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1 9 85 James A. Graaskamp, Ph.D., S.R.E.A., C.R.E.

April 19
! Jean B. Davis, M.S.

Messrs. Gordon and Greg Rice
Executive Management, Inc.
6000 Gisholt Drive

P.0. Box 8685

Madison, WI 53708

RE: Appraisal of Fair Market Value of the Taking Identified in
the Jurisdictional Offer from the State of Wisconsin
Department of Transportation as: Project 1206-02-21 QF 04
(19), South Madison Beltline - South Towne Drive - Monona
Drive, U.,S.H. 12 - Dane County, Parcel 1 - (AMCA
International Corporation)

Dear Messrs. Rice:

This letter transmits our appraisal of the vacant retail parcels
described above, condemned for use as a highway corridor and
taken from a larger parcel owned by AMCA International
Corporation.

When you read the report, you will see that we believe the
appraisers for the State of Wisconsin have made a material error
by failing to recognize the need to define the larger parcel
under the three unity rule as consisting of Lot 4 of Certified
Survey Map No. 3059, Lots, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22 of the
First Addition to South Towne, the unplatted lands located south
of Lots 17 through 22, and Lots 22, 23, 24, and 25 of the Royal
Addition to South Towne for a total of 41.6 acres. The larger
parcel is presumed to be a mixed-use land development in the
process of subdivision and sale.

The remainder parcel to the north would consist of 2.75 acres of
Lots 17 through 22 of the First Addition to South Towne and

16 .33 acres of Lot U4 of CSM No. 3059. To the south, 7.51 acres
of the unplatted land and 3.93 acres of Lots 22 through 25 of
the Royal Addition to South Towne for a total of 30.52 acres.

To further define the problem, we assumed that the official date
of taking would be May 1, 1985.
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Messrs. Rice
Page Two
April 19, 1985

We approached the issue of fair market value with two
methodologies, a market comparison approach in conjunction with
a land development model applied before and after to the subject
parcels. We have relied primarily on the market comparison
approach supplementing with a land development model applied to
unplatted office/warehouse land for which no comparables
existed.

As a result of our analysis, we have established the following
conclusions as to market value as of May 1, 1985, assuming cash

to the seller and no consideration for financing or income tax
leverage:

Fair Market Value of the Larger Parcel as of May 1, 1985:
TWO MILLION ONE HUNDRED FORTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS
($2,145,000)
Fair Market Value of the remainder parcel, assuming completion
of the highway relocation project as of May 1, 1985:
ONE MILLION FOUR HUNDRED SIXTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLALRS
($1,465,000)

The differential of Fair Market Value as of May 1, 1985, is
therefore:

SIX HUNDRED EIGHTY THOUSAND DOLLARS
($680,000)

In addition, severance damages assigned to the remainder as of
May 1, 1985, are:

ONE HUNDRED ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED SEVENTY DOLLARS

($101,270)

This appraisal has been made in compliance with the requirements
and guidelines of the State of Wisconsin and the Federal
government with respect to valuation for eminent domain purposes
and is subject to limiting conditions and assumptions contained
throughout the report.




Messrs. Rice
Page Three
April 19, 1985

- The appraisers further certify, that to the best bf our

knowledge, the statements made in this report are true, and we
have not knowingly withheld any significant information; that we
have personally inspected the subJect property; that we have no
interest, present or contemplated in the subject property or the
partlclpants in the impending transaction; that neither the
employment nor compensation to make said appralsal is contingent
upon our value estimate; that all contingent and limiting

-~ conditions are stated herein; and that the fee charged is

consistent with our usual charge for appraisal services.

Estimated Market Value, as defined, of the property taken,
including severance damages is:

SEVEN HUNDRED EIGHTY ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED SEVENTY DOLLARS

($781,270)

We are pleased to have been of service to you and remain
available to answer questions you may have regarding this
appraisal,

Respectfully submltted
@/-e\—w»‘a——/‘

. Graaskamp, Ph.D., SREA
and Economlst

CN»:" A
Craig P. Hfngerford (:;//

Enclo es
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I. PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL

The content of an appraisal report is determined by the
decision for which it will serve as a benchmark and the limiting
assumptions inherent in the property, data base, or - other
factors in the decision context. This appraisal was requested
and authorized by Gordon and Greg Rice of Executive Management;
Inc. (EMI) representing AMCA International Corporation for the
purpose of determining the fair market value of the property in

question.

A. The Appraisal_Issue

Initially, the subject parcel was developed prior to World
War II as the Royal Airport which was later abandoned, converted
to agricultural wuse, and subsequently acquired by Gisholt
Machine Tool (a division of Giddings and Lewis) as a relocation
site for their facilities on Madison's east side. Because
Gisholt was closed, the relocation plans never materialized and
all Madison holdings were placed under the management of a group
headed by Gordon Rice, a local real estate developer. In
September 1973, Rice and others doing business as Monona
Property Joint Venture, platted a portion of the former Gisholt
lands and developed several uses. Only several small buildings
for office and service uses were built as development remained

slack until 1982, when the community shopping center facility,




South Towne Mall, was completed. Constantly looming in the
background of further developing the South Towne area was the
relocation issue of Madison's South Beltline Hiéhway. As a
result of the decision to relocate the highway through a portion
of the project, this appraisal report will serve as a basis for
negotiation of fair compensation under Wisconsin Chapter 32.09.
Therefore, the appraisal issue is condemnation of a partial
taking of a land development in the process of subdivision and
sale. Other issues to be considered are:
1. Defining the before parcel in terms of the larger
parcel concept and def ining the remainder

parcel(s) resulting from the taking.

2. Identifying the impact of the new highway on after
values.

3, Identifying the impact of the new highway on
absorption rates and prices of remainder parcels.

B. Identification of_the Subject Property and

Tpe subject of this appraisal is a vacant traét of land 1in
the Monona South Towne Development., This land, as shown 1in
Exhibit I-1, comprises 41.6 acres identified as Lot 4 of
Certified Survey Map (CSM) 3059, Lots 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22
of the first addition to South Towne, the unplatted land located
south of Lots 17 through 22, and Lots 22, 23, 24, and 25 of the
Royal Addition to South Towne. A complete legal description of
the property is in Appendix A. The interest appraised 1includes
a fee simple interest, assuming payment of 'special assessment
liens, in the subject property, and limitations of easements,

zoning, and community goals of record.
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C. Date of the Valuation
Analysis and value conclusions are applicable to the
required due date of April 19, 1985, in adcordance with Section
32,05(2)(b) of Wisconsin Statutes. The appraiser's final
inspection of the property was made on April 6, 1985,‘but in the
absence of a date of taking, the appraised value is ‘assumed to

be as of May 1, 1985.

D. Definition of Market Value

As used in this appraisal and report, the term "market
value™ is defined as:

The most probable price in cash, terms equivalent to
cash, or in other precisely revealed terms, for which
the appraised property will sell in a competitive
market under all conditions requisite to fair sale,
with the buyer and seller each acting prudently,
knowledgeably, and for self-interest, and assuming
that neither is under undue duress.

Fundamental assumptions and conditions presumed in
this definition are

1. Buyer and seller are motivated by self-interest.

2. Buyer and seller are well informed and are acting
prudently.

3. The property is exposed for a reasonable time on
the open market.

4, Payment is made in cash, its equivalent, or in
specified financing terms generally available for
the property type in its locale on the effective
appraisal date.

5. The effect, if any, on the amount of market value
of atypical financing, services, or fees shall be
clearly and precisely revealed in the appraisal
report. [1]




E. Statement of General Assumptions_and
Limiting Conditions

Contributions of Other Professionals
. Information furnished by others in the report, while

believed to be reliable, is in no sense guaranteed by
the appraisers.

. The appraisers assume no responsibility for legal
matters.
. All information furnished regarding property for sale

or rent, financing, or projections of income and
expenses is from sources deemed reliable. No warranty
or representation is made regarding the accuracy
thereof, and it is submitted subject to errors, prior
sale, lease, financing, or withdrawal without notice.

Facts and Forecasts Under Conditions of Uncertainty

. The comparable sales data relied upon in the appraisal
is believed to be from reliable sources. Though all
the comparables were examined, it was not possible to
inspect them all in detail. The value conclusions are
subject to the accuracy of said data.

. Forecasts of the effective demand for space are based
upon the best available data concerning the market,
but are projected under conditions of uncertainty.

. Engineering analyses of the subject property were
neither provided for use nor made as a part of this
appraisal contract. Any representation as to the
suitability of the property for uses suggested in this
analysis is therefore based only on a rudimentary
investigation by the appraisers and the value
conclusions are subject to said limitations.

. Since the projected mathematical models are based on
estimates and assumptions, which are inherently
subject to wuncertainty and variation depending upon
evolving events, we do not represent them as results
that will actually be achieved.

. Sketches in the report are included to assist the
reader in visualizing the property. These drawings
are for illustrative purposes only and do not
represent an actual survey of the property.




Controls on Use of Appraisal

. Values for various components of the subject parcel as
contained within the report are valid only when making
a summation and are not to be used independently for
any purpose and must be considered invalid if so used.

. Possession of the report or any copy thereof does not
carry with it the right of publication nor may the
same be used for any other purpose by anyone without
the previous written consent of the appraiser or the
applicant and, in any event, only in its entirety.

. Neither all nor any part of the contents of the report
shall be conveyed to the public through advertising,
public relations, news, sales, or other media without
the written consent and approval of the author,
particularly regarding the valuation conclusions and
the 4identity of the appraiser, of the firm with which
he is connected, or any of his associates.

. The report shall not be used in the client's reports
or financial statements or in any documents filed with
any governmental agency, unless: (1) prior to making
any such reference in any report or statement or any
documents filed with the Securities and Exchange
Commission or other governmental agency, the
appraisers are allowed to review the text of such
reference to determine the accuracy and adequacy of
such reference to the appraisal report prepared by the
appraisers; (2) in the appraiser's opinion the
proposed reference is not untrue or misleading in
light of the circumstances under which it is made; and
(3) written permission has been obtained by the client
from the appraiser for these uses.

. The appraisers shall not be required to give testimony
or to attend any governmental hearing regarding the
subject matter of this appraisal without agreement as
to additional compensation and without sufficient
notice to allow adequate preparation,




II. DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

A. Physiographic Characteristics
1. Size and Shape
The subject parcel is an irregularly-shaped parcel of 41.6
acres (Exhibit II-1.) The irregular shape is defined by the
alignment of Engel Street to the north, Gisholt Drive to the
west, and the bulkhead line to the south and east. Photographs

of the property are presented in Exhibit\II-2.

2. Topography and Drainage

Topography and drainage of the subject are generally
compatible with its development,. Land is 1level to gently
rolling and at street grade. Site drainage is via street storm
sewer and ditches located in greenway outlots that‘ flow in a
southegsterly direction past the bulkhead line into the area
designated as conservancy. Topographic elevations range from 10
to 20 feet above lake level to 3 to 8 feet above lake level
along the bulkhead line. This bulkhead line also denotes that
acreage to the north of the line can be filled and some places

would require filling to be suitable for development.

3. Soils and Subsoil Conditions
Soil studies were neither made nor provided for use in this
appraisal. However, an investigation of available information

indicates that the subject property generally has soils that
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—  Sodwark Kisonch, Two.

EXHIBIT 11-2

PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

View looking east along Engel Drive
of Lot 4, CSM 3059.

View looking south from Engel Drive
across Lot 3 of CSM 3059,
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EXHIBIT 11-2 (Continued)

View looking east across
Lots 17, 18, and 4 of CSM 3059,

View looking south across Lots 17 through 22
of CSM 3049 from Engel Drive,

10




EXHIBIT 11-2 (Continued)

View looking west across Lots 17 through 22
of CSM 3059 towards the intersection of
Engel Street and Gisholt Drive.

View looking northeast across Lots 22 through 25 of
Royal Addition and unplatted lands from Gisholt Drive.

11




e

o

3 O = B &N BN & =

will not adversely affect its potential use‘ and value. [2]

Major soil groupings are from the St. Charles, Virgil, and

Wacousta series and are subject to a seasonably high water
table. The— southeastern portion of the site has been covered
with 5 to 7 feet of foundary sand over-lain on 3 to 4 feet of
peat and marl. Compaction caused by the sand has reduced the

peat and marl to a depth of 1 to 2 feet.

4, Vegetation and Ground Cover
Subject land is generally open grassland that has invaded
since previous agricultural uses were discontinued. However,
there is a large area of deciduous tree and shrubs on Lot 4 of

CSM 3059.

B. Location and Linkages

The South Towne development area, as shown in Exhibit I-1,
is located south of the contiguous City of Madison, within the
south edge of the City of Monona. It is approximately three
miles southeast of the Capitol Square, three miles west of
Interstate Highway 90 and 94, and one mile east of John Nolen
Drive, which provides access to Madison's Central Business
District (CBD).

Despite its relative proximity to downtown Madison, the
subject's area has been somewhat slow to develop. Several
reasons for this are apparent. First, Lake Monona, which 1is
situated approximately one-quarter mile north of the subject,

has diverted outward expansion of the City of Madison to the

12
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east and west of the subject area rather than through the
subject area.  Second, the Madison Metropolitan Sewage
District's _ﬁine Springs Treatment Plant, which 1is 1located
approximately one-half mile south of the subjeét, has
discouraged development 1in the area,. Third, poor soils in
marshland areas to the south of the subject property 1limit the
maximum growth potential of the area and, thereby, further
reduce the attractiveness of the area to users who would build
in anticipation of an expanding residential trade area.

More recently, residential growth in adjoining areas,
particularly in the City of Fitchburg, has increased ’the
desirability of the south side in general and the subject area
in particular. This impact has been transfefred most directly
to the subject site via the area's primary traffic artery, West

Broadway Boulevard (U.S. Highway 12 and 18). Traffic counts

along this roadway are among the highest in the Madison area and

have been increasing over the past several years. The 1976,

1981, and 1983 counts along with the percentage change are shown

below.
WEST BROADWAY (U.S. HIGHWAY 12 AND 18)
24~HOUR WEEKDAY TRAFFIC COUNTS:

1976, 1981, AND 1983
L T T T R PERCENT -
LOCATION 1976 1981 1983 CHANGE

Broadway at Raywood 46,600 50,250 54,100 16.1%

Broadway at Yahara River 39,000 43,500 43,850 12.4%

Source: East Madison Traffic Flow Map, City of Madison,
Wisconsin, Department of Transportation, Division
of Traffic Engineering (1976, 1981, and 1983).

13



It is the market access afforded by this roadway that
provides the majority of the demand for goods and services at
the subject's location. Because the subject site is not now and
probably will not be surrounded by a large residential trade
area, successful uses will not be oriented toward the
convenience type retail goods. The location then offers the
best potential for retail facilities oriented toward shopping or
specialty goods, retail/service enterprises, of fices, and
office/warehouse facilities. These last three uses are
especially able to benefit from the subject's very good
vehicular access to the entire Madison area and to the
Interstate Highway system.

Recent development of the South Towne Mall Shopping Center
has increased the desirability of the area by providing
amenities necessary for continued development. In addition to
creating regional identification and customer draw to the area,
the facility provides eating places and shopping for the area's
pogential employees, A study done in November 1983 indicated
South Towne was the third ranking shopping center in terms of
frequency of visit in the Madison area.

The subject property will be bisected when plans’to upgrade
the South Beltline are concluded. The highway cpnsists of
improving a segment beginning at Fish Hatchery Road and
extending easterly 6-1/2 miles to Interstate Highway 90. A

six-lane freeway will deviate from the current alignment and

14




pass beneaéh Raywood Road and paraiiel approximately 1,000 feet
to the south of the existing road limiting access to a new
interchange._cénstructed at Raywood Road, see Exhibit iI—3.
Also, the roadway will be at grade level and partially buffered
with berming and vegetation., The impact of the new highway on

the remainder parcel will be mixed.

1. Access

Presently, overall access to the property 1is very good,
The eastbound lane of West Broadway permits access from signal
controlled at-grade intersections. One such intersection 1is
with Raywood Road (South Towne Drive), which runs in a
north-south direction along the west boundary of the South Towne
area, The second is at Bridge Road, which leads directly into
Engel Drive and the West Broadway frontage road. A third access
point from the eastbound lane of West Broadway frontage road 1is
available at Gisholt Drive. Since West Broadway is a divided
highway, the only available access from the westbound lane is at
the Raywood Road and Bridge Road intersections. Raywood Road
provides secondary access via intersections at Royal Avenue and
Industrial Drive.

The 1internal street pattern provides a loop access to all
individual sites. Ingress and egress is or will be available
from driveways that are at site grade.

Once the new highway is complete, parcels to the north will
still have excellent internal and external circulation.
However, parcels to the south of the highway will be cut off

from previous internal circulation loop via Gisholt Drive and

15
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West Broadway. Streets north of the highway will be
cul-de-sacs; Royal Avenue, Gisholt Drive, and Industrial Drive
will be a loop street connecting to South Towne Drive 1in the

Royal Addition.

2. Utilities and Public Services

A full complement of urban services and utilities is
available to the subject site. This includes water from the
City of Monona; sanitary sewer from the Madison Metropolitan
Sewage District; natural gas from Madison Gas and Electric
Company; and buried telephone service from Wisconsin Telephone
Company, a Bell System affiliate, with a Madison exchange. Uses
to which the property could reasonably be put can be édequately

served by this recently installed system.

C. Legal and Political Constraints
1. Zoning

Zoning governing the use of the site is City of Monona
Community Design District (CDD). These regulations are in the
form of flexible performance criteria rather than rigid
specifications. The characteristics of the district and the
district's performance standards are shown in Appendix C. This
classification promotes a mixed use development that:

. . . will include a compatible mix of residential,

commercial, industrial, or open space uses which

realize the goals of the Master Plan. . . development

shall occur according to a large-scale plan rather

than on a piecemeal basis. It is intended that this

plan be a mutual product of efforts of the property
owner and the City. [3]
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~Although the original Master Plan for :the South Towne area

was quite specifiec as to the location of 1land uses (Exhibit

kII-H), changes in the marketability and goals of the community

altered the preliminary plat of CSM 3059 from single family
residential and apartments to office and apartments. Lots 17
through 22 along Engel Street were platted as office leaving the
remaining acreage of CSM 3059 as apartments. However, this one
area, originally thought to be. residential, has never been
committed to that use. In the eyes of the City Attorney, Randy
Paul, there has always been a question as to the best use of
this area. Around 1980 when master plan and zoning changes were
taking place, »the resultant changes left doubt as to whether
residential use at South Towne would be permitted without
council approval based on a new residential unit cap for the
City. Subsequently, the mayor issued the following memo
concerning his opposition to residential use in the South Towne

area (Exhibit II-5).

2., Special Assessment District

In conjunction with development in -South Towne, an
extensive system of internal streets has been added to the
entire South Towne development., These streets, as were shown in
Exhibit II-1, were funded by the City of Monona and the lands
they serve are now subject to special assessments., Costs are to
be amortized over eight years with interest at 10.25 percent on
the unpaid balance. (See Appendix D.) All special assessments

are due upon sale of the property.

18
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EXHIBIT 11-5

s MEMORANDUM
TO: Plan Commission Members
FROM: Robert J. Olson
Mayor
DATE: March 29, 1985 _
SUBJECT: Residential Development - South Towne

I have long believed that the decision to include residential
development in the South Towne area is a mistake for our
community. When the final approval was received by the State
Department of Transportation to construct the new U.S. 12 and 18
Freeway on the relocated corridor, I became totally convinced of
the imappropriateness of constructing residential units in South
Towne. I will set out my reasons for opposing residential
construction in South Towne below. I ask that the Plan
Commission consider my sentiments and recommend an amendment of
the General Development Plan for South Towne converting the
residential areas to office use (all as shown on the attached
map) . i

1. Construction of housing in South Towne would create a
satellite community, divided from the heart of the
community. This kind of splintered housing leads to loss
of community identity. The residents lose the sense of
" community” that is so important to the efficient
functioning of municipal government.

2. Construction of housing in South Towne would require the
extension of municipal operating services (such as refuse
collection) south of the existing Beltline in an area not
presently served by such services. It would also greatly
increase’ the demands on the services of the Fire/EMS and
Police Departments.

3. Construction of residential units in South Towne would
require school bus service to that area. I can not
support sending school buses through the deadly Bridge
Road intersection.

4. Most importantly, I think it is wholly inappropriate to
sandwich housing units between two extremely high volume
roadways. It 1is clearly an inappropriate living
environment.

There are other land uses that make more sense for the area
earlier designated as housing on the General Development Plan. I

suggest that the market success of office projects in South Towne
argues for amendment of the General Development Plan to require
office construction. The City would benefit therefrom by higher
tax base and lower demands on municipal services.

cc: Charles R. Wilson
City Administrator
Thomas D. Hovel
City Planner/Zoning Administrator
ke
R3-11.03
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3. Monona Tax Incremental District

Reasons for the creation of the Monona Tax Incremental

Distriet (TID) No.1 are specified in the memoranda in

Appendix

E. Brieflyy the City's use of TID No. 1 was to aid distressed

or "conservation™ neighborhoods. The report said:

The City also sought to create additional employment

opportunities for its residents and add ¢to

the

non-residential tax base by generating industrial,
retail, and commercial development in the South Towne

area and undeveloped portions of Monona Drive.

In

order to accomplish that goal it was necessary to
invest 1large sums of money for public improvements
such as streets, water, and sanitary and storm sewer.
There was also a need to improve the City's water
system to provide necessary fire protection and to

service the anticipated new uses from the
development.

TID No. 1 was also used to provide security incentive

added

S to

South Towne area given the uncertainty of the final locations

the South Beltline Freeway. The report continues:

Therefore the City used TIF funds to assemble land
make it available to retailers at a cost that al
them to bear the risk of development even in ligh
the uncertainty of the final Beltline 1location.
use of TIF funds in that fashion also served a
effort to "prime the pump" by attracting develo
to the area so that it would be an attractive
that would bring quality users to Monona.
developer of South Towne originally planned to
an unenclosed strip shopping center in South T
The City wused TIF funds to induce the develope
construct a high quality enclosed mall instead.
Towne Mall has served as the flagship for develo
in the area. It has also provided over 900
convenient shopping opportunities for M
residents, and substantial added tax base to the
county, school district, and state.

Tax Incremental Financing (TIF) funds were also
acquire certain municipal equipment to service the di
well as provide municipal services such as emplo

feasibility studies.
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A chronology of transactions with respect to TID No. 1
usage provides a measure of the involvement of the City of
Monona in the development of the South Towne area and the degree
to which these transactions should not be considered arm's
length and therefore not useful for comparative sales analysis.
PHASE 1, TIF-81-1, March 16, 1981 (Shopko)

Shopko was the first transaction in TID No. 1
receiving a deferred payment of road assessments as
all roads within the South Townhe development were
constructed by the City of Monona.

PHASE 1, Unnumbered Contract, June 30, 1982 (South Towne
Mall and Kohl's)

A $590,000 write-down on the land was provided for the
mall and early enticement for Kohl's Department
Store. Kohl's had planned to come on line with three
stores at approximately one time and the South Towne
Store would enter the market much earlier than the two
other stores. The mall was changed from a strip
center to a more attractive and desirable enclosed
mall.

TIF-83-2, April 4, 1983 (South Towne Roads)

City of Monona paid for 20 percent of the cost of
Industrial and Gisholt Drives to encourage development
to the south. Also South Towne Drive was constructed
at no cost to the developer (John Livesey) provided
the necessary land for the right-of-way was dedicated.

TIF-83-1, July 28, 1983 (Menard)
Lot 16 in the Royal Addition received $16,000 (cost of
special assessments) in exchange for a value guarantee
of $900,000 to $1,200,000 by 1990,

TIF-83-3, August 1, 1983 (South Towne Two)
Developer received a land write down of $40,000 to

discourage locating in Lot 3 of CSM 3743 which was in
the path of the highway relocation.
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CDA-84-2B, July 31, 1984 (South Towne Office Park)
Monona's Community Development Authority (CDA) wanted
to test the office market and determine what
concessions were necessary on their part to be
competitive in that market. They agreed to give the
developer, Executive Management, Inc., a write-off of
special assessments and a land write-down totaling

$290,000. In turn the developer would guarantee a
value from five buildings of $3.6 million by January

1, 1987.
CDA-84-6, October 12, 1984 (CDA, City of Monona, Livesey
and A.M.C.A. International Corp.) '
The CDA purchased an option on Lot 1 of CMS 3742 for
$135,000 from the developer (Livesey). Also, ‘there
was a waiver of $366,000 in special assessments of
‘Phase II of South Towne Roads (Industrial and Gisholt
Drives) to AMCA for providing a land value to AMCA
lands of $4 million by 1988-1989.
Remaining special assessments apply only to Lots 22 through
25 of the Royal Addition to South Towne (Appendix D) and must be
subtracted from the value to determine market value., All other

parcels of the subject have already retired previous special

assessments.

D. Subject Improvements
The subject property is a vacant commercial use subdivision
which is improved with streets and underground utilities
according to the previously described plans. The streets were
funded by special assessments charged through the City of Monona

and were built to City specifications.

E. Highest and Best Use
Determination of the Highest and Best Use begins with
clearly defining the 1larger parcel. Real _Estate _Appraisal

Terminology defines the larger parcel as:
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In condemnation, that portion of a property which has
unity of ownership, contiguity, and unity of use.
These are the three conditions which must be present
to establish the 1larger parcel for the purpose of
considering the extent if severance damage 1in most
states. [4]

An understanding of the larger parcel concept is paramount
to condemnation appraisal. Highest and best use of a property
cannot be determined before conclusion as to the larger parcel
is reached. The text, Real Estate Valuation _in _Litigation,
states:

The importance of the larger parcel comes into play 1in

a partial taking case where, after the taking,

compensable damages and/or special benefits accrue to

the remainder parcel. Like many other elements in

condemnation appraisal, tests to determine the larger

parcel (i.e., unity of ownership, unity of use, and
contiguity) cannot be applied universally and
blindly. The federal courts and some state courts

have ruled that all three elements of this test 'need
not be present in every instance. [5]

In the case of unity of title it is generally held that for
one or more parcels to be considered a single larger parcel, it
is essential that they be owned by the same individual or group
of individuals. [6]

The second part of the 1larger parcel triad requires
parcel(s) of land possess the ability to be devoted to the same
use as the land from which the taking is made. With respect to
contiguity, the third element, physical contiguity, is normally
required--but not always mandatory. Real Estate _Valuation _in
Litigation specifically addresses this issue for highway
acquisition:

The appraiser must be able to answer in the

affirmative to the question: "Is it possible that the

separated tracts would sell as an integrated single
entity, even with the separation?" before the
separated tracts can be considered as a single larger

parcel. As a Rhode Island court put it:

25




Quite a different situation 1is presented
when, as here, the two parcels in question
are unequivocally separated from each other
by fixed and definite boundaries, such as a
highway. In such a case it 1is generally
hetd that the two tracts can be considered
as one only when they are so inseparably
(sic) connected in the use to which they are
applied that the taking of ohe necessarily
and permanently injures the other."

Sometimes a larger parcel exists 1in the before
situation but, in the after situation, the parcel 1is
severed by the taking and becomes two separate
parcels. Such a situation is illustrated by Figure
4.8, Although the property had unity of ownership,
unity of use, and contiguity in the before situation,
it certainly lacks contiguity in the after situation.
Also, it is quite possible that one or both of the
tracts have a different highest and best use after the
taking than they did before. It is highly unlikely
that a unity of use, or integrity of use, exists
between the two parcels in the after situation; thus,
it is unlikely they would be sold as a single parcel
and, in all probability, they would properly be
considered two separate larger parcels., [T7]

(Lignited Aac;t Freeway) _ _

- umigd pemaites N

[l

Roadway
Figure 4.8. Two Larger Parcels—After

The subject closely parallels the example in terms of the
larger parcel issue Before and éfter the taking. Unity of title
in AMCA, Inc., 1is present for the entire 41.6 acre parcel.
Given that the entire South Towne development area lies within a
designated CDD for Monona, and the development plat is

designated for office/commercial use, unity of use 1is present
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the entire tract. Physical contiguity is also present for

site as a whole being bordered by streets and conservation

lands. o

1. Highest and Best use Before the Taking

The term highest and best use is defined in Real _Estate

Appraisal Terminology as:

That reasonable and probable use that will support the
highest present value, as defined, as of the effective date
of the appraisal.

Alternatively, that use, from among reasonably probable and
legal alternative wuses, found to be physically possible,
appropriately supported, financially feasible, and which
results in highest land value.

The definition immediately above applies specifically to
the highest and best use of land. It is to be recognized
that in cases where a site has existing improvements on it,
the highest and best use may very well be determined to be
different from the existing use. The existing use will
continue, however, unless and until land value 1in its
highest and best use exceeds the total value of the
property in its existing use.

Implied within these definitions is recognition of the
contribution of that specific use to community enviromment
or to community development goals in addition to wealth
maximization of individual property owners., . Also implied
is that the determination of highest and best wuse results
from the appraiser's judgment and analytical skill, i.e.,
that the use determined from analysis represents an
opinion, not a fact to be found. In appraisal practice,
the concept of highest and best use represents the premise
upon which value is based. In the context of most probable
selling price (market value) another appropriate term to
reflect highest and best use would be most probable use.
In the context of investment value an alternative term
would be most profitable use. [8]

Search for use begins with the limitations imposed by legal

constraints. In the case of the subject property, the City of

Monona zoning ordinance is the controlling factor with respect
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to highest ahd best use. A CDD designation allows 1locating
compatible uses within a larger use district.

The gé;eral development plan for the South Towne area
originally called for single and multi-family housing within the
majority of the area designated as CSM 3059, Lot 4, and 1lands
west of this area.

Concerns over the marketability of this land as residential
use as noted Dbefore, suggests office and office/warehouse
subdivision as the likely use. Arguments against residential as
a possible use are as follows:

1. There‘ are other sites within the Madison area of

equal or greater desirability for residential
use.

2. Encroachment of office space as a platted use on
the western side of this parcel.

3. The 1location of a major office use to the north,
Wisconsin Physician's Service.

4, Physical separation of the parcel by the existing
highway creating an additional burden to the city
in providing residential services (i.e., fire,
police, transportation to an "island" parcel).
In addition, the land south of Lots 17 through 22 and CS3M
3059 Lot U4, previously described as the wunplatted 1lands, has
little potential to be subdivided as office lots. The space and
access (most 1likely from Royal Avenue) lends the site to a
single corporate/home office use with a view of conservation
lands to the south. As will be demonstrated later in Section
III, Lots 22 through 25 of the Royal Addition to South Towne

will be office/warehouse lands due to the low absorption rates

for office uses. (See Exhibit II-6.)
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Therefore highest and best use of the subject Dbefore the
taking 1is as a mix of commercial, office/wérehouse, suburban

office, and a single corporate office use.

2. Highest and Best Use After the Taking

As described in the example from Real Estate _Valuation _in
Litigation, the bisecting of the subject by the highway creates
two remainder parcels, each now with their own highest and best
use.

To the north the use remains the same--of fice and
office/warehouse--as access, desirability of 1location, and
surrounding land uses remain essentially unchanged. - However,
there is a significant diminished utility of the 2.96 acre
parcel that lies between the proposed highway right-of-way and
Engel Street. The highway will provide high visibility which
the subject never had before, but will contribute greatly to
circuity of access. The parcel would have acceés to Royal
Street ;ith a long driveway and could offer interesting views to
the southeast over the marsh, Mud Lake, and related greenway
areas. Access and adjacency are not as critical to a single
corporate use, therefore, this situation also remains
unchanged. Lots 22 through 25 of the Royal Addition have
reduced access (only the of f-ramp west of Raywood Road) and are
not associated with contiguous office/warehouse use, but with
industrial lands to the south and west.

Therefore highest and best use in the after situation of
the northern parcel is as a suburban office and office/warehouse
subdivision whereas the southern parcel has a highest and best

use as industrial lots. (See Exhibit II-T7.)
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III. VALUATION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

BEFORE THE TAKING

A. Proper Valuation Methodology

Recent market sales in a given area are the most reliable
predictors of the most probable buyer and what he might De
willing to pay for another property in that area.

In all but the valuation of bulk office/warehouse land, the
comparison approach will be used., Comparables of the size of
the subject (21.27 acres before the taking and 16.33 acres after
the taking) fbr bulk of fice/warehouse use do not exist. Exhibit
III-1 lists subject area by use and size.

In the absence of data, the appraiser must simulate the
calculus that a typical investor would employ to arrive at the
price that he would pay for the property. This 1is Dbest
accomplished by means of a land development cash flow model
where both retail sales prices and their rate of sale estimated
for subject to arrive at an estimate of the gross revenues to be
received over their ownership term, which expires when the
entire project is sold off. From this, the expenses associated
with the development, sale, and holding costs are deducted to
arrive at an estimate of the net annual cash flows that would
accrue to the investor. This series of net cash flows is then
discounted at .a typical required rate of return to yield the

present worth of the investor's interest 1in the property.
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EXHIBIT 111-1

SUBJECT AREA BY USE AND SIZE

BEFORE LAND AREAS

======================================== ————————
USE SQ.FT. ACRES
Office 344,096 7.90
Bulk
Office/Warehouse 926,811 21.27
Office/Warehouse 171,191 3.93
Corporate
Home Office 369,998 8.49
TOTAL 1,812,096 41.60
AFTER LAND AREAS
USE SQ.FT. ACRES
Office 119,709 2.75
Office/Warehouse 711,335 16.33
Corporate
Home OQOffice 327,136 7.51
Industrial 171,191 3.93
TOTAL 1,329,371 30.52
33




Boykin describes the use of developmental methodology as
follows:

The developmental method of appraising undeveloped
land 13 a valuable and realistic, yet often
misunderstood and abused, method of appraising. It 1is
especially helpful when recent comparable 1land sales
are scarce. Moreover, it has special relevance to the
appraisal of land that has subdivision potential.
This potential could be for a residential subdivision
where individual sites will be sold, for an industrial
or office park, or for a recreational camping
development. The common determinant is that the tract
to be appraised has potential for being subdivided
into multiple sites, and can logically be appraised on
this basis.

This potentially reliable land evaluation method often
has produced unrealistic indications of value for many
reasons, including: '

1. Inaccurate highest and best use analysis.

2, Failure of the analyst to account for all the
expenditures necessary to produce the
forecast income,

3. Overstatement of 1income or a failure ¢to
graduate the sales income as the marketing
program progresses,

4, Incorrect selection and application of the
discount rate. [8]

B. Market Comparison_Approach_ to Price

It is possible to infer from market price behavior of past
transactions the probable price and range of a transaction
involving the subject property and a probable buyer of the type
defined, assuming that a buyer will pay no more for a property
than the amount another property offering similar utility would
cost. Of course, properties sell with respect to their
location, size, marketability, and other factors. It is
therefore necessary to reduce these differences to a common
denominator or unit within which price comparison and patterns

can be identified. Each property will be scored on a point
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system that is weighted for priorities of the investor in the
current market. The price per sduare foot of each property is
divided by its score to determine a price per square foot per
point, The weighted points per square foot price is first
tested as a pricing formula on comparable sales. If the
predicted prices are similar to the actual prices paid, then the
pricing formula which‘has the minimum dispersion in predicting
prices is applied to the subject property to determine the
market comparison value of the subject parcel.,

Changes in the purchasing power of the dollar, inflation,
and an allowance for change in market conditions, and real
growth must be considered., A GNP Implicit Price Deflator was
used to adjust comparables in compensating for inflation
effects. Real growth or decline was negligible during this
period.

Next, a comparison of the site with similar sales is done
to infer a sales price. A list of variables was &eveloped to
score ;ach property - (Exhibit III-2), the 1intent being to
simulate the buyer's logic in paying a sales price. Dif ference
in attributes such as investor market recognition, access, and
contiguous development were used. The differences are reduced
to a common measure that reflects the significance each factor
has on buyer perception,

A weighted matrix which reports the calculations of total
point score for comparable properties and for the subject is

found in Exhibits III-4 and III-7. Then the adjusted price per
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EXHIBIT 111-2

SCALE FOR SCORING
- COMPARABLE SALE ATTRIBUTES

ACCESS: 5 = Site located along major arterial

T

3 = Site located along frontage roaéf’ N

1 = Site located along secondary qg;illery_/

e

CONTIGUITY: 5 = Contiguous to similar development
3 = Similar development located nearby
1 = Not adjacent or near other development
MARKET RECOGNITION: 5 = Investors perceive site as preferable to
others in visibility, location, and
potential for expansion
3 = Investors are neutral as to preferability
1 = Investors perceive site as less desirable
to others in visibility, location., and
potential for expansion
FRONTAGE/DEPTH RATIO: 5 = Ratio < .50

3 = Ratio .50

- .75

1 = Ratio > .75
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squére\foot for each comparable is divided by its point score to
determine the price per point per squére foot which will be the
basis for determining the mean price per point and unexplained
dispersion _;or the comparable transactions, Finally, the
pricing formula of price per point per square foot is tested for

ability to predict the price of each comparable and observe an

acceptable variance from actual price.

C. Valuation of Office Lands

Office 1land sale comparables are detailed in Exhibit III-3
which follows. Sales from both the south and west sides of
Madison were used to determine a square foot price. Contrary to
what may be initially inferred, there are no significant
variances 1in the price of officé land sales within the City.
The market for office lots is relatively homogenous and 1is
reflected in the small varianée and predictability of the
model. Exhibit ITI-4 containsr an attribute weighting,
comparable price and size, weighted matrix, and a calculation of
mean price per point and price per square foot of the office
land sale comparables.

The five-lot area of Lots 17 through 22 was assumed to be
sold at one lot per year starting in the base year with a retail
pricé of $2.20 per square foot and increasing at 1 percent per
month. A ‘sale cost of 10 percent and a discount rate of 25

percent were used to compute value.
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—  Soudwark Rosench, Tue.

Location:

Sale Price: $216,000
Sale Price/SF: S205
Seller: Wesley Zulty
Buyer: Peter F.
Date of Closing:
Recording Data:

Instrument Type:
Transfer Fee: $648
Size:

Zoning: C-3L

Parcel No.:

Roe and Thomas C.

Volume 5404,

EXHIBIT 111-3 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1

OFFICE - VACANT LAND

900 John Nolen Drive

Huset

2/29/84

Page 3, Dane County Register of

Warranty Deed

78,457 square feet

0709-361-0101
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EXHIBIT 111-3 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2

OFFICE - VACANT LAND

NI T8 T |
e > “‘ﬂ;] =rn

Location: 1325 Applegate

Sale Price: $112,000

Sale Price/SF: $2.47

~egal Description: Lot 10, Commercial Centers
Seller: Vista Structures, Inc.

Buyer: Ahrens Cadillac-Oldsmobile. Inc.

Recording Data: Recorded 9/16/83, Volume 4823, Page 79, Dane County
Register of Deeds

Instrument Type: Warranty Deed

Transfer Fee: $336
Size: 45,265 square feet
Zoning: C-3L

Parcel No. 0709-344-0307-6

Lo




EXHIBIT I11-3 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3

OFFICE - VACANT LAND

Location: 676 Grand Canyon

Sale Price: $146,300

Sale Price/SF: £3.00

Seller: Park Towne Development Corporation

Buyer: Edward Duren

Date of Closing: B8/22/84

Recording Data: Volume 6023, Page 25, Dane County Register of Deeds
Instrument Type: Warranty Deed

Size: 48,741 square feet

Zoning: C-3L

Parcel Nc.: 0708-252-0417-9
0708-252-0417-7

41




—  Soudwark Roseonch, Two.

EXHIBIT 111-3 (Continued)
COMPARABLE SALE NO. 4

OFFICE - VACANT LAND

Location: 434 S. Yellowstone Drive

Sale Price: $129.,000

Sale Price/SF: $3.00

‘Legal Description: Lot 123, 10th Addition to Park Towne
Seller: Park Towne Development Corporation

Buyer: APCO, a Wisconsin general partnership consisting of
L. James Fitzpatrick, et al

Date of Closing: 4/27/84

Recording Data: Volume 5589, Page 38, Dane County Regilster of Deeds
Instrument Type: Warranty Deed

Transfer Fee: $387

Size: 43,011 square feet

Zoning: C-3L

Transfer Fee:

Parcel NoO.: 708-251-0214-9

42




—  Judwark Riseondy, Tno.

Location: 5602 Medical

Sale Price: $75,000C

Sale Price/SF: §2.79

Legal Description: Lot

Seller: MPA Realty II.,

Buyer: Ross M. Menard

Date of Closing: 2/6/84

Recording Data: Volume 5

Instrument Type: Warrant

Trancsfer Fee: $§225

Size: 26,893 sqguare feet

Zoning: C-3L

Parcel No.: 0709-3C3-0

COMPARABLE SALE NO.

6 and easterly 7 feet of Lot 5.

EXHIBIT 111-3 (Continued)

5

OFFICE

- VACANT LAND

Circle

Odana Court

a partnership

345, Page 5

y Deed

k3




EXHIBIT 111-4

ATTRIBUTE WEIGHTING

*w*% SOUTH TOWNE OFFICE ****
# Attributes = 3

Attribute Names, Prelim. Weights
ACCESS 40

CONTIGUOUS 15

MARKET RECOGNITION 45

4 of Observations = 5

Observ. # 1 1002 JOHN NOLEN Price 2.83
ACCESS 5
CONTIGUOUS 5
MARKET RECOGNITION 1

Observ. # 2 1325 APPLEGATE Price 2.68
ACCESS 3
CONTIGUOUS 3
MARKET RECOGNITION 3

Observ. # 3 676 GRAND CANYON Price 3.03
ACCESS 1
CONTIGUOUS 5
MARKET RECOGNITION S

Observ. # 4 434 S. YELLOWSTONE Price 3.06
ACCESS 1
CONTIGUOUS 5
MARKET RECOGNITION S

Observ. # 35 5602 MEDICAL CIRLCE Price 2.87
ACCESS 1
CONTIGUOUS S
MARKET RECOGNITION S

The Matrix:

40 15 45

30 5 33

35 10 40

45 20 50

50 25 55

Median = .8911765
Mean = .B8826005
Standard Deviation = 2.222368E-02
weights:

ACCESS = 40
CONTIGUOUS = 15
MARKET RECOGNITION = 45

Final Results:
Number of Combinations = 125
Number of Combinations Adding to 100% = 19

Median = .8911765
Mean -8826005
Standard Deviation = 2.222368E-02

Weights:
ACCESS = 40
CONTIGUOUS = 15
MARKET RECOGNITION = 45

il




COMPARABLE SIZE AND PRICE

Comparable Comparable Comparable Comparable Comparable Comparable Comparable Comparable

Number 1 Number 2 ‘Number 3 Number 4 Number 5 Number 6 Number 7 Number 8

m
! >
Ncminal sale price 0 0 0 o 0 SO $0 sS0 T
w
Ssles price adjusted —
for terms 222033 121310 147685 131614 77183 s0 s0 $0 -
Site/structure size $0 S0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 S0 -
= 1
v Additional adjustment s0 $0 s0 $0 50 so so so ¥
‘ —~~
Additional adjustment $0 $0 $O $0 $0 $0 $0 S0 g
3
-+
Adjusted sale $222,033 ©$121,310 $147,685 $131.614 $77.183 S0 $0 $0 :!’
price c
(¢]
(=%
N

LoT - sq. ft. 78,457 45,265 48,741 43,011 26,893 o 0 0

Price per sq. ft. $2.83 $2.68 $3.03 $3.06 $2.87 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00




| WEIGHTED MATRIX

FEATCRE OR Subject Comp .« Comp. Comp . Comp - Comp - Camp . Comp - Comp .
ATTRIBUTE WEIGHT Property No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 No. 4 No. 5 No.6 No. ? No. 8
ACCESS 0.40 1 /0.40 S5 /2.00 3 /1.20 1 /0.40 1 /0.40 1 /0.40 O /0.00 0 /0.00 O /0.00 m
>
X
CONTIGUOUS 0.15 5 /0.75 5 /0.7 3 /0.45 5 /0.75 5 /0.75 5 /0.7 0 /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 w
-
MARKET RECOGNITION 0.45 3,/1.3%5 1 /0.45 3 /1.35 5 /2.25 5 /2.25 5 /2.25 0 /0.00 O f0.00 O /0.00 =
G - n
N 0.00 0 /0.00 © /0.00 0 /0.00 O /0.00 0 /0.00 0 /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 +
g
Additional feature or 0.00 0 /0.00 : 0 /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 O f0.000 O /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 3
attribute ) :-_1-
3
Additional feature or 0.00 0o s/0.00 O f0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 0 /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 g
attribute o
N
Additional feature or 0.00 0 /0.00 0 f0.00 O /0.00 O f0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 0 /0.00 O /0.00 0O /0.00
attribute :
Additional feature or 0.00 0 ,0.00 O /0.00 O /0.00 O /0.06 0 /0.00 ©0 f0.00 O f0.00. O /0.00 O /0.00
attribute ‘ .
1.00

TOTAL WEIGTED SCORE 2.50 3.20 3.00 3.40 3.40 3.40 0.00 0.00 0.00




EXHIBIT 111-4 (Continued)
CALCULATION OF MEAN PRICE
PER POINT AND PRICE PER SQUARE FOOT
Adjusted welghted Price per SF
Camparable Selling Price Point
Property per SF of GBA ©  Score Weighted Point Score
1 $2.83 3.20 $0.88 32 31
2 $2.68 3.00 $0.89 .64
3 $3.03 3.40 $0.89 $2.799
4 "~ s3.06 3.40 $0.90 $2.59
3 $2.87 3.40 s0.84 .99
6 $0.00 0.00 $0.00
? $0.00 0.00 $0.00
8 $0.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL S$4.41
- S4.41 :
Central Terdency cr Mean = X = X/N & e = $0.88
5
-
Dispersion or Standard Deviation = 0.022
vValue range: x - dispersion = 0.88 + 0.02
Gross wWeighted =
Bu:lding X Point X (Central Tendency + Dispersion) =
Land Score
Of Subject
1
X 2.50 _
x 0.88 + 0.02 =
High Estimate of 2.26
Central Tendency of 2.21
Low Estimste of 2.1%
-
The standard deviation equals the square root of tne sum of
2
(x=x) for each comparable sale divided oy n-l.
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Retail Price $151,402 $169,5 81 $189,930 $212,721 $238,249

Less: 10% —

Sales Cost 15,140 16,958 18,993 __21,272 __23,825
Net Price 136,262 152,623 170,938 191,450 214,424
Present Value

at 25% 109,010 97,679 87,520 78,418 70,262
Cumulative

Present Value
Before Taking $442,889, Rounded to $443,000

D. Valuation of Corporate Home Office Lands

The spot market in corporate home office lands make
application of the comparable approach the only reasonable
alternative. Comparable Sale No. 1 is very similar to the
subject in size (7.0 acres) and is located on a frontage road to
University Avenue having access similar to the subject.
Purchased in November 1982, the comparable property also has an
option on two additional acres and therefore robm to expand.
However, the site has few visual amenities and is not contiguous
to a conservancy or park area. Both the option factor of the
sale and contiguity to a park/conservancy factor offset any
adjustment to this sale.

As to Comparable No. 2, it enjoys good visibility, 400 feet

of frontage, and more immediate access to the South Beltline

“than the subject. The site is smaller, only 3.488 acres, so a

downward adjustment of $0.50 per square foot is appropriate. In

addition; the comparable had considerable on-site improvements

48




in the .form of a road and comﬁlete utilitiés resulting in
another downward adjustment of $0.70. The subject is similar in
all other respects. Comparable Nos. 1 and 2 are located in
Exhibit III-5.

Adjustments to Comparable 1:

Price: $490,000
Less Option: 53,173
$436,827
Price/SF: $1.43
Value Range: $1.43 (less option)
to $1.61 (including option)
Average: $1.52/SF
""""""""""""""""""""""" TIME
ADJUSTED ADJUSTED
PRICE/SF PRICE/SF PRICE
4860 Sheboygan Ave 1.52 1.66 1.66
2901 W. Beltline 3.23 3.23 2.03

The resolution of square foot price results in a retail
price of $1.84 per square foot, rounded to $1.85 per square

foot.

49
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—  Jdwark Roswonch, Iwo.

EXHIBIT 111-5 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1

CORPORATE HOME OFFICE - VACANT LAND

Location: 4860 Sheboygan Avenue

Sale Price: $490,000

Sale Price/SF: $1.61

Seller: Wisconsin State Public Building Corporation

Buyer: American National Red Cross

Date of Closing: 11/24/82

Recording Data: Volume 4012, Fage ¢3, Dane County Register of Deeds
Instrument Type: Quit Claim Deed

Size: 304,920 sgquare feet., 7.0 acres

Zoning: c2

Farcel No.: 0709-202-03034

Comments: Option to purchase, which can be exercised from end of

vear 5 to end of Year 15, for 2 acres., Lot 2, CSM 04009, at
the same price per acre as 7-acre purchase.
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—  Sodwark Keswrch, Two.

EXHIBIT 111-5 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2

CORPORATE HCME OFFICE - VACANT LAND

Location: 2901 West Beltline-Frontage Road, Town of Madison
Sale Price: $491,500

sale Price/SF: §3.23

Seller: Skyview Partnership

-Buyer: Madison Office Partners Ltd. Partnership

Date of Sale: 12/11/84

Recording Data: Volume 6338, Page 5, Dane County Register of Deeds
Instrument Type: Warranty Deed

Size: 151,937 square feet, 3.48B8 acres

Frontage: 400 feet on West Beltline Service Road

Zoning: C2

Comments: Road, sewer., all utilities

52




2. Value of Corporate Home Office Land

Total Square Feet 369,998
Price/Square Foot ___$1.85
Value $684,496
Less: 5% Bulk Land Sale 34,225
‘Less: 10% Sales Cost 65,027

Net Market Value

Before the Taking $585,244, Rounded to $585,000

E. Valuation_of Office/Warehouse Lots 22 Through 25
Off ice/warehouse comparables are detailed in Exhibit III-6

foot

that follows. An average retail price of $1.55 per square

results from the point score model. Exhibit III-T contains an

attribute weighting, comparable price and size, a weighted

matrix, and the calculation of mean price per point and price

per square foot for the office/warehouse comparables. Again, as

in the office lands, one lot per year would be sold with retail

prices increasing at a rate of 1 percent per month, Sale costs

are 10 percent, the discount rate is 25 percent,.
===:=====:======:=:==§Z;;=:====§Z;;:§=:=:;2;:=§====§Z;;=;=
Retail Price $ 66,337 $74,297 $83,213 $93,199
Less: 10% Sales Cost 6,634 7,430 8,321 9,320
Subtotal $ 59,703  $66,867  $74,892  $83,879
Present Value
at 25% $ 47,762  $42,795  $38,345  $34,357
Cumulative

Present Value
Before Taking

$163,259, Rounded to $163,000

23




OFFICE/WAREHOUSE COMPARABLE l
SALE LOCATIONS
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EXHIBIT 111-6 (Continued)
COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1

OFFICE/WAREHOUSE - VACANT LAND

Location:
Sale Frice:

Sale Price/Srf:

Legal Description:

Seller:
Buyer:
Date of Closing:
Recording Data:

Instrument Type:

810 Stewart

$61,000

$1.46

Watsons East Addition, Part of Outlot A

James Watson

Carmen Golden

9/20/83
Volume 4942, Page 22, Dane County Register of Deeds

Warranty Deed

Transfer Fee: §$183

Size: 41,899 square feet, 0.96 acres
Frontage: 150 feet

Zoning: M1l

Parcel No.

0609-022-0803-7
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EXHIBIT 111-6 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2

OFFICE/WAREHOUSE - VACANT LAND

Location: 925 Watson

Sale Price: $69,700

Sale Price/SF: Siz3 B

Legal Description: Watson Commercial and Industrial Plat
Lot 21, Part of the NW 1/4 of Section 2, T6N,
R9E, City of Madison., Dane County., Wisconsin

Seller: Chem-Lawn Corporation

Buyer: JHS Investments

Date of Closing: 6/1/82

Recording Data: Recorded 5/27/82 in Volume 3612, FPage 68, Dane County
Register of Deeds

Instrument Type: Warranty Deed
Transfer Fee: $209.10

Size: 50,485 square feet, 1l.16 acres
Zoning: Ml

Parcel No. 0609-022-0308-7
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EXHIBIT 111-6 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3

OFFICE/WAREHOUSE - VACANT LAND

Location: 4701 Pflaum Road

Sale Price:

$60,000

Sale Price/SF: §1:32

Legal Description: Lots 1 and 2, East Addition to Glendale

Industrial Park, City of Madison

Seller: Glendale Development, Inc., a Wisconsin Corp.

Buyer: Fred

O. Miller

Date of Closing: 9/14/82

Recording Data: Recorded 9/24/82 in Volume 3873, Page 41l.

Dane County Register of Deeds

Type of Instrument: Warranty Deed

Transfer Fee:

5180

Size: 45,472 square feet, 1.044 acres

Zoning: Ml.,

Parcel No.:

Commercial

0710-222-0101-7
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EXHIBIT I11-6 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 4

OFFICE/WAREHOUSE - VACANT LAND

Location: 509 Tasman Street
Sale Price: $32,000
Sale Price/SF: $1.28

Legal Description: Lot 2, Block 6, lst Addition to Madison
Industrial Subdivision No. 1, City of Madison

Seller: Watson Property Enterprises, a partnership
Buyer: J.C. DeBruyn & Jeanne DeBruyn
Date of Closing: 10/28/81

Recording Data: Recorded 4/5/82 in Volume 3497, Page 28,
Dane County Register of Deeds

Type of Instrument: Warranty Deed
Transfer Fee: $96

Size: 24,975 square feet, 0.573 acres
Frontage: 133 x 185

Zoning: M1, Commercial

Parcel No.: 0710-091-1002-5

Comments: Per deed, the grantees assumed all special assessments
against the property whether heretofore or hereafter levied.
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EXHIBIT 111-6 (Continued)
COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3

OFFICE/WAREHOUSE - VACANT LAND

Location:

Sale Price:

809 Watson Avenue

$64,200

Sale Price/SF: $1.43

~egal Description: Lot 16, Watson Commercial and Industrial Plat

Seller: Robert L. Jorgensen & Sharon K. Jorgensen, as tenants in
common

3uyer: Badgerland Building Systems, Inc.. a Wisconsin Corporation

Date of Closing: 1At 7781

Recording Data: Recorded 11/18/81 in Volume 3235, Page 84,

Dane County Register of Deeds

Type of Instrument: Warranty Deed

Transfer Fee: $§192.60

Size: 45,000 square feet, 1.033 acres

Frontage:

150 feet

Zoning: Ml, Commercial, Warehouse l-story

Parcel No.:

0609-022-0302-9
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EXHIBIT I11-7

ATTRIBUTE WEIGHTING

#3%% SOUTH TOWNE OFF ICE/WAREHOUSE %#3#%
# Attributes = 3

Attribute Names,; Preiim. Weights
FRONTAGE /DEPTH RATIO 40
CONTIGUCLE 35
MARKET RECOGNITION 29

# ot Observations = 5

Observ. # 1 810 STEWART Price 1.53
FRONTAGE/DEPTH RATIO 3
CONTIGUOUS S
MARKET RECOGNITION 3

Observ. # 2 925 WATSON Price 1.52
FRONTAGE/DEFTH RATIO S
CONTIGUOUS 3
MARKET RECOGNITION 3

. Observ. # 3 4701 PFLAUM Price 1.44

FRONTAGE/DEPTH RATIO 1
CONTIGUOUS S
MARKET RECOGNITION 5

Observ. # 4 S0 TASMAN Frice 1.43

FRONTAGE/DEPTH RATIO 3

CONTIGUOES 3

MARKET RECOGNITION 3
Observ. # 5 809 WATSON Price 1.61

FRONTAGE/DEFTH RATIO 3

CONTIGUWOUS 3

MARKET RECOGNITION 3

The Matrix:

40 3B B

3 B 15

3% 30 20

45 40 30

50 45 3?

Median = 4135135
Mean = 4320392
Standard Deviation = 6.013338E-32
Weights:
FRONTAGE /DEPTH RATIO = 40
CONT 1GUOUS = 35
MARKET RECOGNITION = 25

Final Results:
Number ot Combinations
Number of Combinations Adding to 100%

Median = 4235794
Mean = 4411821
Standara Deviation = 5.523736E-02
Weights:

FRONTAGE /CEPTH RAT1O = 40
CONTIEUOLS = 25
MARKET RECOGNITION = 3B

60
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COMPARABLE SIZE AND PRICE

.

. m
Caomparabie Comparable Comparabie Camparable Comparable Comparable Comparable Comparable >
Number 1 Number 2 Number 3 Number 4 Number 5 Number & Number 7 Number 8 =
w
: =

Ncminal sale price 0 8] a 0 o] $0 $0 $0
Sales price adjusted =
o ‘or terms L4086 76044 65442 35654 72534 0 %0 %0 \"
Site/stricture size $0 $0 $C %0 $0 %0 %C 0 >
[e
. Additiora' adjustment %0 30 $0 %0 %0 $C $0 $0 ‘:_3'_
Additional adjustment $C 0 0 0 0 0 $0 30 é
&
Ad_.sted sale 64, 086 $76,C44 BE5,442 335,654 $72,534 $0 $0 %0 ~

price
Lo~ - sg. tt. 41,899 50,085 45,472 24,975 45,000 a} G g

Price =2r sa. tt. $1.53 $1.52 $1.44 $1.43 $1.61 $0.00 $0.00 $0.C0




WEIGHTED MATRIX

FEATURE OR Sub ject Camp. Comp. Comp. Camp. Comp. Comp Come Comp
ATTRIBUTE WEIGHT Property No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 No. &4 No. S No.bé No. 7 No. 8
TRONTAGE/DEPTH RATI10 0.40 3,120 3/1.20 S/2.00 1/0.40 3/1.20 3,120 0/0.00 0/,0.00 0O/0.00
CONT IGUOUS 0.25 /1.2 S/1.2% 3/0. 5/1.25 S71.25 3/0.75 O0,0.00 0/0.00 O /0.00
VARKET RECOGNITION 0.3 3,105 3/1.05 3/108 S5/1.% 3/1.056 3/1.05 0/0.C0 0/0.00 O /C.CO
o
N
0.00 o/0.06 O0/0.00 Q0/0.00 O/0.00 O0/0.00 0/0.00 O0/0.00 O/0.00 O/0.00
Acditional! teature or 0.00 o/o0.00 O0O/0.00 O/B.00 J/0.00 O/0.00 O0/0.00 CO/0.00 O/0.00 O /C.C0
at:~'bute
tge ticral feature or 3.00 o/0.00 O/0.00 O/0.00 O/0.00 O/0.00 0O/0.00 GC/0.00 0v/0.00 O/0.00
att-ibute
Add tiona. ‘feature or 0.0a ops0.00 O/0.00 0O/0.00 O/0.00 O/\0.00 O/0.00 C/0.00 O/C.00 O /0.00
atzribute
Adgitiocmal ‘sature or 0.00 J/o.00 0/0.00 0O/0.00 O/0.00 Ov/O.00 0O/0.00 0/0.00 0/0.00 O /2.00
ati-ibute
1.CC
3.%50 3.0 3.80 3.40 3.50 3.00 0.C0 0.00 0.00

“OTAL WEIGTED SCORE

(penuiiuog) [-111 L191HX3




EXHIBIT 111-7 (Continued)

CALCULATION OF MEAN PRICE
PER POINT AND PRICE PER SQUARE FOOT

Adjusted Wweighted Price per SF
Comparable Selling Price Pgints Precicted
Property . per 5F ot GBA Score Weighted Point Score Saie Price
b $1.53 3.50 $C.44 $..54
2 $1.52 3.80 $0.4C $1.67
3 $1.44 3.40 %0.42 $1.49
4 $1.43 3.50 $0.41 $1.56
5 $1.61 3.00 $0.54 3..32
&6 $0.00 0.00 $0.00
7 $0.00 0.0a $0.00
8 $C.00 0.0a $0.00
TOTAL $2.21
_ _ $2.21 )
Centrai Terdency or Mean = X = x/n = ~—————— = $0.44
S
*
Dispersion ar Standard Deviation = G.0%6
Vaiue range: x - dispersion = .46 ¥ 0.06
Gross Weighted -
LAND X Point X (Centrai Tendency + Dispersion) =
4rea Score
0t Subject
x 3.0 _
X 0.44 + 0.06 =

High Estimate at
Centrai Tendency of
Low Estimae of

o

#*
The s-a~dard deviation eauals the square root ot the sum of

(x-x) +or each comearable sale divided by 1.
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F. Land Development Valuation Model
Application of this valﬁation model to unplatted office/
warehouse land begins with an estimate of the rate at which each
of the subject property's land use areas would be expected to

sell,

1. The Absorption Rates

Absorption rates for each of the subject's 1land use
categories were derived from an investigation of historic rates
in the subject's market area. This market area is defined as
being the geographic area within which wuses of the subject
property would reasonably be expected to seek aiternative
locations, An area was identified and 1is shown in Exhibit
III-8, and applies to office/warehouse uses, retail uses, and
office uses.

Subsequent to the identification of these market areas, a
survey of building permit activity during each of the five years
between 1978 and 1982 was made. Data on permit activity
gathered by the Dane County Regional Planning Commission was
used to identify the individual permits. Once identified, the
governmental units which issued the permits were contacted and
the actual building areas were obtained from the permits. The
building areas were then grouped into seven separate wuse
categories. Data showing the floor area built by building type
during each of the preceding five years is shown in Exhibit
III-9, Also gross data from 1983 was examined and the appraiser

found no significant deviations in permit activity from the
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SUMMARY OF BUILDING AREA (SQ.FT.) CONSTRUCTED
IN STUDY AREAS 1978 - 1982

MERCAN- SALES/ FOOD OFFICE INDUSTRIAL

YEAR TILE SERVICE SERVICE OFFICE WAREHOUSE MFG. OTHER
1978 20,855 5,895 6,764 44,050 736,687 30,704 -0- ’>IE
1979 108,560 13,233 -0- 41,776 375,575 36,793 12,000 ®
1980 189,934 3,700 1,800 86,492 478,585 12,000 20,656 =
1981 7,800 -0- 1,566 35,741 33,992 36,000 -0- =
1982 117,350 4,875 4,081 30,444 _10,722 20,000 e ©
MEAN , 88,900 5,541 2,842 47,700 339,112 27,099 6,531

STANDARD DEVIATION 75,185 4,843 2,632 22,321 293,249 10,777 9,452

Source: Primary
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previous five years to warrant an adjustment to the subsequent
absorption rates. Data for 1984 was unavailable.

To apply this measure of demand, we have assumed that
demand >for the various use categories will be equal to the
average demand over the past five years., A review of absorption
rates indicates that the range of activity over the past five
years typifies the range of the real estate development cycle 1in
Madison. Using an average smooths the pace of development and
represents some degree of economic optimism given the 1level of
excess supply of commercial/retail space in Madison and the
probability that the subject area will be isolated by road
construction during the next five years.

The wuse of building permit activity as a basis for a 1land
absorption estimate is justified by two factors. First, the
speculative demand which has characterized many area 1land
markets over the past two decades is now very limited by high
interest rates. The rate at which'land has Dbeen required by
actual construction is, therefore, a far more reliable estimate
of future demand. Second, data about actual building permit
activity is far more accurate than data regarding 1land
transfers, which are frequently only transfers from one owner to
another related party and do not represent any new demand for
sites. However, the use of building permit activity does
present one problem; the building area must be converted to a

corresponding estimate of the site area required to support the
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‘volume of building activity. This 1is accomplished using a

normal ratio of building area to land area known as a floor area
ratio.

The floor area ratios for each 1land use category were
computed from a sample of existing properties where both land
area and building area were known, The results of this
investigation, along with market area estimates of site area
demand from the average building permit activity occurring over
the past five years, is shown in Exhibit III-10. In this
exhibit, mercantile, sales/service, and food service were
combined into a single retail/service category, and the "other"
category, which includes parking lots, etc., was omitted.

The total market area demand for each of the 1land use
categories in Exhibit III-10 is translated to the demand for
land area at the subject site by multiplying the overall square
feet of annual market area demand by the proportion of total
demand that the subject property can reasonably expect to
capture. Capture rates were estimated by the appraisers given
data on the characteristics of the subject property, its current
competition, and the new competition which 1is expected to
develop during the subject's sell-off period. The capture rates
for each land use type and the resulting average annual demand
for the subject lands, by category, are shown in Exhibit III-11.

These absorption schedules are reliable estimates of
expected future demand given that the experience of the past

five years are indicative of a range of business conditions,
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EXHIBIT 111-10

AVERAGE ANNUAL MARKET AREA DEMAND FOR
NEW BUILDING FLOOR AREA AND
SITE AREA BY USE TYPE

-__———.—-———-——-—--————----—--——-—-—-——--—-———-————_——_—-—-_——--—
_-———-—_—————--—--————-.—-———-_-——----——-—-—————--—_—--—---—_—--

AVERAGE

ANNUAL AVERAGE ANNUAL
DEMAND DEMAND FOR
‘ FLOOR AREA FLOOR AREA ———_SITE_AREA_ __
USE TYPE (SQ.FT.) RATIO SQ.FT. ACRES
Office 47,700 0.35 136,286 3.1
Retail/Service 97,283 0.25 389,132 8.9
Non-Retail Commercial - 339,112 0.35 968,891 22.2
Industrial 27,099 0.35 77,426 1.8

Source: Primary
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2. Retail Sales Prices for the Subject Sites
An analysis of the Madison area land market has been made
for the purpose of identifying sales transactions from which the
most probable selling price of the typical sites within each of
the subject's land use zones can be estimated. The retail price
derived from a point score analysis of comparable sales will be

used to derive the land development model.

3. Development Expenses
The following costs and expenses can be expected by a
typical purchaser of the subject property:

Sale and Closing Costs: Are estimated to be 10 pércent of
annual gross sales revenue,.

Real Estate Taxes: Real estate taxes are computed in a manner
consistent with the Property Assessment__Manual_ _for Wisconsin
Assessors, Section 8, pages 10 through 14, This technique
requires that the market value of available land for each year
be estimated. The available area at the beginning of the year
plus the remaining area at the end of the year divided by two
yields the average available land for the year. The average
available 1land is then multiplied by the current year's per
square foot sales price to obtain an estimate of market value.
Then, +the total raw land value (value of bare ground excluding
streets, grading, improvements, etc.) of available land 1is
subtracted from the estimated market value of available 1land.
For purposes of this appraisal, the raw land value is estimated
to be 20 percent of the estimated market value of available
land. The result is multiplied by the appropriate yearly
projection term factor which 1is based upon the investor's
required rate of return and on the assessor's estimate of the
length of time it would take the developer to sell all the
land. Based upon the expected sell-of f periods shown in Exhibit
III-11, the assessor would not reasonably accept more than a
ten-year sell-off or projection period. The raw land value 1is
then added back to the resulting product to obtain 1land value
for assessment purposes (assuming an assessment level of 100
percent). Then, this land value is multiplied by the tax rate
to obtain an estimate of real estate taxes for that year. A tax
rate of 2.2 percent of assessed value is used throughout this
forecast.
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Management and Administration: This is estimated to be a fixed

charge of $1,000 per year for each land use group, plus one

percent of the full retail price of the average land owned
(beginning area plus ending area divided by two) during the
year.,

Special Assessments: The City of Monona has installed
improvements and levied special assessments against the
property. These are to be fully amortized by the property owner
over an eight-year term with interest on the wunpaid balance
charged at 10.5 percent. The installment to amortize 1is
calculated just as it would be for a conventional mortgage.
However, the special assessments contain a due-on-sale clause
that requires that all outstanding special assessments on a
given piece of property be paid when the property is sold. This
requires periodic partial release payments. For purposes of
this computation, it is assumed that all sales are closed at the
end of each projection year, This implies that the
owner/investor would pay interest on special assessments for the
entire year and then pay of f a portion of the special
assessments equal to the outstanding balance at year end times
the proportion of 1land sold during the year. This partial
release payment will also trigger a reduction in the annual
installment to amortize in the same proportion as area sold to
the beginning land area,

4, Required Rate of Return

Data regarding the rate of return that would typically be
required by a probable purchaser of the subject is best obtained
from interviews with investors who are actively involved with
projects that are similar to the subject. prever, each project
is wunique and the rate of return is inextricably related to the
risk inherent 1in the assumptions which are made about the
investment's performance. In this case, the assumptions with
respect to sell-off periods, retail market prices, required
capital expenditures, and holding costs are believed to be
reasonable. The perceived risk of an investment of this type is
generally regarded as inherently containing more risk. However,

AMCA International will be forgiven a significant portion of
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special assessments to pay for roads and utilities if all AMCA
International lands achieve a value of $4'million by January 1,
1988. Based on this, a discount rate of 20 percent 1is most

applicable to the subject property.

5. Financing
Expected financing 1is with a fully amortized mortgage at
14,25 percent and a term of no more than six years, or the
parcel absorption rate in years, whichever is less, Mortgage
principal is set by a maximum debt cover ratio of 1.25 based on

first year's projected cash flow.

6. Calculation of Bulk Office/Warehouse Lands
Output from the land development model shown as Exhibit 12,
applies the data and assumptions described previously to derive
an estimate of market value before the taking of $953,311, or

$954,000.

G. The Final Value Estimate Before the Taking

The majority of the subject lands have been valued via the
traditional sale comparison approach. Bulk office/warehouse
lands were valued by a land development model. This approach,
as summarized in Exhibit III-13, results in a $2,145,000 market
value estimate for the entire subject property. Total value
results from a summation of the individual values derived from
each component of the property. This value conclusion has

anticipated the risk/return issues.,

73




S OGS e S =5 S R A R X2 B o B S =

LAND DEVELOPMENT VALUATION MODEL
FOR A TYPICAL MARKET PURCHASER

Beginning Site Area 926811

Average Annual Land Sales (s.f.) 339112
Initial Sales Price ($/5.f.) 1.59 m
Increase 1n Sales Price (%/Yr.) 4.00 é
Sales 3 Closing Costs (X1 of Sales) 10 —
~ Assessnent Data: EE
- Raw Land Value (X of Avg. —
Land Value) 20 -
Yeam ity Projection lera Factors .99 .61 .64 b4 .69 72 25 .29 .43 .48 —
Jax Rate (% of full value) 2.20 'r
Managenent § Admimisiration Expenses: —_
Fixed ($/Yr.) 1000 N

Variable (X of Avg. Land Value) 1.00

NORTGAGE AMUUNT 4568000

ANNUAL FAYRENT 202428

ANNUAL INTEREST RATE . 1425

biscount Kate (0.XXXX) .2
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SOUTH TOWNE LAND DEVELOPMENT MODEL: OFFICE/UAREHOUSE LAND

YEAR

Available area-Begin Yr.(s.f)

Area Sold (s.f.)

Renaining area-End Yr. (s.f.)

Pct. of Total Area Sold During Year
Sale Price (8/s.1.)

Gross Sales Revenue
lLesss Sales 8 Closing Custs
Net Sales Revenue

Less: Keal Estate Taxes
Less: Munagement and Administration
Less: MURTGAGE PAYMENT
MORTGAGE BALANCE (¢ B.0.Y.)
Interest Rate
Interest ($)
Paynent ($)
Frincipal ($)

tash Throw-uff

NET PRESENT VALUE OF THE EQUITY
UALUE OF MOKTGALE
TUTAL PROJECT VALUE

926811
339112
587699

36.59

587699
339112
248587
57.70
1.61

546649

248587
248587
0
100.00
1.68

416751

468000
L1423
66690

202428

135738

491984

10202
7740

332262
. 1425
47347

202428

155081

375076

3264
3084

1722181
. 1425
25248

202428

177180

240543

485311
468000
953311

166300

(penuiluol) zZi-111 L181HX3




SUMMARY OF MARKET VALUE ESTIMATES
BY LAND USE TYPE

ZONE SQ.FT. ACRES S $/SF S$/AC
Officé 344,096 .7.90 $ 442,877 $1.287 $56,060
Office/Warehouse 171,191 ' 3.93 $ 163,259 $0.954 $41,542
Bulk
Office/Warehouse 926,811 21.28 $ 953,311 $1.028 $44,798
Office/Corporate 369,998 8.50 $ 585,244 $1.582 $68.,852
TOTAL 1,812,096 41.60 $2,144,691 $1.184 $51,555

ROUNDED $2,145,000

Source: Primary
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This market value estimate reflects a per acre price of
approximately $51,555 which converts to approximately $1.18 per
square foot,.

The estimated absorption rate, retail prices, development
expenses, financing, and required rate of return are combined 1in
the Land Development Model, presented in Exhibit III-12. These
models derive an estimate of gross revenues from sales and
deducts expenses inCluding special assessments and mortgage
payments to yield and estimate of the cash throw-off to the
equity position. The éstimated value of the equity position 1is
then the preéent value of the cash throw-off discounted at the
rate of return that would be required by a typicél market
investor, 1in this case, 20 percent. The resulting estimate of

value to the equity position of office/warehouse lands is shown

to be $485,311. Since a purchaser of the subject property would

also receive the proceeds from the mortgage, the value of the
entire property is the value of the equity plus the value of the
mortgage. In this case, bulk office/warehouse lands would be
($485,311 + $468,000) or $953,311, or $954,QOO.

In conclusion, the estimated market value of the subject
property and property rights described herein, before the
taking, as of May 1, 1985, is:

TWO MILLION ONE HUNDRED FORTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS
($2,145,000)
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IV, VALUATION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AFTER THE TAKING

Applying the comparison approach and the 1land development
valuation model in the after situation requires some
modification resulting from the introduction of the highway. of
the original U41.6 acres, the taking constitutes an area 11.08
acres (0.21 acres were added to 10.87 acres for a cul-de-sac at
the end of Gisholt Drive as described in Section IV-A) leaving a
total remainder of 30.52, with a portion north of the highway of
19.08 acres plus a limited highway easement of 0.29 acres.

South of the highway acquisition area the remaining parcel

contains 11 .44 acres.

A. Valuation of 0ffice Lands
The taking has reduced the office lots (Lots 17 through 22

of the First Addition to South Towne) to fragments totaling 2.75
acres. Much of this parcel is too shallow for development so
that the parcel is limited to only one user. In addition, there
was no provision made in State plans for a cul-de-sac at the end
of Gisholt Drive. An additional 60 feet of right-of-way would
be necessary reducing the parcel of fragments above by 9,000
square feet to 119,938 square feet, or 2.75 acres, Therefore,
the sale of remaining office land will take place as a single

acreage sale resulting in the following value:
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‘Total Square Feet 119,938

Price per Square Foot  ___$1.10 [al (2.20 times .50
usability factor)

Value $131,932

Less 10% Sales Cost $_13,193

Net Market Value
After the Taking $118,738, Rounded to $119,000

[a]l] See Office Comparables in Section III-C,

B. Valuation of Bulk Corporate Home Office Site

The unplatted price southeast of Gisholt and Engel Drives
is reduced from 369,998 square feet to 327,136 square feet as
the result of the highway taking., Although the subject may now
enjoy 1increased .site visibility, that advantage is négated by
the inconvenient access limited to the off-ramp west of South
Towne Drive, Previous access alternatives from the Gisholt,
Raywood Road intersection, and Bridge Road intersection are cut
off by the taking. There is not a substantial reduction in size
to warrant any size adjustment. Therefore, the estimated market

value of the corporate home office site is as follows:

Total Square Feet 327,136
Price per Square Foot ___$1.85 [bl
Value $605,202

Less 5% Bulk Land Sale $ 30,260
Less 10% Sales Cost $ 57,494

Net Market Value
After the Taking $517,448, Rounded to $517,000

[b] See Corporate Home Office Comparables in Section III-D.
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C.‘ Valuation of Industrial Lots

There is a spoﬁ market in industrial land sales which makes
the application of a market comparable approach a Eeasonable
alternative for Lots 22 through 25 of the Royal Addition.

Comparable Industrial Sale Nos, 1 and 2 of Glendale
Industrial Park (Exhibit IV=1) have the same advantage as the
subject in terms of access to the Interstate system. This area,
like the subject, also has contiguous space for future
development growth. In the appraisers' judgment, only a time
adjustment is requiréd because the comparable properties are
otherwise similar. The four-lot area will be sold at‘ one lot
per year at a retail price of $0.50 per square foot increasing
at 1 percent per month with a discount rate of 25 percent and a
sale cost of 10 percent. Therefore, market value of the

industrial lands is as follows:

- - - . . - - - - - S e G e G R G W S G e M W Mm G S e G W e ew W e W Me MR S W e
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TIME ADJUSTED PRICE

$/SF $/SF RESOLUTION
Progress Road Lot 2 $0.53 $0.54 $0.50 per acre
Progress Road Lot 11 $0.38 $0.45
N s e Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Retail Price $21,399 $23,967 $26,843 $30,064
Less 10% Sales Cost __2,139 __2,397 __2,684 __3,006
Subtotal $19,260 $21,570 $24,159 $27,058
Present Value
at 25% $15,408 $13,805 $12,369 $11,083

Cumulative
Present Value
After the Taking $52,665, Rounded to $53,000
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EXHIBIT IV-1 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1

INDUSTRIAL - VACANT LAND

Location: 2617 Progress

Sale Price: $40,500

Sale Price/SF: $0.53

Seller: Glendale Development, Inc.
Buyer: Robert E. and Martha Ann Walters
Date of Closing: 4/18/84

Recording Data: Volume 5553. Page 61, Dane County Register of Deeds
Instrument Type: Warranty Deed
Transfer Fee: $121.50

Size: 46,474 square feet

Zoning: M2

Parcel No.: 0710-222-0087-9
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EXHIBIT IV-1 (Continued)
COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2

INDUSTRIAL - VACANT LAND

Location: 4501 Tompkins; Progress Road and Tompkins Drive
Sale Price: $119.,644.80

Sale Price/SF: $0.39

Seller: .Glendale Devélopment. Inc.

3uyer: Warman Internatibnal, Inc.

Date of Closing: 11/26/80

Recording Data: Recorded 12/3/80, Volume 2434, Page 7, Dane County
Register of Deeds

Financing: $34,000 down payment., $85,644.80 balance, interest rate
1 percent over "prime rate", first payment due 3/1/81, and
interest payments made every 3rd month thereafter.
Interest rate redetermined every 3rd month beginning
3/1/81. One-third of balance outstanding due by 3/1/82.
One-half of then remaining principal balance due by 3/2/83.
Three-year balloon for balance.

Instrument Type: Land Contract
Size: 307,534 square feet
Zoning: M2, Industrial

Parcel No.: 0710-222-0301-3
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D. Valuation of Bulk Office/Warehouse Land to be Platted

The taking has resulted in a land reduction of 215,546
square feet. Output from the land development model, shown in
Exhibit IV-2, applies the data and assumption as described
earlier in Section III arriving at an estimate of market value

of $775,017, after the taking, rounded to $775,000.

E. Final Value Estimate After the Taking

For each type of land in the before situation, the
remaining lands have been valued using the same methodology.
The results, summarized in Exhibit IV-3, total a $1,465,000
market value estimate for the entire remainder property. This
market value estimate can be restated as $47,964 per acre, or
$1.10 per square foot for a bulk purchase of a development
project totaling 30.52 acres of platted and unplatted lands,

Therefore, the estimated market value of the subject
property and property rights described herein, after the taking,
as of May 1, 1985, is:

ONE MILLION FOUR HUNDRED SIXT& FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS

($1,465,000)
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LAND DEVELOPMENT VALUATION MODEL
FOR A TYPICAL MARKET PURCHASER

LAND DEVELUPMENT MODEL

Beginning Site Area 711335
Average Annual Land Sales (s.f.) 339112
Imtial Sales Price ($/s.f.) 1.55
Increase in Sales Price (X/Yr,) 4,00
Sales & Closing Costs (X of Sales) 10

Assessnent Data:
Raw Land Value (X of Avg.

Land Value) 20
Yearly Projection Term Factors .59 .61 .64 .06 49 72
Tax Rate (X of full value) ) 2.20
Managenent & Administration Expenses:
Fixed ($/Yr,) 1000
Variable (X of Avg. Land Value) 1.00
MORTGAGE AMOUNT 393000
ANNUAL PAYHENT . 209569
ANNUAL INTEREST RAIE . 1425

Discount Rate (0.XXXX) W2

.73

.79

.83

.48
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SOUTH TOUNE LAND DEVELOPMENT MODEL: OFFICE/UAREHOUSE LAND

YEAK 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10
Available area-Begin Yr.(s.f) 711335 372223 33111 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Area Sold (s.f.) 339112 339112 33111 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Renaining area-End Yr. (s.f.) 372223 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pct. of Total Area Sold During Year 47.67 91,10 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00
Sale Price (8/5.1.) 1.35 1.61 1.68 1.74 1.81 1.89 1.94 2.04 2.12 2. 21
m
Gross Sales Revenue 325624 346649 35510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 é
Less: Sales 3 Closing Costs 92562 54465 3551 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 E
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ._‘
Net Sales Revenue 473061 491984 49959 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 —
<
less: Real Estate Taxes . 12415 4945 © 433 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 'l’
82 Lesss Management and Adainistration 9398 4267 1278 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0
Less: MORIGAGE PAYMENT /‘;
MORTGAGE BALANCE (8 B.O.V.) 393000 239434 63984 0 0 0 L} 0 0 0 le)
Interest Rate . 1428 .1425 . 1425 1425 . 1425 . 1425 « 1423 1423 . 1425 21425 3
Interest (§) 56003 34119 9118 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 jas
Faynent ($) 209569 209569 63984 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Principal ($) 153567 . 175450 54864 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q.
____________________ e o e . e .-l o 00 o o - - - ——— N
Cash Throw-0ff 241680 273203 -15737 0 0 g 0 0 0 0
NET PRESENT VALUE OF THE EQUITY 382017
VALUE OF MORTGAGE 393000
TOTAL PROJECT VALUE 7750127




SUMMARY OF MARKET VALUE ESTIMATES
AFTER THE TAKING BY LAND USE TYPE

LR R S 2 3 P 2 A R i i i 2 i i i T 2 2 £ E 1T F F E E R EEE R ET T E YT ST R R T TR E R SN EESEE TSR ERIT T TS

ZONE SQ.FT. ACRES S $/SF S/AC
Office 119,709 2.75 $ 118,738 $0.992 $43,177 m
=
Bulk =
o Office/Warehouse 711,335 16.33 S 775,017 $1.090 $47,459 3
\l ’ —
Corporate <
Home Office 327,136 7.51 $ 517,448 $1.582 $68,901 w
Industrial 171,191 3.93 S 52,665 $0.308 $13,401

TOTAL 1,329,371 30.52 $1,463,868 $1.101 $47,964

ROUNDED $1,465,000

Source: Primary
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V. DAMAGES TO THE REMAINDER

A, Utility Over Improvement

To analyze the special assessment liabilities remaining the
responsibility of AMCA for infrastructure eliminated by the
taking of the highway corridor, the appraiser requested
D'Onofrio Kottke and Associates, Inc., to analyze the damages.
D'Onofrio Kottke and Associates, Inc., were the original
engineers for the design and development of the infrastructure.
Their calculations are included in Appendix F. In' summary,
their computations indicated excess costs of $0.24 per square
foot for Lots 10 through 13 totaling 317,822 square feet for a
total of $76,520 of redundant cost. In addition, D'Onofrio and
Kottke estimated that the 275 feet of Gisholt Drive. obliterated
by the highway cofridor represented cost absorbed by AMCA in
their overall special éssessment program of $24,750.

The redundant improvements or destroyed elements of
infrastructure, which were the 1liability of the developer,

represent a severance damage of $101,270.
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VI. FINAL CONCLUSION AND ALLOCATION OF DAMAGES

The Fair Market Value of the larger parcel as of May 1,
1985, is $2,145,000. The Fair Market Value of the remainder
parcel as of May 1, 1985, assumihg completion of the highway
relocation project, is $1,465,000.

The differential of before and after Fair Market Valués
assigns a value of $680,000 to the 11,08 acre area of taking.

Severance damages to the remainder as the fesult of
super-adequacy of infrastucture or loss of infrastructure
assessed to the developer, not otherwise compensated for above,
is $101,270.

Total 1loss of property value - and severance damages 1is

$781,270 as of May 1, 1985.
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CERTIFICATION OF VALUE

The appraisers further certify that, to the best of our

knowledge, the statements made in this report are true and we

have not knowingiy withheld any significant information; that we
have personally inspected the subject property, that we have no
interest, present or contemplated in the subject property or the
participants in the impending transaction; that neither the
employmeht nor compensation to make said appraisal is contingent
upon our value estimate; and that all contingent and limiting
conditions are stated herein; and the'fee charged is consistent
with our usual charge for appraisal services.

Estimated Market Value, as defined, of the property taken
is:

SEVEN HUNDRED EIGHTY ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED SEVENTY DOLLARS
($781,270)

P e e

A. Graaskamp, Ph.D, SREA, CRE
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JAMES A. GRAASKAMP

7 PROFESSIONAL DESIGNATIONS ’
SREA, Senior Real Estate Analyst, Society of Real Estate Appraisers

CRE, Counselor of Real Estate, American Society of Real Estate
Counselors v

CPCU, Certified Property Casualty Underwriter, College of Property
Underwriters

EDUCATION

Ph.D., Urban Land Economics and Risk Management - University of Wisconsin
Master of Business Administration Security Analysis - Marquette University
Bachelor of Arts - Rollins College

ACADEMIC AND PROFESSIONAL HONORS

Chairman, Department of Real Estate and Urban Land Economics,
School of Business, University of Wisconsin

Urban Land Institute Research Fellow

University of Wisconsin Fellow

Omicron Delta Kappa _

Lambda Alpha - Ely Chapter

Beta Gamma Sigma

William Kiekhofer Teaching Award (1966)

Urban Land Institute Trustee

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

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
corporation. He is formerly a member of the Board of Directors and
treasurer of the Wisconsin Housing Finance Agency. He is currently

a member of the Board and Executive Committee of First Asset Realty
Advisors, a subsidiary of First Bank Minneapolis. He is the co-
designer and instructor of the EDUCARE teaching program for computer
applications in the real estate industry. His work includes substan-
tial and varied consulting and valuation assignments to include
investment counseling to insurance companies and banks, court:
testimony as expert witness and the market/financial analysis of
various projects, both nationally and locally, and for private and
corporate investors and municipalities.
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CRAIG D. HUNGERFORD

EDUCAT ION

Master of Science in Business; major in Real Estate Appraisal
and Investment Analysis - University of Wisconsin - Madison

Master of Arts in Landscape Architecture - University of
Wisconsin - Madison

Bachelor of Science in Landscape Architecture - University of
Wisconsin - Madison

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Mr. Hungerford is currently associated with Landmark Research,
Inc., as an appraiser and research consultant. He has a
variety of experience in valuation, feasibility, and land

use studies for private, corporate, and municipal clients.

His specialties include computer applications and simulation
for development and wilderness and valuation purposes.
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LEGAL DESCRIEPTION

Project: = 1200-02-27

Parcel: 1

Owner: AMCA International Corporation
Interest Requricd: Vee, LIHE & Access Rights

Fee title in and to the following tract of land in the City of Monona,
Dane County, State of Wisconsin, described as a parcel of land in the SF}-NE'g
and NE4%-NEY%, Section 30 and the SWy-NWl and NW-NW', Section 29, all in T 7 N,
R 10 E, and being part of Lots 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 and 22 of the First Addicion
to South Towne Plat and part of Lot 4 of Certified Survey Map 3059 being part
of the Replat of Lots 15 and 16 of South Towne Plat,

Said parcel includes all that land of the owner contained within the
following described traverse: .

Commencing at the northwest corner of said Section 29;

Thence S 0°-59'-59" W, 1,264.49 feet;

Thence N 89°-25'-14" E, 772.78 feet; .

Thence N 0°=34'-46" W, 120.00 feet to the point of beginning of said
traverse and a point of curve of radius 13,630.99 feet (from said polnt the
long chord bears N 88°-58'-48" L, 209.66 feet);

Thence northeasterly along the arc of said curve to the left, 209.66
feet;

Thence S 41°-34'-19" W, 396,36 feet;

Thence S 74°-48'-18" W, 566.09 feet;

Thence N 0°-34'-46" W, 220.08 feet;

Thence S 89°-25'-14" W, 1,163.50 feet;

Thence N 0°-20'-20" E, 215.03 feet;

Thence N 89°-25'-14" E, 1,764.16 feet to the point of beginning of said
traverse. :

Said parcel contains 10.87 acres, more or less.

Also, all existing, future or potential common law or statutory easements
or rights of access between the right of way of the highway, currently
designated as U.S.H. 12, and all of the abutting remaining teal property of
the owner, whether acquired by separate conveyauce or otherwise, where the
following described real estate abuts on the said highway: That land of the
owner in the SE4-NEY and NF%-NE%, Section 30 and the SWi-Nwl; and- NWi-Nwlg,
Section 29 all in T 7 N, R 10 E thereof, lying northerly and southerly of the
above~-described traverse.

Also a limited highway easement for access including for such purpose the
right to operate necessary equipment thereon, the right of ingress and egress,
as long as required for such public purpose, including the right to preserve,
protect, remove, or plant thereon any vegetation that the highway authorities
may deem desirable to prevent erosion of the soil. This easement is to
terminate on date the construction of this project 1is completed.

In and to the following tract of land in the CiLty of Monona, Dane County,
State of Wisconsin, described as a parcel of land in Lot 4, C.S.M. 3059, being
part of the Replat of Lots 15 and 16 of South Towne Plat, Section 29, T 7N, R
10 E, the NWh-NW thereof. Said parcel includes all that land of the owner
contained within the following described traverse:

Commencing at the northwest corner of said Section 29;

Thence S 0°-59'-59" W, 1,144.44 feet;
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Thence N 89°-25'-14" E, 415.37 feet to the point of beginning of said
traverse;

Thence N 48°=34'-44 W, 290.99 feet;

Thence N 45°-36'-10" E, 30.08 feet;

Thence S 48°=34'-44" E, 322.12 feet;

Thence § 89°-25'-14" W, 44.83 feet to the point of beginning of said
traverse. i

Said parcel contains 0.21 of an acre, more or less.

Also a limited highway easement for the right to construct cut or fill
slopes including for such purpose the right to operate necessary equipment
thereon, the right of ingress and egress, as long as required for such public
purpose, including the right to preserve, protect, remove, OT plant thereon
any vegetation that the highway authorities may deem desirable to prevent
erosion of the soil. This easement 18 to terminate on date the construction
of this project is completed.

In and to the following tract of land in the City of Monona, Dane County,
State of Wisconsin, described as: A parcel of land in Lots 20, 21 and 22 of
the First Addition to South Towne Plat, Section 30, T 7 N, R 10 F, the NEY%-NEY
thereof. Said parcel includes all that land of the owner contained within the
following described traverse:

. Commencing at the northeast corner of sald Section 30;

Thence S 0°-59'-59" W, 1,144.44 feet;

Thence S 89°~25'-14" W, 534.63 feet to the point of beginning of said
traverse;

Thence S 89°-25'-14" W, 350.00 feet;

Thence N 0°-34'-46" W, 10.00 feet;

Thence N 89°-25'-14" E, 350.00 feet;

Thence S 0°-34'-46" E, 10.00 feet to the point of beginning of said
traverse, '

Said parcel contains 0.08 of an acre, more or less,

and

Royal Addition to South Towne Plat Located in the

NE1/4, SE1/4, and the SW1/4 of the NE1/4 and the NE1/4 and
the NW1/4 of the SE1/4 of Section 30, T7/N, R10E, and

in the NW1/L4 and the SW1/4 of the NW1/4 of Section 29,
T7N, R10E, City of Monona, Dane County, Wisconsin
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U.S.D.A. SOIL CONSERVATION
SERVICE DATA ON SOUTH TOWNE SOILS
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168 SOIL SURVEY DANE COUNTY, WIBCONSIN © 18T
TABLE 11.—Degree and kinds of limitations of  the soils for town and country planning—Continued .
Sei -:ﬁ,:b:'n'd od .bos:r’pt!.for? l"l'fldn Sewage lagoons Shallow excavations Dwellings with basments Senitary laadaill * Highway location Lecal strests and reads
Ringwood (uvnmnuﬂ ' .

RnC2 Moderste: slope Severs: slope; substratum | Slight - Mod dlope Stight » :  oubsell has low Moderate: z“h' bearing
has modenu‘y rapid per- bearing capaeity. capaeity te shrink-
meability. swell .-u-u.l and stability;

. erodible.
Rob Severe: bedrock at a depth Severe: dolomlt bedrock at a | Very severe: massive dolo- BSevers where bedreck nesds Severe: danger of contami- Moderate: dolomite bedreck Moderate: delomite sta m i
of 2 to ¢ feet. P depth of 2to 4 feet. . mlh-udop!hoflbcutl be excavated: massive - nating ground watar. ata depth of 2 to 4 feet. of 2 60 & fost; subeoil has §
feet precludes extensive dolomite at a depth of about moderate h-rin( mdty,
, trenching or ditching. 8 foet. unstable where
RoC2 Severe: bedrock at a depth Severe: dolomite bedrock at a | Very severe: massive dolo- Severe hdmk'nudt Severe: danger of contami- Moderate: dolomite bedrock | Moderate: _slope; dolomite
of 2 to 4 feet. depth of 2 0 4 feet. ;ﬂu . depth of sbout T e et b0 | B eroend water: ‘st s depth of 2 to 4 feet. ;:enhdzm‘g:c poke]
leet precludes ex! e olomi depth .bg. moderate n. capac-
- !ten:hing or ditching. g hd.“ sta d t ity; unstable where
RoD2 Severe: bedrock at a depth Severe: dolomite bedrock at a | Very severs: massive dolo- slope; massive severe: dangerofcem- | Severs: slope; dolomite bed- | Severe: slope; dolomiteats
of 2 to 4 feet. 4 devth of 2 to 4 feet. Tate at & depth of About 3 v.d'zlmiu.(.hpthdnb't e e o Tock at 8 depih of 2 to 4 fest. |  depth of 2 to 4 feet; subsoil
{est precludes extensive has moderate bearing capac-
trenching or ditching. ity ; unstable where wet.
Rod: : Wpk Severe: droughty; Severe: b tum has .’ P : poot sta- Severs: stespness; erodible; Severe: danger of contami- joderate: slope; stom Severe: P
stony; dmr of contami- rapid permeability. bility throughout. droughty. nating groand :i.p » 4
nating ground water.
Sable: SeA .. __| Very severe: seasons! hi, Mod 1 hi S 1 hi ter severe: severe: seasenal high Severe: permanent Severe: water
water table. ® water table; moderlu*pn- table; mb{ect to ﬂ::ﬂ:- Very h::::hh' v‘:’.m table. um':l high water u:{e ata uble ata luplh of than
meability, fair mb-l ty to a depth o! mﬂ‘t‘ and compressibility; deptl\ of less than 1 foot; 1 foot; subsoil has moderate
o about § subject to flooding ; m{ high frost heave p d
oo Righ water table. pn-.l'.m,

i i Moderate:  subost] has low
“Severe: slope; lubltrlhlm Moderate: slope; fair to good Mederate: olops Slight Modernte: swheoil has lew Moderate:
haa moderately rapid tabhity throbghont. pacity. low beari: elt nd
permeability. siabilcy throughou DR ey moderate m&‘ 4
potential.

SO  occcmeeecnan Severe: slope; subject Severe: slope; substratum Severe: slope; fair to good Severe: slope Mod : slope Bevere: slope; subsoil has Severs: slope; oubosil has low
Trost heave: Alter fslds ha has moderately rapid stability throughout. ; ; bearing caps bearing capacity and moder-
short life hoe.u.:o{'d‘:pe:‘ " permeability. " ty throughoo low o city. - mavnl?’ohmhl.

. sion of silt.

Sab. $eC2 Mod & slow Moderate: lower part of sub- | Moderate: poor stability in oderate to & depth of 8 to 8 derate: dangerof i- | Moderate: siit layer has low ratum has low
nermubmty in lo'er part stratum has rapid perme- subsoil. -ugt Iov.buﬂn eapacity; "natlnx ground water if un- bearing capacity and low -Lw’.d"' cuts need
:; :gl::ﬂ 'v:"l't’r::“nun of :“:'l‘l:g‘.'z:n: 3:’&5’»\"- low shrink- u;‘elltpoten!‘l,ul derly'i«f sand and gravel are shrink-swell potential. above a depth :I,l' 3 lm

- expose
terial at a depth of ‘wbout 3 of seal blanket material. mm.“ adepthaltnl expe -’ *
feet slows percolation.
SiA SIB2 ~—| Moderate: filter Aelds diff- Moderate: low stability; Slight e - depth of .ub. Moderate: danger of contami- | Moderats to depth of substra- | Moderate: subsoil has moder-
cult to maintain, dificult to compact; rapid l:?:::\:n“ Tow beari uttl::muns‘:lkr it tum: cutsand fills have ate bearing capacity; cuts
permenbility in lower sub- capacity; subject to lipae, lower d Jow stability ; highly erodible. should not expose siity ma-
stratum. tion . piping. Slight in lower substratum: terial in substratum.
Slight in lower substratum: highly stable.
. ighly stable; high bnrln.
capacity.
Balter, wet variamt: ShA ____| Very severe: seasonal high Moderate: moderate perme- | Moderate: seasonal high . moderate beari Severe: seasonal high water | Moderate: ssasonal high wa- | Severe: subsoil has moderate
water table. ability; low stability. water table; subscil and sub- .'e':;cll ; frost heave; - table; danger of coﬂum— ter table at a depth ull"!h to3 bearing capacity; subject to
stratum have fair stability. sonal high water table; sub- nating ground water; un- feet; high frost heave poten- frost heave; low stability;
Joct to seasonal wetness. stable when wet. tial. seasonal high water table at
@ depth of 1to 3 feet.
L
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168 S0IL SURVEY DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
' TABLR 11.—Degree and kinds of limitations of  the soils for town and country planning—Continved X
il series Septic tank with b lamdall lecation Leca! strests and rosds
b mnb:I:d e abeorption fields Sewage lagoons Shallow excavations Dwellings Y ' Highway
Soaton: . Y subeot] has low Modarate: subeoll has low
Smb Mod 1 high Moderate: moderate perme- Slight Mederate: low bearing enpac- | Slight There by tearing ty: unbtable
table at a depth of 8 to bility. ity where wet; subject to e : highly or-d_ e
;?::: becnu:e :l m’u oM. frost heave; erodible. Mi:fm where wet; highly erod!
from higher areas; filter
field has short life because -
of dispersion of silt.
derat: . & beoil has low
SmC? derste: H J Severe: slope; mod Mod slops; d M slope; low bearing | Slight o ;:ei !
hi tar table at » depth rmeability. ts depth of § to § feet d eapacity where wet; subject ring capacity; highly
of3 t:; ::-t bt:n: of pe 4 l‘n:vot periods; fair m:‘t to frost heave; arodible. . nﬁ
nepnx from higher areas; ity.
Alter field has short life be- -
cause of dispersion of silt. RN
R a ; subeoil has : 3
Sm02, SmE2 Severe: derately stesp ¢ ; moderat S slepe; d Bevere: ml- e -lm.g‘ Tow bearing . umata-
t wet ; sul i y .
and steep. permeability. :.5;. depth of 3 o fost dur- capacity whare wet; subject ring capacity; hight Ble whers wet; highly erodi-
stom, loamy varient: s " & derats : Slight Moderate: subsoil has low ite: slope; Jow beariag
2 oo oeoemmmee.| Moderate: slope; mederate d‘s: Moderate: slope M : ; low bearing Seert pers ity where wet; erodible
rmeability ; [ ) permeabl ity rate compres- ng capacity. eapac H
K:ve lhorl::z ‘I’ETII to i :l.h':i.ltty 'l’lld high shear ”
dispersion of silt. strength.
. mnod ™ . " beart 4 M ; low beari
sy S it s add ooy il R o : slope i Tostrte o “ e e o N | ity here wet; arodioe.
fields ‘un short life because pressibility and high shear ble.
of dispersion of silt. strength. —
de r) . . . SR . : : s
S e Severs: slope; arodible; med- | Severs: _sbepe; slope Bevers: slope;lowbearing | Severs: slope - ——— Bevers:, siopei low baaring | By where wet areiibie
erately pe ble; flter pe bility. pac b‘ i g
fields have short life because pressibility and high shear
of dispersion of silt. strength. - «
Segn —-- severe: budreck Severe:  dolemite bedrock : bed- Severe: erodible; bedrock Severs: bedrock at a depthof | Severe: bedrock hindersex- | Severe: dolomite rock st 8
P $0D. Sof o crenoee v.dre'vth of less than 2 l::t. a depth of less than 2 f-t.“ v.r?et at & depth of less than hinders excavation; difficult less than 2 feet. cavation; erodible. dopth of less than 2 feet;
danger of contaminating ] ; generally not rip- to install utilities. Stecpnoess.
' ground water; erodible. pable to a depth of § feet.
) Spinke: oon- eontami- | Blight.
4 :  dangerof Severe: rapidly permenble Severe: poer stability ... BUEM - e .| Severa: dangeref [ 77 SR——
' hd .tnminndnl“ ground water. dlle‘nlt to compaet. ! ey nating ground water.
' Moderate: ; substratem
Moderate: slope; of | Severe: rapidly parmenble; Severe: peer stabllity . __ Moderate: olope, [ Severe: danger of contami- Sught e e m
s WC coutaminating ,.::S water. |  difficult to compaet. 'quu““ ctio h.l'glli &aﬁg nating ground weter. &‘w’ and unsts-
: eapacity where confined. ;
Fisinieid e e : ; : of contami- | Moderate: ilossesand | Bevers: ; subetratum is °
» T T r B slope Severe: r;aﬂ;p--ln Seveve: pove stability _______ lv‘nu. -l-u‘.::bmr lc;u tw:dt"ur' Nndonhm‘; Wass saed pewe m.ndnn:\h
. 8. .onJ SpD, see w! nm;hi‘htum soil blowing. .
: ainfield series. capacity where confined. E
'l-ly rocky L (IS severe: steepness; shal- | Very severs: stospness; re Very savere: ; Severe: stoepness; un- Very severe: stoepness; shal- | Severs: subjoct to landslides | Very severe: y erodible;
" hand: 51 Vc‘:y' to bedreck. ;t,rn-blllt!. ol :.’.no' to stable. low to bedreck. and severe ercsion. :_upn-. -w toland-
roxel : severe in aress: oderate: moderatel Severs: : - Severe: subject te Severe: high frest heave po- | Severe: low baaring capecity
% T e VO i eabonal b e ouw exabiiity whem et | Rood ?m‘“ o ek water ity; hl'hb'lh:‘:ru‘tm“ﬂhp‘: ooding of et duration. tential; subject to seasonal in subeail and nb:[nmw ;
water ub1c' at a depthof 3 te sub to f! t Aooding table :{n depth of 3 to 5 feet; moderate compressibility; flooding. subject to frequen! ng.
5 feet. of short hm ::ir stability in lower part subject to flooding.
profile.

S

|
bility. .
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170 SOIL SURVEY DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN m
TABLE 11.—Degree and kinds of limitations of  the s0ils for torwn and country planming—Continued :
il “xh:l':’ mer. nbm‘tli.on“m“ Sewage lagoons Shallow excavstions . W Sanitary landfll* Highway location Local strests
Virgil (continued) " Severe: subeoll has low bear-
L VeA . Severe: ] high water | Moderate: = moders Severs: seasons water Severe: seasomal high water | Severs: ssssemal high water Moderate: ssssomal we- . "
] T e | MISTLSEREAN | TERGTEATY | | “EEaETean, | S| mi | Sy
s0il; poor stability in : S te: . seasonal high water table at
substratam. &n'o::%tlm :‘nd piping when of l—;l:u ; subject to tial. - b ‘:w-’-' ..r' ¢ o
wetness.
4 kg i el ssad A .
e P
W “ permeability. then 1 foot; poor stabilitys”
quent
ki Mode of Sev. batratum s Mode beo s danger of Siight Moderate: _ medersts bearing
wrmreemvreene cmm—Go rate: danger of con- ere:  sul tum is ra, te: | has . -swell
taminating ground water. idly permeable, > mﬂl'lg m;::t;nnmm nating ground water. J!n‘f-‘u:'i'.‘
poor .
s s Modarste: slope; sredible; | Moderate: slepe: subsoil has
w2 Moderate: slope; dangerof | Severe: substratum is Moderate: ; subeol| W slope danger of coutacal- “" able at 1 mlili.“ -.dg-' g capaci
eonunnmm' Cround water. | - idly permeable. e eod mbn.i?!‘n:tntt. nating ground water. :g’g:. stall and ..".‘.:.‘.‘.‘-'ta'.....u.‘(;
poor stal lity. : substratum has very high
bearing capacity.
: : 1 s il Severe: Severs: seasonal high water | Severs: of contami- Moderate: al - | Moderste: ssasonal we-
) o, | e i,y || ELESSTY | TRETAES | “ERLIGHAT | “SRLOEIS
taminating ground water. ;l:ll't .::bln atadepthof 1 ;‘:: g :‘g‘"‘m'f::;',::t to Bauling in places; subject to ned.
ssasonal wetness. soil blowing.
Waestville: ! derate Moderate: low eapae-
Wel _ Slight Mod b has s“‘“ . e w e ] m llllit M subedil has low 'm -
roderaiety rapid permacabil- bearing eapacity. by e o
derat T & subeol! Moderste: low bearing capae-
wWCl .. ¢ : slope Severe: slope; substratum Moderate: slope; thick sub- L slope Siight - ; baslow ! und-ndnuulhl!lk-l'ln
:n::‘ 'r::denu‘y rapid perme- |  soil has good stability. P"““ capacity. g\mﬁd; erodible.
. . ; P Severe: slope; Severe: bearing capaeity
W0 | Severe: slope -_coocroeeooae.| Severe: slope; substratum Severs: slops; thick subsoil Severe: slope L slope v ; wwbeoll . -swell
_ ope h:'.l il:ndenuiy rapid perme- has good lhbillt:. | low bearing capacity. L0 ::fuﬁnl: C:C.lhh‘l"r
ability. - .
Wet2 wiD2 Sevare: bedrock at a depth : te bedrock . massl . Severe: bedrock at s depth of | Severe: dangerof comtami- | Severs: slepe; dolomite bed- /| Bevers: dolomite bedreck ot &
o 2 t0d feet; poui.h%:eon'::moig s':'d':pm e ek ot ..:;:yth TN o 210 4 feet; must be exca- nating ground water. | rocksts depth of 2 0 ¢ fet. | mm&‘;‘m:“m
nation of ground water. rippable at a depth of 5 feet. vated. N - ity ; unstable where wet;
rock difficult to excavate.
w . o] Severe: depthof | Severe: dolom Severs: massive dolomite Severe: bedrock at a depth of : of comtami- | Moderate: dolomite bedrock - | Bevers: dolomite bedrock ats
o Wl e 1 T 2tw04 l.:‘;:,?.i;‘l:mm‘ﬂnf a dcp.th of 2 m“:m“ “ , dvﬁth of 2 to & feet; Mn 2 to 4 feet ; must be exca- nating ground water. . stadepthof 2tod feet. hmu m:::r::o‘hf:l;l:'rb:;'e-
nation of ground water. rippable at & depth of 6 fest. vated. ~- = ity; unstable where wet; bed-
\\§ rock difficult to excavste. -

2 Onsite studies of the wnderiying strata, water table, and hasard of aquifer peltution and drainage into ground water need to be

These soils mainly are on extensive benches in the
south-central part of the county.

In the valleys where the outwash and rivers have
crested successions of terraces, the deposits on the
higher benches are earlier than the deposits on the
lower benches. The age of the material on the various
benches, however, is sometimes masked by later de-
mnu of Peorian loess (8). The benches on the lower

els formed more recently than the higher benches
and in places are stiil receiving deposits from periodic

flooding. The benches that formed more mntly'nu
visible along most large streams.

The soils of the acid sand outwish
either in areas where there is no loess or

rhim formed
n areas where

the mantle of loess is as much as 2 feet thick. The

thickness of loess determines the
ment in the underlying outwash.

of soil develop-
ere there is ne

loess, the soils have a subsoil of sandy loam to sandy

clay loam and extend to

a depth of 24 to 36 inches.

Dickinson and Meridian soils are representative of soile

made for landfill deeper than 5 or 6 feet.

that formed in these areas. Where there is a thin loess
mantle, part of the subsoil formed in the underlyin,

sand. The Dells soils are representative of soils thaf

formed in these areas. .

Soils of the calcareous outwash plains formed in
calcareous, loamy outwash deposits. The depth and
intensity of weathering’ were probably determined by
the texture, thickness, and calcium carbonate equiva-
lent of the outwash material. Soils that formed in
moderately thick, loamy deposits that have a high

calcium carbonate equivalent extend to a depth of 24 to
40 inches and have a subsoil of sandy clay loam to clay
loam. The Dresden and Hayfield soils are representa.
tive of soils that formed in these areas. The soils that
formed in areas of thick loess deposits over thin loamy
outwash extend to a depth of 40 to 60 inches and have
a subsoil of silty clay fo.m The Batavia soils Plano
soils, gravelly substratum, Virgil soils, gravelly sub-
stratum, and Elburn soils, gravelly s_ubstntum, are
representative of the soils that formed in these areas.




APPENDIX C

CITY OF MONONA ZONING CODE: SECTION 12.110

COMMUNITY DESIGN DISTRICT

" COMMUNITY DESIGN DISTRICT

12,110 CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT. The communi-
ty design district is characterized by large, predominantly
undeveloped tracts. Because of the salience of these pro-
perties, the community vests a particular interest in their ra-
tional, comprehensively planned development. As part of
the limited remaining area of undeveloped land within the
City, these properties are of critical importance in
establishing a balance in land uses and in community ser-
vices. It is expected that the development of property within
this district will take advantage of the flexibility provided by
the planned community development procedure. Further, it
is expected that the district development will include a
compatible mix of residential, commercial, industrial, or
open space uses which realize the goals of the Master Plan.

12.111 DISTRICT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS. (1)
Development shall occur only after coordinated advance
site planning to retain the unique character of these tracts
and to strike an acceptable balance between natural preser-
vation, growth and development.

(2) For each tract, development shall occur accordingto a
large-scale plan rather than on a piecemeal basis. it is in-
tended that this plan be a mutual product of efforts of the
property owner and the City. This could be implemented by
a policy resolution of the Planning and Environmental Com-
mission to accept the owner’s general development plan for
the tract, or it could be implemented by a mutual decision
by the owner and the City to rezone the tract to a Planned
Community Development based on a General Development
Plan. .

(3) Development shall preserve the maximum possible
amount of open space and environmental amenities
through techniques such as clustering, site planning and
permanent reservation of open space.

(4) All uses and their intensity, appearance and arrange-
ment shall be of a visual and operational character which:

(a) Is compatible with the physical nature of the site, with
particular concern for preservation of natural features, open
space, tree growth, unique or environmentally significant
tandforms and unobstructed public views of bodies of
water.

{b) Would produce an attractive environment of sustained
aesthetic and ecological desirability, economic stability
and functional practicality compatible with the general
policy guidelines of the comprehensive master plan as well
as the specific concemns expressed by the community.

(c) Would not create a tratfic or parking demand incom-
patible with the existing or proposed facilities to serve it
unless jointly resolved.

(d) Would not seriously affect the anticipated provision ot
school or municipal services unless jointly resolved.

(e) Serve regional and community needs for employment,
open space, moderate-cost housing, lake access and/or
recreational facilities.
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APPENDIX D

MONONA SOUTH TOWNE DEVELOPMENT
SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS

-Royal Addition to South Towne

Lot

Lot

Lot

Lot

22

23

24
25

$5,659
$6,800

$5,906
$5,906

SOUTH TOWNE SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS OUTSTANDING AS OF 1-1-85

01d New Name Descriptioh
Parcel # Parcelf
1572.2.1 1196.106 McDonalds South Towne $5,578.13
Assessors
Plat #6
1572.5 1196.104 Monex South Towne $128,182.27
Assessors
Plat #4
1572.8 Livesey Lot #3 CSM 3743 $17,872.50
1572.5 1196.104 Monex South Towne $39,135.02
Assessors
Plat #4
1572.10 1196.103 South South Towne $60,000.00
Towne II1 Assessors
Plat #3
GRAND TOTAL $250,767.91
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APPENDIX E

HISTORY OF MONONA TAX
INCREMENTAL DISTRICT NO.
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HISTORY OF MONONA TAX INCREMENTAL DISTRICT NO. 1

The reasons why Monona Tax Increment District No. 1 was created are set
forth in the original project plan contained in Chapter 2 of this memorandum
(see specifically section I thereof). The City sought to use the advantages
offered by Tax Incremental Financing to aid some Gistresseo or ‘conservation'
neighoorhoads where dilapidatec oublic services (sewer, water, and streets) were
tending to have a blighting influence on the newgnbormod (specifically the
Bartels area). The City also sought to create additional employment
opportunities for its residents and add to the non-residential tax base by
generating industrial, retail, and commercial development in the South Towne
area ana undevelooed portions of Monona Drive. In order to accomplish that goal
it was necessary to invest large sums of money for public improvements such as
streets, water, and sanitary and storm sewer. There was also a need to
improve the City's water system to orovide necessary fire protection anc to
service the anticioated new uses from the added develooment.

1n addition, TIF money was usec to provide "security incentives” tc
encourage cevelopment in areas where the private market was not willing to bear
the risk of developmers. In Soutn Towne, most buyers were afraid to make
substartial investment in new buildings because of the tremendous uncertainty
over the fina! locztion of the South Beltline Freeway. Therefore the City usec
TIFf funds to assemdle land and maxe it available to reta®lers at a cost thet
allowed them to bea~ the risk of develooment even in Tight of tne uncertainty of
the fina! beltline locatson. The wse of TIF funds in that fasnion also served
as ar effort to “prime tne oump' by attracting develooment to the area sC that
it wou'g be an attractive area that wou‘c oring quality users tc Monona. The
deve'cpe~ of South Towne originally planned o buile an unenclosed stric
shooping center in South Towne. The "'v used TIF funds to inouce the deve'oper
to corstruct @ high auality enclosec meil dnstead. South Towne Mail has served
as the flagshin for develoorent ir the area. It nes aisc provided over 300
Jobs, converient shoping oooortunities for Monona residents, and substantial
addec tax base t= +he City, county, school district. and state.

'n al cases wnene the City has usec "security incentives” the developer of
the project has been reguired to guarantee to the City that they will create
enough value by the new gevelooment to ensure that the TIF District will be peid
nack for it investmers.  In the evert that sufficient velue is not created by
tne developer, they are required to make cash payments to the TIF District to
equa’ize the shortiell.

fnother examsle where TIF fumcs were used te attract uniaue develoomert e
the case of Water Tower Plaze. Tne site of Water Tower Piace was thought Dy
most pesp’e to he mdeveiopat'e omooerty decause of the unusizt steoe of the ot
and the fact *a- latetz’ cusport rac oo be provided to tne Monone Water Towe-.
thus making it ci44cult to do adaitiona’ excavation on the site. The City usec
a Tif semum“ty incentive to induce constructior of s unique. attractive, hign
ouelity ‘**‘a 5ufiding to that site wnile a'so srotecting the structura’
‘ntegmity of the City's water tower.

Tre City nas alsc uses TIF furce to scquire certain muricinal equioment
necessany to se™ ice the new bu iings being constructe: ac a result of the
suoccess o tne TIF Mietrict. The Tity ourcrased @ new fire encie stficiert
proviaE prctacTi T T te meon o T in Soutt Towne linciucing WESI Tre
(i%y & ST DUPCTSEC & NEw COMMU 1CatioNS SysTem adecuste to commuricate with the
arezs °n the southenn aoetion of one ity [orimenily Soctr Towne). Prior te
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acquisition of the new syster, the Police and Fire Departments were oftentimes
not able to conmnicate from the dispatch offices to units on the Beltline or to
the south of the Beltline.

Major stormwater problems were corrected in the southem area of Manona anc
on Monona Drive. Although some major problems continue to exist in the
Queensway Roac 2rea, extensive improvements were made in the drainage of t!
southen part of Mononz Drive an¢ the Forg Street area. Better fire protection
ratings were acnieved for the entire City by upgracing the water pressure and
carrying capacity of the syster.

A partia! listing of the private develooments and improvements constructed
within the TIF District since its creation are show: below:

BILDING LOCATION ~ NUMBER OF SQUARE FEET  VALLE
v WPS PHASE TWC Enge! Street 60,00¢ $3,425,000
(Off%ce Building!
- v SHOPKC STORE West Sroaowey 98,000 $3,600,000
v KOH_S DEPARTMEN™ West Broadway 60,00¢ $3,00C,000
STORE
v MCOONALDS West Broadway 4,200 $440,900
~ SOUTH TOMNE MA__ West Brozdway 76, 00¢ $2,80¢,000
¥ S0UTH TOMNE TWC West Broacwey 9,508 $43C,000
WISCONSIN NURGES Monona Drive 2,800 $18°,00C
ASSOCIATION OFF:CES
MADISON COIN MACFINE  Monona Drive 6,009. $235,000
HERITAGE INSURANTE Mononiz D-ive 4,000 $230,00¢
TREASURE MART Femrite Drive 8,00 $115,000
WATER TOWER PLACE Mncna Drive 40,068 $1,60C,00C
Y PURCLATOR OOURIZR Industria? Drive 12,500 $380,000
¥ MONONA COMMERCE B.0G.  Industria’ Drive 48,000 $400,00C
* S0UTH TOWNE OFFICE Sizhclt Roac ig.00¢ $1,000,00¢
PARK )

These prevate developments were mace possib'e by investment of oudlic
mories for meior roac conetructiy oroiects such as South Towne Drive (formerly
known as Raywoor Roac’, lraustTie’ Orive. loya' Averue, west Broacwey Trontage
Road. anc Sisc's Roac. Marwen cemene “cr punchase ©f land in Soutr Towne and
sonetmunTiar oF mew auTEnoE cEotnw ven, ian. wher tte City's drvestment in
Dt improversnts nas peen tedsiI, & wah Jurscittions {the courty, €ty
state, schoc! cistmict. ang CAD weemior will supetattielly benetit by @7l of
the adoec value tmet s beer estac’ister in the TIF Metrici

While she Nistrict nag teer tremencausly success*ul in meeting fts origing’
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Qoals. there are several important tasks left to be completed. Those tasks and
goals will be set forth in Chapter 5 of this memorandum. As always, the City
will insure thet any money invested in TIF projects will be repaid by the
development itself, not by the property taxpayer.
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CITY OF

Mn“n“a 5211 SCHLUTER ROAD M MONONA, WI 53716

& March 11, 1985 (608) 222-2525

Mr. Craig Hungerford

Landmark Research, Inc.

4610 University Avenue

Madison, Wisconsin 53705 _

Dear Mr. Hungerford:

Enclosed please find a copy of the History Of Monona Tax Incremental
District No. 1.

The total dollar cost paid to the City by the Monona Community
Development Authority is $46,646.79. The total amount paid by T.I.F.
to Barton-Aschmann for the 1984 Air Quality Study was $30,368.07.

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Very trul

h / / /
W
Randy/J/" Paul

L

City/Attorney

RJIP:ke
Encl. 1
R3-11.02
POLICE DEPARTMENT COMMUNITY CENTER LIBRARY FIRE DEPARTMENT
5211 Schiuter Road I 1011 Nichols Road I 1000 Nichols Road I 5211 Schiuter Road
222-0463 222-4167 222-6127 222-2528
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APPENDIX F

STREET AND .UTILITY
OVER IMPROVEMENTS
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ENDNOTES

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, IThe
Appraisal_of Real Estate, Eighth Edition, Chicago, IL,
1983, p. 33.

Appendix B contains detailed soils information.

City of Monona Ordinance: Chapter 12 - Zoning_Code,
Section 12.110 and 12.111.

Byrl N. Boyce, Real Estate Appraisal Terminology, Revised
Edition, AIREA, SREA, Ballinger, Cambridge, Mass.,1981, p.
148, ;

Chapter 4, "The Larger Parcel," Real Estate Valuation in
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