 

| oes Present Value Of Ee Re Oe - ~ / oe , 

; | Improvements | | Se | ee, 
| $1,617,276 - $512,791 = 81,104, HBS | 

: or a $28.34/SF for a 38,970 SF | oe ee oe 
a . building SAY $1,104,500 || 

: | : To complete the value estimate using the cost approach, the ees eee 

~ present. value of the building, and the site improvements are / Pag ae 

a | added to the land value. _ Es | ee a. 

. oe oe Present value of the building $1,104,500 pet see pees Ala : / oe 

" | Present value of site improvements — ee a cle 

a | Land Value ——ss—— 8664 ZO oo 

Lee The cost approach theoretically represents the maximum ee 

i | value a buyer might pay to produce a comparable substitute. It [| | 

_ | should only be used as a check on the value estimates which | | 

Z take into consideration available financing, consumer | 

fi preferences, and other factors which shape buyer behavior.  — | aap ee



Se poe es : VI. VALUE CONCLUSION oe 

a ns The. market — comparison approach, using the gross rent , 

a | multiplier as the unit of comparison, suggests a value range of | 

| $1,282,000 to $1,322,500. This value includes the stoves and © we 

i refrigerators which are ‘typically sold with an apartment ~ oe 

: _ building, but should be deducted for a tax assessment on land a 

| i | and building, and should be taxed as personal property. This te 

7 suggests a range of $1,245,000 to $1,285,000. | | _ a | | | 

— The income approach indicates. ae fair market value of | 

i fo $1,300,000 based upon investor expectations of a casheon-eash | | 

fo return of 2 percent with financing requirements which include a oecce 

i - debt cover ratio of 1.10 and 12.5 percent interest for a 25 | - 

; - year term. The gross rents used. te calculate the net operating | 

income assume the presence of stoves and refrigerators as part | 

i aa . of | the | rental unit, and so again the real estate contribution se x | | ee 

| is $1,260,000. : wae | . 

I . ‘The cost approach when | properly adjusted ‘for physical | : . 

: & depreciation and functional — obsolescence | suggests ‘a cost to . : 22 | | 

| replace plus land costs of $1,300,000. This value does not | 

[| tactude tne cost new less depreciation of a stove anda = | 
|) petrigerator for each unit.” fhe BEE es oe 

G@ | te as the opinion of ‘the appraisers that the highest 

[ ae probable price and fair market value of the subject property _



: | herein described as of January 1, 1983 is: | | | fo 

| ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED EIGHTY THOUSAND DOLLARS | oS 

a Ne | oe | ($1,280,000) | 

i assuming cash to the seller with a debt cover ratio of 1.10 at 

| | 12.5 percent interest for a 25 year term with a cash-on-cash 

i return to the investor of 2 percent. This price indicates a GRM | 

of 6.3. In this instance the personal property would remain at | 

i $40,000. | | | | a | aera oo



| | a _ STATEMENT OF LIMITING CONDITIONS | 

1. Contribution of Other Professionals oe. 

i | -s~=s The appraiser did not conduct any engineering analysis oe, 
| a | of the structure components or of the site, of costs to | 

ee replace, or of other engineering factors. wo | : 

i | - The revenue and expense information is taken from the an 
a budget information from Wisconsin Housing Finance - 
ee Authority (WHFA) and actual accounting records provided | 

i a | by LaFollette Park Associates. Since the records of the _ 
oe Management firm (sponsor) are monitored by WHFA and © | 

_ ee periodically audited prior to review for WHFA rent La 
i let adjustments, Landmark Research, Inc., did not ft 

= |. ae reconstruct expense factors other than as noted in the |. 
os a oo | report. te eo | , oe as | | - wee Os af poe 

a sy) Sketches in this report are included to assist the | 
ft reader in visualizing the property. These drawings are | | 

yf. ss for illustrative purposes only and do not represent an | | 
i | ss actual survey of the property. me EN ee ee Se ON eS 

{| ss) The) ~=vappraiser assumes no responsibility for matters |_ 
i Es Which are legal in nature nor is any attempt made to | 

= | render an opinion on the title, The property has been | | 
i eee appraised as if title to the subject property were in ee 
mi fee simple, legal ownership with no regard-for mortgage | 
@ist tfoans or other liens or encumbrances. = | a 

; 2, Facets and Forecasts Under Conditions of Uncertainty __ ee Peo 

| ss All inforamtion regarding property sales and rentals, eye a poe re 
| ss Financing, or projections of income and expense is from | | I fo | Sources deemed reliable. No warranty or representaion | 
ms | is made regarding the accuracy thereof, and itis | | 
fo Submitted subject to errors, omissions, change of price, = | | 
os |}; ©. rental or other conditions, | prior sale, lease, = |j 

a | «© Information furnished by others in this report, while | | 
i De believed to be reliable, is in no sense guaranteed by LOS 
| ss these appraisers, ee



i | 3. j(Controls on Use of the Appraisal res ee oe 

} , +Values for various components of the subject parcel and rn 0 
| - improvements as contained within the report are valid . | 

| - only when making a summation and are not to be _ used 
a . independently for any purpose and must be considered. - 

1 a invalid if so used. | | | : | 

i | . Possession of this report or any copy thereof does not - 
carry with it the right of publication nor may the same | a 

a | be used for any other purpose by anyone without the | 
| previous written consent of the appraisers or the ) 

| . applicant, and in any event, only in its entirety. | | | 

a | ° Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report | | 
ao a Shall be conveyed to the public through advertising, 

oT _ public relations, news, sales, or other media without 
i | the written consent and approval of the authors, | 

a particularly regarding the valuation conclusions, and | | 
| | | the identity of the appraisers, or of the firm with | 

i | | which they are connected or any of their associates. | ae



; CERTIFICATE OF APPRAISAL | 7 . 

: | _ We hereby certify that we have no interest, present or | 

contemplated, in the property and that neither the employment | 

i | to make the appraisal nor the compensation is contingent on the = 

| | value of the property. We certify that we have personally a 

i - inspected the property and that according to our knowledge and | 

belief, all statements and information in the report are true | 

i | and correct, subject to the underlying assumptions and limiting _ | 

Fi —- eonditions. | ona Te cong moe a me 

me Based upon the information and subject to the limiting 

i _ conditions contained in this report, it is our opinion that the | 

_ | most probable price, as defined herein, of this property as of |. : 

, | ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED EIGHTY THOUSAND DOLLARS |.



SU SO, | oo 

‘4 ° : .- : . . 7 . 

i assuming cash to the seller with a debt cover ratio of 1.1 with | 

: a market loan rate of 12.5 percent for 25 years. 

ot James \A. Graaskamp, Ph.D., SREA, CRE | | | 7 

- * 3 

Jean B. Davis, MS © | | | | 

: i | Date : oy Pe | oe oe | ee



' JAMES AL GRAASKAMP 7 wee 

_— PROFESSIONAL DESIGNATIONS == ass i sts—s—S - 

i | | SREA, Senior Real Estate Analyst, Society of Real Estate Appraisers to 

_ CRE, Counselor of Real Estate, American Society of Real Estate : ae 
i Counselors oe | | | | | | | 

fs CPCU, Certified Property Casualty Underwriter, College of Property 
i | | Underwriters - oe - | | 

BP | EDUCATION ee es ae 

i To Ph.D., Urban Land Economics and Risk Management - University of Wisconsin co 
a Master of Business Administration Security Analysis - Marquette University J, | 

Bachelor of Arts - Rollins College — | : oes | 

i oo ACADEMIC AND PROFESSIONAL HONORS — me ee 

- | i Chairman, Department of Real Estate and Urban Land Economics, 7 Bee Pe 
i Patni School of Business, University of Wisconsin ae Ce Sy Lape 8 

‘Urban Land Institute Research Fellow | - CE ES gh SE ee ea 
«University of Wisconsin Fellow oo Sea Se ea es fo 

fo Lambda Alpha - Ely Chapter | ee SEE RON gO ge i eg oe 
| - Beta Gamma Sigma - | ee Oe EEDA 

} ~~ William Kiekhofer Teaching Award (1966) ee ee ee 
i _ ‘Urban Land Institute Trustee ee ee 

ft ROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE eee a ee 

i ‘Dr. Graaskamp is the President and founder of Landmark Research, Inc, | 
| which was established in 1968. He is also co-founder of a general = || 
{contracting firm, a land development company, and a farm investment = = |. 

i | corporation. He is formerly a member of the Board of Directors and = |Joo 
treasurer of the Wisconsin Housing Finance Agency. He is currently = = Jf. 

| a member of the Board and Executive Committee of First Asset Realty = = = |. 
i ss Advisors, a subsidiary of First Bank Minneapolis. He is the co- | a 
|. designer and instructor of the EDUCARE teaching program for computer j= = | 

a applications in the real estate industry. His work includes substan- = |. 
op tial and varied consulting and valuation assignments to include == = |. 

i J}. investment counseling to insurance companies and banks, court = = = J 
fo testimony as expert witness and the market/financial analysis of Ju 

| | : various projects, both nationally and locally, and for private and = = |. 
i | = ~—~—s corporate investors and municipalities. gh Sa rN OBE oe EG 

5 | BEE Se gg Ee _ cre Moh



_ aa | | 

i | | | JEAN Be. DAVIS 

i | - ; ~ EDUCATION © | es | 

Master of Science - Real Estate Appraisal and Investment Analysis; | 
F a _ University of Wisconsin . | | | Po 

ss Master of Arts - Elementary Education, Stanford University ee 8 

i Bachelor of Arts - Stanford University (with distinctions) | 

Additional graduate and undergraduate work at Columbia Teachers : 
a o - College and the University of Wisconsin _ ed | re 

Mig oe Eg 7 PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION ee ee ee 

i SP ae - Society of Real Estate Appraisers ss 

| Appraising Real Property = — Coursel0l 
i | | Principles of Income Property Appraising § Course 201 oP sof 

pe American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers == == = |. 

i es ee -- Residential Valuation (formerly Course VIII) Es | oe 

fo Certified as Assessor I, Department of Revenue, = ( esti‘(‘i‘id 
a fo State of Wisconsin a ee | ag 

fo PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

a With a significant background in education, practiced in California, = | | 
fo Hawaii and Wisconsin, Ms. Davis is currently associated with Landmark | ogee 

a | - Research, Inc. Her experience includes the appraisal and analysis of = | 

4 commercial and residential properties, significant involvement ing =f | 
= |] municipal assessment practices, and market and survey research to jf
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