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—— 4610 University Avenue, Suite 105, Madison, Wisconsin 563705, 608-233-6400

James A. Graaskamp, Ph.D., S.R.E.A., C.R.E.
Jean B. Davis, M.S.

December 15, 1986

|
|
Mr. R. Christian Davis i
Trust Officer |
First Wisconsin National Bank of Madison |
Box 7900 |
Madison, WI' 53707 |

|

|

Dear Mr. Davis:

We are transmitting herewith our analysis and report on the property knownh as
Second Point in Madison, Wisconsin. The street address is 1601 Lake Mendota
Drive.

We have identified the highest and best use of the property as a mixture of
intense development of about five acres with three condominium towers and
dedication of the remaining 12 acres to the University or other public body for
preservation. This scenario is the best compromise in meeting the needs and
goals of all concerned parties. Specifically, it will:

1. Add substantially to the property tax base thereby easing the
tax burden on other Madison property owners,

2. Maximize funds available to the medical foundation heirs thereby
furthering the charitable intentions of the deceased, and

3. Permanently preserve in a natural state the most sensitive
portions of the site, namely the shoreline and lands adjoining
University of Wisconsin property.

First Wisconsin National Bank of Madison, as Trustee is undoubtedly motivated,
in the interests of the heirs, to pursue a solution along these lines in order
to best fulfill the goals of the heirs and the community.

Because of the controversy likely to result over the marketing and development
of the subject property, we believe that two uses in addition to the highest
and best use might prevail. The three potential results are summarized below:

1. Without any political action required, the site is marketable as
two single-family home lakeside estates. Our report estimates
the sale proceeds under this scenario as $840,000 as of November -
1, 1986. :
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2. With some political maneuvering and delay, the property could be
sold for preservation and park land at prices comparable to
other public shoreland purchases on Lake Mendota. Our report
estimates the sale proceeds under this scenario as $960,000 as
of November 1, 1986.

3. The most fitting use explained earlier in this letter yields
estimated sale proceeds of $1,490,000 as of November 1, 1986.

After consideration of the uncertainty of these three alternative outcomes, it
is the opinion of the appraiser that most weight should be placed on the

single-family home scenario so that the central tendency of value, referred to
as Fair Market Value of the subject property as of November 1, 1986, subject to
assunptions and limiting conditions presented in the attached report, is: .

ONE MILLION THIRTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS
($1,035,000)
We are pleased to have been of service and remain available to answer any
specific questions you may have regarding this report.
FOR LANDMARK RESEARCH, INC.,
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Paul J. Gleason
Real Estate Appraiser/Analyst
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I. PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL

A. The Appraisal Problem

The issue for which this appraisal is sought is to estimate the most
probable price which can be obtained for a unique property with significant
argument fdr natural preservation when the Trustee of the estate is expected to
maximize the sale dollars available for medical research to be funded by the
inheritance. The appraiser must be sensitive to the duties of the fiduciary to
advance the interests of the heirs and the eleemosynary intent of medical
research. The appraiser must also be cognizant of the fact that highest and
best use must respect community goals, plans, and needs for fiscal balance.
The appraiser cannot fail to see the latent demand for lakeshore property close
to the University and downtown Madison with unique solar, view, and privacy
characteristics. The critical issue is determining a highest and best use for
the site compatible with all of the above virtues in conflict, with careful
argument to persuade and protect the various viewpoints involved. This
appraisal was authorized by Mr. R. Christian Davis, Trust Officer for the First
Wisconsin National Bank of Madison. First Wisconsin 1is the Personal
Representative of the Estate of Reginald H. Jackson, Jr., Deceased, the
titleholder of the property.

The subject is a parcel of real property consisting of about 16.85 acres
located in the City of Madison, County of Dane, Wisconsin. The property is
mostly wooded and undeveloped with the exception of one large older home, one

smaller older cottage, and several accessory structures. It has about 1,538




feet of shoreline on the south shore of Lake Mendota, is surrounded by
University of Wisconsin lands, and is within two miles of the main University
of Wisconsin campus and four miles of the State Capitol and downtown Madison.
(See Exhibit I-1.)

Because of the sensitivity of this shoreline area, a large portion of this
report will focus on the regulatory process involved in achieving higher zoning
for the property. A buyer's ability to work with the regulatory process in
achieving a wuse higher than that allowed by current agricultural zoning will

significantly affect the price he is willing to pay for the property.

B. Identification of the Subject Property and
the Legal Interest Appraised

1. Subject Property
The subject of this appraisal is a parcel of land known as Second Point in
MadiSon, Wisconsin. The street address is 1601 Lake Mendota Drive. The parcel

number and the most recent property tax information are as follows:

Parcel Number 0709-160-0205-2

1985 Assessed Value:
(unchanged for 1986)

Land $255,400
Improvements 81,100
Total $336,500
1985 Mill Rate »0263591
1985 Real Property Taxes $8,869.85

Appendix A contains a Report of Title prepared by Dane County Title
Company . The Report of Title includes the recorded legal description of the

‘property.
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Exhibit I-2 is a Base Map of the property prepared by Mead and Hunt, Inec.,
Consulting Engineers, for purposes of the appraisal. The Base Map contains the
surveyed dimensions of the property as wéll as the locations of the Lake
Mendota Drive right-of-way on the western border of the parcel, existing
one-lane drives on the property, existing structures, and the soil borings done
by Soils and Engineering Services, Inc., Consulting Civil Engineers. These
features will be discussed at greater length later in this report. The subject

is zoned agricultural under the City of Madison Zoning Code.

2. Legal Interest Appraised

The 1legal interest appraised is that of fee simple title in the 1land and
real property improvements situated on the land. This appraisal specifically
excludes any items of personal property located in any of the structures or
elsewhere on the property. The appraisal assunes that the property is
unencumbered by liens, mortgages, easements, or other interests unless
specifically_ noted. No legal opinion on title to the property was either made
or provided, however, the Report of Title contained in Appendix A did not

disclose any encumbrances on title to the property.

C. D of Appraisa
This appraisal is made as of November 1, 1986, and the analysis and
conclusions are applicable to that date. The most recent inspection of the

property was made on November 5, 1986.

D. Definition of Value

The definition of market value used in this appraisal is as follows:

Fair Market Value is defined as the most probable price in cash,
terms equivalent to cash, or in other precisely revealed terms, for
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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 [1] 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.

y, Payment is made in cash, its equivalent, or in
specified financing terms. ‘

5. Specified financing, if any, may be the financing
actually in place or on terms generally available for
the property type in its 1locale on the effective
appraisal date.

6. 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.

E. S t of G A io
Limiting Conditions

This appraisal is made subjedt to and is conditioned upon the following

General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions.

1. Contributions of Other Professionals

. Preliminary data was assembled by Madison professionals
including Kenneth K. Clark, Planning and Development
Consultant; Dane County Title Company; Soils and
Engineering Services, Inc., Consulting Civil Engineers;
Mead and Hunt, Inc., Consulting Engineers; and Preservation
Services, Inc., architectural historians. Information
furnished by these and others in the report, while believed
to be reliable, is in no sense guaranteed by the appraiser.

x The appraiser assumes no responsibility for legal matters.

>[1] American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, The Appraisal of Real
Estate, Eighth Edition, Chicago, IL, 1983, p. 33.




. 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, omissions, change of
price, rental or other conditions, prior sale, lease,
financing, or withdrawal without notice.

2. 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 appraiser
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
uncertainty 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.

3. Controls on Use of Appraisal

Values for various components of the subject parcel as
contained within the report are valid only when making a
sunmation 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 identity 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 document filed
with the Securities and Exchange Commission or other
governmental agency, the appraiser is allowed to review the
text of such reference to determine the accuracy and
adequacy of such reference to the appraisal report prepared
by the appraiser; (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 appraiser 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. P i A i of the

1. Description
The subject site contains approximately 16.85 acres (733,986 square feet)
bordered on the northwest, north, and northeast by Lake Mendota for 1,537.99
feet and on the west for 549,00 feet and the south and southeast for 1,232.38

feet by wundeveloped University of Wisconsin 1lands. The property to the

southwest across Lake Mendota Drive is the University-owned Eagle Heights

housing development. This facility is for family housing only and priority is
given to graduate student families. Eagle Heights also contains a number of
units reserved for faculty and staff new to the Madison area.

Several features of the site make it highly desirable to a subsequent
owner. First, it is a heavily-wooded and secluded haven in the middle of a
highly developed urban area. It is one of the last such areas in private
ownership in close proximity to the University and downtown areas. Second, its
location on a point of land gives it a high ratio of shoreline to land area
making it even more desirable to a subsequent owner.

The combination of these factors should make it a highly desirable parcel
to individuals 1looking for a unique personal estate or to developers looking
for an unusual and potentially profitable development opportunity. Because it
is surrounded by University lands, the University of Wisconsin must also be
considered a potential buyer. Exhibit II-1 contains selected photographs of

the subject site.




—  Sudwork Rusorch, T

EXHIBIT II-1

PHOTOS OF THE SUBJECT SITE

View of Eagle Heights Apartments across Lake Mendota Drive from entrance.
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—  Judwark Rosearcly, Two.

EXHIBIT II-1 (Continued)

Stone gate about 200 feet from Lake Mendota Drive.
The old Lake Mendota Drive turned left at this point.

Looking east along south property line.

"



—  Soudwark Roseond, Tne.

EXHIBIT II-1 (Continued)

Runof f retaining structure on south property line at the lake.
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—  Juduwk Kot Two.

EXHIBIT II-1

(Continued)

Looking northeast from back yard
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of cottage.




—  Sudwark Kosearcly, Two.

EXHIBIT II-1

(Continued)

Looking down bank in back yard of cottage.
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—  Judwark Rosorch, Ino:

EXHIBIT II-1 (Continued)

Looking southwest from front door of cottage.
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(Continued)

EXHIBIT II-1

Looking northeast from back yard of house in early fall.

Looking northeast from back yard of house in late fall.
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, Luo.

(Continued)

EXHIBIT II-1

Looking east through pines in center of property.
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—  Soudwark Kaseanch, Tue.

EXHIBIT II-1 (Continued)

Looking down driveway toward house and cottage.
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2. Drainage and Topography

The site generally slopes dowrward from the entrance at Lake Mendota Drive
at the southwest corner of the property to the lakeshore on the north and
northeast property lines. Based on the topographic information displayed on
the Base Map (Exhibit I-2) the high point is slightly east of the southwest
corner at an elevation of about 915 feet. The lakeshore elevation is at about
858 feet for an overall drop of about 57 feet.

The greatest slope generally occurs in the southwest section immediately
after entering the property, leveling to a more gentle slope in the east and
northeast sections of the subject. The exception is in the area along the
short western boundary (549 feet) where the slope averages about 10 percent.
The area close to the shoreline is very steep in the entire western half of the
property and moderately steep on the balance of the property. The slope makes
access to the waterline difficult at best and near impossible in some
locations.

The constant slope would seem to minimize drainage problems. A slight
rise splits the property from southwest to northeast and thereby spreads out
rainwater runoff, minimizing its potential for concentration into a small
area. Careful placement of roads and buildings for any development on the
property should easily eliminate any potential drainage problems. A dike and
concrete retaining wall have been constructed near the shoreline at the
southeast corner of the property, apparently to funnel runoff into the lake and

prevent it from reaching University property to the south.

3. Soils
As part of their investigation into the property, Mead and Hunt, Inc.,

engaged the services of Soils and Engineering Services, Inc., Consulting Civil

19
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Engineers, to perform preliminary soils exploration and testing on the subject
propérty. The report issued by Soils and Engineering Services, Inc., is
reproduced in full as Appendix B to this appraisal.

The purpose of their investigation was to obtain information concerning
the area subsoil and bedrock conditions. The investigation consisted of
performing 10 test borings on various parts of the property and evaluating
results of the borings and soil samples obtained. A map of boring locations is
included in Appendix B as are the results of each boring. The locations are
also shown on the Base Map in Exhibit I-2.

The reader should refer to Appendix B for a more canpfehensive discussion
of the test results. Generally, however, the tests revealed no serious road
blocks to future development.

Groundwater was absent in all borings except Boring 6 (located near the
shoreline in the southeast corner of the property), indicating that this should
not present a serious problem for development. Although groundwater could be a
problem for development near the lake, other restrictions discussed later would
probably prevent any development activity within 75 feet of the shoreline
anyway.

Auger refusal by the bedrock was at depths in excess of 10 feet in all
borings except Borings 8 and 9. These borings were located on the entrance
road in the higher southwest corner of the property. Because construction in
this area would probably consist only of road and trail development, this
shallow bedrock should not be a serious problem. Borings elsewhere on the
property indicate that bedrock depth is generally sufficient for normal

development of footings and foundations.

20




Appendix B should be reviewed in detail by those interested in the
specific results and recommendations from the study. The general conclusion is
however, that with proper planning and preparation, the sife will generally be

suitable for the types of development contemplated by this report.

4, Sanitary Sewer

Although the subject property is in the City of Madison, it is not now
served by the Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD). Although the use
of private septic systems is adequate for the current use, more intensive uses
might require hook-up to public sanitary sewer. Mead and Hunt, Inc., was asked
to research this area and provide a cost estimate for connection to the Madison
Metropolitan Sewage District system. Copies of their original correspondence
dated September 17, 1986, and supplemental correspondence dated October 16,
1986, and October 28, 1986, are attached as Appendix C.

Mead and Hunt, Inc., concluded that the owner of the property would not be
allowed to connect to the University sewer system across _Lake Mendota Drive
without permission. Current University policy prohibits private users from
connecting to their system. Although a request could be made, it presumably
would be denied.

The alternative is to extend the sewer line south along Lake Mendota Drive
and west along University Bay Drive to the nearest MMSD line. The distance 1is
approximately 3,500 feet. Mead and Hunt, Inc., estimates the cost of this
alternative at $134,500. The owner would be responsible for this cost. If
permission can be obtained to connect to the University system, the cost is
estimated at $34,500. Additionally, the on-site cost for providing sanitary

sewer to development on the site is estimated at $98,500.
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5. Municipal Water Service

Thé existing single-family homes on the property each have a private well
to supply water needs. As with sanitary sewer, more intense uses of the subject
property would necessitate hook-up to the city water system. Mead and Hunt,
Inc., reviewed this problem and their comments are also contained in Appendix
C.

The Madison Water Utility operates a pump station on University property
south of the subject and east of Lake Mendota Drive. A 20-inch water main runs
south from the pump station. To reach the subject property a water line would
have to be run west from the pump station to the Lake Mendota Drive
right-of-way and then north to the property line. This would require an
easement over University property between the pump station and the
right-of-way. Clark Solowicz of Mead and Hunt, Inc., was told by Mr. Richard
Zach of the University of Wisconsin Department of Planning and Construction
that this easement would be granted.

Mead and Hunt, Inc., has estimated the cost of constructing a water 1line
from the pump station to the property line at $12,000. A letter from Mr.
Robert P. Fuller at the City of Madison Water Utility estimated the cost at
$17,000. A copy of the letter is also included in Appendix C. These estimates

assume that the necessary easement is granted without cost.

6. Utilities
Electric service is currently provided to the property by Madison Gas and
Electric (MG&E). MG&E will also provide nétural gas service to the property if
requested. A gas line currently connects the pump station south of the subject

with the Eagle Heights project west of Lake Mendota Drive. This 1line appears
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to be about 300 feet from the southwest corner of the subject and could
probably be extended north to the subject.

Charges for connection to the property line are $7.75 per foot 1less a
credit of $1,100 per dwelling unit served. The first 85 feet on-site are free
with a charge of $2.00 per foot thereafter. Hook-up to existing buildings
would require a satisfactory energy audit by MG&E. An easement over University
property could be required if MG&E decided to connect directly to a 1line in
Eagle Heights.

Although the University has no legal basis other than that of a contiguous
land owner for interfering in a change in land use, it can be expected that
University officials will ¢try to achieve open space without purchase or by
purchase at depressed prices by withholding access to sewer, water, and gas.

easements.

T. Access

The property is surrounded on all sides by Lake Mendota or
University-owned 1lands. Its sole point of public access is from Lake Mendota
Drive at the southwest corner of the property. Currently a one-lane drive
enters the property at that point. Lake Mendota Drive, where it borders the
subject, has one traffic lane in each direction. The traffic 1lanes are
separated by a grass median. Traffic is generally local in nature from people
visiting University facilities or people taking the scenic route through the
campus and the Village of Shorewood Hills.

There is a median cut at the entrance to allow traffic to enter and exit
the site in either direction. Although access could be a problem for

high-traffic-volume uses, the appraiser does not believe the uses contemplated
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by this appraisal would present such a problem.

A key question relating to any future use is the existence of a public
right-of-way bordering the property. If Lake Mendota Drive is considered a
private street, some use scenarios are restricted because they require
bordering on a public right-of-way. Mead and Hunt, Inc., did extensive
research -to satisfy themselves as to the existence of a public right-of-way.
Their explanation of their findings is also contained in Appendix C.

The conclusion of their research is that the public right-of-way for Lake
Mendota Drive did and still does extend along the west property line to the
shoreline giving the property 549 feet of right-of-way frontage. They found no
recorded vacation of this public right-of-way.

Prior to reconstruction, Lake Mendota Drive extended about 200 feet along
what is now the driveway to the property, then made a sharp left turn' at the
existing stone gate. This stone gate formerly marked the property entrance.
At the time of construction of Eagle Heights, this curve was rounded off and
about 200 feet of the former street was converted to driveway for the subject
property. Nevertheless, Méad and Hunt, Inc., concludes that public
right-of-way still exists along the entire 549-foot western boundary to the

lakeshore.

B. Site Linkages
Lake Mendota Drive 1is the only street linkage of the site. It makes
approximately a 90 degree curve to the west at the entrance to the site. To
thé west it parallels the shore of Lake Mendota and enters the Village of
Shorewood Hills. Shorewood Hills is a small, hilly, wooded residential area on
the shores of Lake Mendota. It is generally perceived as a very desirable

residential location, particularly for those who work in the -University or
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downtown areas. Access to the cammercial and employment centers of Middleton
and west and southwest Madison is difficult at best in this direction.

The nearest main thoroughfare to the site is University Avenue, located
about 1.2 miles south of the subject via University Bay Drive. It leads to the
City of Middleton to the west and to Madison's downtown and Capitol area about
four miles to the east. Once on University Avenue, Madison's southwest and
southeast sides can Dbe reached from Mineral Point Road, Odana Road, or the
Beltline Highway via Midvale Boulevard, a main north/south route,

The strongest 1linkage of the subject site is its proximity to the
University of Wisconsin campus and facilities. Many people who are not aware

of its private ownership probably assume that it is also a part of the campus.

Langdon Street at the far eastern edge of the campus is about 2.7 miles from

the site via University Bay Drive and Observatory Drive. Therefore, the entire
campus 1is within walking or bicycling distance, a plus for students, faculty,
or employees at a school where parking is a scarce and expensive commodity.

In summary, the site has particularly strong linkages to the University
and downtown employment centers as well as the cultural and entertainment
facilities nearby. Street 1linkages to the rest of the Madison area are
adequate. Bus service is available at the property entrance on Lake Mendota
Drive with connections to the entire Madison area. Exhibit II-2 is a street

map of the campus and downtown areas.

C. Site Dynamjcs
The subject site has the potential for being marketed as an exclusive and
highly desirable location. Several factors contribute to this potential.

First, the long shoreline adds greatly to the appeal of the site. Second, the

.wooded acreage surrounded by University-owned land creates a park-like

setting. Third, the homes on Lake Mendota Drive and elsewhere in Shorewood
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Hills 1lend an exclusive air to the area that carries over to the subject
property. The site is perhaps the last significant shoreline developnent
opportunity remaining in close proximity.to the Madison Isthmus and, if
properly zoned and then marketed, would generate a high level of competitive
interest when placed on the market. However, the site dynamics include a
well-established constituency for conservation, a precedent for compromise in
the Voight case, and a constituency for protecting the Madison tax base from
further encroachments by the University. In short, the site dynamics are

dominated by a high political silhouette.

D. Existing Improvements

There are currently two houses and five accessory buildings on the subject
property. The locations of each are shown on Exhibit II-3. The following
discussion deals individually with each structure.

The main house that was occupied by Dr. Jackson is located in the north
central portion of the subject site and faces the lakeshore in a northeasterly
direction. Although it sits approximately 100 feet from the lakeshore, the
dense growth of trees and brush at the shore limits the view considerably.
Selective clearing of brush and trees would greatly enhance the view.

The house itself is a large two-story older home that appears to be of
normal frame construction with cedar shake siding. The front door opens into a
large entry foyer. To the right are two bedrooms with a shared bath between
them. Straight ahead are french doors leading to a large screen porch facing
the 1lake. Left of the entry, french doors open into the dining area and a
large 1living room with fireplace. French doors also open onto the porch from
the 1living room. The kitchen, a large pantry, and a small screen porch are

located left of the dining area in the west corner of the main level.
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The second floor contains five bedroamns, three baths, and numerous
closets. It has apparently not beén used in some years. When viewed by the
appraiser, insulation had been spread on the floors to retain heat in the lower
level. Exhibit II-4 contains floor plans of the main house. Exhibit II-5
contains photos of the main house and the other structures on the subject
property. - The main house contains about 3,750 total square feet. There is
only a small basement area.

The second structure is a smaller cottage. It is located about U400 feet
southeast of the main house and looks out over the lake to the northeast. Most
of the structure is located within 75 feet of the shoreline and is therefore a
nonconforming use.

Until recently the cottage was occupied by a tenant of long standing. The
tenant has stated that the cottage had been built as a summer home only‘and has
no insulation. However, it has been used as a year-round residence for same
years with the aid of a wood stove. Its long narrow design gives maximum
exposure to the lake views and winter winds; it is inefficient to heat.

Exhibit II-6 is a floor plan of the cottage. The cottage is a single
story and contains three bedroams, one and one half baths, a kitchen, small
pantry, and a large living room at the center. The living room has a high
cathedral ceiling. A large screen porch faces the lake off the living room and
a smaller one is off the bedroom at the southeast end of the structure. The
total area is about 1,390 square feet. There is a small basement for
mechanicals and limited storage. Photos of the cottage are also contained in
Exhibit II-5.

No detailed structural review of either building has been completed or is

planned, however, the appraiser is not aware of any major structural problems
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Soudwark

EXHIBIT II-5

PHOTOS OF STRUCTURES ON SUBJECT PROPERTY

Front view of house.

Porch and rear view of house.
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—  Soudwark Fusarch, Ino.

EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

Porch on northwest end of house.
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EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)
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Looking toward rear porch from front entrance of house.
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EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

Stone fireplace in living roam of house.
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Kitchen of house.
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—  Soudwark Ruseanch, Tue.

EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

Looking into living room of house.
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—  Suudwork Ruseorch, Tuo.

EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

Primary stairway of house--dining room to left, kitchen to right.
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EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

Bedroom on second floor of house.

Front of cottage from west.
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—  Judwark Roseondy, Tuo.

EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

Stone fireplace in living roam of cottage.
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—  JSudwark Roseorcl, Tuo.

EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

¥t

Base for woodburning stove in cottage. Porch is through
french doors to left.

Two-car garage near cottage.
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—  Loudwark Rosenc, Tue.

EXHIBIT II-5 (Continued)

Four-car garage west of house. Collapsed two-car garage
is in left corner.

Boathouse
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with either house; The condition of both houses appears marginally liveable at
this time. The locations of the homes are desirable becaﬁse”of their proximity
to the shoreline. In the case of the cottage, which is less than 75 feet from
the shore, a new structure could not be built there although the -current
structure can be occupied, renovated, and probably expanded. Although the
roof s of both structures appear in fair condition, a plan of major renovation
would probably include their replacement. The pantry floor in the main house
has sunk considerably and needs rebuilding.

Anyone with the financial means to buy one or both homes for continued use
as single-family residences would likely also have the means and desire to
substantially renovate and improve the homes. This would include reinsulation
and new electrical, plunbing, heating, and air conditioning systems. -
Renovation costs will greatly exceed the value of the improvements as is. The
bulk of the value of the subject property is in the land and not the existing
improvements. Because of size, quality, and inefficient design, a buyer might
consider tearing down the cottage to buiid a new home, but only remodeling
would permit the house to continue encroaching upon the lakeshore setback
corridor.

Both houses currently are served by Madison Gas and Electric with electric
service and could receive natural gas service if desired. Both furnaces are‘
oil-burning. Hot water heaters are fueled by LP gas.

Appendix D 1is the report of Mead and Hunt, Inc., on the well and septic
systems. Each house has its own well and septic system. They recommend that
both septic systems be replaced. Regarding the wells, well water tested from
the main house proved to be unsafe. The water sample from the cottage was
bacteriologically safe and could continue to be used. However, a purchaser of

either property who was investing substantial money in renovation would want to
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seriously consider replacement of both systems as a long-term improvement.

Aside from the two residences, five additional structures in various
states of disrepair occupy the property. All are pictured in Exhibit II-5.

The first is a two-car garage near the cottage in the southeast corner of
the site. Although run down, it appears useable and is currently occupied by
an old car and other miscellaneous items.

The second 1is a four-car garage located about 50 feet west of the main
house. It is currently used as storage for several older cars. With
renovation it might be salvaged for continued use. Attached to the west and
rear of this structure are several rooms that apparently were once used as
living quarters. They are extremely dilapidated and should probably be
destroyed. Just west of this structure is another two-car garage that is
partially collapsed and should be removed.

Several hundred feet west of the main house and on the shoreline is a

boathouse formerly used by Dr. Jackson for boat storage. Mead and Hunt, Inc.,

" has examined the boathouse and their letter of recommendation is contained in

Appendix E. It is their opinion that, due to deterioration of the foundation,
electrical system, and exterior portions of the roof structure, the boathouse
should be destroyed at an estimated cost of $5,000. If an owner particularly
wished to renovate and retain this non-conforming shoreline use, the cost of
doing so is estimated at $25,000.

The last structure is a T-shaped metal shed located on the west end of the
property about 100 feet from the shoreline. It was originally used as a
seaplane hanger with the plane being hauled into the hanger with a winch on a
railing system. The hanger is now completely collapsed and should be removed

as a safety hazard.
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ITI. REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT AND CONTROLS

Use of the subject property, either in its current form as two
single-family home sites or in a modified form, could be subject to opposition
and control from a variety of sources. First, several land use plans adopted
by the University of Wisconsin, City of Madison, and Dane County mention the
subject property and the intent of public bodies for its future use. Second,
use of the property will likely require some type of approval or permit from
governmental bodies. To some degree, the intent stated in the land use plans
previously mentioned will influence decisions on these approvals or permits.

Third, private conservation groups and the University (because they own
all surrounding land) can be expected to oppose some, if not all, development
scenarios for the property. Although they lack actual authority over the
property, these groups could withhold cooperation for utility easements or
could bring pressure to bear on those bodies that will make decisions with
respect to its use.

These potential difficulties are discussed in a report to the appraiser
prepared by Kenneth K. Clark, Planning and Development Consultant. His report
is attached in Appendix F and should be reviewed thoroughly by the reader.

Following is a summary of information presented in his report.

A. Appli e L P

Land use plans dealing with the subject property have come from three

-sources--the University of Wisconsin, the City of Madison, and Dane County.

University of Wisconsin plans mentioning the property are the 1980 Campus
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Development Plan and the June 1984 Campus Development Plan--Ten-Year Plan. The
1980 plan proposes that the University "acduire or support the dedication of
the 15-acre Jackson parcel on Second Point as a natural preserve'. The 1984
plan repeats the earlier designation as "natural preserve". It also maps the
subject property among "properties to be considered for acquisition by the
UW-Madison". To the appraiser's knowledge, the University has not actively
pursued acquisition since Dr. Jackson's death.

The City has dealt with the property in its Land Use Plan for Madison,
Wisconsin, dated November 1983 and its 1984 Parks and Open Space Plan. Both
are considered part of the Master Plan for the City of Madison.

The 1983 plan classifies the property- into the Special Institutional
District. This classification is apparently due to the prior ownership by the
University of the surrounding lands and the stated intent of the University to
acquire the Jackson property. The 1984 plan, prepared by the City of Madison
Parks Division, mapped the property as "naving potential for preservation".

Dane County has addressed\ the property in its 1984 report titled
Environmental Corridors and the 1985 Regional Development Guide for Dane
County. The 1984 report by the Dane County Regional Planning Commission has
also been adopted by Dane County and the City of Madison. The property is
mapped within an Enviromental Corridor and designated as "Proposed Conservancy
Lands". Designation as an Envirommental Corridor severely restricts
development of the property. Extension of public sanitary sewer for new uses
within an Envirommental Corridor is prohibited. Properties so designated are
intended "to remain generally open and undeveloped". Most development
scenarios wouid require removal of a part of the property from the

Envirormental Corridor. This process will be discussed later.
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The Regional Development Guide affirmed the designation of the subject
property as being part of an Environmental Corridor. The City of Madison
endorsed the guide in March 1986. However; it should be noted that only the
University has publicly considered acquisition.

Except for the designation of the property as being within an
Environmental corridor, these plans and reports are not éignificant for actual
restrictions that are placed on use of the subject property. Rather, they are
significant for the intent expressed by the public bodies involved. When
seeking the approval of City and County regulatory bodies for a particular use
scenario, the regulatory body involved is likely to review adopted plans and
guides 1in effect to see if a proposed new use fits within the recommended uses
for the site. If it does not, the case to be made for the proposed new use

must be strong in order to override the intent of the approved land use plans.
B. Limitati n 1 n

1. Zoning

The subject property is currently zoned an agriculture district under the
City of Madison Zoning Code. The applicable text of the zoning code is
contained in Appendix F at pages L.4. to L.6. of the Attachments. The
Statement of Purpose for the agriculture district is as follows:

The agriculture district is established to preserve, in agricultural

uses, lands suited to future urban development pending proper timing

and econamical provisions of public utilities and community

facilities to ensure compact and orderly 1land use development.

Change of zoning from agriculture to any other zoning district shall

be made only when compatible with the comprehensive plan.
Some of the wuses permitted in the agriculture district are single-family

detached dwellings, churches, convents, monasteries, parks, and schools.

Conditional wuses 1in the agriculture district include outdoor recreational
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premises. A conditional use permit for the agriculture or any other zoning
district can be granted by the City Plan Commission.

Any use other than permitted and conditional uses in the agriculture
district would require rezoning of the property. Rezoning would have to be
approved by both the City Plan Canmission and Common Council. Several of the
development scenarios considered in this appraisal would require rezoning of
the subject property. The planned unit development distriet and the R1
single-family residence district are the alternatives considered in this
appraisal. Appendix G contains the appliéable portions of the zoning code.

In the planned unit development district there are no predetermined
permitted or conditional uses, or other predetermined arbitrary restrictions.
Rather, the developer must submit a general development plan and later a-
specific implementation plan for approval by the City. All aspects of a
development in a planned unit development district are subject to negotiation
by either party. This process is intended to:

encourage and promote improved envirormental and aesthetic design in

the City of Madison by allowing for greater freedom, imagination and

flexibility in the development of land while insuring substantial

compliance to the basic intent of the zoning code and the general

plan for community development.

The R1 single-family residence district is established primarily to house
low-density residential areas. Single-family detached dwellings, churches,
fire stations, golf courses, 1libraries, parks, and schools are among the
permitted uses.

Aside from obtaining the necessary zoning or conditional use permit for a
proposed use, the zoning code further requires a separate conditional use
permit for waterfront development. The applicable text of the zoning code is

contained in Appendix F at pages L.1. to L.3. of the attachments. The permit

48




is required before issuance of a building permit for any new development of a
waterfront or shoreland zoning lot. Any building development for habitation
under a waterfront permit would require public sanitary sewer. A waterfront
development conditional use permit would not be necessary for renovation of the
existing structures but would be necessary for additions exceeding 500 square

feet and located on the water side..

2. Envirommental Corridors

The éubject property is currently entirely within the boundaries of an
Enviromental Corridor, as designated by the Dane County Regional Planning
Cammission and adopted by the Madison Common Council. The primary significance
of this designation is that the extension of sanitary sewer facilities for new
uses within a corridor is prohibited. Therefore, new uses that. require
sanitary sewer would necessitate removal of part of the property from the
corridor.

Removal from the corridor of that portion of the subject site more than 75
feet from the lakeshore and having a continuous slope to the lakeshore of 1less
than 12 percent would be considered a "minor change". (See Appendix F,
Attachment E.) Minor changes require a recommendation from the Dane County
Regional Planning Commission and approval by the Madison Common Council.
Removal of part of the property from the corridor, thus facilitating some
development of the site, should be achievable according to Mr. William Lane of

the Dane County Regional Planning Cammission.

3. Regulation of Land Division
Division of the subject parcel could take place in two forms. The first

is a division by certified survey involving four or fewer new parcels. The
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second 1is a subdivision plat creating more than four new parcels or lots. The
City has great latitude in determining the suitability of a parcel for division
and the requirements to be met.

A division by certified survey must be approved by the Plan Commission.
Additionally, if streets are dedicated to the City as part of the division,
they must be accepted by the Common Council. 1In the case of a subdivision
plat, Dane County and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources must also
approve the division. An exception to the need for approval is the creation of
less than five parcels for the purpose of transfer by will or court order.
Division by court 6rder generally presumes a transfer of assets to the heirs,
In this case, maximum cash on sale, the preference of the heirs, may require a
court approved division to protect the inheritance from unconscionable waste

through political obstruction.

4, Sewer and Water Service
Many potential uses would require extension of sanitary sewer and water
services to the site. Extensions of service must be approved by the Common
Council through their acceptance of a recammendation by the Madison Board of
Public Works. Although this 1is a potential sticking point, it should be
routine if other approvals are received including easements from the

University, which is well-represented on the Common Council.

5. Regulation of Boat Mooring Facilities
Piers that are anchored to the shoreline and extend beyond the 1line of
navigation (defined as a three foot water depth) require a public hearing and
approval of the Department of Natural Resources. Dusk to dawn 1lighting is

required on piers longer than 149 feet. The text of the regulations are

contained in Appendix F, Attachment N. The City does not have regulations
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applicable to boat mooring facilities.

C. Opposition from Other Sources

The appraiser believes that the University of Wisconsin and private
conservation groups will oppose development on the subject property or, at the
least, will try to limit usage of the site. The very reasons that a developer
would look favorably on the site as a development opportunity are 1likely to
cause opposition from preservation groups.

The University of Wisconsin will probably want to minimize the impact of
development on the site and might oppose additional development altogether. As
we pointed out earlier, this is the last significant piece of property in
private ownership that is bordered by Univeréity—owned property on all sides.
We previously stated their intent that it be preserved in its natural state or
acquired. If a professional developer develops the property the University
will have lost perhaps their last opportunity to acquire the parcel and
complete their ownership in the western campus area.

Therefore, the appraiser believes that the University is a potential buyer
for the project. At the very least, they will attempt to block any additional
improvements to the property, although leaving it in private hands.
Alternatively, they could attempt to buy the property before it goes on the
market or compete with other buyers for it. Because of the financial resources
that may be available to the University through public funds and private
contributions, they should be considered a significant player in determining
the final use and ownership of the subject. However, University budget
problems may discourage the use of public funds or endowment as politically
insensitive so that a compramise plan gifting the majority of the site to the
University in exchange for a five acre PUD site and utility easements may be

possible. The PUD site would need to have a significant cash advantage to the
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heirs to justify the negotiation efforts of the Trustee.

Madison is known as a liberal city with strong opinions on enviromental
and preservation issues. Because the subjeét site contains a large amount of
shoreline and undeveloped woods, any development proposal can be expected to-
provoke determined opposition from preservationist forces.

The case of a nearby parcel of land recently rezoned from Conservancy to
R3 single-family and two-family residence district is illustrative of the
problems and opportunities that might be encountered in development of the
subject. The parcel in question is about 3.4 acres on Lake Mendota Drive west
of the subject and just east of the Cove Condominiums. It has about 686 feet
of shoreline. The City had turned down several requests for rezoning until the
owner filed suit to force the issue. After review the City Attorney determined
that the City would probably lose the lawsuit because the parcel had been taxed
as though it had development value, even though Conservancy 2zoning precluded
development. The City then agreed to a rezoning that would create three 1lots
and allow three single-family homes or duplexes.

Only the threat that a judicial settlement would have resulted in more
intense development induced the City to settle out of court. In addition, the
rezoning was opposed by residents of the nearby Cove Condaminiums and a
representative of the Madison Audubon Society.

The parcel in question was already adjacent to a major condominium
development. In the appraiser's opinion, the subject property is likely to be
more controversial than this recent case.

The 1lot nearest the Cove was ultimately developed with a duplex. The two
remaining parcels were reportedly purchased for $250,000 ($3.61 per square foot
for 69,200 square feet) and $148,000 ($3.31 per square foot for 44,720 square
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feet) by the Dane County Natural Heritage Foundation for preservation
purposes. Thus, after failing to preserve the property in its natural state
without the cost of acquisition, the Dane County Natural Heritage Foundation
was willing to pay the value of development land in order to preserve the

property. This scenario could be replayed in the case of the subject parcel.




IV. ALTERNATIVE USE SCENARIOS
A. Division Into Two Single-Family Home
ite ilizi isting Struct

The first scenario considered by the appraiser is division of the parcel
into two parcels of approximately equal size for sale to buyers looking for an
exclusive single-family home site. Wooded sites of this size with a location
as advantageous as the subject's are nearly impossible to find in Madison.

The parcels could share a common access and driveway. Each parcel would
contain one of the existing homes. It is assumed that the buyers would make
use of those existing homes and substantially renovate them. |

This scenario 1is probably the least complicated of those considered.
Because the homes already exist as single-family dwellings, the regulatory
obstructions to this scenario are minimal. A lot division would need to be
approved by the City Plan Commission. Normally in the agriculture district,
300 feet of frontage on a public right-of-way is required for each 1lot; the
reader should recall that Mead and Hunt, Inc., indicated 549 feet of public
right-of-way exists on the western lot line where the driveway presently
begins. This is 51 feet short of the 600 feet required for two lots. To avoid
constructing and dedicating the necessary public road with damage to the
natural habitat, the Zoning Board of Appeals can grant a variance permitting
the division of a lot on which there are twoy principal detached buildings
provided that each resulting lot abuts a public right-of-way for 25 feet. We

assume that the division would be approved and the necessary variance granted.
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No rezoning or conditional use permit would be required. Extensive
renovations of the existing structures would not require the waterfront
development conditional use permit. With respect to additions to the existing
structures, a waterfront development conditional use permit is required if the
addition 1is 1in excess of 500 square feet and is located on the water side of
the existing building. Additions on the side opposite the shoreline presumably
would not require the permit. Sanitary sewer could however, be extended to the
existing homes if the owners desired without a change to the environmental
corridor. Public sewer and water would not be required however. This division
is illustrated in Appendix F at page P.1. of the Attachments.

We are not aware of any sales of single-family homesites with lake
frontage in Madison and with five to ten acres of land. However, several sales
of smaller building lots can be used as reference points in estimating
potential selling prices.

Lots 1 and 2 of Certified Survey Map No. 3861 were sold to the Dane County
Natural Heritage Foundation, Inc., in 1984 by Mr. Gerald Welch. These are the
controversial 1lots discussed earlier that are west of the subject parcel. Lot
1 contained 69,200 square feet, had 233 feet of shoreline, and sold for
$250,000. Lot 2 contained 44,720 square feet, had 203 feet of shoreline, and
sold for $148,000. both were zoned for development of a single-family home or
duplex. Both sloped steeply to the shoreline from Lake Mendota Drive on their
southern boundaries providing excellent lake views. Although bought for
conservation purposes, the prices paid reflect their value as prime, buildable
parcels.

One of few vacant lots in Shorewood Hills was sold in 1984 from Mary Mack

to Jerome and Joan Kuypers. It is located at 3306 Lake Mendota Drive, contains




13,000 square feet, and has 50 feet of frontage on the south shore of Lake
Mendota. It slopes moderately to the 1ake.and is less than one mile west of
the subject. The selling price was $97,500. The buyers have since built a
single-family home on the site.

Another example is that of a 26,900 square foot lot having 110 feet of
frontage on the east shore of Lake Mendota. It is located at 711 Farwell in
the Village of Maple Bluff. It sold in 1981 from Heidi Kunsch to Peter and
Carol Iwanowski for $125,000, The same lot, still vacant, was sold again in
October 1986 to Robert O'Loughlin, a local businessman, for $155,000.

Though not directly comparable to the two homesites contemplated by this
scenario, they are nevertheless indicative 'of the range of values that marks

the floor for valuing the two sites. Seclusion, large wooded area, and much

‘greater shoreline exposure are advantages that should make these sites

considerably more valuable than those discussed above.

Exhibit IV-1 calculates potential sale value of the entire parcel under
this scenario for purposes of ranking it against the other scenarios. First,
sale prices are estimated for the two parcels. Although approximately equal in
area, one will have much more shoreline because of the location of the existing
homes. Therefore, the parcel containing the main house is estimated to sell
for $350,000 and that containing the cottage for $300,000. To adjust for the
existing house and cottage a minimal value of $10 per square foot is added in-
recognition of their unique non-conforming locations near the shore, despite
their need for total renovation. The total sale proceeds for comparison
purposes under this scenario are estimated at $700,000.

Exhibit IV-1 also contains same intuitive justification for this price.

Even with substantial renovation of the existing structures and new
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EXHIBIT IV-1
NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 1

Sale of lot with large house

Land $330,C00
Building (37530 sf at $10) 37,500 $387,500
Sale of lot with cottage
Land $300,000
Building (1390 sf at $10) 13,900 313,900
Total sale proceeds $701,400C
Round to $700,000
INTUITIVE JUSTIFICATICN FOR SALE FPROCEEDS
LARGE
HOUSE COTTAGE
Sale price $387,500 $313,900
Renovation of existing structures at
$65 per square foot 243,750 90,350
New construction of 2,500 square feet at
§75 per square foot 187,50¢C
Total dollars invested in personal estate $631,250 $591,75C
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construction, a buyer at the prices suggested could have an eight-acre private.
estate with lakeshore and a home approaching 4,000 square feet for
approximately $600,000.

As a point of reference, two estates with acreage and lakeshore sold in
1984 and 1985 in the Fox Bluff area of the Town of Westport for 700,000 to
800,000. Though differences exist in size and condition of residence, acreage,
and outbuildings present, these sales indicate that there is a market for
single-family homes in this price range.

The first such sale was located at 4101 County Highway M and sold November
7, 1984, for $701,400 from Roy T. Haase to Jay L. and Patricia H. Smith. The
property has about 25 acres and 600 feet of frontage on the lake. Improvements
include a house of about 5,400 square feet, pool, garage, guest house (about .
1,700 square feet), and barn.

The second was located at 4201 County Highway M and sold February 5, 1985,
for $800,000 from the Roman Catholic Diocese of Madison to the Jason Dane
Companies, Inc. It has about 26 acres and 600 feet of lake frontage. It was
improved with a home of about 5,700 square feet and a two-car garage. It was
bought for assemblage of land in connection with a proposed golf course.

Finally, a home at 303 Lakewood Boulevard in the Village of Maple Bluff
sold on about October 1, 1986, for $690,000. The sellers were Douglas and
Norma Madsen and the buyers were John and Mary Frautschi. The site contained
4,49 acres and about 275 feet of lakefront. It was improved with a renovated

single-family home of 6,140 square feet and a small storage shed.

B. Three-Lot Division by Certified Survey
The second scenario considered by the appraiser is division of the parcel

into three single-family lots through approval of a certified survey of the
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site. Due to location of the existing structures a two-lot division results in
a disproportionate allocation of shoreline to the two lots. A three-lot
division, with two lots containing the existing homes and the third occupying
the western section of the site, more efficiently uses the available shoreline
and the five-acre minimum lot size permitted in an agricultural district.

Rezoning would not be required because the area and other requirements of
the Agriculture District could still be met. A waterfront development
conditional use permit would be required for development of a home on the third
lot. Public sanitary sewer would be required to serve the third 1lot unless
waived by the Plan Commission. If not waived, the cost of extending sanitary
sewer to serve only one home could entirely negate any financial advantage that
the three-lot division has over two lots. If the sanitary sewer requirement
was not waived a change to the environmental corridor would also be needed. If
waived, the soils are apparently suitable for an absorption field and a permit
would be needed from the County Sanitarian. A licensed well-digger could drill
the required well without city approval.

Approval by the Plan Commission and Common Council of the certified survey
would be required. Also, construction and dedication of about 600 feet of
public street would be needed in order to meet the 300-foot frontage
requirement per lot in the Agriculture District. It is assumed a septic system
would be permitted on the vacant lot to avoid the $134,000 cost for sewer
extension. This division is illustrated in Appendix F at page P.2.(a) of the
Attachments.

Exhibit IV-2 calculates net sale value under this scenario for ranking
purposes. The procedure is similar to that followed for Scenario 1. The
vacant lot is priced higher than the others because of its greater shoreline,

even though all have approximately the same acreage. Deduction is made for




EXHIBIT IV-2
NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 2

Sale of lot with large house
Land $230,000
Building (3750 sf at $10) 37,500 $287,500

B T —

Sale of lot with cottage

Land $250,000
Building (1390 sf at $10) 13,900 263,900

Sale of vacant lot
Land 300,000

Total sale proceeds $851,40¢C
Additional legal costs to achieve division (50,000)

Cost of public road improvements (600 feet at $200/ft.) (120,000)

Net sale proceeds $681,400

Round to $680C,000

Assumes requirement for pubiic sanitary sewer service to vacant
lot is waived.
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legal costs to achieve the division and for costs of the public road
improvements. V

The net sale proceeds for comparison purposes under this scenario are
estimated at $680,000, assuming the requirement for public sanitary sewer to
serve the new development on the vacant lot is waived. The 1large cost of
providing sanitary sewer service (discussed previously) would reduce the net

sale proceeds further.

C. Private Par

The third scenario considered is a private park. Parks are permitted uses
in the Agriculture District, therefore no rezoning is required. Many
recreational uses would be permitted however the thrust of this scenario is a
boat mooring facility. The existing homes could be used for office, restrooms,
storage, and caretaker facilities, alleviating the need for a waterfront
development permit and change to the envirommental corridor. No variances or
lot division approvals would be needed. Extension of sanitary sewer and water
services would also not be needed.

The 1illustration of this scenario on page P.3. of the Attachments to
Appendix F shows tennis courts and mooring facilities for 300 boats. Maximum
capacity using the entire shoreline is about 450 boats on piers extending no
more than 149 feet from shore. The Department of Natural Resources would have
to approve the piers after a public hearing.

Exhibit IV-3 shows the calculation of land sale proceeds (residual value
to land) if the maximum density of 450 slips were chosen. It also assumes that
no investment is made in the tennis facilities and instead maximum open space
is maintained. The only site improvements are the roadway, parking areas, and

dock facilities.




EXHIBIT IV-3
NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 3

Slip rental (450 slips at $730 per year) $337,300

Gross margin on sale of gas and other items

($300 per slip at a 20% margin) 27,000

Total revenue 364,500
EXpenses

Manager ($2,500 per month for 12 months) $30,000

Labor ‘ 20,000

Management fee (5% of total revenue) 18,225

Annual maintenance 50,000

Property taxes 15,000

Other (5% of total revenue) 18,225 151,450
Net operating income 213,050

Improvements cost

Docks at $1,800 per slip $810,000
Roads and parking (3,000 lineal feet
at $100 per foot) 300,000
Building improvements and other 100,000 1,210,000
Debt service with 2.0 debt cover ratio 106,525
Justified debt at 11%, 13 years 781,023
Improvements funded from equity 428,977
Cash flow to equity $106,525
I Capitalized value of cash flow to equity at 15% $710,167
Less: Improvements funded from equity 428,977
’ Land sale proceeds $281,190
' Round to $280,000
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Slip rental is assumed to be $750 per year. This is a significant premium
over the $00 range charged by Mazanet Marina and Skipper Bud's (formerly
Russell Marina). However, due to location and shortage of slip space, it might
be achievable, Some additional revenue fram sale of gas and sundry items 1is
also assuned. After estimated expenses, net operating income is $213,050.

Capital improvements for  docks, roads and parking, and building
improvements are estimated at $1,210,000. A 2.0 debt cover ratio is assumed to
determine the debt justified. The cash flow to equity is capitalized at 15
percent to determine total equity. Improvements, funded from equity are then
deducted from total equity to determine land sale proceeds. The 1land sale
proceeds under this scenario for comparison purposes are estimated at $280,000.

This scenario has the advantage of disrupting a relatively small portion-
of the site. The only new construction is the roads and parking areas. It
would also allow use by a relatively large share of the population while
keeping the property on the tax rolls. Use would be concentrated during the
boating season.

The primary disadvantage is the visibility of the boat docks covering
approximately one-third mile of Lake Mendota shoreline. This could cause
considerable pressure on the Department of Natural Resources to withhold
approval of the project. Protection of boats from the west and north winds
could also be a major problem for this scenario. It should also be noted that
450 boat slips were assumed in this scenario in order to maximize residual land
value; no assurance can be given that a market exists for that number of
slips. The actual number of slips justified by market demand could be

considerably less.




D. Church

A church 1is a permitted use in the agriculture district. The scenario
illustrated on page P.4. of the Attachments to Appendix F is a high-density
facility that includes a 57,000 square foot church/assembly facility, housing
for retreats and conferences, substantial parking, day camping facilities, and
boat mooring. It would require a waterfront development conditional use
permit, sanitary sewer and water service and consequently an enviromental
corridor change, and approval of the Department of Natural Resources if piers
were included. The St. Benedict Center and Yahara Center are examples of this
type of facility.

Due to the small number of such facilities, we were unable to locate
market evidence of 1land prices for this type of facility. It is' logical
however, that a buyer for this type of use would pay no more than the highest
price justified by a for-profit enterprise. The location of both St. Benedict
Center and Yahara Center in outlying parts of the Madison area might indicate
that these facilities prefer to locate where land costs are less. Surplus
church facilities in Dane and Rock Counties make construction of another

retreat unlikely.

E. Outdoor Recreational Premise
| Outdoor recreational premises are conditional uses within the agriculture
district. The Zoning Administrator has refused to issue an opinion on whether
he would classify the private park scenario as a park and thus a permitted use
under current zoning. If he classified the use as an outdoor recreational
premise, the owner would be required to obtain a conditional use permit granted

by the City Plan Cammission.
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The effect of this classification on the private park scenario would be
that additional costs would be incurred and some element of doubt as to
ultimate approval would exist. The land value of the private park scenario, if
classed as an outdoor recreational premise, will be less than under the park
classification because of this risk.

A second possibility is for a more intensive recreational facility. In
addition to facilities described in the private park scenario, the development
could include a large clubhouse with restaurant, bar, and meeting space, marine
service and storage, swimming pool, tennis courts, and jogging/hiking/skiing
trails. Page P.5. of the Attachments to Appendix F illustrates such a
facility. |

A significant portion of the site could still remain undisturbed, though
not as much as under the less intense private park use. Traffic would be a
greater consideration also, as the greater variety of facilities would generate
more traffic on a year-round basis.

In addition to the conditional use permit and Department of Natural
Resources approval of piers discussed previously, additional permits and
approvals would be needed for this more intense use. A waterfront development
conditional use permit would be needed for the construction. Sanitary sewer
and public water service would be required to serve the expanded facilities.
This would necessitate a change to the environmental corridor.

The variety of approvals needed would provide ample opportunity for
opponents to such a use to block the project. One way to minimize opposition
might be to affiliate the project with the University, perhaps as a faculty
club. |

Exhibit IV-4 shows the logic for the comparative ranking of this fifth

‘scenario. We assume that 750 members or patrons contribute through fees and
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EXHIBIT IV-4

NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 5

Land sale proceeds determined in Exhibit IV-3
for the Private Park scenario

Additional revenue allocable to land
assuming 750 members/patrons contribute a

net/net $100 annually in member fees/charges

Capitalized value of additional income to
land at 20%

Land sale proceeds

Round to

$280,000

$75,000
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charges of $100 each toward supporting the additional land value justified by
the more intense usage. The resulting land sale proceeds for ranking purposes

is estimated at $655,000.

F. Multi-Family Residential D
This sixth scenario has three alternatives differing in density, building
type, and ownership. Each would require a variety of permits, approvals, and
services.
Rezoning to a Planned Unit Development District would require approval of
the City Plan Cammission, and Madison Coammon Council. Appendix G contains the
requirements of this district. A strip of land 100 feet wide on the southern

boundary and 67 feet wide on the west would remain in the agriculture district,

“buffering the neighboring University lands from activity on the subject site

and preventing further development. This prevents the University as an
adjoining or opposite landowner from being able to file a verified petition in
opposition to the rezoning. Such a petition would force a three quarters vote
of the Common Council to approve rezoning rather than a simple majority. The
Plan Commission would also need to grant a waterfront development conditional
use permit. A minor change to the envirommental corridor would be needed so
that sanitary sewer and city water service could be extended to the site. A
boat slip for each residential unit could also be included with appropriate
approval by the Department of Natural Resources.

The value of the property to the beneficiaries would be maximized if the
First Wisconsin National Bank of Madison as Personal Representative of the
Estate rezoned the property prior to sale to a developer. The Personal
Representative might also be more successful in this undertaking than an
individual developer because of the charitable intent. We therefore assume

that the Estate, pursuant to an agreement with a chosen buyer would proceed to
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rezone the property prior to sale. The Estate would pay approval costs. After
rezoning was approved, the Estate would sell the property at a price reflecting
the value of the zoning achieved.

The first alternative is for 128 garden-type units in 16 eight-unit
two-story buildings. In keeping with the quality of the site, the units would
be 1large (1,150 to 1,300 square feet) and probably in the $700 to $850 rent
range. A swimming pool would be included on site. This is about the same
density as the Eagle Heights project to the southwest. Page P.6.(a) of the
Attachments to Appendix F illustrates this scenario.

In addition to the buffer strip on the west and south, no new buildings
are located closer than 180 feet from the shoreline. Except for the buffer
strips however, the site is fully utilized. Underground and outdoor parking -
provides 2.25 parking stalls per unit.

Exhibit IV-5 illustrates the logic for the comparative ranking of Scenario
6a. Apartment land is usually priced on per-unit basis. Two new apartment
projects on Madison's west side are known to be near the rent range of the
units in this scenario. Land for the Monticello Apartments, a 240-unit project
at Sheboygan and Eau Claire Avenues, was acquired in 1984 for $3,750 per unit,
fully improved. The second project is the 90-unit Orchard Village project
located on Raymond Road. Its land cost in 1985 was $4,444 fully improved.

In recognition of the prime location and attractiveness of the subject
site, we have chosen a generous value of $6,000 per unit in a ready-to-build
state. Deductions from this gross value are made for on-site and off-site
costs for city water and sanitary sewer service in arriving at the sale price
to a developer. This is further reduced by costs to achieve the rezoning,
resulting in net sale proceeds of the land for ranking purposes of $395,000

under the garden apartment scenario.
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NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 6a

Value of land at $6,000/unit for 128 units assumes
sanitary sewer and water available

Sanitary sewer service costs (to property line)
Sanitary sewer service costs (on premises)
City water service costs (to property line)
City water service costs (on premises)

Total proceeds of sale to developer

Legal and other costs to achieve approval

Net sale proceeds

Round to

EXHIBIT IV-5

$768,000

(134,500)
(98,500)
(17,000)
(25,000)

493,000

(100,000)
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The second alternative (Scenario 6b) includes 42 duplex toﬁnhouse units in
condominium ownership. Each would contain a two-car garage and over 2,000
square feet of finished living space. The same buffer strips as in the garden
unit scenario are present here. The balance of the site is fully utilized.
Page P.6f(b) of the Attachments to Appendix F illustrates this scenario.

Two similar high-priced projects known to the appraiser indicate a wide
variance in raw land price per unit. Both sites were acquired in the early
1980s. A 55-unit site on Madison's west side had a per-unit price of about
$5,000. A slightly larger project in Middleton had a raw land cost of about
$13,000.

Exhibit TIV-6 illustrates the logic for the ranking of Scenario 6b.
Recognizing the advantages of the subject site, a high per-unit cost has been
chosen at $18,000, assuning utilities available at the property line.
Deductions are made for costs of bringing sewer and water service to the
property 1line. The sale price to a developer is further reduced by expected
costs to rezone. The resulting net sale proceeds of land for ranking purposes
is $505,000 under the townhouse condominium scenario.

The third alternative (Scenario 6c¢c) contemplates a condaminium development
of three eight-story buildings containing 46 units each for a total of 138
units. Many would have lake views. Each building would also contain two
parking levels. Existing drives would be used where possible to minimize site
disturbance. Though this is the most intense of the multi-family scenarios in
terms of number of units, it is the least intense in terms of 1land usage.
About 12 acres would remain open space. No new building would be closer than
300 feet from the shoreline (the same distance as Eagle Heights Apartments).

This scenario is illustrated on page P.6.(c) of the Attachments to Appendix F.
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EXHIBIT IV-6
NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 6b

Value of land at $18,000/unit assumes sanitary
sewer and water available at property line

Sanitary sewer service costs (to property line)

City water service costs (to property line)
Total proceeds of sale to developer

Legal and other costs to achieve approval

Net sale proceeds

Round to

$756,000

(134,500)

(17,000)

604,500

(100,000)
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The most recently-developed similar units in Madison are the Coventry
Condominiums on Segoe Road. The Coventry is a 22-unit 4-story building with
units ranging from 1,400 to 1,700 square feét. Asking prices are $90 to $100
per square foot. Mr. John Flad, the developer, estimated his 1land cost at
$10,000 per unit fully improved.

A review of property tax assessment information for the Coventry, the Cove
Condominiums (west of the subject on Lake Mendota Drive), and the Camelot
Towers and Nichols Station apartment projects indicates a range of 1land to
total assessed value of T7.11 percent to 12.75 percent. The units contemplated
in this scenario are assumed to average 1,500 square feet at $90 per square
foot or $135,000 selling price. Assuming 10 percent is allocated to land, the
land cost with utilities available is estimated at $13,500. Mr. Flad confirmed
that he felt $13,500 to $15,000 was a reasonable estimate for the site with
utilities in.

Exhibit IV-7 illustrates the logic for the ranking of Scenario 6ec.
Deductions are again made for anticipated costs of achieving needed approvals
and costs of extending utilities. The resulting net sale proceeds for ranking

purposes of the high-rise scenario is $1,490,000.

G. Single-Famil identi n
Scenario T assumes the platting and subdivision of the subject site into
18 single-family 1lots. The entire parcel would be utilized except for a
100-foot buffer strip on the south and a 50-foot strip on the west. Nine lots
would have 1lake frontage. The other nine would have lake access and docking
facilities in the buffer strip. Each lot would have at least 18,000 square
feet of area. The scenario is illustrated at page P.7. of the Attachments to

Appendix F.




EXHIBIT IV-7
NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 6c

Value of land at $13,500/unit assumes sanitary
sewer and water available

Sanitary sewer service costs (to property line)
Sanitary sewer service costs (on premises)
City water service costs (to property line)
City water service costs (on premises)

Total proceeds of sale to developer
Legal and other costs to achieve approval

Net sale proceeds

Round to
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(134,500)
{98,500)
(17,000)
(25,000)

1,588,000

(100,000)




This scenario would require that rezoning to the R1 Single-Family
Residence District be approved by the City Plan Commission and Common Council.
A waterfront development conditional use permit would be required for each
lot. A minor change to the envirommental corridor would be needed. Sanitary
sewer and water service would also be required. In addition, a subdivision
plat would need to be approved by the Common Council, Dane County, and the
Department of Natural Resources.

Exhibit IV-8 calculates the net sale value of the land under this scenario
by discounting the net flows to the buyer/developer. Initial lot prices are
$125,000 for waterfront lots and $75,000 for inland lots. Develomment costs
include 1legal, sewer, water, and road improvements. Development costs are
assuned paid up front and financed at 12 percent, with principal due equally
over a three-year sellout period. A discount factor of 25 percent is' applied
to flows to the developer for risk and profit. The resulting net sale value

for ranking purposes is $555,000.

H. Court-Ordered Divisjon
The Personal Representative of the Estate could request that the court
divide the property in a particular manner. Though the court apparently has
gréat latitude in ordering such a division, it would have to be convinced of
the propriety of such an action. It is unlikely that a division would be
approved if it was clearly an attempt to circumvent 1local regulations. An
example of this would be division into a number of building lots. It is also

not the duty of the court to order a division for the purpose of maximizing

value of the property for the heirs.

However, several logical arguments can be made for ordering a split into
two single-family parcels. First, the use already exists and the division

would merely make it conforming rather than nonconforming. Second, the
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EXHIBIT IV-8
NET SALE VALUE FOR RANKING OF SCENARIO 7

ASSUMED REVENUES AND COSTS

Initial retail value of waterfront lots (per lot) $125,000
Initial retail value of inland lots (per lot) $75,000
Legal costs to achieve approval ‘ ($150,000)
Sanitary sewer service costs (to property line) ($134,500)
Sanitary sewer service costs (on premises) ($98,500)
City water service costs (to property line) ($12,000)
City water service costs (on premises) ($25,000)

Cost of public road improvements (1800 feet at $200/foot) ($360,000)

Initial Year Year Year
Costs One Two Three Total
Waterfront sales 125,000 131,250 137,813 1,182,188

125,000 131,250 137,813
125,000 131,250 137,813
Inland sales 75,000 78,750 82,688 709,313
75,000 78,750 82,688
75,000 78,750 82,688

l. Lot sale prices escalate 5% per year.

2. All development costs are incurred at beginning of period.
3. All development costs are financed by debt at 12%.

4. Discount rate on equity capital is assumed to be 25%.

5. Existing houses are sold for $10 per square foot.

75

Main house 37,500 37,500
Cottage : 13,900 13,900
H Develcpment costs  (780,000) (780,000)
Net flow (780,000) 651,400 630,000 661,500 1,162,900
' Debt-principal 780,000 (260,000) (260,000) (260,000) (o]
Debt-interest (12%) (93,600) (62,400) (31,200) (187,200)
ﬂ Equity flows 0 297,800 307,600 370,300 975,700
Discount factor at
25% 1.000000 0.750000 0.562500 0.421875
! Discounted present
value of net flows 0 223,350 173,025 156,220
I Net sale value $552,595
’ Round to $555,000
ASSUMPTIONS




division would make sale of the property easier than if one larger more
expensive piece was being marketed. Third, éufficient local regulation remains
to control any change of use on the property. It is the conclusion of the
appraiser that a court-ordered division is likely and applicable only in the

case of a two-lot division.

I. Most Fitting Use

The subject property is a classic example of the difference between the
most fitting use of a property and the most probable use. The most fitting use
is defined as the optimal reconciliation of ownership interests to maximize
market value, government interest to ach;eve fiscal balance, and public
interests to avoid adverse envirommental and financial impacts on third
parties. The appraiser feels that the Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning
with the condominium towers plus about 12 acres of crucial shoreline dedicated
to the University is the most fitting use. It would require that the Trustee
of the estate negotiate all approvals and understandings prior to sale of the
rezoned land to an acceptable developer and dedication of the balance to the
University. This would maximize cash for medical research, preserve a large
portion of the site, and add considerably to the tax base.

As suggested in Section IV.F., this most fitting use could net the estate
$13,500 per unit times 138 maximum units less approval and utility costs or
approximately $1,490,000 (Exhibit IV-7). Not only does this result in the
maximum value for the estate, but in addition it can be argued that the public
acquires at no cost 12 additional acres of highly visible, sensitive shoreland
for which it has paid $50,000 or more per acre in other situations. When this

$600,000 is added to the private proceeds, this scenario clearly meets the
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definition of highest and best use in appraisal doctrine of:

that use, from among reasonably probable and legal alternative uses,

found to be physically possible, appropriately supported, financially

feasible, and which results in highest land value. [2]

Reference to Exhibit IV-9 where each use scenario is summarized indicates
that all other possibilities fail because of the bottom line net as well as the
improbability of approval by a web of regulatory agencies.

As an alternative to the compromise among vested interests, most probable
use recognizes that a single interest may dominate in the short run because of
politics, financial constraints, or personality conflicts. The two extreme
positions which could dominate would be sale of the property as two private
home site estates or outright purchase of the total parcel by a public agency.
The appraiser has chosen to estimate the value under each possible outcome and

attach a weight to each conclusion to determine the most probable price, or

Fair Market Value.

[2] Byrl N. Boyce, ed., R tate Appraisal inology, (Cambridge, MA.:
Ballinger Publishing Company, 1981). pp. 126-127.
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SCENARIO 1 SCENARIO 2 SCENARIO 3 SCENARIO 4
FACTOR TWO-LOT DIVISION THREE-LOT DIVISION PRIVATE PARK CHURCH
Rezoning required Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed
Conditional use permit Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed |22]
required §
=
Waterfront development Not needed unless renovation/ Needed for vacant lot, not Not needed Yes g
conditional use permit expansion falls outside needed for existing homes <
required certain limitations unless renovation/expansion
falls outside certain ,.Cl?]
limitations
=
Sanitary sewer service Not needed Needed for vacant lot unless Not needed Yes 8 m
required waiver received — é
Municipal water service Not needed Not needed Not needed Yes ;g ’5
required o —
- o) =]
o Environmental corridor Not needed Needed unless waiver of sewer Not needed Yes 5
change required requirement received ; ?
Vel
DNR approval of piers Not needed Not needed Yes Yes [
r ired [92]
equ &
‘ variance required Yes Not needed Not needed Not needed g
5 Lot division approval Yes Yes—certified survey Not needed Not needed =
i =
required '::
Subdivision plat approval Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed (@]
required %]
Retained open space High High Moderate Low
Contribution to tax base Low Low Low Low
Net sale value for ranking $700,000 $680,000 $280,000 Not estimated
|
%
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FACTOR

SCENARIO 5
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL
PREMISE

SCENARIO 6a
128 GARDEN APARTMENTS

SCENARIO 6b
42 TOWNHOUSE
CONDOMINIUMS

SCENARIO 6¢
138 HIGH-RISE
CONDOMINIUMS

© SCENARIO 7

SINGLE-FAMILY
SUBDIVISION

Rezoning required Not needed Yes-Planned Unit Yes-Planned Unit Yes-Planned Unit Yes—-Rl Single-Family
Development Development Development ~Residence District

Conditional use permit Yes Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed
required

Waterfront development Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
conditional use permit

required

Sanitary sewer service Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
required

Municipal water service Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
required

Environmental corridor Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

change required

DNR approval of piers Yes Yes Yes Yes Not needed
required

variance required Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed
Lot division approval Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed
required

Subdivision plat approval Not needed Not needed Not needed Not needed Yes
required

Retained open space Moderate Low Low Moderate Low
Contribution to tax base Low Moderate Moderate High Moderate
Net sale value for ranking $655,000 $395,000 $505,000 $1,490,000 $555,000

6=AI IIGIHX3
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V. VALUATION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

A. Yaluation Methodology

The three basic methods of valuation are the Cost Approach, the Income
Approach, and the Market Comparison Approach. The Cost Approach is normally
used in valuing improved property. It consists of adding replacement cost of
land to the cost of duplicating the improvements. From thié total is
subtracted an amount for physical and functional obsolescence of the
improvements to arrive at the value by the Cost Approach. Because the
improvements on the subject property are of little or no value, this method is
not relevant to the problem at hand.

The Income Approach consists of capitalizing the net operating income of
the property using an appropriate rate in order to estimate value. This method
also is primarily wused in valuing improved property where income—producing
comparables are readily available for comparison.

The third approach, and the one that will be relied upon here, is the
Market Comparison Approach. It consists of locating sales of parcels of land
as similar to the subject as possible and, through an orderly process of
comparing attributes of the comparables to the subject property, estimating the

value of the subject property.

B. Market C ison A ac
Sale to a Public Agency

The Market Comparison Approach relies on the ability of the appraiser to

.locate recent sales of other property that are as similar to the subject as
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possible. In the case of single-family homes or vacant residential lots it 1is
usuwally possible to locate transactions wifh a great degree of similarity in
both property typé and time of sale.

For a property as unique as the subject the task of finding meaningful
comparable sales is considerably more difficult. After considerable searching,
we have determined that three transactions, though taking place several years
ago, have many similarities to the subject and are the best available
comparable sales to public agencies. Their locations and pertinent data for
each are shown in Exhibits V-1 and V-2. A discussion of each transaction
follows.

Comparable Sale No. 1, also known as the Mary North Estate, was located on
Thorstrand Road at the southwest corner of Lake Mendota in Madison, Wisconsin.
It contained about 16.37 acres or 713,077 square feet and about 824 feet of
frontage on Lake Mendota. It was bordered on the west by Marshall Park in the
City of Madison, on the east by Thorstrand Road and private residences, and on
the southwest by Overlook Pass in the City of Middleton. The property was
acquired by the City of Madison on December 29, 1978, for expansion of Marshall
Park. It has been zoned R1 single-family residential prior to acquisition, but
the City agreed to valuation assuming PUD status.

The agreed price for the entire property was $535,000. By meeting certain
contingencies, one of the heirs retained title to 2.06 acres located in the
southeast portion of the site in exchange for a reduction in purchase price of
$69,066. However, for purposes of this appraisal, we will assume sale of the
entire parcel.

The site contained two large older homes, each with about 7,000 square

feet of space, one small cottage, a garage with apartment, and several storage
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EXHIBIT V-1
LOCATIONS OF COMPARABLE SALES--SALE TO PUBLIC AGENCY

S

MENDOTA
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— Sudwark Rusorcl, Two.

LOCATION:

SALE DATE:
STATED PRICE:
STATED PRICE PER ACRE:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE PER ACRE:

SELLER:

BUYER:

EXHIBIT V-2

COMPARABLE SALE DATA
FOR SALE TO PUBLIC AGENCY

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1

On Thorstrand Road at the soutlwest corner
of Lake Mendota in Madison, Wisconsin,
also known as the Mary North Estate
December 29, 1978

$535,000

$32,682

Implicit Price Deflator for 1978 = 72.2,
for third quarter 1986 = 115.0 (1982 =
100), time adjusted price is $852, 147
$52,055

Mary North O'Hare, Jean North Falligant,
Suzanne Walser Post

City of Madison
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EXHIBIT V-2 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1 (Continued)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Now known as Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 of
Certified Survey Map No. 3631

RECORDING DATA: Three separate warranty deeds recorded in
Volume 1027, Page 367; Volume 1027, Page
362; and Volume 1027 (page unknown)

SIZE: 16.37 acres, 713,077 square feet
H LAKE FRONTAGE: 824 feet
ZONING: R1 Single-Family Residence District at
time of sale
TERMS OF SALE: Cash, except for a note at the request of

one of the sellers for $82,132.80,
principal due in four equal annual
installments, interest at 6 percent. The
purchase price was not adjusted because
' the seller could have received cash in

b full.

OTHER: By meeting certain contingencies, the
seller actually retained title to 2.06
acres and the price was reduced
accordingly by $69,066.39. However, the
entire parcel is used as a comparable
because the full price was agreed to for
the full property by all parties. Two
small parcels were leased to the buyers of
each of the single-family homes; the
balance is now part of Marshall Park.
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EXHIBIT V-2 (Continued)
COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1 (Continued)
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—  Jodwark Ruemnch, Two.
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LOCATION:

SALE DATE:
STATED PRICE:
STATE PRICE PER ACRE:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE:

SELLER:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE PER ACRE:

EXHIBIT V-2 (Continued)
COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2

East of County M off Borcher's Beach Road
in the Town of Westport, Dane County,
Wisconsin

June 5, 1975

$550,000

$30,471

Implicit Price Deflator for 1975 = 125.8
(1972 = 100), 1982 = 207.38 (1972 = 100),
therefore, 1975 = 60.67 (1982 = 100);
Implicit Price Deflator for third quarter
1986 = 115.00 (1982 = 100), time adjusted
price is $1,042,525

$57,758

Haskell M. Woldenberg and others
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EXHIBIT V-2 (Continued)
a COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2 (Continued)

BUYER: State of Wisconsin
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lengthy
RECORDING DATA: Volume 584, Page 435, Warranty Deed
SIZE: 18.05 acres, 786,258 square feet
g LAKE FRONTAGE: 1,794 feet
' ZONING: RE1, single-family homes and certain
. recreational uses permitted
TERMS OF SALE: Cash
OTHER: The property was partially platted when

acquired by the State as part of a planned
state park.
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EXHIBIT V-2

g‘w'RRIS PARK
X R ENTIAL AREA
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(Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2 (Continued)
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—  Soudwark Rosorch, Two.

EXHIBIT V-2 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3

LOCATION:

SALE DATE:

STATED PRICE:

STATED PRICE PER ACRE:
TIME ADJUSTED PRICE:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE PER ACRE:

SELLER:

BUYER:

East of County M off Borcher's Beach Road
in the Town of Westport, Dane County,
Wisconsin

May 2, 1975

$331,000

$18,379

Implicit Price Deflator for 1975 = 125.8
(1972 = 100), 1982 = 207.38 (1972 = 100),
therefore, 1975 = 60.67 (1982 = 100);
Implicit Price Deflator for third quarter
1986 = 115.00 (1982 = 100), time adjusted
price is $627,411

$34,837

Madison Young Men's Christian Association

State of Wisconsin
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

RECORDING DATA:
SIZE:
LAKE FRONTAGE:

ZONING:

TERMS OF SALE:
OTHER:

EXHIBIT V-2 (Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3 (Continued)

Lengthy

Volume 574, Page 86, Warranty Deed
18.01 acres, 784,516 square feet
252 feet

R3, single-family homes and certain other
uses permitted

Cash
The property was fully platted when

required by the State as part of a planned
state park.

90




EXHIBIT V-2

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3

AREA
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(Continued)
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sheds.  All the buildings were in marginal condition when purchased. The City
was purchasing for the land value only and originally intended to demolish all
the existing structures. However, the determination that they had some
historical significance changed those plans.

The two homes were subsequently sold for $35,560 and $28,000
respectively. The buyers were granted long-term ground leases for the land
under and around the homes. The balance of the land was added to Marshall
Park.

To adjust for time of sale, the stated price is adjusted to a time
adjusted price using the Implict Price Deflator for Gross National Product.
The Implict Price Deflator is considered superior to the Consumer Price Index
because it represents an adjustment of the purchasing power of the dollar while
the Consumer Price Index includes changes in retail prices caused by' factors
unrelated to inflation. '

Assuning the price paid is fully allocated to land, the time adjusted
price is $852,147. This equates to $1.20 per square foot, $52,055 per acre,
and $1,034 per fpot of shoreline. The site contained about 50 feet of
shoreline per acre. The site is mostly wooded. It slopes moderately to the
lakeshore, A major difference between this and the subject is the R1
residential zoning already in place for this property. Additionally, the
appraisal on which this purchase was based assuned approval of Planned
Cammunity Development (PCD) zoning and a townhouse development.

Comparable Sale No. 2 is the June 1975 purchase of about 18.05 acres by
the State of Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources from Haskell M,
Woldenberg and other family members. It consists of about 18.05 acres or
786,258 square feet and has about 1,794 square feet of frontage on the

northwest shore of Lake Mendota. It is located east of County Highway M

T
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northeast of Middleton in the Town of Westport. The property was acquired as a
part of the new state park planned for the site. The price paid ffor the
property was $550,000.

The property was previously operated as a boys camp called Camp
Indianola. This operation was terminated in 1967. The purchase included a
single-family home and ten additional structures related to operation of the
camp. These structures have since been destroyed. At the time, it was felt
that only the residence and same minor land improvements had value.

Nevertheless, the greatest value of the property was believed to be in its
development as single-family home sites. Part of the property had already been
platted for that purpose. Therefore, the price of the property is assumed to

have been paid for land only.

The time adjusted price of $1,042,525 is $1.33 per square foot, $57,758

per acre, and $581 per foot of shoreline. The site contained about 99 feet of
shoreline per acre. It was mostly wooded and overgrown with brush. It is
generally flat. At time of sale the site was =zoned RE1. Single-family
residential or recreational uses are permitted under this classification.

In May 1975, the State of Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
purchased from the Madison YMCA a parcel of land located just south of the
wOldenbergv parcel and also having frontage on Lake Mendota for about 252 feet.
This is Comparable Sale No. 3. The fee acquired consisted of 14.57 acres of
platted 1lots. In addition, the vacation of planned road rights-of-way would
add 3.44 acres to this for a total acquisition of 18.01 acres of 784,516 square
feet. For purposes of comparison to the subject the 18.01 acre figure is used
because the seller himself could have re-acquired title to the rights-of-way if
he felt it would have increased his selling price. The price paid was $331,000

based on an appraisal that used the development approach.
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This is the former site of the YMCA's Camp Wakanda. The YMCA had,
according to a DNR memorandum, been planning for some time to sell the property
to a developer to realize the value of the property. Although there were
several structures on the property, their intent to sell to a developer and the
appraiser's application of the development method in estimating value indicate
that the full price of $331,000 should be allocated to land.

The time adjusted price of $627,411 is $0.80 per square foot, $34,837 per

acre, and $2,490 per foot of shoreline. The site contained about 14 feet of

shoreline per acre. The site was flat to slightly rolling and mostly wooded

when acquired by the DNR. The land was zoned R3 permitting single-family ‘homes
and certain other uses. It was entirely platted in preparation for its

development as a single-family subdivision.

In order to arrive at a meaningful value estimate for the subject

property, the appraiser must adjust for perceived differences between the
comparables and the -subject. Those differences are discussed in following
paragraphs and summarized in Exhibit V-3.

Property location is the first factor requiring adjustment.  The subject
is in a prime clbse-in location and is considered by the appraiser to have a
more desirable location than the comparables. Comparable No. 1, 1located in
Middleton, is midway between the subject and Comparables Nos. 2 and 3. Its
price per acre is adjusted upward 10 percent to reflect its less desirable
location. Comparables Nos. 2 and 3 are adjusted upward 20 percent because they
are slightly further out than Cdnparable No. 1.

The amount of lake frontage per acre 1is considered to be a major
contributor tp value. The subject site has 91 feet of frontage per acre.

Comparable No. 1, with only 50 feet per acre, is considered inferior to the
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EXHIBIT V-3

ADJUSTED CURRENT PRICE PER ACRE CF COMPARABLE SALES--
SALE TO PUBLIC AGENCY

COMPARABLE COMPARABLE COMPARABLE
NUMBER 1 NUMBER 2 NUMBER 3
NORTH WOLDENBERG YMCA SUBJECT
PRICE $535,000 $330,000 $331,000
DATE OF SALE DEC/78 JUNE/75 MAY /75
TIME ADJUSTED PRICE $852,147 $1,042,525 $627,411
ACREAGE 16.37 18.05 18.01 16.85
SQUARE FEET 713,077 786,258 784,516 733,986
FEET OF LAKE FRONTAGE 824 1794 252 1538
LAKE FRONTAGE PER ACRE 30 99 14 91
CURRENT PRICE PER ACRE $52,055 $37,758 $34,837
CURRENT PRICE PER
SQUARE FOOT $1.20 $1.33 $0.80
ADJUSTMENTS
LOCATION 10% 20% 20%
LAKE FRONTAGE PER ACRE 20% -3% 40%
SHAPE/TOPOGRAPHY 0% -10% 10%
CURRENT ZONING/POLITICAL
CLIMATE -20% -10% -10%
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 10% -33% 60%
CURRENT PRICE PER ACRE- B D S y
UNADJUSTED $52,055 $57,758 $34,837
ADJUSTMENTS 5,206 (2,888) 20,902
CURRENT PRICE PER ACRE-
ADJUSTED $57,261 $54,870 $55,739
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subject and is adjusted upward 20 percent accordingly. Camparable No. 2, at 99
feet of frontage per acre, is slightly superior to the subject and is therefore
adjusted down 5 percent. Comparable No; 3, ét 14 feet of frontage per acre, 1is
greatly inferior to the subject. Its value is therefore adjusted upward 40
percent.

Shape/topography of the site is the next adjustment factor considered.
Comparable No. 1 is very similar to the subject and no adjustment is deemed
necessary. Comparable No. 2 is relatively flat and roughly rectangular-shaped
making it easy to develop. Its price is reduced 10 percent to reflect this
advantage over the subject. Comparable No. 3 is wooded and rolling 1like the

subject. Its shape is very irregular, presenting some problems and

‘inefficiencies for development planning. The price is adjusted up 10 percent

to achieve comparability.

The last factor for which adjustment is made is the zoning and political
climate for development. The subject property is zoned agricultural. Any
additional development on the site will be controversial. In contrast,
Comparable No. 1, though zoned R1, was purchased at a value that assumed PCD
zoning would be approved. It is therefore adjusted down 20 percent to reflect
this factor. Comparables No. 2 and 3 are similar in that each was platted and
zoned for single-family residences at time of sale. Other homes had already
been built in the area. Although a change to a more intense use might ‘provoke
opposition, continued single-family development would probably not have been
controversial. The appraiser believes a 10 percent reduction is justified for
these comparables.

After consideration of the adjustments discussed above, the current price

per acre after adjustments for the comparables is as follows: (See Exhibit




V"3c)
Comparable Sale No. 1 $57,261
Comparable Sale No. 2 $54, 870
Comparable Sale No. 3 $55,739

Comparable Sale No. 1 is, in the appraiser's opinion, most similar to the

subject in location, topography, development potential, and potential for

controversy. Its price per acre is therefore deemed to be most indicative of a
price to be achieved by the subject property. Therefore, the Fair Market Value

assuning a sale to a public agency is estimated to be $57,000 per acre or:

NINE HUNDRED SIXTY THOUSAND DOLLARS

($960,000)

C. Market Comparison Approach for Sale

as_Two ivate ate

Because of the condition of the homes on the subject property, the
appraiser would prefer to find recent sales of vacant homesites similar in size
and location. Due to the unique nature of the subject, no such comparables
were found. We have therefore chdsen three sales of estates with substantial
homes and attempted to adjust for the value of the improvements. Their
locations and pertinent data are shown in Exhibits V-4 and V-5. These sales
are discussed in following paragraphs.

Comparable Sale No. 1 is the property located at 4101 County Highway M in
the Town of Westport. It was sold November 7, 1984 for $701,400 from Roy T.
Haase to Jay L. and Patricia H., Smith. It was sold on land contract but = the
land contract was satisfied in less than one year, therefore no financing

adjustment has been made.




EXHIBIT V-4
LOCATION OF COMPARABLE SALES--SALE AS TWO PRIVATE ESTATES
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Soudwark Rueonch, Tuo.

LOCATION:

SALE DATE:

STATED PRICE:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE:

SELLER:
BUYER:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

EXHIBIT V-5

COMPARABLE SALE DATA FOR
SALE AS TWO PRIVATE ESTATES

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1

9

R
e
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4101 County Highway M, Town of
Westport, Dane County, Wisconsin

November 7, 1984

$701,400 (Buyer was required to pay
certain liens against the property
but would not estimate the amount
except to say it was less than
$100,000.)

Implicit Price Deflator for 4th
quarter 1984 = 109.2, for 3rd
quarter 1986 = 115.0, therefore time
adjusted price = $738,654

Roy T. Haase

Jay L. and Patricia H. Smith

Outlot 17, Assessor's Plat of Fox
Bluff, Town of Westport




EXHIBIT V-5 (Continued)
COMPARABLE SALE NO. 1 (Continued)

RECORDING DATA: Land Contract recorded on Page 15,
- Volume 6247, satisfied by Warranty
Deed recorded on Page 57, Volume
6434 on November 1, 1985.

SIZE: 25 acres
LAKE FRONTAGE: 7 600 feet
TERMS OF SALE: Sold on land contract and satisfied
in less than one year
IMPROVEMENTS : Improved with house of about 5,400
l SF on two stories, pool, garage,
guest house of about 1,700 square
feet and barn
I ASSESSED VALUE AT JANUARY 1, 1984: Land $425,000
Improvements _183,900
i Total $608, 900
I RESIDUAL LAND VALUE: Time Adjusted Price $738, 654
House (5,400 SF at
$40/SF) (216,000)
Guest House (1,700 SF -
’ at $40/SF) (68,000)
Residual to Land $ush, 654
I Rounded to $455,000
LAND VALUE BASED ON ASSESSED VALUE: Time Adjusted Price $738, 654
Percent of Land to
’ Total Assessed Value 69.8%
Implied Land Value $515,580
’ Rounded to $515,000
OTHER: Extensive remodeling and additions
_ were done after the sale.
: Improvements were in very poor
' A condition when purchased.
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—  Judwark Kooy, Two.

LOCATION:

SALE DATE:
STATED PRICE:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE:

SELLER:

BUYER:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

RECORDING DATA:

EXHIBIT V-5

(Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2

101

4201 County Highway M, Town of
Westport, Dane County, Wisconsin

February 5, 1985

$800,000

Implicit Price Deflator for 1st
quarter 1985 = 110.2, for 3rd
quarter 1986 = 115.0, therefore time
adjusted price = $834,8u6

Roman Catholic Diocese of Madison,
Wisconsin

Jason Dane Companies, Inc.

Outlot 16, Assessor's Plat of Fox
Bluff, Town of Westport

Warranty Deed recorded on Page 43,
Volume 6521.




EXHIBIT V-5

(Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 2 (Continued)

SIZE:

LAKE FRONTAGE:
TERMS OF SALE:
IMPROVEMENTS :

ASSESSED VALUE AT JANUARY 1, 1986:

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE:

LAND VALUE BASED ON ASSESSED VALUE:

OTHER:

26 acres

600 feet

Cash

Improved with house containing about

. 5,700 SF on two stories and a
two-car garage

Land $411,200
Improvements _285,200

Total $696,400

Time Adjusted Price $834,846
House (5,700 SF at

$50/SF) (285,000)

Residual to Land $549,846
Rounded to $550,000
Time Adjusted Price $83u,8u6

Percent of Land to
- Total Assessed Value 59,0%
Implied Land Value $492,559

Rounded to

The property was purchased for
assemblage in connection with a
proposed golf course.
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—  Sudwark Rusemnch, Tue.

EXHIBIT V-5

(Continued)

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3

LOCATION:

SALE DATE:
STATED PRICE:

TIME ADJUSTED PRICE:

SELLER:
BUYER:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

RECORDING DATA:
SIZE:

LAKE FRONTAGE:
TERMS OF SALE:

103

303 Lakewood Boulevard, Village of
Maple Bluff, Dane County, Wisconsin

October 1, 1986

$690,000

$690,000

Douglas and Norma Madsen
John and Mary Frautschi

Lot 12, Block 1, Replat of Lakewood,
Village of Maple Bluff

Volume 8726, Page 58, Warranty Deed
4,49 acres
275 feet

Cash




EXHIBIT V-5 (Continued)

%I

COMPARABLE SALE NO. 3 (Continued)

IMPROVEMENTS: Improved with single-family home of
, 6,140 square feet and small storage
shed

ASSESSED VALUE AT JANUARY 1, 1986: Land $307,500
Improvements _272,500

Total $580,000

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE: Time Adjusted Price $690,000
House-Recently
Renovated (6,140 SF

at $60/SF) (368,400)
Residual to Land $321,600
Rounded to %556:666
LAND VALUE BASED ON ASSESSED VALUE: Time Adjusted Price $690,000

Percent of Land to
Total Assessed Value 53.0%

i
a
1

Implied Land Value $365,700
Rounded to $365,000
OTHER: ' The house was purchased by the
Madsens in 1981 and substantially
g renovated.
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The property contains about 25 acres with 600 feet of Lake Mendota
shoreline. It was improved with a large single-family house, guest house,
pool, garage, and barn. The buyer extensively remodeled and added to the home.

Comparable Sale No. 2 is lqcated at 4201 County Highway M in the Town of
Westport. It was sold February 5, 1985, from the Roman Catholic Diocese of
Madison to the Jason Dane Companies, Inc., for $800,000 cash. The property
contains about 26 acres and 600 feet of Lake Mendota shoreline. It was
improved with a large house and a two car garage.

Comparable Sale No. 3 1is the October 1, 1986 sale of 303 Lakewood
Boulevard ih the Village of Maple Bluff. It was sold by’ Douglas\ and Norma
Madsen to John and Mary Frautschi for $690,000 cash. The property contains
4.49 acres and 275 feet of Lake Mendota shoreline. It was improved with a-
recently-renovated 6,140 square foot home.

Two methods are used to estimate the portion of the comparable sale prices
allocable to land. The first is to reduce the time adjusted price by a value
per square foot of improvements. The remainder is the implied land value. The
second method assumes that the assessed value accurately represents the
proportion of actual land value to actual improvements value. Exhibit V-5
contains these calculations; they are summarized below. It should be noted
that the price is stated in terms of an acceptable home site rather than a
per-acre price because of the appraiser's belief that the overall site features

are more important than the size alone.

COMPARABLE COMPARABLE COMPARABLE
SALE NO, 1 SALE NO, 2 SALE NO, 3
Residual Land Value $455,000 $550,000 $320,000
Land Value Based on
Assessed Value $515,000 $495,000 $365,000
MEAN $485,000 $522,500 $342,500
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Though this method of estimating the price of land in these tfansactioﬁs
is not as desirable as having actual vacant land sales to work with, the
appraiser believes these are the best available combarables‘ for bthe subject
site as single-family estates. We have chosen to use the meaﬁ of the two
previously-described amounts as the base for cbmparisdnvwith the SUbjeC§.

Exhibits V-6 and V-7 show the factors considered in arriving at a price
for the subject assuning it is split and sold to two buyers.i Exhibit V-6 shows
the adjustments for the 8.2 acres containing the main house and about 1,218
feet of shoreline (the northern parcel). Exhibit V-7 shbws the édjustments for
the 8.2 acres containing the cottage and about 320 feet shoreline (the southern
parcel). \

For both parcels, Comparables Nos. 1 and 2 are adjusted up 10 percent to
reflect their inferior location compared with the subject. No adjusﬁment’ is
made for Comparable No. 3 because its Maple Bluff location is considered
equivalent to the subject. - ”

Mso for both parcels, Comparable Nos. 1 and 2 are adjusted dowﬁ 30
percent because they have considerably more acreageq than the subject.
Comparable No. 3 has only about 55 percent of the acreage of the subject and is
therefore adjusted up 20 percent. Comparable No. 3 is also adjusted down 20
percent in relation to both parcels because of the availability of public
utilities.

The last item considered in comparing the comparables to the subject is
the amount of lake frontage. Comparables Nos. 1, 2 and 3 have 600, 600, and
275 feet respectively. The northern parcei has 1,218 feet and the southern
parcel 320 feet. Comparables Nos. 1 and 2'are‘therefore adjusted up 15 percent
with respect to the northern parcel and down 15 percent with respect to the

southern parcel. Comparable No. 3 is adjusted up 30 percent with respect to the
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ADJUSTED CURRENT PRICE OF COMPARABLE SALES--NORTHERN PARCEL

EXHIBIT V-6

COMPARABLE COMPARABLE COMPARABLE
NUMBER 1 NUMBER 2 NUMBER 3
SMITH JpC FRAUTSCHI SUBJECT
PRICE $485,000 $522,300 $342,500
ACREAGE 25.00 26.00 4.49 8.20
FEET OF LAKE FRONTAGE 600 600 275 1218
ADJUSTMENTS
LOCATION 10% 10% 0%
SIZE -30% -30% 20%
JTILITIES 0% 0% -20%
LAKE FRONTAGE 13% 15% 30%
~OTAL ADJUSTMENTS - -5% -3% 35%
CURRENT PRICE-UNADJUSTED $485,000 $522,500 $342,500
ADJUSTMENTS (24,250) (26,125) 102/750
CURRENT PRICE-ADJUSTED 460,750 $496,375 $445,250

_._====.___._==._.___=====_.-—...==—-=_—__—=____.
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EXHIBIT V-7

ADJUSTED CURRENT PRICE OF COMPARABLE SALES--SOUTHERN PARCEL

COMPARABLE COMPARABLE COMPARABLE
NUMBER 1 NUMBER 2 NUMBER 3
SMITH JDC FRAUTSCHI SUBJECT
PRICE $485,000 $522,500 $342,500
ACREAGE 25.00 26.00 4.49 8.20
FEET OF LAKE FRONTAGE 600 600 275 320
ADJUSTMENTS
LOCATI 10% 10% 0%
SIZE -30% -30% 20%
UTILITIES 0% 0% -20%
LAKE FRONTAGE -15% -15% 0%
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS -35% -35% 0%
CURRENT PRICE-UNADJUSTED $485,000 $522,500 $342,500
ADJUSTMENTS (169,750) (182,875) 0
CURRENT PRICE-ADJUSTED $315,250 $339,625 $342,500
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northern parcel but is not adjusted with respect to the southern parcel because
they have about the same shoreline.
The following summarizes the adjusted»prices for the comparables. (See

Exhibits V=6 and V=7.)

NORTHERN SOUTHERN
PARCEL PARCEL
Comparable No. 1 $460,750 $315,250
Comparable No. 2 $496,375 $339,625
Comparable No. 3 $445, 250 $342,500

The appraiser believes that Comparable No. 3, because of its location and size,
is most similar to the subject. Its adjusted price is therefore deemed to be
most indicative of the price to be achieved for the subject, excluding

improvements. The Fair Market Value including improvements is summarized as

follows:
NORTHERN SOUTHERN
PARCEL PARCEL TOTAL
Land $4U5 250 . $342,500 $787,750
Building ‘ 51,400
3,750 SF at $10 37,500
1,390 SF at $10 13,900
TOTAL $482,750 $356, 400 $839, 150
ROUNDED TO $485,000 $355,000 $840, 000

Therefore, the Fair Market Value assuning'sale as two single-family home

sites is estimated to be:

EIGHT HUNDRED FORTY THOUSAND DOLLARS
($840,000)
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We have previously identified the most fitting use of the subject property
as the development of condominium towers within a PUD zone. Recognizing that a
variety of opposing interests will likely clash in determining final use, we
also identified two alternatives for final disposition of the subject
property. They are: 1) sale of the property to two wealthy parties for
renovation or construction two private estates, and 2) sale to the University
or a conservation group for total preservation.

Recognizing that it is nearly impossible to predict the final outcome in
this s;tuation, the appraiser has estimated the probability of each outcome and
applied that probability to the estimated price for that use in arriving at the

most probable price, or Fair Market Value, for the subject.

WEIGHTED

USE PRICE WEIGHT _PRICE
Condominium Towers $1,490,000 25% $ 372,500
Two Estates $ 840,000 50% 420,000
Preservation $ 960,000 25% 240,000
TOTAL ‘ $1,032,500
ROUNDED TO $1,035,000

THEREFORE, THE FAIR MARKET VALUE OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AS OF NOVEMBER 1,
1986, IS ESTIMATED TO BE:

ONE MILLION THIRTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS

($1,035,000)
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CERTIFICATION OF APPRAISAL

We hereby certify that we have no interest, present or contemplated, in the
property and that neither the employment to make the appraisal nor the
compensation is contingent on the value of the property. We certify that we
have personally inspected the property and that according to our knowledge and
belief, all statements and information in the report are true and correct,
subject to the underlying assumptions and limiting conditions. Based on the
information and subject to the limiting conditions contained in this report, it

is our opinion that the Fair Market Value, as defined herein, of the subjecé

property, as of November 1, 1986, is:

ONE MILLION THIRTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS
($1,035,000)

= 7

fet A. /Graaskamp, Ph.D., SREA, CRE
Urban L4and Economist

Do | Y Qi

Paul J. Gleason
Real Estate Appraiser/Analyst

bé@tméu /3’: /%é

Date
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QUALTFICATIONS OF THE APPRAISERS

JAMES A. GRAASKAMP

PROFESSIONAL DESIGNATIONS
SREA, Senior Real Estate Analyst, Society of Real Estate Appraisers
CRE, Counselor of Real Estate, American Society of Real Estate Counselors
CPCU, Certified Property Casualty Underwriter, College of Property Underwriters

EDUCAT ION
Ph.D., Urban Land Economics and Risk Management - Univeréit.y 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 Econamics,
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)

Larson Teaching Award (1985) '

Alfred E. Reimman, Jr. Award - Society of Real Estate Appraisers (1986)

Urban Land Institute Trustee

Research Committee - Pension Real Estate Association (PREA)

Richard T. Ely Real Estate Educator Award fram Lambda Alpha

Hamer Hoyt Foundation Fellow

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 Cammittee
of First Asset Realty Advisors, Inc., a subsidiary of First Bank Minneapolis,
He is the designer and instructor of the Urban Land Institute (ULI) School of
Real Estate Develomment and the American Bankers Association (ABA) National
School of Real Estate Finance. His work includes substantial and varied
consulting and valuation assigmments such as investment counseling to insurance
companies and banks, court testimony as an expert witness and the
market/financial analysis of various projects, both nationally and locally, for
private and corporate investors and municipalities. Currently is a member of
Salamon Brothers Real Estate Advisory Board.
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PAUL J. GLEASON

EDUCATION

Master of Science - Real Estate appraisal and Investment
Analysis, University of Wisconsin

Bachelor of Business Administration - Comprehensive Public
Accounting, University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS

Urban Land Institute

American and Wisconsin Institutes of Certified Public
Accountants

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Prior to association with Landmark Research, Inc., Mr.
Gleason had approximately four years experience in
analysis, development, and syndication of income properties
and extensive experience in the practice of public
accounting.
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

REPORT OF TITLE DANE COUNTY TITLE COMPANY ’ PHONE: 255-0036
' 115 West Doty Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53703

FOR: Mead & Hunt - Attn: Leo Bussan

We have examined the records relative to the premises described in Schedule
A below since August 14, 1926 @ 7:00 o'clock A.M. and find that as of the
date of this report the record title to said premises subject to the
encumbrances and other matters set forth in Schedule B below appears in:

First Wisconsin National Bank of Madison, Personal Representative
of the Estate of Reginald H. Jackson, Jr., Deceased

According to Interlocutory Judgment, dated August 30, 1960 recorded September 9, 1960
in Volume 837 of Misc., page 209, Document No. 1009745.

AND ACCORDING to Last Will and Testament of Amelia F. Stevens, of Madison, Wisconsin
dated December 1, 1959 recorded November 7, 1962 in Volume 90 of Final Judgments,
page 34, Document No. 1060858.

AND ACCORDING to Domicilary Letters, issued to First Wisconsin National Bank of
Madison, filed May 7, 1986.

SCHEDULE A
Description of property situated in County of Dane, State of Wisconsin:

Part of fractional Secion 9, Township 7 North, Range 9 East, City of
Madison, described as follows: Beginning at a point of the West line
of the Southeast 1/4 of said Section 9, 160 feet North of the Southwest
corner of said Southeast 1/4; thence North 85° 50' East, 679.5 feet;
thence North 41° 44' East, 94 feet; thence North 62° 9' East, 487 feet
to the shore line of Lake Mendota; thence Northwesterly and Westerly
along the shore line of Lake Mendota to a point on said shore line
where a line drawn North from the place of beginning would intersect
said shore line; thence South on the West line of the Southeast 1/4

of said section 9 to the place of beginning.

SCHEDULE B

1. Mortgages: MNONE.
(a) Held by:
Amount:

2. Construction Liens (for past two years only):
NONE.

3. Land Contracts, Leases, or Notices of Lis Pendens:
NONE.

4. Unpaid real estate taxes up to and including those for 1985.
(No examination for future installments for special assessments).

MNONE.

5. Money-Judgments, Bankruptcy Proceedings, Old Age Assistance Liens,
Federal Tax Liens, or State Tax Liens:

Reginald H. Jackson, Jr. - NONE.
First Wisconsin National Bank of Madison, Personal Representative
of the Estate of Reginald H. Jackson, Jr., Deceased - NONE.
~Lea v /86

This examination DOES NOT include , zoning and/or
ordinances regulating and restricting the use of the land, inheritance taxes,
or federal estate taxes, special assessments, and Uniform Commercial Code
Pilings.

This report does not represent a detailed examination of, or an opinion as
to the title to the above described premises. An abstract certified from
‘government entry to date or a Title Insurance Policy and an attorney's
opinion should be obtained to determine legal or merchantable title.

Dated August 11, 1986 DANE COUNTY TITLE COMPANY
at 7:00 o'clock A.M. M
Order No. 81577 lY:K ﬂ:‘v\-—
kac 7/ Robert C. Carlson
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

| _ SOILS & ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC.

™1

1102 STEWART STREET L3 MADISON. WISCONSIN 53713 . TELEPHONE: 608 * 274-7600

September 9, 1986

Mead & Hunt, Inc. 9599
P. 0. Box 5247

2320 Unlversity Avenue

Madlison, Wisconsin 53705

Attention: Mr. Leo Bussen RECE'VED
SEp 151986

Subject: Preliminary Solls Exploration
Jackson Estate

Earl H. Reichel, P.E.
Octavioc Tejeda. P.E.

Lake Mendota Drlve MEAD and HUNT, INC.

Madlson, Wisconslin

Gentlemen:

In accordance wlth your request, we have conducted the subject
preliminary solls exploration which has consisted of the
performance of elght standard and two auger soll borings. The
purpose of the borings Is to obtalin Information concerning the
erea subsoll and bedrock conditions. I+ Is the Intent of this
report to evaluate these conditions and offer preliminary
recommendations concerning the construction of utilities In the
erea of the borings as well as construction of light bulldings.

The soll borings were located In the fleld at the locations
approximately Indicated on a schematic sketch on Drawing 9599-1.
The ectual boring locations and ground surface elevations sre to
be surveyed by your office. The Soll Boring Records which deplct
the subsoll stratification et each boring location are presented
on Drawings 9599-2 through 9599-8. A print of each of these
drawings Is & part of thls report.

With the exception of Boring 6, groundwater was sbsent Iin all of
the borings and should therefore be of Iittle concern for the
type of construction proposed. However, because of the proximlty
of Lake Mendota and possible deep excavations, groundwater
control and dewatering may be a very Important part of
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

Mead & Hunt, Inc. 9599
Jackson Estate Page 2
September 9, 1986

construction performed near the lake In this site. We expect that

the groundwater In the area will be approximately one to two feet
sbove the lake stage.

The generallzed stratigraphy consists of some flil materials
and/or topsoll over lean clay over slity fine sand and/or flne
sand. These solls are underlain by weathered dolom!te bedrock.
Borings 4 through 7 also encountered layers or siity clay and/or
slit. Borings 8 and 9 encountered fIl! materials directly over
the bedrock. The bedrock Is In a dense state. Auger refusal by
the bedrock was not encountered In Borings 3, 7, and 10. The
refusal depth varies between 3'-2" n Boring 9 to 23'-11 1/2" |n
Boring 6. Borings 7 +through 10 were performed to determine more
accurately the bedrock profile. The auger refusal depths suggest
that the bedrock surface Is not uniform. Please refer to the Soll
Boring Records for a complete description of solls encountered.

Based on the borings performed we offer the following preliminary
comments and recommendations to be consldered during the design
and construction of the proposed facilities:

1. Site preparations should Inciude the removal of all
vegetation, topsoll, and fil| materials from under all
types of construction. This Includes bulldings streets,
slidewalks, driveways, etcetera.

2. Excavations within the solls encountered should be
able to be accomplished wlth normal excavating
equipment for the most part. Excavations extending Into
the dense weathered portion of the bedrock and/or the
most dense granuler solls could offer siightly more
difficulty than "normal™. However, we estimate that all
the solls encountered could be excavated with a large
backhoe or similar equipment. In the dense portions of
the bedrock I+ may be necessary to utillze a pneumatic
hammer or simllar equlpment. Excavations below suger
refusal depth are estimated to be accompllished with
pneumatic equipment and/or blasting only. Cobbles and
boulders have been encountered within the type of soll
formations present In the borings, and provislons
should be made to remove the large soll particles when
encountered durlng construction.

3. The solls encountered are generally sultable for
the support of utility plpes and Ilnes. Due to the
presence of gravel, cobbles, boulders, and bedrock, we
recommend that provisions be made to provide sand
bedding around the utility Iines In the zones where the

Soils and Engineering Services, Inc., 1102 Stewart Street, Madison, Wisconsin 53713
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

Mead & Hunt, Inc. 9599
Jackson Estate
September 9, 1986

Page 3

above type of solls are encountered. The natural or
lmpor?ed sands could be used as bedding material.

4. The borings Indicate the soll conditions are
satisfactory for the support of spread footing
foundations for moderately high loaded bulldings.
Preliminary general recommendations for the support of
low loaded bulldings Include the placement of footings
at least 2.5 feet below existing ground surface and
below frost depth. The surficlal solls have been
loosened by weathering and mechanlical actions and are
therefore susceptible to consolldation. Moderately
loaded structures can be supported on the underlylng
firm to dense granular solls at allowable bearing
pressures In the range of 2000 to 8000 pounds per
square foot. Highly loaded bulldings could be supported
upon the dense granular solls or the bedrock. Allowable
soll bearing pressures In the range of 4000 ‘o 10,000
pounds per square foot or more. The bearing pressure to
be use In 8 particular structure wlll depend on the
type of footing, soll or bedrock strength, depth and
conflguration of foundations, and other varlables. We
recommend that additional soll borings be performed to
finalize recommendations for specific structures.

5. After slite preparations and excavations are
completed In areas where compacted granular fIl| and/or
4rench backflll may be required, we recommend to
utilize well-graded Imported sand or sand and gravel
and/or the natural granular solls providing the large
soll particles are removed. The materials should be
placed In 8 to 12-Inch thick layers. Each layer should
be thoroughly compacted to at least 95 percent of the
maximum dry density as determined for the materlals
used In accordance with ASTM Test Designation D1557.

6. Speclal attention should be pald to the molsture
content of the solls at the time of placement In order
to achleve the desired compaction results. This Is
speclally Important If the natural slity and clayey
solls are used. Because of the moderately high molsture
content, we estimate that spreading and discing will be
necessary to allow the solls to dry before attempting
compaction. If these solls are used, we also recommend
to limit the layer thickness to slx Inches maximum and
to use a heavy compactor sultable for the type of soll.

Soils and Engineering Services, Inc., 1102 Stewart Street, Madison, Wisconsin 53713
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

Mead & Hunt, Inc. 9599
Jackson Estate Page 4
September 9, 1986

The compaction percentage may be relaxed to 90 percent
If the solls are well knitted and of high strength
after compaction. We recommend to follow the City of
Madison specifications for the backflll of utility
trenches.

7. All bullding sites as well as roadways should be
graded to provide positive dralnage away from the
various structures to minimlize potential -surface water
run-off problems, which In many Instances are as
troublesome as groundwater problems. Conslderation
should be glven to provide drain <tlle systems for
bulldings below grade. The draln systems could
discharge by gravity to lower elevations.

8. Safety precautions such as +the .ones required by
OSHA  should be . enforced throughout the entire
construction of the various Individual projects. These
Includes, but are not |imlted to, proper sloping and/or
support of excavation walls. Because of the topography
of the site and depending upon the configuration and
location of the proposed construction support of high
excavation walls Is possible.

9. Because of the preliminary nature of this
exploration, we recommend that additional soll borings
be performed for speclfic structures. Our preliminary
recommendations should be revliewed and changed If
necessary, once the design of the proposed construction
Is closer to completion.

The recommendations In this report are based on Interpretation of
the solls and Information glven on the Soll Boring Records and
may not be based solely on the contents of the drillers fleld
logs.

This report has been prepared for your exclusive use to ald In
the evaluation of the subject property and for the Intended use
described herein. The nature and extent of soll varlations
between borings may not become evident until the +ime of
construction. If varlations are evident at that time, I+ will be
necessary to reevaluate the reconmendations given hereln.

A geotechnical engineer should review the final design and
specification documents for +this projJect to verlify that our
recommendations regarding the earthwork end foundation system,
are Implemented as Intended. It Is further recommended that a

Soils and Engineering Services, Inc., 1102 Stewart Street, Madison, Wisconsin 53713
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

Mead & Hunt, Inc. 9599
Jackson Estate Page 5
September 9, 1986

geotechnlcal engineer be present at the time of excavation and
foundation work to observe compliance with the design concepts,
specifications, end to modify the design, should subsurface
conditions differ from those anticlpated prior to construction.
It Is of extreme Importance that soll bearing pressures, other
sol| parameters, and degree of compaction required be conflrmed
and/or determined at the time of construction.

This report has been prepared for the subject project In

.accordance wilth generally accepted soll and englneering practice

at this time. No other warranty, expressed or Implied Is made.
Please let us know [If you have any questions concerning this
submlttal, or If could be of further asslistance to you.
Respectful ly submltted,

SOILS & ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC.
—

Octavid Tejeda, P.E.
OT/mdt

Soils and Engineering Services, Inc., 1102 § t Street, Madison, Wi in 83713
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

NOTES

Borings 9 and 10 were performed with a 6-inch continuous flight auger and
the soils were classified visually.

Borings 1 through 8 were performed by standard procedures (A.S.T.M. Test
Designation D1586). ’ :

The number of blows required to drive the 2-inch 0.D. Split Spoon Sampler
12 inches with a 140-1b. weight falling 30 inches is recorded on the right
hand edge of each boring log. This is the ""Standard Penetration Test'.

Borings 2, k& through 7 were performed August 20, 1986.
Borings 1, 3 and B.through 10 were performed August 21, 1986.

Holes filled in after water level check.

The boundary lines shown on the Soil Boring Records between different soil

strata are approximate and may be gradual. The driller's field logs contain

soil conditions, as interpreted by the drilling personnel, of soils between
samples based on the equipment performance and the soil cuttings. The Soil
Boring Records contain the soil conditions as interpreted by a geotechnical
engineer after review of the driller's field logs and soil samples.

The Soil Boring Records are a part of the written report. When this in-
formation is to be included in bidding or reference documents, the written
portion of the report, along with the Soil Boring Records, must be bound
tocether as a separate document or section of the project specifications.

_SOIL BORING RECORD

JACKSON ESTATE Vi
LAKE MENDOTA DRIVE &K
MADISON, WISCONSIN g“i

SOILS & ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC.

MADISON, WISCONSIN
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

LEGEND

[ fin

Eza Brown Lean Clay (CL)

Tan Fine Sand (SP)

Brown Silty Fine Sand (SM)

]

E;g Dolomite Bedrock

&

Topsoil

Brown Silty Clay (CL-ML)

[ L

Brown Silt (ML)

”

Water Level at Time Shown After
Completion of the Boring.

0

p = Penetrometer Reading; T:ns/Sq.Ft.

E

Dry W - Wet
D - Damp S - Saturated
M - Moist

SOIL BORING RECORD
JACKSON ESTATE
LAKE MENDOTA DRIVE
MADISON, WISCONSIN

SOILS & ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC.

9599-3

MADISON, WISCONSIN
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DEPTH IN FEET

BORING 1% ¢ 1A 2
0, 9" _Asphalt___-! ' | B 257 0
Sand With ngyel.(i?ff— w4 12, 0-M Sandy With_Some.Gravel_. :é% 32, D- M, Poor Recovery
el v Pushed S
Mith Trace_of_Sand| /] % = b.5e 1 % 9 « .54 Pushed Stone
4 6, D With Some Gravel_and____| |’ ,, o [ s
5 S , Occasional Cobbles and e ’
With_ Some Gravel and.. . Boulders A
Occaslonal Cobbles ana\ %1 5, D '/,/4-26 [}
Boulders; With Some Clean &;4/ 7 '
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APPENDIX C (Continued)

MEAD ano HUNT e

Consulting Engineers

Post Office Box 5247
2320 University Avenue Madison, Wisconsin 53705-5247 608-233-9706

October 28, 1986 F94-86A

Ms. Jean B. Davis
Landmark Research, Inc.
4610 University Avenue
l Suite 105

~ Madison, Wisconsin 53705
Re: Supplemental Utility and Base Map Work
Dear Ms. Davis:

We have revised the base map as requested in Ken Clark's memo of 9/24/86. The
revised base map includes the following:

1. Lake Mendota Drive right-of-way abutting and south of the Jackson
- estate.

2. Additional internal, unpaved and overgrown drives.

3. The ordinary high water mark for Lake Mendota.
4. A setback line 75 feet from the shore of the lake.

S. A designation of those slopes at or exceeding 12X which are continu-
ous and contiguous to the lake shore setback line.

6. An existing storm detention structure in the southeast corner of the
property.

7. The old Lake Mendota Drive roadway, adjacent to the Jackson
property, which existed prior to the current road alignment.

Our most difficult task was the verification of the right-of-way for Lake
Mendota Drive. A detajled summary of our research is attached for your in-
formation. It is our opinfon that the right-of-way for Lake Mendota Drive
runs along the entire length of the western boundary of the Jackson estate as
shown on our base map. It is also our opinfon that Lake Mendota Drive is a
public road from University Avenue to Lake Mendota.

This fact also has a bearing on the provision of utility services to the Jack-
son property. The following changes to our previous findings should be noted
(see letter from Clark Solowicz, dated 10/15/86).

Founded in 1900
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Landmark Realty 10/28/86 Page 2

1. The City of Madison has a 20-inch water main running from the pump
station directly south. City water can be provided to the Jackson
property by the Madison Water Utility via the road right-of-way as shown

on our utility plan.

2. Sanitary sewer can be run to the MMSD sanitary sewer in the Village of
Shorewood Hills within the public right-of-way on Lake Mendota Drive.

I have also attached a breakdown of our water and sewer estimates for your
information.

Yours very truly,

MEAD AND HUNT, INC.

hh A. Lichtenheld

JAL :dhj
encs. ‘/)
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Landmark Realty 10/28/86 Page 3

WATER AND SEWER COST BREAKDOWN
JACKSON PROPERTY

Water line cost from pump station to Jackson property $ 12,000
On-site sewer cost (includes MMSD fee at $15.59/1,000 sq. ft.) ---=-- $ 98,500

Off-site sewer cost:

i

A. Connection to MMSD system $134,500

B. Connection to University system $ 34,500
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F94-86A

LAKE MENDOTA DRIVE

Lake Mendota Drive was established as a public right-of-way by the Town
of Madison on March 31, 1857. The roadway began at University Avenue (known
at that time as Madison-Prairie du Sac Road), extended north following the
existing alignment (along the north-south 1/4 line of Section 21), circled the
marsh to the west before re-establishing itself along the north-south quarter
section line of Sections 16 and 9 before ending at what was known as the
Fourth Lake (Lake Mendota).

The alignment of the roadway was subsequently changed in February of 1858
and October of 1877. However, both of these changes involved realignment
around the marsh and did not alter the alignment of the roadway fn the north-
ern portion of Section 16 and Section 9 (the vicinity of the Jackson estate).

The Jackson property was homesteaded in 1883 by M. E. Fuller. Ownership
of the property has been passed on through the descendants of the original
owner and was eventually inherited by Mr. Jackson. Given that 580 feet of the
property's western boundary lies on the north-south quarter section line of
Section 9, the original right-of-way for Lake Mendota Drive ran along the
entire western property line up to Lake Mendota.

In 1892, the Madison Park and Pleasure Drive Association was formed.
From 1892 to 1900, this organization improved and extended Lake Mendota Drive
west of the Jackson property so that by 1900 Lake Mendota Drive extended from
Park Street to Chamberlain. The Association also maintained the roadway.

In July 1937, the Madison Parks and Pleasure Drive Association conveyed
ownership of all its land holdings to the City of Madison. There is no record

of any property in the vicinity of the Jackson parcel being conveyed to the
City of Madison.

2047M
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F94-86A

During the early 1900's, the University of Wisconsin began to buy up the
property adjacent to and surrounding the Jackson property. In 1911, the U.W.
purchased 110 acres west of the Jackson Estate and 40 acres to the southwest.
In 1909, additional land was bought to the south. In 1913, a small parcel of
land immediately west of the Jackson property and at the end of Lake Mendota
Drive was purchased by the U.W.

In 1913, the University began maintaining that portion of Lake Mendota
Drive that passed through its grounds.

The 1939 Madison Comprehensive Plan by Ladislas Segoe shows Lake Mendota
Drive 1in- the vicinity of the Jackson Estate as an existing parkway to be
widened. The existing street width is shown as 20 feet with a right-of-way
width of 49.5 - 60 feet. The plan shows the roadway location on its original
alignment, except that it curves to the west at the Jackson property rather
than proceeding along the quarter section line to the lake. The roadway was
proposed to be widened to a 36-foot, four-lane facility with B0 feet of
right-of-way.

The improvements to Lake Mendota Drive at Eagle Heights were done at the
time that the apartments were constructed. Although there {s no record of
exactly when this was done, our {investigation indicates that it was in the
mid-'50's (1954-55). Maps prior to this date show the original sharp bend,
while a 1957 USGS map shows the new alignment.

In the process of d{nvestigating the 1locatifon and alignment of Lake
Mendota Drive, we contacted Al Besey and Dick Tipple of the University of Wis-
consin. They could not find any records of the old or new road right-of-way,
street vacation, or any plans for the new roadway. According to them, the
University has both ownership and maintenance responsibility for the roadway.
The University does not file plats or plans with any local jurisdiction (Madi-
son, Dane County) nor does it need their approval.

2047M
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F94-86A

We also contacted Bill Carpenter of District 1 Wis DOT regarding the de-
signation of this roadway on the State Aid Program (begun in 1947). Roadways
shown on the State Aid system qualify for state funding. Mendota Drive was
not shown at any time on the State Aid system (nor fis ownership).

Based on our investigation, we have come to the following conclusions
with regard to public access to the Jackson property:

1. The original public right-of-way for Lake Mendota Drive runs up to and
along the entire western boundary of the Jackson property (550 feet).
Although the original legal description does not specify a width, we have
assumed a width of 4 rods (66 feet) as specified under State Statutes.

2. The old roadway, which deviated from the original right-of-way by turning

sharply west at the Jackson property, provided approximately 200 feet of
public road frontage for the Jackson property.

3. Unless there exfists an unrecorded vacation of public right-of-way for

Mendota Drive in Section 9, the Jackson property has frontage and access
rights to a public street.

2047M
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RESOURCES

Madison Park and Pleasure Drive Association Annual Reports, 1904-1914.

Comprehensive Plan for Madison, Ladislas Segoe, 1939.

2047M

Wisconsin State Planning Board Map, 1941, Wisconsin State Historical
Society.

U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey Maps, 1904 and 1959.

Town of Madison Road Records, 1846-1893, MWisconsin State Historical
Society. ’
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APPENDIX C (Continued)

MEAD ano HUNT inc

Consuiting Engineers

Post Office Box 5247

October 16, 1986 F94-86A

Landmark Research, Inc.
4610 University Avenue, Suite 103
Madison, Wisconsin 53705

Attention: Ms. Jean B. Davis
Vice President

Subject: Jackson Estate Appraisal

.Supplement to September 17, 1986 Public Utilities Report
Dear Ms. Davis:

On September 24, 1986 we received a letter requesting two supplemental expla-
nations to our report of September 17, 1986. The following should provide the
additional information that you requested.

2. Utflities Letter

A. Supplement with a clear statement of right for subject property to
connect to the university sewer system.

We have contacted the Regional Planning Commission, in particular Mr. Willfam
Lane. The subject property {s classified as an environmental corridor.
Before any development can take place, the subject property must be reclas-
sified. Reclassification can be obtained through proper channels at the
Department of Natural Resourcs.

We then contacted the University of Wisconsin/Department of Planning and
Construction, 1n particular. Mr. Richard Zach. At the present time, the
university sewer system 1in the subject area 1{1s working slightly below
capacity. Mr. Zach stated, that at the present time he could not give the
subject property the right to connect to the university sewer system without a
preliminary land use plan. He also stated that a private user, a property not
owned solely by the University of Wisconsin, would have to connect {into the
MMSD sewer system and could not connect 1into the university system (see
attachment). The solid black border at the bottom corner of the page estab-
lishes the closest MMSD service area. Therefore the subject property could:

a) Extend the sewer line from subject property to MMSD system. This fis
a distance of 3,500 feet and would involve an added cost to the
existing estimate of $100,000. It 1s assumed that this sewer could
be placed within the existing road right-of-way.

b) Request permission in writing from the UW/Department of Planning and
Construction to connect into the existing university system at Eagle
Heights, even though the property 1s considered a private user by
the UW Department of Planning and Construction. According to the
University, this request would run contrary to their existing policy.

Founded in 1900

Madison, Wisconsin 53705-5247 ! 608-233-9706
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Landmark Research, Inc. 10/16/86 Page 2

B. Supplement with an explanation why an easement is required for water
main to be extended to the subject property and over whose land.

Wisconsin Statute Chapter 24 Section 40 determines requirements for
easements. We have obtained a map showing the current property owners (see
attachment). The University of MWisconsin owns all land around the subject
property. The University of Wisconsin/Department of Planning and Construction
in conjunction with the City of Madison Water Utilities owns and operates the
pump station located on Lake Mendota Drive. The easement would be required
for the portion of the line from the pump station to Mendota Drive right-ofway
1ine. An easement for the subject property water line would need to be
obtained from the UW/Department of Planning and Construction.

We hope we have clarified all of your supp'lemenia'l utility needs. Please
contact John Lichtenheld 1f there are any further questions.

Yours very truly,

MEAD & HUNT, INC.

Clark J.“Solowicz 5

CJS:csy

3626H
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APPENDIX C (Continued)

MEAD ano HUNT e

Consulting Engineers

Post Otfice Box 5247
2320 University Avenue Madison, Wisconsin 53705-5247

September 17, 1986

First Wisconsin National Bank of Madison
P.0. Box 7900
Madison, Wisconsin 53703

Attn: Mr. R. Christian Davis
Trust Officer

Subj: Jackson Estate Appraisal
Public Utilities

A preliminary review of a plan for connection of water and sewer utili-
ties has been completed by this office.. This Plan was submitted on behalf of
Jackson Estate Appraisal by Mead and Hunt, Inc., Madison, Wisconsin. Comments
from our review will be presented in this letter. Please see attached drawing.

Water utility connection can be achieved directly south of the property
at the Lake Mendota Drive pump statfon. An eight-inch water line will be con-
nected from the pump station to the southwest corner of Jackson Estate. Thi:
proposed water line will adequately service future development of the Jacksc-
Estate Area. An easement for the property directly to the south of Jackson

Estate and east of Lake Mendota Drive would have to be obtained before con-
struction.

Sanitary sewer connection to the existing University of Wisconsin system,
in Eagle Heights Apartments, is the best alternative based on project cost and
area need. We have submitted two possible connection routes. Route 1 util-
fzes a system within the Jackson Estate property, while Route 2 utilizes both
the Jackson Estate and property directly to the west.

It 1s our opinion that Route 1 would be the best alternative. The con-
nection will consist of a gravity system along the shoreline to service any
property development. A pump station will be located at the northwest corner
of the property to connect the gravity system of Jackson Estate to the univer-
sity system. Temporary easement must be obtained for the portfon of the line
that is not on the Jackson property. Environmental considerations must be
taken into account due to the location and topography of the area. OQur recom-
mendation will increase the flow on the University's sanitary sewer system.
We have contacted MMSD, 1in particular Mr. Gary Sachs, and the loading will not
be enough to warrant change in the University's system. Finally, to develop
this plan, the boathouse facility would have to be demolished as recommended
in our Boathouse Evaluation. Our cost estimate for the construction of this
sewer line and water connection would be about $145,000 which does not take
into account the demolition of the boathouse.

Founded in 1900

608-233-9706
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APPENDIX C (Continued)

Mr. R. Christian Davis
Page two
September 17, 1986

Route 2 connection will consist of a gravity system and pump station ex-
actly the same as Route 1. However, Route 2 will utilize property to the west
of Jackson Estate for the pressure line from the pump station to the Univer-
sity system. Permanent easement would have to be obtained from the property
owner directly to the west of Jackson Estate, or a possible condemnation of
the land may have to be undertaken before start of constructon. As in Route
1, environmental, loading and construction considerations would have to be
taken fnto account. Our cost estimate for the construction of Route 2 sewer
line and water connection would be approximately $135,000 which does not take
into account the demolition of the boathouse and more importantly, the expense
of obtaining a crossing of the property to the west of Jackson Estate. We
therefore, recommend Route 1 as the most viable alternative.

We trust the above evaluation will suit your needs. Please contact us if .

there are any further questions.

Yours very truly,

MEAD AND HUNT, INC.

A. cﬁten%eld, P.E. :
JAL:jJav

142




APPENDIX C (Continued) &/ .4
‘.\.\\ . M2 ..” mmW mm.n ,“
| IFEE L
Ak Ummmfmcﬂ m
THEHOER
. ree85803 1 g
\ TH H FE
AR 1
3 _ v ' m
N . | peoDd
A\ N R

-

el W —

JACKSON ESTATE APPRAISAL
- PUBLIC UTILITIES MAP




APPENDIX C (Continued)

Water Utility

City of
Madison

\

5
\

Gary A. Graham, Manager

November 20, 1986

First Wisconsin National Bank of Madison
P.O. Box 7900
Madison, Wisconsin 53707

ATTENTION: R. Christian Davis
Dear Mr. Davis:

This is in response to your letter, dated October 29, 1986, regarding water
main extensions to serve the Reginald Jackson Estate. The procedure for
extension of water mains to serve this property is as follows:

1) The property owner must submit a written request for water mains
to be extended to serve the property and agreeing to pay the cost
of the extension.

2) The Water Utility will then prepare plans and specifications for
the extension.

3) The Water Utility will introduce a resolution to the Common
Council approving the plans and specifications.

4) The Water Utility will request a water main eésement from the
University of Wisconsin.

The cost of extending the water main to the Southwest corner of this
property will be approximately $17,000. This does not include the cost of
water mains fronting on or within the site, nor the cost of acquiring a
water main easement from the University of Wisconsin.

If you have any further questions on this matter, please call me.

~ Sincerely,

MADISON WATER UTILITY
- <
1P Fdlin

Robert P. Fuller
Assistant Manager

RPF:JRB:sd

623 East Main Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53703
608 266 4651
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APPENDIX D (Continued)

MEAD ano HUNT inc

Consulting Engineers

Post Office Box 5247

2320 University Avenue Madison, Wisconsin 53705-5247 608-233-9706

October 9, 1986

Ms. Jean B. Davis

Landmark Research, Inc.

4610 Univemsity Ave., Suite 105
Madison, WI 53705

Re: Well and Septic Investigation
Jackson Estate

Dear Ms. Davis:

We have completed the work as requested in your letter of September 19,
1986. Our investigation found a well and septic system at each of the
two homes on the property. Each of these systems was investigated by
a well driller and plumber. Their report is attached. In addition,
we had a bacteriological test done at each of the two wells. The re-
sults of that test are also enclosed.

In summary, there are two homes on the property, the more westerly

home being the oldest. The well and septic system on the westerly home
is in the worst shape. The well water is not safe bacteriologically
and its questionable construction indicates that a new well should be
constructed. Likewise, the septic system at this location is of
questionable operation and should be replaced. Soil borings indicate
that the soil should be able to support a septic drainfield.

The easterly home has a well which 1s of unknown construction. However,
the bacteriological test indicates it is safe. We would therefore
suggest that the well could continue to be used in its present condition.
It would appear that a septic drainfield for this home should be con-
structed. Again, soil borings at this location indicate that the soil

can support a standard septic system.

With regard to the locations of the wells and septic systems, in addi-
tion to the enclosed drawings, we have also added them to our base map
drawing enclosed.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Yours truly,

MEAD AND HUNT, INC.
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FARWELL,

3818 Co. Hwy A-B * Madison, Wisconsin 53704 ¢ 608-222-1730

October 3, 1986

RECEIVED
Mead & Hunt, Inc. oCT -6 1986

2320 University Avenue
Madison, Wisconsin 53705
Attn: Arie Dewaal MEAD and HUNT, INC.

RE: SEPTIC & WELL EVALUATION OF PROPERTY
AT 1601 LAKE MENDOTA DRIVE, MADISON, WI

Dear Mr. Dewaal:

At your request we evaluated the well and septic systems at

1601 Lake Mendota Drive, Madison. There are two residences at

this address positioned Troughly east & west in respect to each
other. The 1st residence we will refer to as the west property.

- Please find a drawing enclosed showing relative positions and

dimensions of well and septic locations as best can be determined.

The well on the west property is in a well pit, the pit ap-
pears to be 0l1d but well constructed of poured concrete and in-
cludes a sump with a sump pump installed.. The well is 6" diameter
with unknown depth and casing. The well seal is non-complying split
type and not properly sealed. There is what appears to dbe a rain
water cistern measuring 12' from well, measured to the center of
cistern cover the cistern size is unknown and Wisconsin code calls
for a minimum distance of 10'.from well to cistern. °’

- The following is reference to septic system on the west prop-
erty. There is a concrete cover on the westerly side of house
which appears to be either a septic tank or grease trap. This
container then appears to lead to another concrete cover that
is assumed to be either a septic tank or cesspool. There is a
vent pipe located 8' from the latter cover. The distance from
vent pipe to lake is about 60' measured to the nearest shoreline. .
The distance between the 1st described concrete cover to the well
is 21'. Since the minimum distance between well and septic tank
Or grease trap is 25'. We believe this system to be obsolete and
non-complying with Wisconsin septic code and is of unknown
construction. :
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FARWELL,

3818 Co. Hwy A-B » Madison, Wisconsin 53704 ¢ 608-222-1730

Page 2
(Well & Septic Evaluation)

NOTE: The absence of locking covers on exposed “septic" cover
is also a violation of Wisconsin septic code.

NOTE: Observed water level in septic tank and cesspool appear

to be excessively high, which maybe an indication of complete
septic system failure.

NOTE: - Due to a very small basement area, with extensive crawl space
it could not be determined if the various bathrooms through-
"‘out the house were joined to a central sewer to fragmented
into various disposal methods. -

" NOTE: There are two 4" clay pipes in front yard terminating

several inches above ground level. We could not determine
the purpose for these.

The well on the east property is non-complying with Wisconsin
code as there is a uncased suction line protruding underground.

The well is approximately 3" diameter of unknown construction.

The septic system on the east property as follows. The septic
tank is approximately 25' from house and 32°' to nearest shoreline.
No septic cesspool or disposal field was found. This system is
of unknown construction and would appear to be non-complying due
to the absence of any system vent pipes. Normal water level was
observed in septic tank but absence of required septic tank locking
device is noted. Size of septic tank was also undetermined.

‘ Respectfully Submitted

jl
.~
{.-
Duane C. Farwell
Pump Installer - #2152

Qi

Coyt R. Farwell
Master Plumber - MP 4843

Enclosure(s)- (1)
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APPENDIX D (Continued)

STATE LABORATORY OF HYGIENE—UNIVERSITY OF VISCONEIN
465 Henry Mall, Madisor, Wi 53706

N"IROP.!.'E‘ TAL SCIENTES

(Plaase type or print, using a black p'en:) ' WATER

O (956 5 Pm

Date of Collection: 0 C/—f‘

Month

Day
Collected by: __D.A nare F/’lﬁq.u e ¢

.Year Hour

Owner's Name: UM«M»QL\; o F Luois,

Address: W\ ROIS O

Results

Mal W%//W 4/ nﬁiﬁ‘. R &A

To: PO go,( g}‘f? 93)0 U.W‘I‘;u-
oy MBOSo U CrT09 ] 0 \i’
state LIS
Zip Code
WELL DATA TEST REQUEST

ﬁ,ca. Meyuid T
" Address of Well: 10/ ¢ D

or Other
Well Location: DPFNQ w HODMU

unly TYown or Ciy

WP_S = R Y=
ection Sch n ‘louusmp lhnqe .

Type of Well: Drilled a Driven Point D
bug 0O - Other-

Casing Diametor inches
Casing Depth LK feer
Depth to Water _UK___ feet

Well Depth i ._L feet
Distance to Septic Tank —_______ feet
Distance to Tile Field feet

Date of Well Construction:
Well Constructor's Name and Address:

Please indicate tests desired: remit §4.00 for
each test requested.

Bactenology
o Nitrate

See explanation of lests)
0 Fluondc

on reverse side

Pump Installer's Name and Address;

. SOURCE<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>