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Re: Response of Party Opponent Metropole Condominium Association to the Ao@cant~s 
Pro Forma and Supporting Evidence; BZA Application No. 18638, 1456-1460 Church 
St,NW --

Dear Chairman Jordan and Members of the Board: 

At the May 20th hearing for this Application, the Applicant submitted a ProJected Project Cashflow 
(the "Pro Forma") purporting to compare the expected financial results from the operation of a 37 -untt 
apartment house vs that of an 18-unit apartment house (A copy of the Pro Forma is attached hereto as 
Exhibit A) The Pro Forma concludes that the Applicant will lose money in an 18-untt scenarto and earn a 
very modest profit in the 37-unit scenario The Pro Formats not attributed to any parttcular author, and there 
is no source listed for the numbers m the Pro Forma At the heanng on May 20tli, none of the Applicant's 
witnesses testified as to the source or accuracy of the numbers used m the Pro Forma 

The Metropole Condommium has asserted from the beginning that the desire for such a large amount 
of parking rehefwas merely a functton of the Applicant's preference to provide 37 extremely small rental 
units, rather than provtding the typtcal apartment mtx for the surrounding neighborhood 1 This aspect of the 
proposal - the desire to have so-called rental "micro-untts" - has caused the need for such a htgh degree of 
variance relief. If the Applicant was satisfied to build umts of a size consistent with thts neighborhood, It 
would not need such detrimental vanance rehef 

In an attempt to claim that it had a practical difficulty m providing a smaller number ofuntts than 37 
(1 unit for every 100 square feet ofland), the Applicant provided three pieces of evidence (1) the Pro Forma; 
(2) testimony from a real estate agent, Mtchael Hmes, who clatrned that (i) larger units would have a much 
lower price per square foot, and (ii) it was difficult to market units facing the alley, and (3) testtrnony from a 
commercial broker, Andrew McAllister, who testified that (i) a critical factor m the success of a proJect is to 
"optimiZe the untt mtx" and (ii) an 18-unit project would not be finance-able based solely on the numbers in 
the Pro Forma 2 

1 Whtle the Apphcant ts not reqwred to conform to the typical umt size m the surroundmg netghborhood, It should not complam to 
the BZA of a practical difficulty from a heightened parktng reqmrement of Its own choosmg 
2 These witnesses also testified about subjects for whtch they would not appear to have expertise. For mstance, the real estate agent 
(not an architect) testified that larger umts would have to be m the rear of the buildmg and the commerczal broker testified that 
renters of small umts would not own cars 
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June 3, 2014 
Metropole Response to Pro Forma 

This evidence has been found to be patently false or without foundatlon, and what little is true tends 
to prove the opposite of what the Applicant had hoped. 

The Pro Forma 

The numbers in the Pro Forma are not supportable As noted above, it ts not known who crafted the 
Pro Forma, or from what source the numbers were denved None of the Applicant's witnesses authenticated 
or validated the actual numbers in the Pro Forma. In fact, there was no testimony at all that attempted to 
establish legtttmacy m the Pro Forma. 

In contrast, the Metropole has received two separate reports from highly-credentialed experts, a real 
estate valuation/property tax expert and a licensed appratser, both of which completely discredit the numbers 
in the Pro Forma These reports are attached hereto as Exhibit Band Exhibit C. The conclusiOns of both of 
these experts are that the numbers in the Pro Forma are not legitimate In fact, those numbers life likely 
misrepresented by a great margin, rendenng the Pro Forma meaningless and without any probative value in 
proving a practical difficulty. 

The most obvious misrepresentations are in the Pro Forma's Expense categories, where the total 
operating expenses between the two scenarios are nearly Identical. Even Operations & Maintenance Expense 
is exactly the same under both scenarios, despite the fact that the 37-unit scenario would have twice as many 
tenants, as well as kitchens and bathrooms. In addition to this, the debt load due to capital expenses is 
Identical, as if construction costs would be the same under each scenario, another incredible "assumptlon." 
But most telling error IS the Net Property Taxes, which, as noted in the Mcintosh report, is impossible based 
on the numbers within the Pro Forma itself If the property tax amount is the same under each scenario, then 
the property value IS the same under each scenario 

Which leads to the question: if the value of the butldmg will be the same under either scenario, then 
what practical difficulty is solved by providmg a 37-unit buildmg over an 18-unit building? 

Larger_ Ul!lts and Alley Units 

The Applicant's Witness, Mr. Hines, testified that larger units have a lower per square foot value than 
micro-units and are also difficult to market. In response to this, the Metropole is submitting Exhibit D, which 
IS a flyer from Mr. Hmes's company advertising a 1,006 square foot unit as having the "Highest Price Per Sq 
Ft on Church St" ($814 per sq ft). The fact that a larger unit, over 1,000 square feet, has the "highest price 
per square foot on Church Street" drrectly contradicts the argument that larger units have a much smaller 
pnce per square foot. 

Mr Hines also testified that units facing the alley are difficult to market. In response to this, the 
Metropole submits Exhibit E, an MRIS hsting for an alley-facing condommium (in the Metropole ). This unit 
sold for $816 per square foot in just six days. This was a higher per square foot price than the above example, 
and therefore completely discredits Mr. Hines's second assertion that alley units are difficult to market 3 

3 Mr Hines is not an imparttal Witness Attached as Exhtbtt F Is a flyer noting the Applicant's proJect as one of the "Recent 
Successes by Michael Hmes?" reflecting an obvious connection and mterest m this proJect, and m parttcular m the proVISion of a 
greater number of umts 

2 



June 3, 2014 
Metropole Response to Pro Forma 

Andrew McAlliSter 

Andrew McAllister, m testifying on the feasibility of the 18-unit scenario, relied solely on the 
discredited Pro Forma, leaving that particular testimony completely meaningless. Mr McAllister also 
testified that a critical factor m a project's success IS to "optimize the urut mix." It would appear that a 
building full of tiny rental units is not typical of an optimal unit "mix." Please see Exhibit G attached hereto, 
showing recent condo sales activity in the Immediate area. These sales are almost all well over 1,000 square 
feet, apparently more representative of the optimum mix that has led to such great success on Church Street 
and the immediately surrounding area. 

Summary 

The evidence attached hereto shows conclusively that the Applicant's attempt to make a practical 
difficulty argument was based on incorrect data. The Pro Forma h~s no baSis in fact, and has been flatly 
discredited by Metropole's mdependent experts. The testimony of Mr. Hines has been shown to be incorrect 
and potentially biased, and the testimony of Mr. McAllister is irrelevant, as it was based solely on the 
discredited Pro Forma 

The Special Exception Request 

Regarding the Apphcant's late special exception request, it Is a specific requirement of such special 
exception relief that the Board grant "only the amount of relief needed to alleviate the difficulty proved " The 
Applicant has failed to prove this point, under the same rationale put forth above. In fact, this special 
exception requirement bnngs into greater focus that the degree of parkmg relief required (whether by 
vanance or special exception) is a critical aspect of this case The Applicant is claimmg that it must have 
parking relief of 19 spaces (it claims to provide four spaces, but none are available to actual residents of the 
building) in order to alleviate its supposed practical difficulty The Applicant has not made any such 
showing.4 In fact, the discredited Pro Forma and other discredited testimony, along with the exhibits attached 
hereto, prove the opposite - that the "amount of relief needed to alleviate the difficulty'' is some amount far 
less than what the Applicant is proposmg 

For the reasons stated above and earlier in this case, the Metropole respectfully requests that the 
Application be demed. 

Enclosures 
cc: Carolyn Brown, Esq., for the Applicant 

Office of Planning, Stephen Gyor 
ANC2F 

Smcerely, 

~?_(~ 
Martin P Sullivan 

4 And proposed nntigatlon measures do not mitigate Acqwnng parkmg spaces m other locations simply takes those parkmg spaces 
away from the neighborhood, and rt has not beel! shown that RPP restrictions are erther enforceable or a disincentive to car 
ownership 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on June 3, 2014, a copy of the attached Response to Pro Forma was 

delivered via electromc mail to the following: 

Counsel for Applicant. 
Carolyn Brown, Esq. 

Holland & Knight LLP 
Carolyn.brown@hk.laY.< com 

Stephen Gyor 

D C Office of Planning 
Stephen.gyor@dc gov 

ANC2F 

Anc2F@staroower net 

Martm P. Sullivan 
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PROJECTED PROJECT CASHFLOW 
37 Studio Units vs. Alternate 18-unit Configuration (ten 2-BR and 8 Studios) 

REVENUE 37 Units 18 Units 

Apartment Rent $736,044 $580,500 

Vacancy 10.00% $73,604 $58,050 
TOTAL REVENUE $662,440 $522,450 

EXPENSES 
• 

Operations & Maintenance ($172,050) ($1 72,050) 
Property Management Fees ($66,244) ($52,245) 
Administrative Fees ($11,015) ($11,01 5) 
Net Property Taxes ($34,000) {$34,000) 
TOTAL EXPENSES ($283,309) ($269,310) 

INET OPERATING INCOME $379,130 $253,140 

DEBT, CAPITAL EXPENSE 
Permant Debt Service (8M at 4.5%) ($255,740) {$255,740) 
TOTAL DEBT, CAPEX & LIQUIDITY EVENTS 

(cASHFLOW ON APPLICANT'S EQUITY INVESTMENT $123,390 ($2,601) 
6.15% <0% 
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Exhibit A 



37 Unit Revenue 

UNIT PRICING SOFT RENT TOTAL 
1 Garden Studio 289 $1,156 $1,156 
2 Garden Studio 289 $1,156 $2,312 
3 1st Floor 1 Bed 448 $2,240 $4,552 
4 1st Floor Studio 376 $1,880 $6,432 
5 1st Floor Studio 333 $1,665 $8,097 
6 2nd Floor Studio 377 $1 ,885 $9,982 
7 2nd Floor Studio 288 $1,440 $11,422 
8 2nd Floor Studio 334 $1,670 $13,092 
9 2nd Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $14,612 

10 2nd Floor Studio 279 $1,395 $16,007 
11 2nd Floor Studio 304 $1,520 $17,527 
12 3rd Floor Studio 377 $1 ,885 $19,412 
13 3rd Floor Studio 288 $1,440 $20,852 
14 3rd Floor Studio 334 $1 ,670 $22,522 
15 3rd Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $24,042 
16 3rd Floor Studio 279 $1,395 $25,437 
17 3rd Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $26,957 
18 4th Floor 1 Bed 507 $2,535 $29,492 
19 4th Floor Studio 304 $1,520 $31,012 
20 4th Floor Studio 279 $1,395 $32,407 
21 4th Floor Studio 304 $1,520 $33.927 
22 5th Floor 1 Bed 460 $2,300 $36,227 
23 5th Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $37,747 
24 5th Floor Studio 279 $1 ,395 $39,142 
25 5th Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $40,662 
26 6th Floor 1 Bed 507 $2,535 $43,197 
27 6th Floor Studio 304 $1,520 $44,717 
28 6th Floor Studio 279 $1 ,395 $46,112 
29 6th Floor Studio 304 $1,520 $47,632 
30 7th Floor 1 Bed 460 $2,300 $49,932 
31 7th Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $51,452 
32 7th Floor Studio 279 $1 ,395 $52,847 
33 7th Floor Studio 304 $1,520 $54,367 
34 8th Floor 1 Bed 507 $2,535 $56,902 
35 8th Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $58,422 
36 8th Floor Studio 279 $1 ,395 $59,817 
37 8th Floor Studio 304 $1 ,520 $61,337 

12687 
Basement Rental PSF $4 
Other Units Rental PSF $5 



Revenue Using Larger 2 bedroom rear units 
UNIT PRICING SQFT RENT TOTAL 

1 Garden 2 bedroom 580 $1 ,800 $1 ,800 
2 1st Floor F Studio 350 $1 ,750 $3,550 
3 1st Floor F Studio 448 $2,240 $5,790 
4 1st Floor R Studio 376 $1 ,880 $7,670 
5 2nd Floor R 2 bedroom 885 $3,100 $10,770 
6 2nd Floor F 2 bedroom 1000 $3,300 $14,070 
7 3rd Floor R 2 bedroom 885 $3,100 $17,170 
8 3rd Floor F 2 bedroom 1000 $3,300 $20,470 
94th Floor R 2 bedroom 885 $3,100 $23,570 

1 0 4th Floor F Studio 507 $2,535 $26,105 
11 5th Floor R 2 bedroom 885 $3,100 $29,205 
12 5th Floor F Studio 507 $2,535 $31.740 
13 6th Floor R 2 bedroom 885 $3,100 $34,840 

14 6th Floor F Studio 500 $2,500 $37,340 
15 7th Floor R 2 bedroom 885 $3,100 $40,440 
16 7th Floor F Studio 460 $2,300 $42,740 
17 8th Floor R 2 bedroom 885 $3,100 $45,840 
18 8th Floor F Studio 507 $2,535 $48.375 



Mcintosh & Associates, LLC 

June 2, 2014 

By E-mail Submission 

Lloyd Jordan, Chairman 
Board of Zoning Adjustment 
441 4111 Street, NW, Suite 200S 
Washington, DC 20001 
bzasu bmissions(a)dc. gov 

W#I'W.mcinto~htadle.t'm 
1~30 3ist Sl:eet. N'N, 2!ld P.<OO< 
Vias.~mgtlfl DC 2000 7 UMe<l Sl.ttes of Amt11ta 
Pt.ont: 202.510.9735 Fe~ :102·31&64Sil 

Re: Opinion on Applicant's Projected Cash Flow; BZA Application No. 18638. 145§-
1480 Church St. NW 

My name is Keith Mcintosh. I have over 20 years experience in real estate valuation and 
taxation in the District of Columbia, as noted on the attached biography. I have reviewed the 
Applicant's Project Cash Flow (the "Projection") submitted at the hearing on May 20th. 

The bottom line on this Projection is that the 37-unit scenario is likely to cost more to 
build than the 18-unit scenario, so I do not believe we have an apples to apples comparison. You 
would have to almost double the costs on kitchens, bathrooms, HV AC, electrical and plumbing, 
etc. Also, assessments for apartment buildings are based on the income approach to value, 
therefore the 37 units would have a higher value than the 18 units and therefore higher taxes (the 
Projection has the property tax (along with most other expenses) exactly the same amount under 
the two scenarios). 

For these reasons, I conclude that the property tax expense amount is clearly not accurate 
(for one or the other scenario), and several other of the expense amounts are highly questionable. 

Sincerely, 

c.;:.#?C-:-~ 

Keith Mcintosh 

Exhibit B 



Kei th Mcintosh 
Principal 

Keith@Mclntoshtaxllc.com 
T. 202.510.9732 
F. 202.318.6450 

CLIENTS ~.EPRSSENTEO 

• United States Postal 
Service/CBRE 

• UrbanAmerica 
• Rubicon American Trust 
• Maniot Hotels 
• Brookfield Properties 

• Kaiser Permanente 
• . Volkswagen 
• Chubb Insurance 

• Safeway 
• J.P. Morgan 
• Black Entertainment Television 

• Dex Media 
• lntelsat 
• Sovereign Bank 

• TIAA 
• Bernstein Companies 

• Microsoft 

Keith Mcintosh brings over 20 years of experience specializing in real estate tax 
consulting on behalf of commercial property investors, owners, developers and 

occupants. The scope of his tax appeal work extends to jurisdictions throughout the 
United States and has generated over Billions in real estate assessment reductions. 

In October 2008, Mr. Mcintosh went into private practice, where he launched 

Mcintosh &Associates, LLC, a Real Estate Tax Consulting Firm. Mcintosh & 
Associates specializes in tax assessment appeals, review of income and expense 
filings, personal property tax filings, business compliance analysis, due diligence for 

potential acquisitions, tax credits and technology to support these accountabilities 

Prior to launching Mcintosh & Associates, LLC, Mr. Mcintosh led the National Real 

Estate Tax Consulting Group at CB Richard Ellis (CBRE). At CBRE, Mr. Mcintosh 
delivered substantial results to CBRE's clients, saving over $6 M in the first year of 

this relationship. 

Prior to joining CBRE, Mr. Mcintosh focused on building his practice initially with 

PriceWaterHouseCoopers where he led a team of seven professionals. Ear1y in his 
career, Mr. Mcintosh was a principal partner in Property Tax Specialists, a firm later 
acquired by Coopers & Lybrand, LLP. 

In addition to real estate tax expertise, Mr. Mcintosh has developed various 
properties in the Washington, DC market including the $40 Million-200,000 square 

foot mixed-use Trvoli Square redevelopment. 

SIGNtfiiCANT ACHIEVEMENTS 

0 Achieved a 95% success rate in finalized savings versus projected savings 
during 2006. 

D Saved clients millions in taxes. 

0 Received the 2005 Washington Business Journal Deal of the year for Tivoli 
Square. 

CREDENTIALS 

EDUCATION 
0 American University, Bachelor of Arts, Economics, 1991 

0 Institute for Professionals in Taxation 
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1401 CHURCH ST NW #220, WASHINGTON, DC 20005-2046 
List Price: $819,000 Own: Condo, Sale Total Taxes: $4,868 
Cont Data: 15-Apr-2014 Close Date: Close Price: 
Adv. Sub: LOGAN CIRCLE ADC Map: 0 
'fYpe: Mid-Rise 5-8 Floor Style: Contemporary Acre: 
Model: #Lvls: 1 #Fols: 0 Yr Bit: 2005 
BR: 2 FB: 2 HB: 0 Basement: No 
Heat/Cooi/Wtr/Swr: Forced Air/Natural Gas/Central NC/Eiectric/Public/Public Sewer 
Park: Garage # GarfCpt/Assgn: 1// 
Const: Brick 
View Accessibility: Body of Watar: 
Listing Co: TIR Sotheby's International Realty Llsl Date: 09-Apr-2014 

Page 1 of 1 
02-Jun-2014 

MLS#: DC8314068 
Status: CNTG/NO KO 

GrRent: 
HOA: C/C:480.36 
Tax Living Area: 1,006 

DOMMIDOMP: 6/6 

Internet Remarks: This spacious two bedroom. two bathroom loft with garage par1<ing is located at the epicenter of 14th St shopping and 
restaurants. Unique amenities include 11' ceilings, bamboo wood floors throughout, gourmet kitchen with gas cooking, oversized piclure 
windows and 2 Juliet balconies overlooking Church St. The condo also features an abundance of storage with a stellar community roof deck 
Directions: Turn onto Church St NW from 14th St NW. Enter through the secondary entrance midway down the block bn the right hand side. 

Jl g \ ~ ,ou 0 
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151515TH ST NW1202, WASHINGTON, DC 2000&.1859 
List Price: $499,555 Own: Condo, Sale 
Cont Oat.: 30-Apr-2014 Close Date: 12-May-2014 
Adv. Sub: LOGAN CIRCLE 
Type: Mid-Rise 5-8 Roor Style: Contemporary 
Model: I Lvls: 2 IFDis: 0 
BR: 1 FB: 1 HB: 1 BaHment No 

Total Tun: $3,400 
Close Price: $540,000 
ADCMap: OOO 
Acre: 
Yr Bit: 2008 

HeatJCooi/Wtrtswr: Heat Pump(s)IEiectridCentral AJCIEiectric/Public/Pub~c Sewer 
Partt: Garage I GariCpt/Aaagn: 11/ 
Const: Brick 
View Accessibility: Body of Wat&r: 
Listing Co: Coldwell Banker Residential Brokerage List Date: 24-Apr-2014 

Page 1 of 1 
02-Jun-2014 

MlSI: DC8328398 
Status: SOLD 
Subsidy $0 
GrRent 
HOA: C/C:407 91 
Tax Living Area: 666 

OOMMIDOMP: 7/7 

lnt.met Remartta: Unabashedly modem luxury at the highly sought-after Metropole Across from Whole Foods and walking distance to the best 

restaurants in DC, this 2-level beauty boasts designer finishes at every tum Main level features wall of tloor-to-cathedral-<:eiling windows and 
integrated kitchen with high end stainless appls. Loft-style bedroom, private balcony, in-home WID. Garage pkg included. Courtyard 

Directions: 15th ST NW between Church St NW and P St NW. Above VIda Gym and Bang Salon. 

Exhibit E 



Uvlng Room Living Room 

living Room Living Room 

Dining Room Interior (General) 



Interior (General) Exterior (Rear) 

Community Community 

Interior (General) 



M1chae1 Hmes represented both the seller and buyer 1921-192914th 
Street & 1351 Wallach P!ace, NW, wtuch sold the first week of March for 
$7.700.000 This 56 unit bu:ld1ng called 'Eiys;urn Fourteen' is scheculed 
to break ground on Juiy 1st. 2014. The 'Elysium· brand represents a new 
i1ne of !uxury properties developed by Mad,sonlnvestme?"lts. 

MICHAEL HINES 

m1•:r;:;.;-i t1;rw:, ·' .• otrtebys•eait.y <Y'1 

l.?.OG ; )tl: ;:.tl E:.·:: NW 
\f!a ·-rHngt')r, [':C ('· ~0:)7 

M!Cil2•e! Htn~::: 0 sale'.> 
assc•CI<:ttt.' w;th rrr-~ s,:> tl~eb·{: 

1ntHnat!<"Jn,11 Re::~lty h a:> rn<:Kie 
DC' his home fr.r tho:- past 14 

years Vott::li by Washmgt~.11"!<H'1 
l'>lagazH ,e ::ts :me- the areas 

bnghtest young entrepreneurs . i'..'1tciYlCI ha~, become 
on•:: •:Jf tr1o:: most sue( essful re31 csta tt- agents tn 
W~3Si1tngton. se!Jir1g (IVt:.t $100 rndl on in rea! estate 
as weli as t;ecomtng one of lt1e top prodtKtng ilstmg 
agt' l1ts ,)f C<>ndornHiturn fH\:du .. J •n L.•)g-.·n Circh"!. 
A highiy eng.3ged (;o;n ;nuntty y_t IVI~·t \.11< hael ha 3 

work~(:i clos(:>!y w1th (W rent anl1 f~,·yn1er c1ty off1•: ,als 
<•rd leaders. provtd!rl6 h!rn 'N i til 3 d•:ep Kf)I)'.·Jiedge r;f 

re(.il e:s~;:lte development ::J.~t1v1ty n ihe ctt:>' 

TTR Sothehy's 
INTERNATIONAL REALTY 

1460 Church Street 

Nestled w.thtn one of DC's most sought after streets. 1460 Church 
Street unlql:ely combmes three h1stor:c townhouses wtth a stunn1ng. 
glassy 8·story ad<M<on. The structure will hou!>e 37 upscale m1cro un•ts 
in ttte heart of the v1brant 14th Street Ccrndor. 

FASRT nRSr russ 
U.S PO.~TAGE PAID 

ZiP CODE 76161 
PERM·T NO 41~5 

II•· ·•1'•·'11· h ltd ·1'•·'·'·11· h·lllll II,,,,,, h u•,·ll'·l··lll 

CURRENT RESIDENT 
151515TH ST NW 

WASHINGTON DC 20005-1862 
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2013 CONDO SALES ACTIVITY WASHINGTON 
FINE PROPERTIES. LLC 

ADDRESS BR 'BA LVLS DOM · SQ FT PRICEtSQ FT LIST PRICE CLOSE PRICE 

' 

ISIS 15th Street NW #607 3/3 2 58 2i27 $893 $ 1.895,000 $1 .900.000 
1-413 P Street NW #202 212.5 I 18 1863 $9 10 $ 1,-499,999 $1.695,000 
1413 P Street NW #603 212 2 2 1384 $1 .120 $ 1.499.900 $1.550.000 
I 5 17 Church Street NW #C 3/3 2 13 1901 $800 $1,475,000 $1,520,000 
14+4 Church Street NW #705 212 2 5 1900 $797 $ 1,470.000 $ 1.515.000 
1-401 Church Street NW #521 3/2 2 13 131-4 $1.058 $1.399,900 $1.390,000 
I 5 I 5 15th Street NW #705 2/2 2 119 1493 $871 $ 1,399,000 $1,300.000 
1935 12th Street NW #2 3/3 3 68 2165 $637 $1.395,900 $1.380.000 
1410 S Street NW #2 3/3.5 2 30 1844 $705 $1.345.000 $1,300.000 
1-413 P Street NW #403 212 0 1155 $1 .1 26 $ 1,300.000 $1,300,000 
1908VermontAvenue NW 3/2.5 3 0 2576 $425 $ 1.275.900 $1.09-4.282 
1-450 Church Street NW #603 212.5 2 61 1561 $762 $1.220,000 $ 1.190.000 
I 735 john.son Avenue NW #H 3/2.5 2 0 1537 $742 $1 ,1 99,999 $1 ,140.000 
1210 R Street NW>'t309 ) /3 2 0 1756 $683 $1 ,1 99,000 $ 1.199.000 
I -40 I Church Street NW #507 212 2 89 1043 $ 1.079 $ 1,175.000 $1 .125,000 
1335 R Street NW #I 3/3 2 2 1657 $709 $1.175.000 $1 .175,000 
1900VermontAvenue NW 3/2.5 3 27 244 1 $440 $1 ,1 59.900 $1 ,073.465 
ISIS 15th StTeet NW #704 1/1 5 2 10 1201 $958 $1 ,149.000 $1 .150,000 
1904 Vermont Avenue NW 3/2.5 3 53 2297 $452 $1 .120.900 $1 .037,647 
1902 Vermont Avenue NW #8 3/2.5 3 0 2297 $452 $1 ,089.900 $1.038.710 
1220 I I th Street NW #4 312.5 2 3 22-45 $430 $ 1.059.000 $965.000 
163-4 1-4th Street NW #703 212.5 2 0 1400 $733 $1,050,000 $1 .026.660 
163-4 14th Street NW #602 212.5 2 0 1<100 $750 $1,049.900 $1,050,000 
1013T Street NW #8 212.5 2 75 1761 $520 $998,000 $915,000 
ISIS 15th Street NW #2 16 212.5 2 79 1417 $702 $995.000 $995.000 
I Logan Ctrde NW #7 212 2 5 1500 s6n $995,000 $1,015,000 
1908Vermonc Avenue NW #A 3/2.5 3 41 2212 $428 $965,900 $947.815 
1900VermontAvenue NW 312.5 3 27 2146 $445 $950,900 $954.105 
180 I 13th StTeet NW #3 3/3 3 22 1068 $890 $950,000 $950,000 
I Logan Ctrcle NW #8 212 5 1213 $782 $949.000 $949.000 
1439 S Street NW #2 3/2 2 19 1383 $679 $939,000 $939.000 
1531 P Strut NW #8 2/2 2 0 1432 $642 $920.000 $920,000 
1210 R Street NW #316 2/2.5 2 2 1611 $568 $899.500 $915.000 
1401 Church Street NW #522 1/2 2 50 932 $950 $899,000 $885,000 
27 logan Ctrcle NW #3 312.5 2 I <I 1-488 $581 $899.000 $865.000 
1904VermontAvenue NW 3/2.5 3 53 2065 $437 $895.000 $902.440 
1410 S Street NW #I 212.5 I 30 1844 $458 $895,000 $845.000 
1902VermontAvenue NW #A 3/2.5 3 10 2065 $425 $875,900 $878,370 
1-401 Q Street NW #201 3/2 2 81 1372 $630 $875.000 $865.000 
1400 Church Street NW #204 212 I 5 1153 $750 $864.900 $865.000 
1400 Church Street NW #201 212 I 92 1187 $716 $849.900 $850,000 
1210 R Street NW #312 212.5 2 6 1583 $580 $849.555 $918.000 
1324 1-4th Street NW #3 2/2 2 7 1248 $729 $849.000 $910.000 
1300 13th Street NW #40 I 212 I 18 1-482 $566 $849.000 $839,000 
1701 13th Street NW #2 212.5 2 7 1301 $694 $845.000 $902.500 
I <O I R Street NW #Ptl·6 Ill I 98 930 $903 $839.900 $839.900 
1-401 Q Street NW #504 212 I 62 1170 $706 $839.900 $826.000 
1350 S Street NW 412 .. 374 1692 $358 $799,900 $605.000 
1406 Co.-coran Street NW #t 2/2 2 10 1047 $789 $799,000 $826.170 
1325 13th Street NW #S 312.5 3 21 1467 $537 $799,000 $787,500 
1741 johnson Avenue NW #306 212 2 6 11 42 $724 $799.000 $827,000 
17-fl Johnson Avenue NW #301 212 2 Sot 1108 $719 $797.200 $797.200 
1709 13th StTeet NW #2 212.5 2 5 1137 $7 13 $795.000 $8 11.000 
1300 13th Street NW #502 213 I 5 1331 $605 $789.495 $805,000 
1324 lofth Street NW #3 112 2 0 12-48 $637 $779,900 $79of.of33 
ISIS lith Street NW #2-4 212.5 3 19 1374 $568 $775.950 $780.000 
l of26 Rhode Island Avenue NW #A 213.5 .. -15 1590 $of72 $775,000 $750,000 
1355 Riggs Street NW 311.5 3 3 1650 $3of2 $750.000 $565.000 
ISIS l ith Stroct NW #2-3 212.5 3 109 1339 $538 $750.000 $720,000 

Exhibit G 1502 I Oth Street NW #2 212.5 2 10 1285 $58-4 $749.900 $750.000 
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SALE DATE 
4/23/13 
8/27/13 
5/23/13 
9/27/13 
8/14/13 
9/26/13 
10/25/13 
2127/14 
2/14/14 

10/30/13 

217/14 
1/27114 
12/6/13 
3/29113 
8/27/13 
11/25/13 
2/28/13 
2/27113 
11/22113 
6/21/13 
10/8113 
8/6/13 

12/20/13 
10/11/13 
8/30/13 
2/7/14 

10/13/13 
4/15/13 
12113/13 
12/20/l3 
12/16/13 
7/3/13 
3/4/14 
1/10113 
7/1/13 

8/6/13 
ll/221i3 
5/17/13 
2125/13 
8/30/13 

• u nder Contract 

ADDRESS 
1413 P ST NW 1302 
1413 PST NW 1202 
1413 P ST NW 1603 
1444 CHURCH ST NW 1705 
1413 PST NW 1403 
I SIS 15TH ST NW 1705 
I SIS 15TH ST NW 1704 
1401 CHURCH ST NW 1519 
1401 Q ST NW 1203 
ISIS 15TH ST NW 1216 

1450 CHURCH ST NW 1602 
1440 CHURCH ST NW 1609 
1401 CHURCH ST NW 1522 
1400 CHURCH ST NW 1204 
1401 Q ST NW 1201 
1400 CHURCH ST NW 1201 
1401 Q ST NW 1504 
1440 CHURCH ST NW 1402 
1440 CHURCH ST NW 1101 
1450 CHURCH ST NW 1303 
1450 CHURCH ST NW 1503 
1444 CHURCH ST NW 1201 
1450 CHURCH ST NW 1201 
1400 CHURCH ST NW 1203 
ISIS 15TH ST NW 1214 
1401 CHURCH ST NW 1414 
1401 Q ST NW 1501 
1401 CHURCH ST NW 1322 
ISIS 15TH ST NW 1228 
1450 CHURCH ST NW 1304 
1529 14TH ST NW 1603 
ISIS 15TH ST NW 1220 
1450 CHURCH ST NW I C -01 
1529 !<4TH ST NW 1402 
I SIS 15TH ST NW 1406 

1450 CHURCH ST NW 1102 
ISIS 15TH ST NW 1203 
1444 CHURCH ST NW 1103 
1401 CHURCH ST NW 1323 
1445 CHURCH STNW 11 

BRJBA 
3 13 
2 13 
2 12 
212 
212 
212 
1 12 
112 
213 
2 13 

213 
212 
112 
212 
312 
212 
212 
21 2 
2 12 
212 
2 12 
2 12 
2 12 
212 
112 
111 
111 
112 
211 
212 
212 
112 
2 12 
112 
112 

112 
112 
111 
111 
111 

LIST PRICE 
$1.799,900 
$1.499,999 
$1.499.900 
$1.470.000 
$1.300.000 
$1.399.000 
$1.149.000 
$1.050.000 
$919.000 
$995.000 

$975.000 
$919.900 
$899.000 
$864.900 
$875,000 
$849.900 
$839.900 
$674,000 
$729.000 
$615.000 
$719.000 
$699.000 
$699.000 
$669.000 
$649.900 
$650.000 
$639.900 
$625.000 
$599.900 
$649.000 
$619.000 
$550.000 
$560.000 
$528.555 
$499.900 

$529.000 
$499.000 
$442.000 
$435.000 
$435.000 

SOLD PRICE 
$1.799:900* 
$1,695.000 
$1.550.000 
$1.515.000 
$1,300,000 
$1.300.000 
$1.1_?0.000 
$1.015.000 
$1.000.000 
$995.000 

$938.908 
$910.000 
$885.000 
$865.000 
$865.000 
$850.000 
$826.000 
sns.ooo 
$729.000 
sno.ooo 
sno.ooo 
$707.1n 

$699.000 
$662.500 
$635.000 
$632,000 
$630,000 
$625,000 
$625.000 
$625,000 
$622.500 
$550.000 
$550.000 
$525.000 
$520.000 

$520,000 
$499.000 
$442.000 
$435.000 
$435.000 

Based on .nformatlon obtained from Metropolitan Regional Information Systems. Inc (MRIS). 



WILLIAM S. WISE, INC. 
Real Estate Appraisers & Consultants 
P.O.Box 2005, Fredenck, Maryland 21702 Wash, Metro (301)846-0140 

June 3, 2014 

Sull1van & Barros, LLP 
1990 M Street, NW 
Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20036 

Attenb.on: Mr. Mart1n P. Su1hvan 

R.e: A Consultab.on Pertauung to 
Data Prov1ded 1n the RoseBusch Pro Forma of May, 2014 
For 1456-1460 Church Street, NW, Washington, DC 20005 
SSL# 0209 0065, 0209 0066 and 0209 0067 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 
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In accordance w1th your request, we subm1t our consultation report which 
perta1ns to the data you provided to us 1D the RoseBusch Pro Forma of May, 
2014, a copy of wh1ch .J.S contained 1D th.J.s letter' s Addenda. Tlu.s letter 1s 
not to be represented as a real property appra.~.sal. Rather, these consultants 
rev~ewed the information provided 1D the aforement1oned Pro Forma and analyzed 
1t 1n order to determine i.f the data prov1ded was market supported. Th1s 
consultat1on 1s intended to comply with the report1ng requ1remen~s set forth 
under tbe Uniform Standards o£ Pro£ess.1.onal. Appraisal Practice As such, 1t 
presents only discussions of the data, reason1ng and analyses that were used 
to rev1ew the Pro Forma. Supporting documentab.on concern1.11g the data, 
reaso~1ng, and analyses 1s reta.J.ned 1n the analyst's f1le. The depth of 
discussion co~ta~ned 1n th1s report 1s speC.J.f1c to the needs of the client and 
for the intende4 use stated w1thin this letter of tra.nsDU.tta1. 'l'he c11ents of 
this repo~t are Mr Martin P Sullivan and his des1qnees who are 1nvolved w1th 
the subject property. These 1nd1viduals also are the users of th1s 
consultation. The consultants are not respons.J.ble for unauthor1zed use of this 
report or use of th1s report by anyone other than those users st1pulated 
herein. 

The purpose of this report 1s to rev1ew the income and expense data provided 
1n the Pro For.ma for two development scenar1os under cons1derat1on for a 
proposed rental apartment bu1ld1ng located at 1456-1460 Church $treet, NW, 
Washington, DC 20005. The funct1on of th1s report 1s to prov1de an op1n16n as 
to whether the 1ncome and expense data in the Pro Forma 1s supported by market 
derived .~.ncome and expense data. Th1s report does n~t prov1de an estimate of 
value. It is antic1pated that our consultab.on report may be ub.l1zed 1n legal 
negotiat1ons between the owners of subJect property and the Metropole 
Condom1n1Um& Home Owners Assoc1at1on (BOA) and/or these parties' 
representat1ves. The letter of engagement and instruct1ons are included 1n the 
Addenda. 
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WILLIAM S. WISE, INC. 

We disc1ose that these consu1tants have not performed any fo~ of appraisa1 
services, as an appra1ser or in any other capac1ty, regard1ng the subJeCt of 
the work under review w1th1n the three year per1od 1mmediate1y preceding 
acceptance of th1s ass1qnment. 

These consu1tants were prov1ded w1th the May, 2014 RoseBusch Pro J!'o~ 
compar1ng the two potent1a1 deve1opment scenarios One perta1ns to a 37 studio 
and one-bedroom execut1ve su1te rental. proJect and the other 1s an 18 un1t 
deve1opment conta1n1ng 10 two bedroom un1ts and 8 studio units This Pro Fo~ 
1s cop1ed and 1nc1uded 1n the Addenda. After reviewing market 1ncome and 
expense data and comparing our f1nd1ngs w1th the Pro Fo~, we have reported 
our f1nd1ngs 1n th1s consu1tat1on 1etter. 

The scope of th1s consu1tat1on is defined as the process uti1ized 1n the 
co11echng, conf1~ng, and reporhng of data In order to ana1yze the data 1n 
the Pro Fo~ we researched 1ncome and expense data of the resident1a1 renta1 
market of Northwest Wash1ngton DC. In securing data we uti11zed 1nformat1on 
and 1eads provided by area deve1opers, rea1 estate brokers, MRIS Informahon 
System, LoopNet, Re1s Reports and CoStar Comparab1es Data was ver1f1ed w1th 
a party know1edgeab1e of the 1nformation where possib1e. ~rtant 

1nfo~t-1on 1s conta1ned in the preface of this report. Your attent1on is 
d1rected to the Certification and Assumpt:ions and Limibng Conchtions 1n the 
preface to this report. We were not granted access to the 1nter1or of the 
SubJect UDprovements due but d1d view their exterior The anal.ys1s, opiluons 
and conc1us1ons were deve1oped and the report was prepared 1n accordance w1th 
and 1s subJect to the requ1rements of the Unifo~ Standards of Profess1onal. 
Appraisa1 Pract1ce as adopted by the Appraisa1 Insh tute. Al.1 porhons of the 
1etter are UDportant and the ent1re letter should be read for a fu11 
understanding of the ana1ys1s and value conclus1on. Th1s transmittal. 1etter 
and cert1fication of appraisa1 precede the consu1tahon report, further 
describing the subJect property and containing the reason1ng and pertinent 
data 1eading to the conc1us1ons cited here. 

S1ncerely, 



Wl:~IAM S. Wl:SE, IHC. 

CERTIFICATION 

The unders1gned hereby certifies, to the best of their belief and la)owledqe 
that· 

1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

2 The reported analyses, op1n1ons and conclus1ons are l~ted only by the 
reported assumpt1ons and l1m1t1ng conditions and are our personal, 
impart1al, and unb1ased profess1onal analyses, op1nions and conclusions 

3. We have no present or prospect1ve interest 1n the property that is the 
SubJect of th1s report, and we have no personal interest w1th respect to 
the part1es involved 

4. We have no bias with respect to the property that 1s the subJect of th1s 
report or to the part1es 1nvolved w1th th1s ass1gnment. 

S. Our engagement in this assignment was not cont1ngent upon develop1ng or 
report1ng predetermined re~ult~. 

6. Our compensat1on for complet1ng th1s ass1gnment 1s not contLngent upon 
the development or report1ng of a predete:i:ml.ned result, concl.usion or 
the occurrence of a subsequent event d1rectly rel.ated to the 1Dtended 
use of th1s report that favors the cause of the cl.1ent. 

7. Our anal.yses, op1n1ons and conclus1ons were developed, and th1s report 
has been prepared in conformity with the Uniform Standards of 
Professio~ Pract~ce. 

8 Th1s report has been prepared in conform,;~. ty w1 th the rules and 
regulations of the D1strict of Columb1a. 

9. We made an exter1or 1DSp8Ct1on only of the property that 1s the SubJect 
of th1s report. 

10 No one prov1ded signif1cant real property consultation assistance to the 
persons s1gn1ng this certificat1on. 

11. Robert J. Rob1doux certifies that to the best of my knowledqe and 
bel.1ef, the reported analyses, op1n1ons and concl.us1ons were developed, 
and th1s report has been prepared in conformity w1th the requirements of 
the Code of Profess1onal Eth1cs and the Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Pract1ce of the Appraisal Inst1tute of wh1ch I am a ~er 

12. Robert J. Rob1doux certif1es that the use of th1s report l.S subject to 
the requ1rements of the Appra1~al Inst1tute rel.at1ng to rev1ew by its 
duly authorized representatives. 

13. As of the date of this report, I, Robert J Rob1doux, have completed the 
requirements of the cont1nU1ng educat1on program of th~ Appra1sal 
Institute. 
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14. At least one of the signers of th1s appra1sal 1s l1censed/cert1f1ed 1n 
the JUr1sd1ct1on of the subject property as 1nd1cated by seal or 
reference to l1cense number. 

15. We performed this consultation by (1) personally 1nspect1ng the exter1or 
of the subJect property and exter1or of the ne1ghborhood; (2) we 
rev1ewed the RoseBusch Pro Forma of May, 2014 as well as the Distr1ct 
BZA Case 18638; (2) we collected, conf1rmed and analyzed the market 
1ncome and expense data and compared it the RoseBusch Pro Forma of May, 
2014; and (3) we reported the results of our conclus1ons pertaining to 
the Pro Forma's data 1n th1s report. 

16 We have researched and an~lyzed comparable residential rents and income 
and expense data found 1n the market area and have reported the 
conclus1ons of our analys1s in this report We further cert1£y that 
adequate comparable market data exists in the general market area to 
develop a consu~tat1on conclusion perta1n1ng to the aforement1oned Pro 
Forma. 

17. We have taken 1nto cons1deration factors that have an 1mpact on 1ncome 
and expense for res1dential rental apartments 1n order to come to a 
conclus1on given the scope of this report We have not knowingly 
withheld any sign1ficant information from th1s consultat1on and we 
bel1~ve, to the best of our know~edge, that all statements and 
1nformation in th1s report are true and correct. 

18. We d1sclose that these analysts have not performed any form of appraisal 
or analysis services, as an appra1ser or 1n any other capac1 ty, 
regarding the subject of the work under rev1ew w1th1n the three year 
per1od ~ed1ately preced1ng acceptance of this ass1gnment. 



WILLIAM S WISE, INC. 

Assumptions and Contl.ngent Condi tl.ons 

Th1s report is subJect to the follow1ng assumptl.ons and cont1ngent cond1t1ons 
where applicable. 

1. The legal descr1pt1on(s) furn1shed 1s correct. 

2. T1tle to the property 1s good and fully merchantable 

3 There are no encumbrances or t1tle defects except as noted 1n th1s 
report 

4. If areas and d1mens1ons used 1n th1s analys1s, they were obta1Ded from 
plats of record and/or were prov1ded by the cl1ent. 

5 Data ut1l1zed 1n th1s analysis was obta1ned from sources cons1dered 
author1tat1ve for purposes of th1s consultatl.on report. However, no 
l1ab1l1ty 1s assumed for the correctness of th1s data. 

6 Ne1ther all nor any part of the contents of th1s report shall be 
conveyed to the publ1c through ad.vert1s1ng, public relatl.ons, news, 
sales or other med1a, w1 thout the wr1 tten consent and approval of the 
author, part1cularly as to the conclusions, the 1dent1ty of the analyst 
or the f1rm w1th wh1ch he 1s connected, or any reference to the 
Appraisal Inst1tute or membersh1p des1gnat1on of th1s organ1zations. 

7. Possess1on of th1s report, or a copy thereof, does not carry w1th 1t the 
right to publ1cat1on. However 1t may be used only 1n 1ts entirety by 
the cl1ent des1gnated by the letter of transm1ttal for any legitl.mate 
and lawful purpose. 

8. The analysts are not requ1red to appear 1n court or g1ve test1mony by 
reason of this report w1th reference to the subJect property unless 
arrangements have been made prev1ously therefore 

9 It is assumed that the ut1l1zat1on of the land and 1mprovements 1s 
w1th1n the boundar1es or property lines of the propert1es described, and 
that there 1s no encroachment or trespass unless noted 1n th1s report. 

10. On~ess otherw1se stated 1n this report, the ex1stence of hazardous 
substances, 1nclud1ng w1thout l1m1tation asbestos, polychlor1nated 
b1phenyls, petroleum leakage, or agr1cul tural chem1cals, which may or 
may not be present on or 1n the subsurface of the property, or other 
env1ronmental cond1tl.ons, were not called to the attent1on of nor did 
the analyst become aware of such dur1ng the course of the assignment. 
The analyst has no knowledge of the ex1stence of such materials on or in 
the property unless otherwise stated. The analyst, however, is not 
qual1f1ed to test such substances or cond1tl.ons. If such substances, 
such as asbestos, urea formaldehyde foam 1nsulatl.on, or other hazardous 
substances or enV1ronmental cond1t1ons are present, the conclus1ons 
cited here may be affected. The conclus1ons are predicated on the 
assumpt1on that there is no such cond1tion on or 1n the property or 1n 
such prox1m1ty thereto that it would cause a loss 1n value. No 
respons1b1l1ty 1s assumed for any such cond1tions, nor for any expert1se 
or eng1neer1ng knowledge requ1red to d1scover them. 
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Assumptions and Contingent Con~t~ons (cont~nued) 

11 The ex~stence of potent~ally hazardous mater~al used ~n the construct~on 
or ma~ntenance of any ex~st~nq hu~l~nqs, such as the presence of 
asbestos/urea-formaldehyde foam ~nsulat~on, and or the ex~stence of 
tox~c waste or radon, wh~ch may or may not be present on the propert~es, 
was not observed by the appra~sers; nor cio we have any knowledge of the 
ex~stence of such mater~als on or ~n the property The analysts, 
however, are not qual~f~ed to detect or test for such substances. The 
ex~stence of these substances may have an affect on the analys~s of the 
property We urqe the cl~ent to reta~n an expert ~n this f~eld ~f 
des~red. If any user of th~s appra~sal report ~s concerned with the 
possw~l~ty of env~ronmental hazards on the s~te, near the site, we 
recommend retent~on of appropr~ate experts for counsel and advice. 

12. The subJect site ~s not located w~thin the Chesapeake Bay Act area, and 
~s furthermore not located w~thin any resource management areas, or 
resource protect~on areas 

13. We were not prov~ded access to the ~nterior ~nspect~on of the subject 
improvements hut th~s did not effect our analyses as they pertained to 
the Pro Forma which reflects proposed rather than "as is" improvements. 
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DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 

Property Ident1ficat1on 

This consultation perta1ns to the data prov1ded in the RoseBusch Pro 
Forma of May, 2014 which is cop1ed and 1ncluded 1n the Addenda of this 
report. Th1s Pro Forma reflects two development scenar1os proposed for 
the propert1es located at 1456, 1458 and 1460 Church Street, NW, 
Washington, DC 20005. The follow1ng chart identifies the properties that 
are the basis of the two development scenar1os: 

-
- - -

IIOseBusch Properties 
-

Square and Lot ID Address Ovller 
- - - - --

0209 0065 1460 Church Street, RW IIOsebusch, LLC 

-
0209 0066 1458 Church Street, RW IIOsebusch, LLC 

-

0209 0061 1456 Church Street, RW Greqq M Busch 

zoning - ARTS/C-3-A within the Greater Fourteenth Street Historic District 
- -

Census HUmber T:cact 52 01, Brock Group 4, Block 4005 

' -- -
Source District of Columbia Office of Tax ~d -~V!nu_e 

Based on the D1strict's Plann1ng Department as stated in a Memorandum of 
October 15, 2013, the property 1s the subJect of of BZA Case 18638 wh1ch 
1s a var1ance and special except1on request to allow the construct1on of 
a new res1dent1al building in the ARTS/C-3-A D1strict located at 1456 
Church Street, NW. The BZA approved the spec1al except1ons pertaln1ng to 
roof structures, rear yard setbacks and bu1ld1ng height The BZA also 
approved var1ances pertain~ng to quant1ty of parking and lot occupancy. 
We prov1de a copy of this memorand"gD~. in the Addenda of th1s report. We 
urge the readers of this letter to refer to the memorandum as it 
prov1des the proposed use of the subJect property upon complet1on of 
1t's redevelopment. 

The subJect property currently 1s 1mproved w1th three story rowhouse 
dwell1ngs on all three lots total1ng about 3,420 square feet. 

Purpose and Function of Consultat1on 

The purpose of this report 1s to review the 1ncome and expenses data 
prav1ded in the Pro Forma for two development scenar1os under 
consideration for a proposed rental apartment building located at 1456-
1460 Church Street, NW, Washington, DC 20005. The funct1on of this 
report is to prov1de an op1n1on as to whether the income and expense 
data presented 1n the Pro Forma 1s supported by market derived income 
and expense data. Th1s report does not provide an esb.mate of value. It 
1s ant1c1pated that our consultat1on report may be ut111zed in legal 
negot1at1ons between the owners of subJect property and the Metropole 
Condom1n1ums Home Owners Assoc1at1on (BOA) and/or these part1es' 
representatives. The letter of engagement and 1nstruct1ons are included 
1n the Addenda. 
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C. Effect1ve Date of Consu1at1on 

The conc1usions stated here1n 1s effect1ve as of May 31, 2014 wh1ch 
reflects the date on which the exter1or of the subJect property was 
1nspected. 

Date of Report 

June 3, 2014 

Consultat1on Development and Reportinq Process 

The scope of th1s consultat1on requ1res compl1ance w1th the Un1fo~ 
Standards of Profess1onal Appraisal Pract1ce promulgated by the 
Appra1sal Standards Board of the Appraisal Foundation and the Appraisal 
Inst1 t~te. The standards contain rules that must be followed and 
specif1c qw.del1nes that deal with the procedures to be followed 1n 
develop1ng an app~a1sal, analysis, or opinion. These un1fo~ standards 
set the r~qu1rements to communicate the appra1sers' or analysts' 
analyses, op1n1ons, and conclusions in a manner that w1ll be mean1ngfu1 
and not m1slead1ng in the marketplace The scope of the ass1gnment 
further requ1res compl1ance with the client's requ1rements 1n their 
letter of engagement of May 29, 2014. 

The scope of th1s consultation is def1ned as the process ut1lized 1n the 
collect1ng, conf1~ng, and reporting of data. This letter of our 
f1nd1ngs pertaining to the RoseBusch Pro Forma of May, 2014 has been 
prepared. Income (rental apartment data) and operat1ng expense data as 
1 t pertains to the two development scenar1os proposed for the subject 
property were researched. Market trends and 1ncome and expense data were 
researched (search per1od 1/01/12 through 05/29/14) 1n the District of 
Columb1a and concentrating in it's Northwest Quadrant. G1ven the purpose 
of this report, we do not g1ve an 0p1n10n as to the highest and best use 
of th~ subJect property. The conclusions of this report are l1m1ted to 
determ1n1nq 1f the data presented in the RoseBusch Pro Forma 1s market 
supported. In secur1ng data we utilized information and leads prov1ded 
by area developers, real estate brokers, MRIS, LoopNet, Re1s Reports and 
CoStar Informat1on Systems, Inc. Additionally, we rev1ewed f1le data. 
Data has been ver1f1ed w1th the appropriate party where poss1ble. 

The analysts lack the knowledge and experience w1th respect to the 
detection and measurement of hazardous substances. Therefore, th1s 
assignment does not cover the presence or absence of such substances as 
d1scussed 1n the Assumptions and Limiting Cond1 t1ons sect1on of this 
report. We refer the reader to th1s report' s Assumpt.1ons and L.1JIIi ting 
Conditions. 

The documentat1on necessary to arr1ve at the reported conclus~ons 
1ncluded an exter1or 1nspection of the s1 te and :unprovements, review of 
the subJect property's BZA case and collect1on of rental 1ncome and 
operatl.Dg expense data wh1ch was conf1rmed and analyzed in compar1son 
w1th the Pro Forma. Demand and supply trends, financing cond1t1ons and 
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ava1lah1l1ty as well as market trends were also researched Stat1stic~l 

in£ormat1on was der1ved from the subJect's immediate area. We do not 
perfor.m an est1mate of value 1n th1s report and the report should not he 
construed as an appraisal report. 

Ind1ces used 1n the analysis of our report come from n~rous loQat1ons 
1nclud1Dg, hut not l~ted to, area developers, financial 1nst1tut~qns, 
local-reg10nal-nat1onal publications, federal and regional gove~t 
agenc1es, and pr1or appra1sals. A complete review of these source~ 
would he qu1te cumbersome and we, therefore, ident1fy the source of th1s 
1nformation 1n the corresponding sect1on of the report in which the 
information is used. 
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Income & Expense Ana1ys1s 

Income produc1nq propert1es are purchased by 1nvestors who are w11~ 
to foreqo present 11qu1dity for the r1qht to receive ant1e1pated 
benef1ts 1n the future. The cr1tica1 e1ement 1n the determ11l&t1on of a 
property's va1ue, and hence its desirab111ty as an 1nvestment, 1s 1ts 
abi11ty to produce a re11ab1e and 1ncreas1nq stream of future 1ncome. 
In the simp1est te:r:ms, the qreater the potent1a1 for increased re11ab1e 
benef1ts, the more an 1nvestor is w~1nq to pay for the r1qht to 
receive those benefits. 

Our ana1ys1s invo1ves testinq pro-forma ~come and expenses aqa1nst 
market data to see if the subject property 1s ref1ects market 1eve1s. 
1456 Church St., HW wi11 be desiqned and bU11t as an income producinq 
property. Because of th1s we test both the ~come and expense aqa1nst 
market 1eve1s. 

The basic steps in our ana1ysis are: 

1) Ana1yze the market for 1ncome and expense est1mates us1nq 
statist1ca1 1nformation, pub11shed ~format1on and expense 
comparab1es; 1dent1fy appropr1ate un1ts of compar1son 

2) Compare the SubJect's pro-forma estimates for both 1ncome and 
expenses aqa1nst market 1eve1s 

3) Formu1ate an op1n1on as to where with1n the market ranqes wou1d 
income and expenses for 1456 Church St. , HW expect to have a 
centra1 tendency toward. 

We beq1n our anaJ.,ys1s by examininq 1456 Church St., HW, Washinqton, DC's 
expectation for 1ncome product1on throuqh renta1 revenue. After which 
we then perfoxm the same ana1ys1s for ant1c1pated expenses 

Income 

1) Renta1 Ana1ysis - Paramount 1n the deve1opment of a re11ab1e 
1ncome est1mate is the est1mation of the subJect's potent1a1 qross 
1ncome. The subject property 1s a proposed mu1tifam11y structure. 
Thus, we test the pro-forma ana1ysis that was provided aqa1nst the 
market data so as to prov1de an appropr1ate ~d1cation of market 
rent. 

Presented on the fo11ow1Dq paqe 1n chart foxm 1s the subJect's 
pro-forma for ant1e1pated renta1 income 
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From the prev1ous chart it is observed that two scenar1os are presented. 
The f1rst scenario is that of 1456 Church be1ng developed 1nto an 
execut1ve su1tes facility. Th1s fac~l~ty would rent units w~ch would 
prl.lllarily consist of a bedroom and bathroom area. Common areas would 
consist of kitchens, l1v1ng areas and other communal areas. As developed 
the building would conta1n 37 un1ts of wh1ch 6 un1ts would be one-
bedroom units and the balance (1.e 31 un1ts) would be stud1os The 
second scenar1o is of 1456 Church Street, NW be1ng developed into an 18 
unit apartment bu1ld1ng. Under th1s scenar1o 1456 Church Street, NW 
would conta1n 8 stud1o un1ts and 10 two-bedroom apartments. 

As contain1ng 37 executive suites the average stud1o un1t w1ll be 306 
square feet. in add1 t1on, the average one-bedroom un1 t w1ll be 482 
square feet. Accord1ng to the pro-forma total income for the entire 
proJect of $736,044 w1ll be generated. An average monthly rental rate 
for the stud1o un1ts 1s ant1c1pated to be $1,513 and $2,408 for one­
bedroom un1 ts. On a per square foot bas1s the bu1ld1ng is ant1cipated 
to generate a Potent1al Gross income of $5.00 
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As contain1ng 18 apartment un1ts the average stud1o apartment un1t w1ll 
conta1n 691 square feet. In addibon, the average two-bedroom unit w1ll 
be 878 square feet. According to the pro-forma total income for the 
entire proJect as conta1ning 18 apartment units of $580,500 w1ll be 
generated. An average monthly rental rate for the stuciio un1ts 1s 
ant1cipated to be $2,031 and $2,736 for two-bedroom un1ts On a per 
square foot bas1s the build1ng 1s anticipated to generate a Potent1al 
Gross Income of $5.00 for its stud1os and $3.42 for 1ts two-bedroom 
UD1ts. 

To test the subJect pro-forma aga1nst the market we surveyed apartment 
rentals that occurred with1n the neighborhoods of Logan C1rcle, 14~ 
Street Corridor and what 1s known as Old C1ty 2 between January 1, 2012 
and present. J:n addition, we l11111ted our survey to only bu1ld1ngs that 
were constructed post 2000 and conta1ned e1 ther apartment or cond01111nium 
un1ts. The statistical results of our survey are presented in chart 
form below: 

St:;.t'SI"=s~c-,..ta)3.: L:os•f)C "C::e O~t 'tf. 2 & UV. 5veetC:a:~<dc,.-.ifT--:::cmc:;s. 

S~tl.<S ltEk"rEO t10~ 
...:at:P (:C $ed 'ti"O:'RS 5;Qt~ fll 

~~'« $14:>1) !; I 
ll'u S2!BS 0 
Av; $2...00! 0 
A"&.t$.; ft $577 

S!!:a;t~ ~Eft TEO. ~3...0) 

L-.tti=''"'« o~._~ .... ~ c:a.•~·<!:.~ 

M-. $1,43-:1 $1,45.0 S1.il® 

'-'•• s:u~ n~o S2 500 
A~; n.llas $2.$3 $! 9113 s.- $20tl<SOG S20>2SW $11',!3000 

A"l'~~t »n 
St~t st~s ae:"ta~ to,.-»t: ~-c:..e~ 0-«11 t:•t"f 2 &. 14't» StteetCo-~o.,...~-ae-~i'CO"' 

S'tatu Rffli'rf0~.3.!h 

.... ;stF-.:.::e &•d Z#"l"'S !-~·u f! 

"'" ~UQS 

M .. 9,ll:l!l 1 
Av; U..!4S 1 1 
A"C'~'t ».•" 

S"'atw ~E'.'r!D: ~:s.s} 

-.-3-t¥:o:-c.e O"='"SF"~<"» C:cSII'il:--=te 

M<> SUO!l S1JIOC $!BOO 
M>x "'""~ UQ:JQ 15000 
A¥; S2!4S )~,42S $2 33fi 

s~- S??S"~t:C SSOG10W 5<1104 00 

AVQ~~~ S:S 4S 

So;at:st:o:cs U:e"'D~ ~;.arC~ e O.:ct:-t ty 2 &. 141t-'itteetC~ ..... -d~~z S~d~G• 

St.nw. R:Eft'rfD: :s.n 
... .stP"-..::e !e~~D'«'S ~ .. ~ fB 

M" ·~,1;00 z 
Max S~,ll® 3 3 

A-a S3.A13 2_ 

A.\1;15-~ft $5H 

Statu R£7t"'~'EO {5-1~ 

... .s~!'~ O~:~~P-r-ar .C"a'wP....a 

M<• $2600 ~roo $21i()C) 
M•.~t SSPOO 5~.1»~ $5000 
AVJ $3..473 5!,.544 $!!4411 
>-~ $1g?B!H!O 5202/.):!15.0'3 $196,549.00 

A11;tl-~rt $S !1 

~~ 

!) 

! 
!) 

157 

3 
1241 

0 

I) 

0 

2Q!!! 
201! 

2<10! 

\ :. .... « 
200G 
2()11) 

2005 



Wl:Iol!IAM S. WJ:SE, INC 

When compar1ng 1456 Church's ant1c1pated 1ncome aqa1nst the market 
survey we find that for stud1os are competitive whep deve1oped as 
apartment un1ts. When g1ven a projected average monthly rental of 
$2,284 for 1456's proposed studio units versus the market's average 
rental rate of $2,003, 1456 Church Street, NW is believed to be 
compet1t1ve. Indeed, under the execut1ve suites scenario it can almost 
he 1nterpreted as a harga111 g1ven that the subject's average rental rate 
w1ll he $1,513 per month. However, when looking closer, it 1s ohserve4 
that the subject's average un1t s1ze for 1ts one-bedroom apartments will 
he 457 square feet and 1ts execut1ve SU1tes will be 306 square feet. 
Both areas are below the market average of 531 square feet. Also, on a 
per squ~e foot basis the subJect 1s ant101pated to charge rent at $5 00 
per square foot, per month. This as compared to the market's average 
rental, rate of $3 73 per square foot. 

Th1s also hold's true for the subJect's one-bedroomun1ts. Wh1le the 
subject's anucipated rental rate of $2,408 per un1t, per month 1s very 
competit1ve with the market's average rental rate of $2,345 per unit, 
per month the average un1 t s1ze of 482 square feet for 1456's units 
versus the market's average size for one-bedroom un1ts of 677 square 
feet puts 1456 Church Stree1;, NW at a d1sadvantage. F1nally, the 
anticipated rental, rate per square foot for 1456's one-bedroom un1ts of 
$5.00 is siqnficantly h1gher than the market's average rental rate of 
$3.46 per square foot. L1ke the effic1ency un1ts wh1le compet1t1ve on 
rental rate per month 1456's un1t s1ze and rental rate per square foot 
make these units less compet1t1ve. 

F111ally, for the subject's two-bedroom units, 1456's ant1c1pated average 
rental rate of $3,010 per Ul_l1t, per month is very competiuve with the 
market's average rental rate of $3,448 per un1t, per month. The average 
un1t s1ze of 878 square feet for J,456's 2-hedroom un1ts versus the 
market's average s1ze for two-bedroom units of 1,042 square feet puts 
1456 Church Street, NW at a d1sadvantage. F1nally, the ant101pated 
rental rate per square foot for 1456's two-bedroom un1ts of $3.42 1s 
higher than the market's average rental rate of $3.31 per square foot. 
L1ke the eff1c1ency un1ts wh1le compet1t1ve on rental rate per month 
1456's unit s1ze and rental rate per square foot make these un1ts less 
compet1t1ve 

2) Vacancy and Collect1on Loss 

At the t1me of th1s report accord1ng to Re3.s, Inc.- Metro Analysis of 
apartment market w1thin the District of Columh1a the supply of 
residential ~ts 1s 93,890 units. It 1s ant1c1pated that 3,192 un1ts 
to he added 1n the ~ext 12 months. The current vacancy rate is 4. 7% and 
the 5 year average vacancy rate has been 5.1 percent. It is anticipated 
that over the next year supply w1ll exceed demand by approx1mately 6,000 
un1ts and that the vacancy rate w1ll increase to 5. 9%. G.l.ven both 
Marcus and M1llichap, 2014 annual report as well as Reis, Inc. D1str1ct 
of Columh1a Ana1ys1s the subject's pro-forma of 10% appears to be 
aggress1vely conservauve. A vacancy rate of approx1mately 6% would 
appear to he more appropr1ate especially given the faQt that 1456 Church 
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Street, RW 1s part of an area that is emerqinq as one of the D1atr1ct of 
Columb1a's best res1dent1al ne1qhborhoods. 

3) Operat1nq Expenses 

The proposed development scenario for the subJect property as a 37 unit 
executive su1tes facility is more S1Dl1lar to an extended stay hotel than 
an apartment project The Pro FoDI& does not stl.pul.ate whether the 
owners have utilized expenses based on hospital1ty expense proJect1ons 
or on apartment expense proJectl.ons. Gl.ven it 1s known that the 18 un1t 
development scenario ;is a conventl.onal apartment proJect devel~t, we 
researched comparable expense data from apartment proJects as well as 
stat1st1cal infoD~&tion prov1ded 1n HAABQ's 2013 Survey of Income and 
Operatinq Expenses 1n Rental Apartment Commun1 ties. 

The RoseBusch Pro Forma prov1des four cateqor1es of Expense~. They 
include Operatl.ons and Mal.ntenance, Property Manaqement Fees; 
Admin1strative Fees and Net Property Taxes The standard Pro FoD~& 
includes the fol1ow1nq Operatinq Expense cateqor1es: Salaries and 
Personnel, Insurance, Taxes, Ut1l1ties, Manaqement Fees, Adml.nistrative, 
Marketinq, Contract Serv1ces and Repa1rs and Ma1ntenance. To equate the 
RoseBusch Pro FoD~& to market to our stat1st1cal data, we comb1ned the 
NAABQ Expense cateqorl.&S of Salaries and Personnel, ~nsurance, 
Utili t1es, Marketl.nq, Contract Serv1ces and Repa1rs and Ma1ntenance 1nto 
the RoseBusch Pro FoD~& cateqory of Operat1ons and Maintenance. The 
follow1nq 1s a synthes1s of RAABQ data 1n compar1son with the data 
presented 1n the RoseBusch Pro Forms: 
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The reader will see that under the Operations and Maintenance category, 
the 37 unit development scenario indicates that the per unit expense is 
$4 , 650 . The per square foot of the average unit size Operating and 
Maintenance expense is $13 . 89 . In comparison, the NAAHQ Expense is lower 
on a per unit and per square foot basis, i.e., $3,448/unit and 
$10.30/sf . Property Management expense for the subject's 37 units is 
proposed to be $1 , 790/unit or $5 . 35/sf . The NNAHQ data indicates a per 
unit expens e for this category of $503/unit or $1 . 50/sf . This is a 
substantial cost difference from the statistical data . 

Administrative Fees for the 37 unit proposed project are estimated to be 
$298 per unit or $0 . 89/sf . The NAAHQ data suggests it should be 
$329/ unit or $0 . 98/ sf . While not so dramatic a difference as Property 
Management , the subject's expense estimate is lower than the statistical 
data. Property taxes cited in the Pro Forma for the 37 unit project are 
estimated to be $919.00/unit or $2.75/sf. Statistical data indicates a 
much greater tax burden of $1 , 862 . 00/unit or $5.56/sf . 

The total costs on a per unit basis as proposed by the subject' s Pro 
Forma amounts to $7 , 657.00 per unit or $22.88/sf . In comparison the 
statistical data indicates a per unit total operating cost of $6 , 142 or 
19.8% less than estimated on the Pro Forma for the proposed 37 unit 
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proJect. The per square foot difference from the Pro Forma total cost 
and the total cost noted in the statistical data is equally different. 

We conclude that based upon statistical informat1on solely, the 
subject's 37 un1t expense estimates are not supported. We now turn to 
the statistical data pertaining- to the 18 un1t development scenar1o. The 
18 unit development scenario indicates that the per un1t Operat1ons and 
Ma1ntenance expense is $9,558. On a per square foot basis an expense of 
$13.84 1s indicated. :In compar1son, the HAABQ Expense 1s lower on a per 
unit and per square foot bas1s, 1.e., $3,448/un1t and $4.99/sf. Property 
Manaqement expense for the subJect's 18 un1ts 1s proposed to be 
$2,903/unit or $4 20/sf. The HAABQ data 1nd1cates a per un1t expense for 
this cateqory of $503/un1t or $0.73/sf. Th1s 1s a substant1al cost 
~fference from the statist1cal data. 

Administrative Fees for the 18 un1t proposed proJect are est~ted to be 
$612 per unit or $0.89/sf. The NNABQ data suqqests 1t should be 
$329/un1t or $0. 48/sf. The subJect's expense es~te is much g-reater 
than the stat1st1cal data. Property taxes c1ted 1n the Pro Forma for the 
18 unit proJeCt are estimated to be $1,889/un1t or $2.74/sf. Statist1cal 
data does support the subJect owner's estimate for th1s expense data, 
1.e. $1,862/un1t or $2.70/sf. 

The total costs on a per the 19 un1ts proposed by the subJect Pro Forma 
amounts to $14,962.00 per unit or $21 67/sf :In compar1son the 
stat1st1cal data 1nd1cates a per unit total operat1nq cost of $6,142.00 
or 58. 9% less than es~ted on the Pro Forma. The per square foot 
d1fference from the Pro Forma total cost and the total cost noted in the 
stat1st1cal data results in a -59% d1fference 

:rn conclus1on, both the 37 and 18 unit development scenarios offer 
expense es~tes which are not supported by the statistical data. 

We must determine 1f market der1ved expense 1nformat1on does or does not 
support the expenses the developer protects. Th1s market 1nformat1on was 
provided from comparable data 1n our f1les and 1s est~ted on a per 
square foot bas1s We researched several projects for data and found 
that the expense cateqory for Adm1n1Btration Fees were not prov1ded 1n 
by the expense comparables. As such we utilize total expenses of these 
comparables and compare them to the subJect on a per square foot bas1s. 
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BXPBRSB COIIPARABloll: CII.Ul'r 

1456 CSQBCH STRBBT, IIW' WASHIRGTOII, DC 

Subject Bst~te4 14D S1' ,RW 19'" STRBBT ,RW 13 .. S'lRBBT ,RW 
Per/SF Bzpanses WA8HIRG'r0111, DC WASHIRGTOII, DC WASHIRGTOR, DC 

--

37 Units 18 Units PeF S~ Per SF Par SF 

Total $22 88 $21 67 $11 96 $10 4!1 $ 5 70 
Ba:panses 

0 S'rRBBT, RW S'ftl S'l', RW, RBODB ISLAlltl AVB , RW 19th S'laBB'I', IIW 
WASHIRG'fOR, DC WASHIRGTOR, DC WASHIRG'fOR, C WASHIRGTOII, DC 

Per SB' l'er sr Per sr l'er sr 
-

Total $ 4 n $10 11 $ 6 94 $11 05 
Bxpenaes 

These seven comparables show that the expenses est1mated for the 
proposed subJect proJect, e1ther 37 or 18 unit scenar1o far exceeds 
comparable market data. As we found that the expense proJeCt1ons were 
not supported by the statistical data e1ther, we conclude that the 
expense parameters are not well supported 1n the RoseBusch Pro Forma. 



WILLIAM s. WISE I INC. 

P Reconc111at1on and Conc1usion 

A11 sect1ons of this ana1ysis 1s fe1 t to have been deve1oped from 
adequate data and is cons1dered V1ab1e. OUr ana1ys.1s has found that 
wh11e that the proJected 1ncome and expenses appears to be at var1ous 
po1nts at odds with market expectations. 
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ADDENDA 

Letter of Engagement 


