
General Ass:umptlons 

#of Units 

Avg SSF/Unlt 

Total SSF 

Common Area 

Total GSF 

Common Area 

Total Garage Space 

Storage Spaces (100 SF per storage space) 

Avg Sales Price per SSF 

Avg Sales Price per Parking Space 

Avg Sales Price per Storage Space 

Land Cost 

COSTS TO DATE 

Hard Costs 

Construction per GSF 

Interior Fit-Up per SSF 

Parlcing structure per SF of garage 

landscaping + FFE+ Fa~ade Retoratlon 

Contingency 

Timeline 

Month I = March 2006- start of project 

Month II =January 2007 - dose of construction loan 

Month 12 = February 2007 - start of construction 

M.r.m, 30 ~pt 2008 - completion of project 
~- ):> 
:J:; <:-? 

a; "" 
- :c: ..... 0 
:<: . 
!=> 

22 

1,420 

31.2-40 

4,260 

JS,SOO 

12% 

10,790 

s 
$ 575 

$ 35,000 

$ 10,000 

$ 6,531,9n ####per SSF 

$ ISO 

$ 25 

$ 30 

$ 200,000 

5.00% of total HC 

Soft Costs 

Architect & Engineer 

AlE Reimbursable 

Environmental 

Geotechnical 

Appraisal 

Surveys 

Building Permits & Fees 

Settlement Costs - Sales 

Real Estate Taxes (Estimate) 

Insurance 

legal 

Inspections 

Marketing Fee 

Development Fee 

Financing Fees 

Sales commission 

Contingency 

Financlne 

Equity lnvesunent 

Debt loan Amount 

Debt Interest Rate 

Term 

loan to Value 

Equity Return 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

7.80% of total HC 

10.00% of A&E Fee 

100,000 

10,000 

10.000 

s.ooo 

30,000 

2.50% of Gross Revenues 

52,000 

25,000 

80,000 . I lend/. I borf.5bza/.3env 

20.000 

0.50% of gross sales 

3.50% of HC + SC 

100,000 lump Sum Estimate 

4.50% (2.0% at contract signing. 2.5% at dose) 

5.00% of total SC 

3,993,000 

12.955,023 

8.00% 

16 months 

75% of total cost 

125% 

3/141200612:00 PM 

Board of Zoning Adjustment
District of Columbia
CASE NO. 17431
EXHIBIT NO. 51



SUMMARY PRO FORMA RETURN ANALYSIS 

Number Average SSF Average Price Total 

Sales Re venye of Units I Spaces Per SSF Per Unit Per Unit I Space Sales 

2329 Condominiums 22 $ 575.00 1,<420 $ 816,500 $ 17,963.000 

Parking Spaces 21 $ 35,000 $ 735,000 

Storage Spaces 5 $ $ 10,000 $ 50,000 

$ 18,748,000 

Gross Revenues $ 18,748,000 

Cost of Sales: 

Commissions (2.5% at Close) $ .... 9.075 * 25% due at contract signing included In development budget 

Closing Costs (2% of Gross Revenues) $ ~8.700 

$ 9 17,775 

NET SALES PROCEEDS $ 17,830,225 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 16,948,023 

GROSS PROFIT $ 882,202 

RETURN ON COST 5.21 % 

EQUITY INTEREST FROM RESID. SALES $ 97,202 

MINIMUM EQUITY INTEREST REQUIRED $ 1,014,976 

NET PROFIT TO DEVELOP ER $ ( 132,774) 

f're~>¥ed By. Con<ord Realty Advisors, UC 3114/200612:00 PM 



DEVELO PMENT BUPGEJ SUMMARY 

$Figure Per SSF Per Unit " of Cost 

COSTS TO DATE $ 6,531 ,971 $ 209.09 $ 296,908 38.5o4" 

HARD COSTS 

New Construction GSF $ 5.325,000 $ 170.45 $ 242,045 31.42% 

Interior Rt-up $ 781,000 $ 25.00 $ 35,500 4.61% 

MEP InfrastructUre for bldging $ 185,000 $ 5.92 $ 8.109 1.09% 

undscaping ~ FFE+ Fa~de Retontlon $ 200.000 $ 6.40 $ 9.091 1.18% 

Contingency· Hard Costs $ 285,500 $ 9.14 2:27 PMJiflfllflflh 1.68% 

P:arking/norage level $ 323,700 $ 30.00 

HARD COSTS, TOTAL $ 7, 100,200 $ 227.28 $ 322,736 o41 .89% 

SOFT COSTS 

Archlteau~CiviVMEP/Strucwnl $ 553,816 $ 17.73 $ 25,173 3.27% 

AlE Reimbursable $ 55.382 $ l.n $ 2.517 0.33% 

En'llronmerual $ 100,000 $ 3.20 $ 4,545 0.59% 

Geotechnical $ 10,000 $ 0.32 $ 455 0.06% 

Appnlsal $ 10,000 $ 0.32 $ 455 0.06% 

Surveys $ 5,000 $ 0.16 $ 227 0.03% 

8ulldlng Permits & Fee< $ 30,000 $ 0.96 $ 1,36<4 0.18% 

SO% of Commissions due at Contr.~ct $ 404,168 $ 12.94 $ 18,371 2.38% 

Real Estate Taxes (Estimille) $ 52.000 $ 1.66 $ 2.36<4 0.31% 

lnsunna $ 25,000 $ 0.80 $ 1,136 0.15% 

legal $ 80,000 $ 2.56 $ 3,636 0.47% 

lnspecdon.s $ 20,000 $ 0.64 $ 909 0.12% 

Marketing Fee $ 93,740 $ 3.00 $ 4,261 0.55% 

Development Fee $ •437,500 $ 14.00 $ 19,886 2.58% 

Ananclng Fees $ 100,000 $ 3.20 $ 4,545 0.59% 

Contingency $ 98,830 $ 3.16 $ 4,492 0.58% 

SOFT COSTS, TOTAL $ l,07S,o435 $ 66.44 $ 9o4,338 12.25" 

BASE BUILDING CONSTRUCTIO N $ 15,707,606 $ 502.80 $ 713,982 92.68% 

CONSTRUCTIO N INTEREST $ 1,2 .. 0, .. 16 $ 39.7 1 $ 56,383 7.32% 

TOTAL DEVELO PMENT COSTS $ 16,9 .. 8,023 $ sn.5 1 $ 770,365 100.00" 

31141200612:00 PM 



TABLE I 

Hard Con Alloatlon 

Soft Con Alloatlon 

COffiTODATE 

Hard Con 

Soli Con 
.......... Ourinc Costroc<iocl 
Total Project CMt 

CAQital swcwre 
Equity 

Ocbt 
T ot>.t Project Con 

ttoo!bl7 Debt & Epuj!)' Call 

Equity A""ibbk 

Equky Usod 
loon Onw I (Pa,_,.) 

loon t!olan<c 

Cumutadve 'rofect Costs 

Salt Awmpdoot 

""'' ... Unit 
Closlnl Cosu p.,. Unit 

Commissions Ptr Unit 

hl~ 
Numbor of Rtsldend>l CCfltnCU 

Number of 1\uldend>J Sealemerla 

1\ulckntAJSealemerlu 

""rl<lflaSealemerla 

s.on,.-u 
RuiEs~>teC­

~Cosa 

Rotum to Equity 

$ 6,S)I ,tn 

s 7,100,100 100.00% 

1.201.m 
I,H0,416 8.00% s 

17,074,580 

Ptfttnt Amount 

ll4"mtmf~fi1J 
76,4" s 11,9SS,Oll 

99,11% s 16,948.0ll 

s 

IJ.081,580 $ 

$ 

$ 

816.500 
11.105 

40.8'15 

11 

ll 

17,961,000 

7)5.000 

so.ooo 
(SJO.ns) 

(468.700) 

17,748.575 

12.955.011 

4.090.101 

97,101 

6,s11.tn 

41,781 8l,S6) ll.S.l45 167,fl7 lS0.6tO lS0,690 8l.s6l SO,Il8 

4.1,8l5 41.825 4l.Bl.S 4l.Jl.S s 41.8'U 41.8U 41815 

6.57l.75l 127.188 169.170 110,951 194.515 194,515 127,)88 9).96) 

1.991,000 ),99),000 s ),865,611 1.696,442 ),485,490 $ ).1 90,975 1.8'16.460 1.769.071 

127,188 169,170 1 10.952 294,515 $ ~4.5 15 s 117.)88 9),96) 

6,$71,75) $ $ $ $ 

6.S7l,75l s 6.S71751 6.S7l.751 6,573,751 6.S7l.7SJ 6,571,751 s 6,S7l.751 6,573,751 

6,S7J,7S) 6,701,141 6,87Q,ll2 7,081.164 7,)75.779 $ 7,670.294 7,797,682 7,8'11,645 



Hard Con Allocation 

Solt Con Allocallon 

COSTS TO DATE 4.511.m 

H>tdCott 7,100.100 IOO.OOll lSS,OIO 497,014 619,018 781.0U 8S2.014 851,024 781,012 710,010 

SoltCoA 2.201 .992 (51,924) 1)1.788 I SUO I SO. Ill SO,Il8 SO, Ill SQ,I.I8 S0,118 

lntt<Ht Dwlrlc CO$lNCOon 1.240.416 8.00ll $ 4l,81.S s 4J,8ll $ 11,82.5 0,825 44,188 S0.197 S6.818 $ 61,768 

T otall'roject Con s 17.074,S80 HUll 672,627 8J5.o+l 171,M5 'H6.lSO 9S2,6S9 888,()(18 m.m 

CIQit&! Sln!ct!n PerCCf"t ...,._,. 
E'l"i<Y 23.1"~ 
Dobc 7~.1" s 11.955.023 

Tout Prqoct Cost 99~ s 1~.948.023 

t!Qotblx D1bt .l:llllitx '&II 
Equity A'tllloble 1.675.108 2.328.198 1,655.S70 $ 810,517 $ 

~U..d 346.911 $ 672.617 8)5,041 $ 120.527 $ 

Loon Onw I (Payment) 11.081.SSO $ $ $ 51,458 'J46.)S0 952,6S9 888,()()8 s 8U.9l6 

loan &abnce 6.5n.7Sl 6.57),75) 6.572,7$.) $ 6.~18.211 7.S71S61 8.527.221 9,415.229 10.138.155 

Cumut..t!Yo l'rofect Coats $ 8.2l8.SS4 8,911.183 9.746.226 s 10.611,211 I I.S07.s&l 12.520.221 ll,408,U9 11,lll.l55 

~ 
AYI l'uUnit 816.SOO 

~Cosui'..-Unit 21,305 

Commissions Per Unit 40.815 

Sal11 Proceeds 

N""'bor oii\Hldenti>l Con<n<u 22 
Number oll\esl<lo<>ti>l Xttlemonu n 
1\.,ldonti>l S.alcm<nu 17,961.000 

P>tfcl<ocs..d.......u 7JS.OOO 
s-.p Sottlemol>ts so.ooo 
RtaJ ea .. ~ Commlniom (530,725) 102.061 (81,650) (101.061) 

Closlrc Coso (168.700) 

Nttl\ ......... 17,718.STS 

Sonlof Loan 1\ep>yment ll.9S.S,Oll 

Equity Prindpall\ep>,..,..,. 4,090,202 

llotum to Equity 97,201 

3/!41200612:01 PM 



TABLE I 

ConceptuaJ 

~ard Con Alloatlon 

Sok Cou Allocation 

COffiTODATE $ 6.Sl1 ,9n 

HJI'd Cou s 7.100.200 100.~ 6)9.018 ~97.01 ~ 355.010 1~2.001 

Soft eo.. $ 2.201 ,991 50.138 3Ml5 n.~u n.os 155,900 155.900 I:U.475 81.650 

lntOftlt Dur1nc Cotuuaion $ l.l~~" 8.~ $ 68.15-4 7).)04 n.Jn 80.~)4 12.1~ aJ.n 7 $ 54,))) $ l 4,S20 

T o tal Projed Cost $ 17,074,580 757.410 601,743 465,764 255,UJ 218,0~ 239.627 176.808 106.170 

Capita! StructuB p....,..,. 
Equity 

O.bt 76.4" $ 

Total Project Con 99.1" $ 16,9-48,02) 

t:l,gJllhlx D1bl a. hwl&x tAll 
Equity AYilill~ $ $ $ s s 
Equity Used $ $ $ s $ 

loon Onw I (l'lymeot) 1).081.580 757,4 10 s 603,741 465.764 s 255.863 238.0~ $ 2a9,627 s 176.808 s 106,170 

loon 8abooe $ 10,99S.S65 s 11 ,599,308 12,06S,07J s ll.l20,9U 12.558.976 8.149,905 ).678,015 s (864.513) 

Cu.n'Hi'ladv. Profe.ct Costs $ 14.988.565 $ 15.592,.)08 $ 16.058.07) $ 16.31),9)6 16.551.976 16,791,601 16,968,410 s 17,074,580 

5All 6u~YmR&:lslo:t 

A"' P• r Unit 816,500 

Clo>lnJ Costs p.,. Unit 11,]05 

Commfnlons Per Unit 40.825 

bl.~ 
Number of Rtddtntia.l Contt"atU 2l 

Number o( Re..t.ickntilJ Settlements 22 
ResJdend~t Setdemenu 17,963,000 

Puldna Seu'->a 7)5,000 

StoropS..-.s so.ooo 
Rul Estata Commiulons (530.725) ( 122.475) (122.475) (IU,47S) (81.650) 

Oo.lnc Costs (468.700) (117,827) (117.817) ( 127.817) (85.218) 

Not~ 17,748.575 4.648.698 4,648.698 4.648.698 ) ,099,1)1 

S«nnor loon R.p.ymont ll.f5S,01J 4.648,698 4,648.698 ),657,617 

Equity f'rindpol Rlpoymen< 4,09G,202 991,070 3,099,132 

R~tum t o Equity 97,201 

31141200812:01 PU 



COSTS TO DATE 
Hon!Cooc 

ScftC:O.. 

Int ...... o.n-c CotCN<Iioll 
Total P~t Cott 

Capital SIOIUIIB 

Equity 

Debt 
T oul l'rojt<t Co•t 

l1cmr.blx Qobt • I!QUity Call 

Equity Avalf>blt 

Equity U•t<l 
loan o,.w I (l'•ymont) 

loan Balon<t 

Cumulative P~ Cotto 

Sal« AnumptloN 

A"'P ... u... 
O....Cotal'o<Unc 
c--PwUnc 

$ala Pmuedl 

- o/l\etloltnuol c__, 
-o/R-s---
Rnldcnclol~ 

f'aridrc s.a-u 
s...,...s--
1\al &wo CommluloN 

Cloolna Com 

Return to Equity 

$ '-Sll.m 

$ 7,100,200 loo.oo% 

$ 1.101,992 

1,140.~16 8.00% $ 

17,074.580 

,......,, Amount 

23.4"~ 
76.~" s 11.95S.Oll 
99.8'- $ 16.~8,023 

$ 

$ 
13.081.580 $ 

$ (3.963,645) 

$ 17,074,580 

116.500 
11.)05 

40A25 

n 
n 

17,").000 

ns.ooo 
50.000 

(Sl0.715) 

(468,700) 

17,7-48$15 

11.9SS,Oll 

4.090.102 

97,201 

3/14f200612:01 PN 



General Assumptions 

#of Units 10 

Avg SSF/Unit 1,687 

Total SSF 16,870 

Common Area 2,300 

Total GSF 19,170 

Common Area 12 " 
Total Garage Space 10,790 

Storage Spaces (I 00 SF per storage space) 5 

Avg Sales Price per SSF $ -450 

Avg Sales Price per Parking Space $ 35,000 

Avg Sales Price per Storage Space $ 10,000 

Land Cost 

COSTS TO DATE $ 6,531,7-40 $387 per SSF 

Hard Costs 

Construction per GSF $ 125 

Interior Fit-Up per SSF $ 25 

Parking structure per SF of garage $ 30 

landscaplng + FFE+Fa~ade Restoatlon $ 100,000 

Contingency 5.00% of total HC 

T lmellne 

Month I = March 2006 • start of project 

Month II =January 2007 • dose of construction loan 

Month 12 = February 2007 • start of construction 

Month 30 = Sept 2008 • completion of project 

P,.parec! By: Concord Realty A<Mson, llC 

Soft Cost1 

ArchiteCt & Engineer 

AlE Reimbursable 

Environmental 

Geotethnical 

Appraisal 

Surveys 

Building Permits & Fees 

Settlement Costs • Sales 

Real Estate Taxes (Estimate) 

Insurance 

legal 

Inspections 

Marketing Fee 

Development Fee 

Financing Fees 

Sales commission 

Contingency 

Financina 

Equity Investment 

Debt loan Amount 

Debt Interest Rate 

Term 

loan to Value 

Equity Retum 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

7.80% of total HC 

10.00% of A&E fee 

100,000 

10,000 

10,000 

5,000 

20,000 

2.50% of Gross Revenues 

52,000 

25,000 

40,000 .I lend/.1 bor/.5bza/.3env 

20,000 

0.50% of gross sales 

3.50% of HC + SC 

75,000 lump Sum Estimate 

-4.50% (2.0% at contract signinc. 2.5% at close) 

5.00% of total SC 

3,030,000 

9,169,376 

8.00% 

16 months 

75% of total cost 

12.5% 

31141200612:01 PM 



DEVELOPMENT BUDGET SUMMARY 

$'Figure Per SSF Per Unit % ofC<lst 

COSTS TO DATE $ 6,531,740 $ 387. 19 $ 653,174 5).54% 

HARD COSTS 

New Conscruction GSF $ 2.396,250 $ 142.05 $ 239,625 19.64% 

Interior fit·up $ 421,740 $ 25.00 $ <42.17<4 H6% 

MEP infranructure for bldglng $ 185,000 $ 10.97 $ 18.500 1.52% 

Landscaping + FFE+Fa~de P.estoation $ 100,000 $ 5.93 $ 10,000 0.82% 

Condngency • Hud Costs $ 134,063 $ 7.95 $ 13,<406 1.10% 

Parldng and storage $ 323,700 

HARD COSTS, TOTAL $ 3,237,053 $ 191.89 $ 323,705 26.53% 

SOFT COSTS 

ArchltecturaVCM11MEP/Suucrural $ 252.490 $ 1<4.97 $ 25,249 2.07% 

AlE Reimbursable $ 25,249 $ 1.50 $ 2,525 0.21% 

Environmental $ 100,000 $ 5.93 $ 10,000 0.82% 

Geotechnical $ 10,000 $ 0.59 $ 1,000 0.~ 

Appraisal $ 10,000 $ 0.59 $ 1.000 0.~ 

Surveys $ 5,000 $ 0.30 $ 500 O.O.C% 

Building Permits & Fees $ 20.000 $ 1.19 $ 2.000 0.16% 

50% of Commissions due at Contract $ 170,805 $ 10.13 $ 17,080 1.40% 

Real Estate Taxes (Estimate) $ 52.000 $ 3.08 $ 5,200 0.43% 

Insurance $ 25,000 $ 1.48 $ 2,500 0.20% 

legal $ 40,000 $ 2.37 $ .c,ooo 0.33% 

Inspections $ 20,000 $ 1. 19 $ 2.000 0.16% 

Markedng Fee $ 41,882 $ H8 $ 4,188 0.34% 

Development Fee $ 437,500 $ 25.93 $ 0 ,750 3.59% 

Financing Fees $ 75,000 $ H5 $ 7,500 0.61% 

Contingency $ 64,2-46 $ 3.81 $ 6,425 0.53% 

SOFT COSTS, TOTAL $ 1,349, 172 $ 79.98 $ 134,917 11.06% 

BASE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION $ 11 ,117,965 $ 659.05 $ 1,111,796 91.14% 

CONSTRUCTION INTEREST $ 1,08 1,411 $ 64.10 $ 108, 141 8.86% 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 12,199,376 $ 723. 16 $ 1,219,938 100.00% 

3/14/200612:01 PM 



. . ' 

SUMMARY PRO FORMA RETURN ANALYSIS 

Number Average SSF Average Price Total 

Sales Revenue of Units I Spaces Per SSF Per Unit Per Unit I Space Sales 

2329 Condominiums 10 $ 450.00 1,687 $ 759,132 $ 7,591,320 

Parking Spaces 21 $ 35,000 $ 735,000 

Storage Spaces 5 $ $ 10,000 $ 50,000 

$ 8,376,320 

Gross Revenues $ 8,376,320 

Cost of Sales: 

Commissions (2.5% at Close) $ 189,783 * 2.5% due at contract signing Included in development budget 

Closing Costs (2% of Gross Revenues) $ 209,408 

$ 399,191 

NET SALES PROCEEDS $ 7,977, 129 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 12, 199,376 

GROSS PROFIT $ (<4,222,247) 

RETURN ON COST -3<4.61% 

EQUITY INTEREST FROM RESID. SALES $ (3,030,000) 

MINIMUM EQUITY INTEREST REQUIRED $ 770, 192 

NET PROFIT TO DEVELOPER $ (4,992,439) 

Prepared By: Concord Realty Advisors, LLC 3/14/200612:01 PM 



COSTS TO OAT£ 
Hot,f Con 

Soft Ca.t 

._, .. , ~ Cc»uualoft 

ToQJ PI'OjoctCon 

S:llllt,o!StruCI:IIJ:e 

Equity 

~ 

T oul Project Colt 

Monthly Qebt & Eqylty Call 

Eq<Jity AV>M•bl< 

Equky V.od 

lo>n Draw I (l'lymtnl) 

Loon&lvu 

Cumutadve ProJ.a Costs 

Salt. Anumpdpna 

A"J Per Uftt 

~ Cc»u Pt< Unit 

Co<nmhiloou Pt< UM 

Numllor of RasJdefttW - .. 
1\aldontllol~ 

~S.t!lemtnu 

S..,...,.-u 
P.ul &ute Conwnlsllonl 

OosJ..,cCosu 

Equity Prlndpol P.opoY'Mflt 

Rotum to Equity 

s 6.S31,740 6.S31,740 

3,l.l7,0S3 100.~ 

1.444.063 2M$9 

1,081,411 a~ s 
s 11.294.267 6.561.100 

Percent """""'' 24611:~~ 
75.2" s 9,167,]76 

99.8% $ 12.199.376 

s J,OlO,OOO 

$ 9,264,267 s 6.S61,200 

$ 6,561.200 

6,S61,100 

759,132 

20,941 

17,9S7 

10 

10 

7.S91.UO 
735,000 

so.ooo 
(265,696) 

(209,408) 

7,901.216 

7.191.129 

(l,OlO.OOO) 

SUI& 88,378 117,837 176,7SS 176.755 58.918 3S.3SI 

4).741 43,741 43,141 43.741 s 43,741 43,741 s 4),741 

102.660 1]2.119 161.S78 220.496 22M96 102,660 79,091 

3,030,000 2,917,340 1.795,221 1.613,60 1.413,147 1.191.651 1.089,991 

101.660 s 131.1" 161,578 120.496 220,496 $ 102.660 79.091 

$ s 
6.S61,200 6.S61,200 6.561,200 6,561,200 6,S61,200 6.S61,200 $ 6.S61.200 

6.663,859 6.795,978 6.9S7,5S6 s 7.178.053 s 7,398,549 s 7.SOI,209 7,580.301 

31141200612:01 PM 



Hu<IC-AIIoodoo 

Soli Cott Aaoadon 

COSTS TO OA Tt $ Ul1.740 

IW<ICott $ ).2)7,05) IOO.OOl 161.851 226.$94 291.))5 156.076 l88.-446 l88.-446 156.076 m.1o5 

Soli Con 1,444.~) (li,S84) 91.286 111,264 35J51 35.151 )5,351 35,)51 35.)51 

lnttrtit Dl.irln& Conru<don 1,081,411 8.00l $ 43.741 $ 43,741 -11.741 41.741 4),741 $ 43.741 46.090 $ 49.007 

Total PrOject Colt 11.294.}67 1&4,010 )61,611 -446,)40 4)5,168 467.5)9 467,5)9 437.517 408.~) 

c.,tw stru,·tura Porctnt Amount 

Eqylty 24.6X~jfl'l@m 
o.bt 75.2X $ 9, 169,376 

T oul Project Co" 99.8X $ 11.199,)76 

~ 
Equity Avall.lblo 1.010,899 1.826.~ 1.464.168 1.017,927 581.759 $ 11 5,221 $ 

EqyltyU.od 184,010 $ )61.621 446.)40 4)5.168 467.5)9 $ 11 5,221 

Loon Onw I (P>)'IMM) 9,264,267 s $ $ $ 151.118 437.51 7 408.~3 

Loon Bolln« $ 6,561.200 6,561.200 6.561,100 6.561,200 6.561.200 $ 6.91),518 7,351,03-1 7,759.098 

Cumuladve Prole« Co•ts $ 7,764.111 &.126.9n 8.571.273 $ 9,008,-140 9,-175,979 9,94),518 I 0,381,0.)-1 10.789.096 

Safe At;wmpdooa 

AYJPorUnlt 759,1)2 

ClcKitw C:O.ti Per Unot 10.941 

Commk-PwUM )1,957 

Salta Prpsuch 

Nl.mbo< clll-.ldondal Concncts 10 

Nl.mbo< clllo~ s...s.-u 10 

ll•oldtmbl s.w-.... 7,591,)20 

Paridtw s..-.. 735,000 

s-.,.--.. so.ooo 
...... e. .... CommkJiona (265,696) 56.9)5 (56.935) (7S.91l) 

CloslncCo~ts (209,408) 

NC'lllewnUH 7,901.216 

S...lo< Loo.n fl.epa,...,.nt 7,191.129 

Equity Principal Repa,...,...t 

lletum to Equity {l,OlO,OOO) 

31141200612."01 PM 



Hard Cost Aloadon 

Solt Cost Aloadon 

COSTS TO DIITE $ 6.Sll,740 

Hnd Cost $ l,lJ7,0Sl IOO.oall; l91,llS 226.59<4 161,85) 64,741 

Soft Cost I,<H4,06J 35.351 lJ,567 lJ,567 lJ.567 80,502 80..502 37,957 )7,957 

lnttrost Duri"' Cosll'll<tloo 1,081,411 8,00ll; s 51.n7 SA.lSO 56,279 57,891 58.865 59,795 ~.346 n..sn 
Total Project Co.t IU'J.4.167 l7Mil 304,411 241,699 146,199 139,JU 140,297 84,302 7M80 

(dpj!al Sln!c!ure Porctnt "'-"" 
Equity 146Xi~-t~ 
o.b< 75.2!1\ s 9,169,376 

T o<>l Project Cost 99.R s 12,199,176 

MRotbll Qdlt &. EQtd~ 
Equity IIY>iloble s s 
Equi<y u..d s s 
c.- Dnw I (""ron-) s 9,2£4,267 )78,41) 304,411 s 141.699 146,199 IJ9.lU 140.297 s 114.302 70,480 

c.-.a.~onc. 8,1)7,.511 s 8.4-41,9U s 8.Ul.621 $ 8.829.820 8.'69,188 6.951,846 $ 4,878,510 ),510.564 

Cumul.ative Profec't Cotts 11,167,511 $ 11,471,912 11,71).621 $ 11.859.820 11,999,188 $ 12,119,485 12,223,787 12,294.267 

Safe Auumptiqo• 

-"'I p.,. Uott 759.132 

Closlns Cosu Per Ulllt 20,941 

Comrnlsslons p.,. Unit 37,957 

SNaPtQ<udJ 

I'Qnboc of 1\aidon<ial Contnas 10 

-r of IWidendol s..doments 10 

1\otldentbl s.as..,.,u 7,591,)20 

P>na111 s.a~emen .. 735,000 

Ston&~S.tdtrntnu so.ooo 
Re1l Estate Corrwnb.stons (165,696) (56,935) (56,93$) (37,957) (37,957) 

Cto.i111 Costs (109,408) (62,822) (62,811) (41,882) (41,882) 

Nt<tlnenues 7,901,216 2,157,639 2,157,639 1.438,126 1.438.426 

Seftlot LooJ, 1\cpa- 7,192,129 2,157.639 2,157,639 1.138.126 1.131.126 

Equiry M>dpall\cpl,_.. 

1\etum to Equity (3,010.000) 

3114/200612:01 PM 



COSTS TO DATE 
HudCon 

Soft Con 
tncer-en Durin, CO\l1\1Cdon 

Total PTOject Con 

Coplsa!Sb'!!Ct!!Jllt 

EqMty 
o.bt 

Toull'rojeaCost 

Hontbb Debt 6 Eqult)' Call 

equity Avaibble 

equity Used 

loa~' Dnw I (1'>ymonc) 

loa~' -..c. 

C<Jrnulative Project CoJU 

$ale Assumptfona 
Av&PerUnit 

Closing Com Per Unk 

Commissions Po< Unit 

Sala. PrpcndJ 

Numb~< ol RaiclontW C-.nas 
N-.. oll\aidential s.w.n­
Rtsidential Settltmona 

P>n<ln& Settieme<IU 

Srora;ce Setdemenu 

Re.t Esatt Commlulono 

C1osinJ Com 

1\etum to Equity 

$ 

$ 

$ 

6.,5)1,7<40 

),2)7,05] 100.00% 

1,4<1<1,06) 

1,081,411 11.00% 

12.2~.1'7 

-24"'~ 
7U% $ 9,169.)76 

99.8% $ 12,199,)76 

$ 

s 
s 

9.264.167 --:s:----=-==­s l,On,l)8 

759,1)2 

20.941 

n,n7 

10 

10 

7J91.J20 

735.000 
50,000 

(265,696) 

(209,408) 

7,901.116 

7,192,129 

(l,OJO,OOO) 

$ 12.294.167 

3114/200812:01 PM 



General Assumptions 

#of Units 22 

AvgSSF/Unlt 856 

Total SSF 18,832 

Common Area 2.568 

Total GSF 21,-400 

Common Area 12% 

Total Garage Space 10,790 

Storage Spaces (I 00 SF per storage space} s 
Avg Sales Price per SSF $ 575 

Avg Sales Price per Parking Space $ 35,000 

Avg Sales Price per Stonge Space $ 10,000 

Land Cost 

COSTS TO DATE $ 6.532.821 $3-47 per SSF 

Hard Costs 

Construction per GSF $ 250 

Interior Fit-Up per SSF $ 25 

Parking structure per SF of garage $ 30 

Landscaping + FFE+ Fa~de restoration $ 200,000 

Contingency 5.00% of total HC 

Dmeline 

Month I = March 2006 - start of project 

Month II = January 2007 - close of construction l~n 

Month 12 = February 2007 • start of construction 

Month 30 = Sept 2008 - completion of project 

Soft Costs 

Architect & Engineer 

AJE Reimbursable 

Environmental 

Geotechnical 

Appraisal 

Surveys 

Building Permits & Fees 

Settlement Costs • Sales 

Real Estate Taxes (Estimate) 

Insurance 

Legal 

Inspections 

Marketing Fee 

Development Fee 

Financing Fees 

Sales commission 

Contingency 

FlnancinK 

Equity Investment 

Debt loan Amount 

Debt Interest Rate 

Term 

Loan to Value 

Equity Return 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

7.80% of total HC 

10.00% of A&E Fee 

100,000 

10,000 

10,000 

s.ooo 

30.000 

2.50% of Gross Revenues 

52,000 

25,000 

80,000 . I lend/ .I bor1.5bza1.3env 

20.000 

0.50% of gross sales 

3.50% of HC + SC 

I 00,000 lump Sum Estimate 

-4.50% (1.0% at contract signing. 2.5% at dose) 

5.00% of total SC 

3,993.000 

12.+49.n-4 

8.00% 

16 months 

75% of total cost 

11.5% 

31141200612:01 PM 



PEYELOPMENT BUPGET SUMMARY 

s Flaure PerSSF Per Unit "of Cost 

COSTS TO DATE $ 6,532,821 $ 346.90 s 296,946 39.73" 

HARD COSTS 

New Connruction GSF $ 5,350,000 $ 2&1.09 $ 2-43,182 32.54% 

Interior fit-up s ~70,800 $ 25.00 $ 21,400 2.86% 

M EP Infrastructure for bldging s 185,000 $ 9.82 $ 8,-409 1. 13% 

Landscaping • FFE+ Fa~de restoration $ 200,000 $ 10.62 $ 9,091 1.22% 

Contingency • Hard Costs $ 286,750 s 15.23 s 13,034 1.7~% 

Parking/storage level s 323.700 $ 30.00 

HARD COSTS, TOTAL s 6,8 16,250 s 361.95 $ 309,830 41.45% 

SOFT COSTS 

Archltectun.VCiviVMEP/Suucwn.l $ 531,668 $ 28.23 $ 24,167 3.23% 

AlE Reimbursable $ 53.167 $ 2.82 $ 2,417 0.32% 

Environmental $ 100,000 $ 5.31 $ 4,545 0.61% 

Geote<:hnical $ 10,000 $ 0.53 $ 455 0.06% 

Appraisal $ 10,000 $ 0.53 $ -455 0.06% 

Surveys $ 5.000 $ 0.27 $ 227 0.03% 

Building Pennia & Fees $ 30,000 $ 1.59 $ 1,364 0. 18% 

SO% of CommiS$Ions due at Contract $ 2-43,639 $ 12.94 $ 11,075 1.-48% 

Real Esate Taxes (Esdmue) $ 52.000 $ 2.76 $ 2,364 0.32% 

Insurance $ 25,000 $ 1.33 $ 1. 136 0.15% 

Legal $ 80,000 $ 4.25 $ 3,636 0.49% 

Inspections $ 20.000 $ 1.06 $ 909 0. 12% 

Marl<edng Fee $ 58,067 $ 3.08 $ 2,639 0.35% 

Development Fee $ 437,500 $ 23.23 $ 19.886 2.66% 

Financing Fees $ 100,000 $ 5.31 $ 4,545 0.61% 

Contingency $ 87,802 $ 4.66 $ 3,991 0.53% 

SOFT COSTS, TOTAL $ 1,843,842 $ 97.9 1 $ 83,81 1 11.21% 

BASE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION $ I 5,192,913 $ 806.76 $ 690,587 92.40" 

CONSTRUCTION INTEREST $ 1,249,811 $ 66.37 $ 56,810 7.60" 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 16,442,724 $ 873.13 $ 747,397 100.00" 

l'ropued by. C...Cord R•alty AcMoon, LLC 3/141200612:01 PM 



..... . , · .. .. 
t. .. ... 

SUMMARY PRO FORMA RETURN ANALYSIS 

Number Average SSF Average Price Total 

Sales Revenue of Units I Spaces Per SSF Per Unit Per Unit I Space Sales 

2329 Condominiums 22 $ 575.00 856 $ 492,200 $ 10,828,400 

Parking Spaces 2 1 $ 35,000 $ 735,000 

Storage Spaces 5 $ $ 10,000 $ 50,000 

$ 11 ,613,400 

Gross Re ve nues $ 11,613,400 

Cost of Sales: 

Commissions (2.5% at Close) $ 270,710 * 2.5% due at contract signing included in development budget 

Closing Costs (2% of Gross Revenues) $ 290,335 

$ 561 ,045 

NET SALES PROCEEDS $ 11 ,052,355 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS $ 16,442,724 

GROSS PROFIT $ (5,390,369) 

RETURN ON COST -32.78% 

EQUITY INTEREST FROM RESID. SALES $ (6,175,369) 

MINIMUM EQUITY INTEREST REQUIRED $ 1,014,976 

NET PROFIT TO DEVELOPER $ (6,405,345) 

Prepared By: Concord Realty AdviJOrS. LLC 3/14/200612:01 PM 



Hml Con Alloatlon 

Solt Cost Alloatlon 

COSTS TO OAT£ 
HudCosc 

SokCon 

lmerut Dlxlna Costi\JCUon 
T o .. l Project CoJt 

Equi<y 

O.b< 

Total Pro)«< Con 

l:1llnllllJ Qcbt • EquJn Coli 

Equi<y AY>il>bk 
£qo.~<yU .. d 

loon Onw/ (Pa)'l'*") 

loon lblol'Ce 

Cumuladv• Project Costs 

SAl• A uymptlons 

A"lP..-Urit 

Oosq Coso Por Unit 

CommlsJlo<u ..... Unit 

sq, PCJK•tds 

NUtnt>.r ol Ro>klon.W Con<ncu 

Number ol 1\utden.W Mtdomellu 

1\csldencbl Sonlomo<>t> 

Parldt-c~ St.,.,._,...,_., 
Rul Est>,. Comniulom 

CloslncCo•t> 

NetRevtnvu 

Rerum to Equity 

6Sll.821 

6.816.2SO IOO.OOlt 

$ 1,920,1)) 

$ 1.149,811 8.00lt $ 

16.SI9,015 

Pon:<n~ -14-lX I~~ 
7S.JX $ 

" ·"' $ 

49l.lOO 
1),191 

24,610 

22 
22 

10.828.400 

735,000 

50.000 
(319,930) 

(290.))5) 

11,003,1].5 

(2.11!2.:149) 
(6,17S,Ut) 

ll.449,n4 

16,442.n4 

11.516.015 

$ 

s 
s 

$ 

6.531.821 

40.005 

6,572,826 

),99),000 

6.571.8'l6 

6,572.826 

6,5n.e26 

80.010 120,015 160.020 240,030 140,0)0 80.010 48.006 
4).819 4).819 4),819 0.819 43.819 43.819 4),819 

123,819 163,8H 203.,8)9 283,849 283,849 123.829 91,825 

3,99).000 3,869,171 3,705,337 ).501,498 s 3.117,648 $ 1,9)),799 2,809,970 

ll),8'l9 16UJ4 s 201.839 18),849 $ 183,849 $ 113.829 91.825 

s $ s 
6S72.826 6.572.826 6.Sn.8l6 6.572.1!26 $ 6.572.826 6.572.826 6,572.826 

$ 6.696,655 s 6.860.489 7,064,]28 7,)48.Jn 7.6)2,027 7,755,856 7,847,681 

3/IC/2001112~1 PM 



TABLE Il l 

Conceptual 

Hord Cost Altocatlon 

Soft Con Alloutlon 

COSTS TO OATE 

HordCost 

Soft Cost 
lntt.re.st Ovr1n& Conrucdon 
Tobl Project Cost 

Cvkal StruUU;rt. 

Equcy. 

Oelx 
T oe>l Project Con 

Honlblx Debt. Eqyl~ Call 

Equity Av>ibblo 

Eq.,;q.U.ed 

Lo.nOnw /~ 

....... -
Cumul•dve Proje<t Costs 

Salt A11umpt;ions 

A"lPer Unit 
~Costs, .. Unit 

Commit- PC< Unit 

Hie• Pros:ccd• 

Numbu ol Reildentill Con<n«s 

Numt>.r ol l\esldentbl Sctdemenu 

ResldencW S.ttlttMms 

P>r1cfnc~u 

Scot>ccS..-
Reol &toe. Commls-. 

Closin& Costs 

RetuM to Eq<llty 

6.Sl2.821 

6JI16.lSO IOO.OOS ~,811 

1,920,1)) ( 1),519) 

$ 1.249,811 8.00S $ 4),819 

16.SI9.015 371,112 

P«etilt Amouot 

24aif'~~ 
757X $ 11.449,n4 

" ·"' s 16.44l.n4 

$ 2.718,145 

$ )71,112 

11.516.015 $ 

6.571.816 

8,118.79) 

491.200 

13, 197 

24,610 

ll 
12 

10,828,400 

ns.ooo 
50.000 

(319,9)0) 61,525 

(290.llS) 

I I.OOl.llS 

11.44t.n4 

(2.181.)69) 

(6,11S,lU) 

4n,lll 611,463 749,788 817,950 817,950 749,788 681.625 

nu6 109.Sll ~.006 48.006 48.006 48.006 48,006 

s 4),819 4),819 4).1119 4),819 49,081 55,181 $ 60.868 
618,181 766,812 841,612 909.ns 91 5.0)7 851.975 790,499 

l.l47,0ll l.n&.850 $ 961.018 120,415 

618,181 s 766.811 $ 841.612 120.425 s 
7"J50 $ 91S.OJ7 851.975 190,499 

6.S71.816 6.511.816 6.571.816 7.361.175 s.2n.zu 9,130.188 9,920,687 

8.8)6.976 9.60).788 10.445,400 ll,lSS. 17S 11.170,211 ll,lll.188 1),91).687 

(49,UO) (61,515) 

3114/2001112:01 PM 



TABLE III '"!'N~d-ams Mc,r~:~::J~t;:;i~':t~tiJIP 
.· \.h • 

Con~ept~ai:Pro·i=orrha ~ 

fiord Cost Alloc.atlo<l 

Soft Con Allocadon 

COSTS TO DATE 
HordCon 

Soft Cost 

Interest Dlrlrc Costruction 
Total Project Cost 

CAAft:a1 Stryctvr• 

Equky 

Deb< 
T OQI Project Cost 

Monthly Qc,bt • Epy!ty Call 

EquityA~bl• 

£qujty Ust<l 

l..oul Dnw I (h,.._,.) 

Loon s.l&n<t 

Cumuladvo ProJect Costs 

SaJe AuumptJmu 

Avz Peri.Jrit 

CJos1rc Com P..- Unit 
Commissions PI< Unit 

Sale• Pcq<e•d• 

NIMI!bcr of RtsldentW Controcu 

Number o( Rosldondol Soalemcnu 

RO>id<ncW Xtdomonu 

l'attcq Sta1.-u 
Stor>p Sottftmt<>ts 

1\w Estate Commi»ions 

C!osln& Cosu 

Re.wrn to Equky 

$ 6..512.8'11 

6.816.250 IOO.OOX 
1.720,1]) 

1,249,81 I 8.00% $ 

16,519,015 

Porunt Amount 

l4.l"IJZlii~ 
75.7X S 12.449.n4 

" ·"' $ 
16.442.n4 

s 
s 

12.526.015 $ 

s 

s 

492.100 
1),197 

24.610 

ll 

21 

10.828.400 

ns.ooo 
50.000 

(319.930) 

(l90.JlS) 

I 1,003.135 

12.449.n4 

{2.18l.J69) 

(6,17S,J6t) 

613."'3 

48.006 
64.138 $ 

n7.607 

n7,607 

10.648,293 $ 

14.641,293 

4n.ll8 :140,81) 136,)25 

32.004 32.004 32.004 105,834 105.834 73.830 49.220 

70,989 74,856 n.&l l 79,48'1 80.717 63.293 45.539 

580,130 447,673 246,170 185,]16 184,551 137,123 94.759 

• 
$ $ 

$ s 
SSO.IlO 447.6n $ 246.170 185.116 186.551 ll7.12l s 94,759 

11.128.423 I 1,676.096 11,,12.164 12.107,58'1 9,493,945 6.830.880 s 4,125,452 

15,221.423 15.649.096 15.915.264 16.100.581 $ 16.287.113 16,424,256 16,519.015 

(13,830) (13,830) (73,830) (49.210) 

(19.182) (19,182) (19,182) (52.788) 

2.800.188 2.800,188 2,800,1 88 1,846,792 

2.800.188 2.800,188 6,&49,349 

(4,049,161) 1,846.792 

311 o!/200812:0 1 PM 



H.lrd CO<t Allocation 

Solt Cost Allocation 

COSTS TO DATt 

tUrd Cost 

SoltCon 

tnttrt"n Durin& Costruction 

Total ProJect Cost 

Cll!ital S!n!cture 
Equity 

Debt 

T ocal Prcjt<t Con 

Hon!bly Qcbt & fqultx Call 

Equity Avalable 

Equity lhed 

l oonDnwl(l'>yrn<tl<) 

loon Bolon<~ 

Cumulative ProJ~t Costs 

SaJe Anymptiont 

Avz l'e< UM 
Ooslflc Costs Per UM 

convms1oru Per link 

Salt:a Prpcctda 

Num~r of Ret~tlal Concnca 

Numw ol ROJI<Mntlal Settlements 

R-tblSenlemenu 

Pat1dnc s.m-u 
Stonp SealtfMnts 

Rul EJuto Convnllsloru 

ClosJn& Cosu 

Net Revtnues 

Retum to Equity 

IOO.OOll 

IOO.OOll 

s 6.SlU21 

s 6.81USO IOO.OOll 
1,920,1)) 

1.249,811 8.00ll 
16.SI9,01S 

Pen: tnt 

7S.Jll S ll.+t9,n4 

"·"' s 16.+tl.n4 

$ 

s 
ll.S26.01S s 

s 2.1S8.660 

16,SI9,01S 

491.200 
11,197 

24,"0 

22 

22 

10.828.400 

ns.ooo 
so.ooo 

()19,9)0) 

(290.llS) 

II,OOJ. IJS 

ll.+t9.n• 

(1.181.169) 

(6,17S,l6t) 

Jlto112006t2:0t PM 



Table IV 
Development I:Xpenses 

2000-March 2006 
2329/2335 Champlain St 

Land 2329 $ 685,000.00 

Land 2335 $ 610,000.00 

Existing tenant buyout and relocation $ 386,244.00 

Hard costs 

Construction-General $ 16,655.00 

Construction-Services $ 69,503.00 

Construction-Hauling $ 147,659.00 

Construction-Material $ 334,557.00 

Construction-Subcontractors/Labor $ 900,201.00 

Total hard costs $ 1 ,468,575.00 

Soft costs 

Accounting $ 51,590.00 

Advertising $ 1,530.00 

Architect/Engineer $ 434,561.00 

Consulting-Environmental $ 65,333.00 

Developer Fee $ 75,000.00 

Insurance $ 104,637.00 

Interest Payments/Bank Fees $ 1 ,901 ,023.00 

Legal $ 716,357.00 

Overhead/General/Office, etc. $ 53,1.73.00 

Realtor/Broker Fees $ 66,104.00 

Research $ 16,554.00 

Taxes $ 184,850.00 

Utilities $ 27,597.00 

Total Soft costs $ 3,698,309.00 

Total costs $ 6,848,128.00 

(Income) $ 315,198.00 
Total Expenses thru March 2006 $ 6,532,930.00 

Costs Incurred Due to Contaminants $ 3,072,242.00 

Costs Incurred in Fo1,mdatlon/Stabilization $ 1,394,000.00 

Land Costs $ 1,295,000.00 

Total Soft Costs 2000-2006 $ 771,688.00 

TOTAL* $ ~.~3~.9~0~00 
*See Attachment 

12:0~ PM3/14/2006 



TABLEV 
2329 Champlain ST. NW 

Direct Hard and Soft Costs Associated with Petro· 
Chemical Impact 

Log of March 09 2006 

2000-2001 0 

2001-2006 
PC= 0 
PCS= 61,360 
PCH= 136,000 
PCM= 66,911 
PCL= 451,100 

Total PHa,rd= 715,371 

PAC= 20,636 
PAD= 0 
PAlE= 130,368 
PCB= 65,333 
PD= 37,500 
PIN= 52,318 
Pi= 1,330716 
PL= 573,085 
POH= 26,587 
PR= 43,628 
PRE= 15,726 
PT= 55,455 
PU= 5,519 

TotalPSoft= 2,356,871 

TOTAL PH+PS= 3,072,242 



Table VI 

Cost of Equity and Equity Analysis 

Equity Investment 

80K down payment (June 2000) 
330K 200-2001 (june 2000-dec 2001) 
748K costs Ull.funded by eagle 2001-2004 G&G Gan2002-dec2004) 
140K Developer fee variance 2002 and constr. matter ofrigbtGan2002-dec2003) 
500K unpaid Overhead and profit on 2.2M constr. project(jan2003-dec2003) 
400K fees to EagleBank and re-securing new financing ( sept 2004) 
2198k investment by kosh~lacs 2000-20004 

Cost of funds at 15% 

80K@6yrs 
330K @ 5 years 
748K@ 3years 
140K@ 3years 
500K @ 3years 
400K@ 1.5years 

2198K 

Interest= x(l.31)= 
Interest= x(1.01)= 
Interest= x(0.52)= 
Interest= x(0.52)= 
Interest= x(0.52)= 
Interest= x(0.23)== 

105K 
333K 
389K 

73K 
260K 
93K 

1253K 

Total Due Kostelacs/Dom.mo Constr. LLC not accounted for in $6.532M costs to date 
log: 

140K developer fee 
500K deferred construction overhead and profit 
1253K deferred interest on equity investment@ 15% 

1893K Due to Kostelacs/Dommo Constt LLC 



Mar 13 06 10:45a DOM & MIKE KOSTELAC 4349755402 

EXPERT REPORT OF 
MR. MICHAEL A. BRUZZESI, CPG 

L EXEcUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report was prepared in conjunction with litigation styled Kings Creek, LLC v. Amoco 
Marketing Environmental SerVices et al.t No. 02-2381-RWR (P.D.C). 

This report represents the results of my analysis to date of the enVirotunental i111painnent CJLUScd 
to the 2329 Champlain Street property (herein referred to as the 2329 site) owned by Kings 
Creek, LLC (KC) by releases of petroleum fuels and cleaning solvents from leaking underground 
storage tanks (LUsTs) and former service station operations conducted at the adjacent 2337 
Champlain Street property (herein referred to as the 2337 site) owned by Holmes. I was asked 
by KC to review historical documents pertaining to the 2329 and 2337 sites, f\n"ther assess soil 
and groundwater conditions at the 2329 site, and monitor and document assessment and cleanup 
efforts at the 2337 site. 

Based on my review of historical documents. observations made during removal of underground 
storage tanks (USTs) and petroleum-impacted media from the 2337 site, my review of samp1ing 
and other d~ and my experience and ~p~ise in the assessment and cleanUp of 
enviro~entally imp$red sit~ I bave concluded that releases of petroleum fuels and cleaning 
Solvents from LUSTs and fonner service station operations conducted at the 2337 site have 
adversely impacted soil and groundwater beneath the 2329 site. In July 2003, a total of 15 USTs 
(with a combined capacity of 19,850 gallons)t all of which were in poor condition and appeared 
to be leaking, ·were excavated and removed from the 2337 site. Approximately 800 tons of 
petroleum-impacted soil associated with these USTs was also removed at this time. The 15 
USTs were situated at the southwest comer of the 2337 site, approximately 20 feet north of the 
2329 site. The 2337 site is located. topographically upgradient, and based on historical 
groundwater measwement data is also located hydraulically upgradient, of the 2329 site. 

I have further concluded that recent cleanup activities proposed by BP America (BP) for the 
2337 site have not adequately addresse4 t1;te extent of impacted soil and grolindwater present at 
tl;l,is site, have not addressed impacts caused to the 2329 site, and will not lirn.it further migration 
of petroleum constitUents onto or further impact to the Z329 site. It should also be noted that 
Amoco Oil Company (Amoco, now BP) was notified by the District of Columbia Department of 
Health (DOH) in February 1998 of the potential presei)Ce of as ·many as 17 USTs at the Z337 
site. Although the presence of at least one UST was confirmed and impact to the 2329 site from 
USTs at the 2337 site was suspected, this UST and the potential remaining 16 USTs were not 
assessed or removed until July 2003. The DOH typically requires immediate assessment and/or 
removal of abandoned USTs and suspected LUSTs upon their discovery. It does not appear that 
any effort to locate or address USTs at the 2337 site by the present. or previous owners or 
operators of this site was made before February 1998. · 

LAND STIIATII:Gilll:81 INC. 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications 

I received my Bachelor of Science (BS) degree in Geology from Old Dominion Univet:Sity 
(ODU) and have also completed more than 30 hours (2 years) of post-graduate study towards a 
Masters of Science (MS) degree in Geology at ODtJ. While completing my post-graduate 
studies, I served as a teaching assistant. My responsibilities included teaching classes in a 
variety of ge<>logy subjeets, training otl)er assistants, generating and adminiStering exams, 
tutoring athletes, and developing class schedules. 

In 1991, I accepted a position with Handex of Maryland (Handex), an environmental consulting 
and engineering fum specializing in the assessment and cleanup of petroleum-impacted sites. 
For more than z }rears I served as a project manager for severallarge·petroleum distributors and 
commercial clients. My re.spo~sibi1ities at Handex included cJos~ assessment, and cleanup of 
active and inactive UST, LUST, and manufilcturing sites. I also trained employees in the 
Teclmical Service GToup. In 1993, I accepted a position at Ve:rsar, Inc. (Versar), a nationally 
recognized environmental consulting, engineering, and risk management 5nn. For 6 years I 
served as a project i!Uld program manager for sev~1 private, commercial, transportation 
industry, and govenunent clients. As a manager, l supervis~ m$ed, and mentored employees 
in the Geology and· Environmental Science Departments. My responsibilities at included 
closure. assessment, and cleanup of active and inac.ti.ve UST, LUST, commercial, man:ufacturing, 
mil.itazy, and government facility sites. I also developed Standard Operation Procedure 
documents (SOPs) pertaining to closure and assessment ofUST and LUST Sites. 

I am currently president of Land Strategi~ Inc. (LSI), an environmental consu1ting and risk 
management finn that I fonned in. 1998. · I.SJ specializes in resolving environtnental issues 'that 
complicate the sale, acquisition, and development of enVironmentally impaired properties. The 
assessment and clean~p strategies are developed to meet site-specific regulatory requirements 
(also referred to~ risk-based) for the proposed property use and achieve case closure (or no 
further action decision). The cleanup activities are typically ip.corporated into and implemented 
during site development with little impact to the development schedule. Implementing the 
cleanup activities during development typically results in significant project savin~. My 
responsibilities at LS1 include closure, assesSI:Ilent, and cleanup of active and inactive UST, 
LUST, commercial,. manufacturing. militaJy, and government facility sites. 

Over the last 13 years, I have attended/completed num~us training courses in assessme11t and 
~leanup of enVironmentally impaired sites. In 2000,' I became a Certified Professional Geologist 
(CPG} in the Commonwealth ofVrrginia. My CPG was obtained by passing a test administered 
by the National Association of'State ~s of Geology. I:p 2002~ 1 also became a CPG in the State 
of Pennsylvania. A resume detailing my education and advanced training. work history, 
management and technical qualifications, and select project experience is included as 
Attachment 1. 
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Materials Reviewed 

In pezfomlD;lg my analysis I reviewed the following: 

Corrective Action Plan, 2337 Site, prepared by ENVIRON International Corporat~on 
(ENVIRON), dated March 2004. 

Januq.ry 2004 Groundwater Sampling Results, 2337 Site, prepared by ENVIRON, dated March 
2004. 

Comprehensive Siie .Assessment Report, 2337 Site, prepared by ENVIRON, dat~ November 
2003. 

Undergrcnmd Storage Tank Removal Program. Closure Assessment Report and Closure 
Notification Form, 2337 Site, prepared by ENVIRON, dated August 18, 2003. 

Letter from Arnold & Porter Providing La/xJratory Reau113~ 2329 Si~ to Beveridge & Diamond, 
dated JUly 23, 2003. 

Leiter from the Government of the District of Columbia Depa:rtm!mt of Health, to BP Amoco, 
dated July 22,2003. 

Soil and Groundwater Sampling Results, 2337 Site, prepared by ENVIRON, dated July 11, 2003. 

Letter from Beveridge & Diamond, 2329 Site, to Amold & PolWI", dated February 26, 2003. 

The EDR Radius Map with GeoCheclc. 2329 Site, Environmental Data Resources, Inc., dated 
November 6, 2002. 

[,etter from the Government of the District of Columbia Department of Health, to BP Amoco, 
dated October 30, 2002. 

Letter to Mr. Timothy R. Walter, 2329 Site. prepared by Dames & Moore (D&M), dated May 9, 
2000. 

Groundwater Sampling and Analy~is Program, 2329 Site, prepared by D&M, dated Februazy 11, 
2000. 

Letter from Robert Lehnnan to the District of Columbia Underground Storage Tank Division, 
Champlain Company Inc., dated February 24, 1998. 

Letter from the Government of the District of CQlumbia Department of Health, to Mr. Robert 
Lehnnan of Champlain Company IJlc.. dated February 5, 1998. 

Results of Geophysical Surveys, 2337 Site, Earth Resource Technology, Inc. under contract by 
Handex, Inc., dated August 7, 1998. 
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Letter from the Government of the District of Columbia Department of Health, to Amoco Oil, 
dated February 5, 1998. 

Letter from the Government of the DiStrict of Columbia .Department of Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs~ to Mr. Robert Lel;nman of Champlain Company Inc., dated April 3, 
1997. ' 

Letter. from the Government of the District of Cohunbia Department of Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs, to Mr. Robert Lehrman of Champlain Company Inc., dated December 
3, 1997. 

Letter from the · Government of the District of Columbia Department of Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs, to Mr. Robert Lehrman of Champlain Company Inc., dated 
September 23, 1996. 

Letter from the Government of the District of Columbia Department of Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs, to Mr. H. James Leach of Consoer Townsend Envirodyne Engineers, 
Inc., dated June 28, 1996. 

Comprehensive Site Assessment Report.. 2329 Site, prepared by D&M, dated November 1996. 

Underground Storage Tmlk Removal Program Oosure Assessment Report, 2329 Site, prepared 
byD&M, dated August 13, 1996. 

Phase .II Environmental Site Assessment, 2329 Site, prepared by CI'E Engineers, Inc. (CTE), 
dated Jurte 1~ 1996. 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 2329 Site, prepared by erE, dated March 1, 1996. 

Current and Historical Topographic Maps for the Washington, DC. Area and Vicinity available 
from the United States Geological Society (USGS) and National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 

Assessments/CI•I,tup Activities Conducted at the 2329 Site 

The infonnation provided in this section wa.~ obtained fu»n LSI's review of historical 
environmental documents and the findings of assessment and cleanup activities conducted by 
lSI at the 2329 site. Photographs taken by lSI are included as Attachroent 2. 

In October 2002, lSI was contracted by KC to review historical environmental reports pertaining 
to, conduct additional asse$ml¢nt at, and provide technical assi~ 4uring development of the 
2329 site. LSI reviewed doc~ents prepared by CTE and P&M and correspondence letters 
received by past 2329 site .owners from the District of Columbia. The reviewed documents 
indicated that the 2329 site was fotmerly occupied by an automobile dealership. UST~ ASTs, a 
concrete collection sump, and subsurface hydraulic lifts were associated with the dealership. 

4 
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In February 1996, prior to KC's O\\{Itership of the 2329 site, CTE conducted a Ph~sc I 
Eilviromrtent31 Site ,A$sessment /(Phase I) at the 2329 site. The Phase I was conducted for 
N'ations Banlc (a potential lender for a purchaser o( the 23~9 site). CfE idet\tified several 
environm.ent3l conditions relating to petroleum. products. CTE observ~d si~ subsurface hydraulic;:: 
lifts, eVidence of USTs, sW'filing on the concrete floor, a, concrete sump contaii::ring sludge, oil­
stained sediment on tbe boiler room floor, and tw9 ASTs. The hyc:b:au.lic li~ suspect USTs, and 
A.STs were not in use at the time of CTE's 8$SeSSDlent. Documents obtaiped and reviewed by 
CTE also indicated that as many ~ 17 USTs may have been us~ at the 2337 site. Based on the 
Phase I findings, CTE recommended ·that a Phase Il &vironmental Site Assessment (Phase II) 
be conducted at the 2329 site. 

CTE conducted a ·Phase ll at the 2329 site in March 1996. Th~ P~e D was conducted for Ute 
.Brass·Knob (a potential purchaser of the 2329 site). The P~e II activities conducted to assess 
pettole.utn-reWc<I issues included soii and groundW3ter sampling .and analySis, hydraulic pit and 
concr~ie sump sludge and fluid sampling ~d ap.alysis, sediment sampling from the boiler room, 
·inspection of the suspect UST; and ev~uation of the floot drain system. Based on the Phase II 
findings, petroleum-impacted soil and gro.:mdwat~ was present beneath the entire footprint of 
the site and extended off site to the ne;>rtb and sou~ sediment and sl\1dge present within the 
concrete sump and on the boiler room floor was deterinined to~ impacted by petroleum, two 
USTs we_re confimt«l to be present, and the floor ~ system was determined to be blocked 
and not t4nctioning. The concentration of p~oleum constituents detected in the soil and 
gromtdwater samples were above District of Columbia regulatory reporting levels. CTE 
recommended that the extent of impacted soil and groundw~er be further delineated, sediment 
and shidge present WiU'li~ the concrete sump and boiler root:Q. be removed and disposeQ, concrete 
Slll'l1p be ~spected for leaks, fluids present in the llydraulic lift pits be removed and disposed, the 
USTs and ASTs be removed and di$posed, and the floor dram system be cleaned, inspc.cted for 
leaks, and restored to working order. 

In June 1996, D&M excavated and removed two USTs from the 2329 $it~. The USTs we~ 
situated within the we&t-central portion of the site building. The ~ were found to be empty 
and in good condition. A small volume of petroleum-impacted soil was reportedly enoountefed 
beneath the tanks. Petroleum constituents were detected at concentrations slightly above District 
of Columbia regulatory leyels in two soil samples collected from the impacted soil. .Acoord,i,ng 
to D&M. the impacted soil extended to ~ depth of apprt>xirnately 0.5 feet below the tanks. The 
relatively small volume of impacted soil was removed and disposed. Soil samples collected 
from the excavation after the impacted soil wa.s removed did not contain petroleum constituents 
at cop.centrations above District of Columbia regulatory levels; thus,. D&M considered cleanup 
of the former 2329 &ite UST areas complete. District 9( Columbia regulatory agency 
representatives witnessed the removal of the impacted soil and collected soil samples for 
independent laboratory analysis. D&M concluded that .the remaining petroleum-impacted soil 
and petroleum-impacted groundwater identified at the 2329 site by ct.E in March 1996 was a 
regional cOndition and was not related to the two usts or srnail volume of impacted soil 
removed from the 2329 site. 

On September 23, 199~, the District of Columbia P~ent of" Consumer and Regulatory 
Affairs (DCRA, now DOH) issued a ditcctivc to the 2329 site owner at that time (Champlain 
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Company) requiring the performance of a Comprehensive Site Assessment (CSA). The directive 
\\'aS issued based on DCRA~s review of cw•s Phase I and II reports and D&M~s UST closure 
report. In October 1996, O&M conducted a CSA at the 2329 site. The CSA consisted of 
installing and sampling three groundwater monitoring wells. Soil samples were also coJleeted 
during drilling of the well borings •. Groundwater measurements indicated that groundwater flow 
was to the south (mimicking surface topography in the surrounding area). Petroleum 
constituents were deteeted at concentrations above District of Colmnbia regulatory standards in 
soil and groundwater samples collected from each well. Based on the CSA findings. D&.M 
concluded that the remaining impacted soil .and impacted groundwater at the 2329 site was the 
result of off-site releases of petroleum and was not related to fo.nner 2329 site activities or USTs; 
thus, D&M recommended that 'the open LUST ease for the 2329 site be'c::losed. It should be 
noted that D&M stated in the CSA report that the two AST~ fluids in the six hydraulic lifts~ and 
sludge and sediment present in the concrete swnp, boiler room. and floor drains were removed 
and disposed during closure of the two USTs at the 2329 site. Details concerning these activities 
were not provided in D&M~s UST closure report 

In February 1998, the DOH (formerly DCRA) appeared to concur with D&M's conclusions and 
issued a ditcctive to Amoco requiring that a CSA be conducted at the l337 site. The directive 
was issued after the DOH named Amoco as a "responsible party" (RP) for the remaining 
petroleum-impacted soil and petroleum-impacted groundwater identified at the 2329 site. The 
directive required that the site be investigated for the prescJ;lce of USTs and imp~ed media (soil 
and groundwater). If USTs were detetm.ined to be present, the DOH requested that they be 
properly closed (via excavation and removal). Infonnation pertaining to Amoco's response to 
the DOH directive is provided in the next section of this report. -

At the request of the DOH, D&M re-samplcd the three 2329 site grotmdwater monitoring welJs 
in January 2000. Petroleum constituents were detected at coneenlrations. above District ()f 
Columbia regulatory standards in groundwater samples collected from each well. Groundwater 
measurements again indic~ed that groundwater flow was to the south. Petroleum free ptoduct 
(approximately 0.5 inches in thickness) was also measured in well MW3. D&M again concluded 
that the remaining impacted soil and impacted groundwater at the 2329 site was tlle result of off­
site releases of petroleum· and was not related to fonner 2329 site activities or USTs. D&M 
again recommended that the open LUST case for the 2329 site be closed. 

KC purchaSed the 2329 site in March 2000. In October 2002, LSI w~ contracted by KC to 
advance three soil test borings along the northern insid~wall of the 2329 site building. A map 
depicting the test boring locations is provided as Attachment 3. The borings were advanced to 
assess soil conditions along the northern site perimeter (nearest to the 2337 site). The northern 
sjte perimeter is the most topographically ~d hydraulically upgradient portion of the site. There 
are no known sources of petroleum related to current or past operations at the 2329 site located at 
the three locations investigated. During advancement of the test borings, soil samples were 
collected for laboratory analysis. Petroleum constituents were detected at concentrations above 
District of Columbia regulatory standards in soil samples collected for laboratory analysis ftQm 
all three locations. The location and depth of the·. impacted soil suggested an off-$ite and 
hydraulically upgradient source. Shortly after ad:vancing the test borings, LSI collected 
groundwater samples for laboratory analysis from two of the three 2329 site wells. Samples 
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were not collected from .the remaining well (MW3) because it contained 0.61 foot of petroleum 
free product. Although a: ~ple was not collected from t.hi_s well, the well was purged to 
remove the free product. The DOH was immediately notified of the presence of free product. 
Petroleum constituents were detected at concentrations above District of Columbia regulatory 
stan~ds in groundwater collected from both of the weUs. J,.aboratory analytical reports for 
samples collected from tbc 2329 site arc provide4 in Attachment 4. The DOH notified BP of the 
discovery of free product at the 2329 site. Shortly after notification, BP dispatched an 
envi~mnental consultant to the site to inspect the wells. URS Corporation (URS, formerly 
D&M) inspected the welts on December :19, 2002. URS Planrted on collecting a free product 
sample from well MW3; however, only a trace level of .free product was observed in the well. 
URS collected a groundwater sample from the well and submitted it to BP's laboratory for 
fingerprinting analysis. Raw results of fingerprinting analysis were provided to KC in July 2003. 

ln January 2003, KC began construction activities at the 2329 site. The first phase of 
construction consisted of a_ddin.g one subsurface level to the c;x.i$ting building. Construction of 
the subsurface level entailed the removal of the ·upper 10 feet pf soil underlying the 2329 site 
building. During excavation, nine hydraulic lift cylinders and petroleum-impacted soil and 
groundwat~ were encountered. Two of the lift cyl~ders were disposed under the supervision of 
KC and the remaining seven lift cylinders were disposed under the supervision of LSI. Oil­
stained soil was noted adjacent to most of the cylinders; however, the impacted soil was limited 
in extent and did not extend more 1;han a few feet away from or b~~ the cylinders. 
Petrolewn-impacted soil was encountered across the entire 2329 site and was present mainly at 
depths greater than 8 ·feet below former floor grade. The impacted soil (including the impacted 
soil observed ~jacent to the lift cylinders) was transported t_o ~d treated at a pennitted 
treatment facility. Between February 28 an4 Septem'ber 10,. 2003, a total of 1.945.55 tons of 
impacted soil was removed and transported to the treatment facility. Petroleum-impacted 
groundwater was also encountered during deep excavation for the building support c;olumn 
footings. The impacted groundwater was recovered using pumps and contained within a storage 
tank pending proper disposal. The impacted groundwater was tranSported to and treated at a 
permitted treatment facility. Between February 28 and September 10, 2003, a total of 16,269 
gallons of impacted gro~dwater was recovered and transported to the treatment facility. The 
impacted soil and groundwater was removed/recovered under the supel-vision of KC. Disposal 
manif~ts for the lift cylinders, impacted soiJ, and impacted groundwater are provided as 
Attacbment 5. During removal of th~ lift cylinders and petroleum-impacted soil, LSI 
periodically collected soil samples for laboratOry analysis. Laboratory analytical reports for 
samples collected from the 2329 site~ provided as Attachment 4. 

All of the 2329 site groundwater monitoring wells were removed during construction. Well 
MW2 was sampled in July 2003, just prior to its removal. Petroleum constituents were detected 
at concentrations above District of Columbia regulatory standards in the groundwater sample 
collected from this well. 

Assessmeuts and Cleanup Activities Conducted at the 2331 Site 

The information provid<:d in this section was obtained form historical environmental documents 
and .field observations made by LSI during assessment and cleanup activities at the 2337 site. 
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Photographs taken by LSI ate included as ,Attachment 2. 

In February 1998, the DOH issued a directive to Amoco requiring a CSA be conducted at the 
2337 site. The directiVe was issued after tl].e DOH named Amoco as a RP for the petroleum­
impacted soil and groundwater identified at the 2329 site. The directive required that the site be 
investigated for the presence ofUSTs and impacted media (soil and groundwater). lfUSTs were 
determined to be present, the DOH req1,1ested that they be properly closed (Via excavation and 
removal). In August 1998, Amoco contracted Handex, Inc. to perfonn a. non-intrusive 
subsUrface investigation to determine if USTs were p..-nt at the 2337 site. Several suspect 
UST locations were identified during the investigation. LSI does not know if the investigation 
results wete provided to the DOH and is unaware of any foUow-up assessment 1g1d/or cleanup 
activities pertaining to the suspect USTs. It does not appear that any effon to locate or address 
USTs at the 2337 site by the present or previous ~wners or operators of this site was made before 
February 1998. 

On October 30, 2002, the DOH issued another directive to BP requiring performance of a CSA. 
This directive also required tba.t the site be investigated for the presence of U$Ts and impacted 
media. lfUSTs were determined to be present, the DOH requested t)lat they be properly closed. 
In May 2003, BP contracted ENVIRON to perfonn a non-intrusive subsurface investigation to 
determine if UST$ were present at the 2337 site. Several suspect UST locations were identified 
during the investigation. In May 2003, ENVIRON installed four groQ.ndwater monitoring wells 
at the 2337 site. The wells were sampled in Jmie 2003. Petroleum constituents were detected in 
all four well samples and constituent copcentrations in three of the samples were above District 
of Columbia release reporting requirements. Groundwater flow was c:leteqnined to be south, 
towards the 2329 site. 

In June 2003, EJ\'VIRON excavated numerous test pits in areas where suspect USTs were 
identified during the May 2003 non-intrusive subsurface investigation. Several USTs were 
confltrtled to be present. In July 2003, a total of 15 USTs and hundreds of feet of associated 
delivery piping w:ere excavated and removed .from the 2337 site. The IS USTs were situated at 
the southwest comer of the 2337 site, approximately 10 feet from the 2335 site and 20 feet from 
the 2329 site. The age of the tanks ~ unlmown; however, historical documents indicate they 
were installed between the early 1930s through mid-1950s (suggesting that they are 50 to 70 
years old). All of the tanks and piping wete found to be constructed of bare steel. The tanks had 
a combined capacity of 19,850 gallons. All of the tanks and piping were in relatively poor 
condition. The tanks and piping were moderately to highly rusted and pitted, and numerous 
small and large holes were not_ed (ranging from Jess than I inch to several inches in diameter). 
Two of the-USTs were also found to contain a mixture of gasoline and water. All but one of the 
USTs is believed to have been used to store petroleum products. The remaining tank is believed 
to have b~ used to store cleaning solvents {varsol). A table prepared by ~I describing each 
removed UST in detail is provided as Attachment 6. 

Petroleum-stained soil was encountered beneath the USTs and approximately 800 tons of 
impacted soil was excavated and transported to a treatment facility. Excavation of impacted soil 
was limited due to the presence of subsurface utilities, reach of excavation equipment, and 
presence of nearoy site buildings. Impacted soil that could not be removed included soil present 
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at depths deeper than 16 feet and soil present south and west of the former tankfield. The 
impacted soil visually appeared to extend beneath the sidewalk (located alongside of Champlain 
Street) and beneath a buj.lding situated at 2335 Champlain Street (2335 site, currently occupied 
by Georgetown Plating Co.). Petroleum free product was noted in the southwest comer of the 
excavation before it was backfilled. Petroleum constituents were also ·detected in several soil 
samples collected at the base of the resulting excavation (before it was backfilled) at 
concentrations above District of Columbia regulatory levels. 

ln October 2003, ENVIRON drilled an additional soil test boring and installed an additional 
groundwater mo~toring well at the 2337 site. ENVIRON also sampled all ofthe 2337 site wells 
shortly after the new well was installed. The boring was drilled and well WI!S installed at the 
request of the DOH. Petroleum constituents were detected at concentrations above District of 
Columbia regulatory lev~ls in one of the soil samples collected from the test boring. Petroleum 
constituents were also detected at concentrations above District of Columbia regulatory levels in 
three of the gtpundwater samples collected from the wells (including the new well). 
Groundwater flow was determined to be south, towards the 2329 site. 

The data collected by ENVIRON between May and October 2003 was used by ENVIRON to 
prepare a CSA. The CSA did not recommend further corrective actions to address petroleum­
i_mpacted soil and groundwater present at or extending off site; however, the report did 
recommend that quarterly monitoring (sampling) of the 2337 site well$ be conducted for 1 year. 
-The DOH did not concur with the CSA recomm~ItS and requested that a CAP be prepared 
to address impacts 'to the 2337 site and other affected sites (2335 and 2329 siteS). The DOH also 
directed BP to investigate soil and groundwater conditions at the 2335 and 2329 sites. 
ENVIRON iS currently e\raluating methods of assessing soil and groundwater conditions at these 
sites. 

In January 2004, ENVIRON sampled aU of the 2337 site wells. Pe1;J:pleum constituents were 
detected at concentrations above District of Columbia regulatory levels in three of the 
groundwater ~ples collected from the wells. In March 2004, ENViRON submitted 3 CAP for 
the 2337 site to the DOH. The CAP proposed natural attenuation to a4<iress petroleum-impacted 
media at the 2337 site. Natw:al attenuation consists of allowing petroleum constituent 
concentrations to ~y decrease via dilution as it migrates away frOm the source area and 
comes into contact (mixes) with "clean" groundwater and ~ion by naturally occurring, 
petrolemn-constnning microorga.-aisms. The CAP did not address impacts caused by the 2337 
site to the 2335 and 2329 sites. Based on data collected by ENVIRON, the 2335 and 2329 sites 
are located .hydraulically downgradient of the 2337 site. These sites are also believed to have 
been ip;rpacted by past releases at the 2337 site and will continue to be impacted if petroleum­
contaminated soii and grotmdwater present at the 2337 site is not addressed. 

Ill. FINDINGS 

My findings and conclusions are based on the whole of the materials 1 have reviewed, activities T 
have conduct~, monitored, and documented, and upon my expertise and experience. 
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IV. METHODOLOGY 

My findings and conclusions are based on a scientific examination and analysis of the 
infoiTilation and data provided to me, and conclusions and inferences drawn from the information 
and data. In .arriving at my co~lusions, I followed the analytical methodology typically used by 
technical experts in the field ofUST assessment,.cloStn'e, and cleanup. 

V. NATURE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is based on materials I reviewed and activities I performed to date. If additional 
relevant information becomes available to me,. ot if I am asked to respond to expert opinions, J 
will, of course, take that into account and, if appropriate, prepare additional reports. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS 

Based on my analysis, I have concluded that releases of petroleum fuels and cleaning solvents 
from WSTs and former service station operations conducted at the 2337 site have adversely 
imp~ted soil an_d groundwater benea.th the 2329 site. I have further concluded that recent 
cleanup activities proposed by BP for ~e 2337 site have not adequately addressed the extent of 
impacted soil and groundwater present at this site, have not addressed impacts caused to the 2329 
site, and will not limit furthe_r migration of petroleum constituents onto or further in:apact to the 
2329 site. It should a1so be noted that Amoco was notified by the DOH in February 1998 of the 
potential presence of as many as 17 USTs at the 2337 site. Although the presence of at least one 
UST was confirmed, and impact to the 2329 site from USTs at the 2337 site was suspected, this 
UST and the potential remaining t 6 USTs were not assessed or removed until July 2003. The 
DOH typically requires immediate assessment and/or removal of abandoned USTs and. suspected 
LUSTs upon their discovery. It does not appear that any effort to locate or address USTs at the 
2337 site by the present or previo~ owners or operators of this site was made before February 
1998. 

VII. COMP.J!;NSATION 

My engagement in this matter is on an hourly basis. My standard hourly rate is $85.00 and my 
litigation rate when preparing or engaged in depositions or expert testimony is $127.50. My 
compensation is not contingent npon the conclusions I have reached or the ultimate resolution of 

~ ~ 
Michael A. Bruzzesi. CPG Date 

Approximate EJq>ert Testimony Within the Last Four Years: I have.not testified as an expert in 
the last four years. 
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J. LEE DONNELLY&: SON,. INC • 
.dlppTAl~-u - Counulou -c.R~ 

SINCE 18m 

7355 WISCONSIN AVENUE 

BE'IHESDA. MARYLAND 20814 

(301) 95l·S500 FAX (301) 95l·.t;S87 

May 22, 2000 

Centu~y National Bank 
community First, Inc. 
u.s. Small Business Administration 
1875 Eye Street, N.w. 
Washington, D.c. 20006 

p. 1 

-r.' 

RE: 2329 Champlain Street, N.W. 
Washington, o.c. 20009 

Dear Gentlemen: 

In accordance with your request for a Summary Appraisal Report 
- Complete Appraisal for the purpose of estimating the market· value 
(Leased F~e Estate) of the above captioned property, please be 
advised that Thomas c. Horvath and Joseph Lee Donnelly, Sr., have 
personally inspected the $Ubject and have made a carefgl and 
detailed analysis of data pertinent to the estimation of its market 
value as of May 19, 2000. 

The subject is legally described as Lot 103 in square 2563 in 
Washington, District of Columbia. 

Market Value is defined in real estate appraisal terminology 
as: 

The most probable price which a property should bring in a 
coJJlpeti ti ve and open market under all conditions requisite to a 
fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently, knowledge­
ably, and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. 

Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as 
of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer 
under condi~ions whereby: 

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated. 

2. Both parties are well informed or well advised and 
•ach acting in what they consider their own best 
interest. 

3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the 
open market. 
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Century National Bank 
May 22, 2000 
Page 2 

4. Payment is made in terms of cash in u.s. dollars or in 
terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto. 

s. The price represents a normal considerati~n for the 
property sold unaffected by special or creative 
financing or sales concessions* granted by anyone 
associated with the s-le. 

*Adjustments to the comparables must be made for special or 
creative financing or sales concessions. No adjustments are 
necessary for those costs that are normally paid by sellers as a 
result of traditiGn or law in a market area; these cos~s are 
readily identifiable since the seller pays these costs in virtually 
all sales transactions. Special or creative financing adjustments 
can ~e made to the comparable property by comparisons to financing 
terms offered by a third party institutional lender that is not 
already involved in the property transaction. Any adjustment 
should not be calculated on a mechanical dollar tor dollar ~ost of 
the financing or concession, but the dollar amount of any adjust­
ment should approximate the market's reaction to the financing or 
concessions based on the appraisers' judqment. 

The accompanying report describes in detail the methodology of 
appraisal and contains data gathered during our investigation. 

:rn our opinion, as of May 19, 2000, the market value as stated 
below, that is, the most probable price estimated in terms of money 
which the property will bring if exposed in the open market, 
allowing a reasonable time to find i1l purchaser who buys with a 
knowledge of all the uses to which the property may be put and for 
which it is capable of being used, is {rounded): 

SEVEN HUNDRED THOUSAND AND 00/100 DOLLARS 
($700, 000. 00) 

Of which $390,000 is assigned to the site. 
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Reconstructed Operating Statement 

Estimated Annu~l Rental (lOOt Rented) 

Less: Estimated Vacancy & Credit Loss (5%) 

Effective Gross Income 

Less: Total Operatinq Expenses 

Net Operating Income before Recapture 

Capitalized at an overall Rate of 10% 

Indicated Value by Income Approach (Rounded) 

$107,600 

(-)$ 5.380 

$102,220 

{-)$ 32.740 

$ 69,480 

$694,800 

$695,000 
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