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During the course of the appraisal and analysis, I became thoroughly familiar with the 
subject property and its location.  Documented market data from the applicable market 
segment to which the subject belongs were analyzed and I spoke with well-informed 
persons familiar with current real estate values, all for the purpose of estimating the 
market value of this property and market rent. 
 
Based on the information found in my investigation and by my professional analysis as 
presented in the accompanying appraisal report, my opinion of the market value of the fee 
simple interest in the subject property as of the effective date of the appraisal, May 19, 
2021, was: 
 

TWO MILLION NINE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
 

$2,900,000 or $109.35/s.f. of net site area 
 
Based on the information found in my investigation and by my professional analysis as 
presented in the accompanying appraisal report, my opinion of market rent for the subject 
property for the first year, as of the effective date of the appraisal, May 19, 2021, was: 
 

ONE HUNDRED FIFTY-NINE THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS PER 
YEAR 

 

($159,500 per year) 
 
My opinion of market value and market rent were subject to special limiting conditions 
stated on page 12 of the accompanying report. 
 
The opportunity to assist you has been appreciated. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
DLL:dll 
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UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 
 
 
 
  1. This report is the confidential and private property of the client and the appraiser. 

Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report shall be conveyed to any 
person or entity, other than the appraiser's or firm's client, through advertising, 
solicitation materials, public relations, news, sales, or other media without the 
written consent and approval of the authors, particularly as to valuation 
conclusions, the identity of the appraiser or firm with which the appraiser is 
connected, or any reference to the Appraisal Institute or the MAI and SRA 
designations.  Further, the appraiser or firm assumes no obligation, liability, or 
accountability to any third party.  If this report is placed in the hands of anyone but 
the client, client shall make such party aware of all the assumptions and limiting 
conditions of the assignment. 

 
  2. Neither this report, nor any of its contents, may be used for the sale of shares or 

similar units of ownership in the nature of securities, without specific prior approval 
of the appraiser.  No part of this appraisal may be reproduced in any promotional 
materials without the permission of the appraiser. 

 
  3. The information furnished by the property owner, agent, management or the client 

is assumed to be correct as received. 
 
  4.  The appraiser is not responsible for the accuracy of the opinions furnished by 

others and contained in this report, nor is he responsible for the reliability of 
government data utilized in the report.  

 
  5. The title to the property is assumed to be marketable and free and clear of all liens. 
 
  6. The property is appraised as if owned in fee simple title without encumbrances, 

unless otherwise mentioned in this report. 
 
  7. The fee simple estate in the property contains the sum of all fractional interests 

which may exist. 
 
  8. The legal description obtained by the appraiser was assumed correct and 

descriptive of the subject property.  No responsibility is assumed for the legal 
description provided or for matters including legal or title considerations.  A survey 
and title report should be obtained to verify its accuracy. 

 
  9. No site survey was provided to the appraiser unless otherwise noted.  It is 

assumed that the sources for dimensions and size relied upon are correct. 
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10. The utilization of the land by the improvements is assumed to be within the 
boundaries or property lines described and that no encroachments exist unless 
otherwise noted in the report. 

 
11. No hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil, or structures that 

render it more or less valuable were assumed to exist.  No responsibility is 
assumed for such conditions or arranging engineering studies that may be 
required for their discovery. 

 
12. Subsurface rights (mineral, oil, etc.) and their potential impact upon value were not 

considered in this appraisal, unless stated otherwise. 
 
13. This appraisal assumes the subject property, as vacant or as improved, has no 

historical or archeological significance.  The value estimate is predicated on the 
assumption that no such condition exists.  Should the client have a concern over 
the subject's status, he or she is urged to retain the services of a qualified 
independent specialist to determine the extent of either significance, if any, and the 
cost to study the condition or the benefit or detriment such a condition brings to the 
property.  The cost of inspection and study must be borne by the client or owner of 
the property.  Should the development of the property be restricted or enhanced in 
any way, the appraiser reserves the right to modify the opinion of value indicated 
by the market. 

 
14. It is assumed that all applicable zoning and use regulations and restrictions have 

been complied with, unless nonconformity has been stated, defined and 
considered in the appraisal report. 

 
15. This appraisal assumes the subject property complies with the requirements under 

the ADA, Americans With Disabilities Act.  The appraisers are not qualified to 
detect each and every item of compliance or lack thereof.  The value estimate is 
predicated on the assumption that there is no lack of compliance that would cause 
a loss in value.  No responsibility is assumed for any such conditions, or for any 
expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 

 
 Should the client have a concern over the subject's state of compliance, he or she 

is urged to retain the services of a qualified independent ADA specialist to 
determine the extent of compliance and the cost to bring the property into 
compliance if needed.  The cost of inspection, study and compliance must be 
borne by the client or owner of the property.  The cost could be deducted from the 
estimate of market value of the subject property if indicated by the market. 

 
16. The subject property is assumed not to be in violation of any government 

regulations or laws pertaining to the environment. 
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17. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which 
may or may not be present on the property, was not observed by the appraiser. 
The appraiser has no knowledge of the existence of such materials on or in the 
property.  The appraiser, however, is not qualified to detect such substances as 
asbestos, PCB transformers, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation, or other toxic, 
hazardous, or contaminated substances and/or underground storage tanks 
(containing hazardous materials).  Mold may be present in areas the appraiser 
cannot see.  The value estimate is predicated on the assumption that there is no 
such material or growth on or in the property that would cause a loss in value.  No 
responsibility is assumed for any such conditions, or for any expertise or 
engineering knowledge required to discover them. 

 
 Should the client have a concern over the existence of such substances, he or she 

is urged to retain the services of a qualified independent environmental specialist 
to determine the extent of the contamination, if any, and the cost of treatment or 
removal.  The cost of detection, treatment or removal and permanent storage must 
be borne by the client or owner of the property.  This cost can be deducted from 
the estimate of market value of the subject property if requested by the client. 

 
18. Responsible ownership and competent management is assumed to exist for the 

subject property. 
 
19. The values assigned to the improvements, if shown in this report, are in proportion 

to the contribution they make to the value of the property as a whole.  The 
separate estimates of value for the land and building must not be used in 
conjunction with any other appraisal and are invalid if so used, or if used 
separately. 

 
20. All furnishings and equipment (or other personal property), except those 

specifically indicated and/or typically considered as a part of real property (under 
common accepted definitions) have been disregarded in this valuation.  Only the 
real estate, as permanently affixed to the subject site, has been valued herein. 

 
21. This report is not considered a legal document and the appraiser assumes no 

responsibility for matters of a legal nature except for his obligations under the 
contract to provide the appraisal and report. 

 
22. The appraiser is not required to testify regarding this report in deposition or in court 

unless arrangements were previously made. 
 
23. The appraiser cannot predict or evaluate the possible effects of future wage or 

price control actions of the government upon rental income or financing of the 
subject property; hence, it is assumed that no controls will apply which would 
nullify contractual agreements, thereby changing property values. 

 



 

   4 

24. The appraiser did not base a conclusion or opinion of value on the following: 
 
 a. Racial, ethnic, or religious homogeneity of the inhabitants of an area or of a 

property 
 
 b. Racial, religious, and ethnic factors as predictors of value trends or price 

variance 
 

c. Neighborhood trends analyzed upon stereotyped or biased presumptions 
relating to race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, or upon unsupported 
presumptions relating to the effective age or remaining life of the property 
being appraised or the life expectancy of the neighborhood in which it is 
located. 
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REGIONAL MAP 
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
 
 
 
 

  

 North 
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SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT FACTS AND OPINIONS 
 
 
 
 

PROJECT NO.: FD PM1677 
 

TYPE: Fire station 
 

OWNER: City of Phoenix 
 

ADDRESS: 1130 North 1st Street, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NOS.: 111-36-083A, 086 
 

OWNER CONTACT AND 
PROPERTY INSPECTION: Ms. Julie Ebersol (623-229-2019), was contacted for 

access into the property for inspection.  The property 
was inspected on May 19, 2021, accompanied by 
three city maintenance and management employees. 

 

PURPOSE, INTENDED USE 
AND INTENDED USERS: The purpose of this appraisal was to estimate the 

market value of the fee simple interest in the subject 
property and market rent as of the effective date of the 
appraisal (date of valuation), May 19, 2021.  The 
intended use of the appraisal is for marketing 
purposes.  I expect that the intended users will be you 
(the client), FHWA and others involved in the 
marketing of this property.   

 

SITE AREA: The property consists of two parcels of land divided by 
City of Phoenix 20’ x 100’ alley right-of-way.  The alley 
is very likely to be abandoned and absorbed into the 
subject property. 

 
APNs 111-36-083A, 086 24,521 square feet, or 0.563 net acre 
Alley Abandonment   2,000 square feet, or 0.046 net acre 
 26,521 square feet, or 0.609 net acre 

 

ZONING: DTC, Downtown Gateway (west portion) 
DTC-West Evans Churchill (east portion) 

 

IMPROVEMENTS: 4,592 square foot (measured and calculated) fire 
station and related site improvements built in 1951 
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LAND-TO-BUILDING RATIO: 5.78:1 (including alley abandonment) 
 

SITE COVERAGE RATIO: 17.3 percent (including alley abandonment) 
 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 
 

As Vacant Multi-family residential development 
As Improved Existing use no longer the highest and best use 

 

INDICATIONS OF MARKET  
VALUE: 
 

Cost Approach Not applicable 
Sales Comparison Approach $2,900,000 or $109.35 per square foot of net site area 
Income Approach Not applicable 

 

FINAL OPINION OF MARKET 
VALUE: $2,900,000 or $109.35 per square foot of net site area 
 

OPINION OF MARKET 
RENT: $159,500 per year 
 

My opinions of market value and market rent were 
subject to special limiting conditions stated on page 
12. 

 

EXPOSURE TIME: 6 months 

 

TYPE OF REPORT: Appraisal Report 
 

DATE OF INSPECTION: May 19, 2021 
 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

OF THE APPRAISAL: May 19, 2021 (date of valuation) 

 

DATE OF THE REPORT: June 15, 2021 (date of transmittal) 
 

APPRAISER: Dennis L. Lopez, MAI, SRA 

 Dennis L. Lopez & Associates, LLC 
 8631 South Priest Drive, Suite 103 
 Tempe, Arizona  85284 
 480-838-7332 
 dennis@lopezappraisal.com 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTOGRAPHS 
(May 19, 2021) 

 
 

   
 

Subject Looking West and Southwest from 1st Street 
 
 

   
 

1st Street Looking North and South – Subject on Left and Right 
 
 

   
 

Margaret T. Hance (“Deck Park”) Looking North and Northeast from the Subject Property 
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Front and Rear of Fire Station 
 
 

   
 

Rear Parking Lot Looking Southwest and West 
 
 

   
 

Rear Parking Lot Looking North and Northeast 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 

Scope of Work 
 
Scope of work is defined by USPAP as follows: 
 

The type and extent of research and analyses in an assignment. 

 
This report leads the reader through the appraisal of a parcel of improved real property in 
Phoenix, Arizona.  I provided an “Appraisal Report” which provides all the introduction, 
description, data, analysis and conclusions that the reader requires to understand the 
opinion of market value. 
 
The appraisal and report adhere to requirements of the City of Phoenix Appraisal 
Requirements 2020, Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, 2020-2022 
(USPAP) and the Uniform Relocation Assistance & Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act (“Uniform Act”) (49 CFR Part 24) and amendments, and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division ADOT Right-of-way 
Procedures Manual, Chapter 4, Appraisal Standards and Specifications, Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) certified, July 16, 2018.  Please note that the ADOT 
manual is a complete set of appraisal requirements that was certified by FHWA for 
Uniform Act compliance.  The ADOT appraisal requirements have long represented the 
most complete compilation and documentation of requirements for compliance.  This 
appraisal report has an accompanying workfile.  A workfile is defined by USPAP as: 
 

Documentation necessary to support an appraiser’s analyses, opinions and conclusions 

 
Thus, where my description, data, analysis and conclusions are summarized in the 
report, my workfile contains supporting documentation.   
 
The scope of work included an analysis of the physical and legal characteristics of the 
subject, as vacant and as improved, the influences of the surrounding region and 
neighborhood on the property, and supply and demand in the subject's market segment 
which led to my opinion of highest and best use.  Once my opinion of highest and best 
use was established, I studied recent sales and current listings of comparable parcels of 
land and I spoke with knowledgeable market participants who are familiar with properties 
like the subject.  How the market viewed the subject was critical to my supported opinion 
of market value and a reasonable exposure time.  Their comments also helped provide 
further support for quantitative and qualitative sales adjustments. 
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The appraisal documented in this report supported a final opinion of market value by the 
Sales Comparison Approach to Value.  Sufficient data were contained within this report 
for an adequate understanding of the data considered, as well as the methodology and 
reasoning utilized to reach my opinion of market value.  Assumptions and limiting 
conditions plus my certification set forth the boundaries in which my opinion of market 
value was contained.   
 

Special Limiting Conditions 
 
 Extraordinary Assumptions 
 
According to USPAP 2020-2022, an extraordinary assumption is defined as follows: 
 

An assignment-specific assumption as of the effective date regarding uncertain 
information used in an analysis, which, if found to be false, could alter the appraiser’s 
opinions or conclusions. 

 
Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise uncertain information about 
physical, legal or economic characteristics of the subject property; or about conditions 
external to the property, such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of 
data used in an analysis.  My opinion of market value was subject to the following 
extraordinary assumption: 
 

No Lease - I noticed that the business to the south utilizes the parking lot behind 
the subject property.  However, I assumed that none of the subject property is leased. 
 
 Hypothetical Conditions 
 
According to USPAP 2020-2022, a hypothetical condition is defined as follows: 
 

A condition, directly related to a specific assignment, which is contrary to what is known 
by the appraiser to exist on the effective date of the assignment results, but is used for 
the purpose of analysis.  

 
Hypothetical conditions assume conditions contrary to known facts about physical, legal, 
or economic characteristics of the subject property; or about conditions external to the 
property, such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data used in an 
analysis.  My opinion of market value was subject to the following hypothetical condition: 
 
 Alley Abandonment – I assumed abandonment of the alley that separates the two 
subject parcels.  The property consists of two parcels of land divided by City of Phoenix 
20’ x 100’ alley right-of-way.  The alley is very likely to be abandoned and absorbed into 
the subject property.  When assembled, the subject would have a net site area of 26,521 
square feet, or 0.609 net acre.  My opinion was supported by a discussion with Ms. 
Maggie Dellow, Abandonment Coordinator, 602-262-7399. 
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 Parking Lot Access – The parking lot behind the fire station is accessed across 
the adjoining improved property to the south which is owned by the City of Phoenix.  I 
assumed a crossover ingress/egress easement. 
 
The use of these special limiting conditions was necessary for reasonable and credible 
assignment results.  Their use may have affected the assignment results. 
 

Property Identification 
 
The property appraised consists of two parcels of land divided by City of Phoenix 20’ x 
100’ alley right-of-way with an address of 1130 North 1st Street, Phoenix, Arizona.  The 
two parcels, APNs 111-36-083A, 086 include 24,521 square feet, or 0.563 net acre of 
land.  The 2,000 square foot alley is very likely to be abandoned and absorbed into the 
subject property as the alley is truncated by Margaret T. Hance Park on the north and 
has been absorbed into the property on the south.  Thus, I have appraised the subject 
property as a 26,521 square feet, or 0.609 net acre, parcel of land. 
 
The land is improved with a fire station 4,592 square feet (measured and calculated) in 
size and related site improvements built in 1951.  The fire station is no longer used and 
in shell condition.  My analyses find the improvements are no longer the highest and best 
use of the land given their fair condition and alternative uses that bring higher land value.  
The property was referred to the as the “subject” in the report. 
 

Legal Description 
 
No legal description was provided for my review.  I assume that the information and 
exhibits provided in this report adequately describe the subject property for the purposes of 
the appraisal. 
 

Ostensible Owner 
 
According to the information provided by the client and Assessor’s records, the subject 
property was owned by the City of Phoenix. 
 

Ownership and Marketing History 
 
The City of Phoenix has owned the subject for over five years.  No sales or other listings 
were noted within the past five years. 
 

Owner Contact and Property Inspection 
 
Ms. Julie Ebersol (623-229-2019), was contacted for access into the property for 
inspection.  The property was inspected on May 19, 2021, accompanied by three city 
maintenance and management employees. 
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Leasehold Interest 
 
I noticed that the business to the south utilizes the parking lot behind the subject 
property.  However, I assumed that none of the subject property is leased. 
 

Purpose of the Appraisal 
 
The written report is the vehicle which transmits the data and reasoning to the reader in 
support of my opinion of market value and market rent.  The intended use of the 
appraisal is for marketing purposes.  I expect that the intended users will be you (the 
client), FHWA, and others involved in the marketing of the property. 
 

Definitions 
 

Market Value 
 
 "Market Value" means the most probable price estimated in terms of cash in United States 

dollars or comparable market financial arrangements that the property would bring if 
exposed for sale in the open market, with reasonable time allowed in which to find a 
purchaser, buying with knowledge of all of the uses and purposes to which it was adapted 

and for which it was capable.1 

 
 Fee Simple Interest 
 

Absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or estate, subject only to the 
limitations imposed  by the governmental powers of taxation, eminent domain, police 

power, and escheat.2 

 
Market Rent 

 
The most probable rent that a property should bring in a competitive and open market 
reflecting all conditions and restrictions of the lease agreement, including permitted uses, 
use restrictions, expense obligations, term, concessions, renewal and purchase options 

and tenant improvements (Tis)3 

 
Exposure Time 

 
The estimated length of time the property interest being appraised would have been 
offered on the market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value on 
the effective date of the appraisal (Comment: a retrospective estimate based on an 

analysis of past events assuming a competitive and open market.) 4 

 
 

 
1 Arizona Revised Statutes 12-1122(C) 

2
 Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, (Chicago, Illinois: Appraisal Institute, 2015), page 90. 

3
 Ibid., page 140. 

4
 Uniform Standards of Appraisal Practice 2020-2022, Appraisal Standards Board, Definitions, page 4. 
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Date of Inspection 
 
May 19, 2021 
 

Effective Date of the Appraisal 
 
May 19, 2021 (date of valuation) 
 

Date of the Report 
 
June 15, 2021 (date of transmittal) 
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REGIONAL ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 
As real estate is fixed in location, it is important to analyze the external forces which affect 
its value.  This section introduces the four interrelated forces that have both a direct and 
indirect effect upon the marketability of real estate in metropolitan Phoenix: 
 
◼ Environmental Forces:  This category of market forces includes an analysis of topography, 

climate, land-use patterns, water availability, transportation and street patterns as well as 
constraints on future growth and development potential. 

 
◼ Economic Forces:  This category includes an analysis of population and employment 

trends, wage levels, local market trends (including supply/demand characteristics of major 
market segments), availability of financing, and the availability of goods and services. 

 
◼ Governmental Forces:  This category includes an analysis of local/regional governmental 

attitudes and policies regarding growth, development, provision of services, taxation, city 
planning and incentives to commerce, industry and real estate development. 

 
◼ Social Forces:  This category includes an analysis and discussion of the demographic 

composition of the population and its demand for real estate. Consideration is also given 
to attitudes of the population regarding education, growth, development and lifestyle 
options. 

 

Environmental Forces 
 
Physical factors including land area, topography, climate, availability of water, and 
surrounding land uses have a direct impact on the general desirability of a city or town. 
 
The subject is located in Phoenix, Arizona, one of 23 incorporated cities in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area.  Phoenix is located in a river valley within the desert that covers the 
southwest portion of the state.  The metropolitan area covers an area of approximately 
2,500 square miles.  The incorporated area of Phoenix is 518 ± square miles in size.  
Maricopa County is 9,222 square miles in size with 29 percent of land privately-held.   
 

Topography 
 
The metropolitan area is located in a river valley and on highlands within the desert that 
covers the southwest portion of the state.  Development comes easily to Phoenix and 
other cities in the area as the mostly-level topography allows for construction without 
costly site preparation.  With the relatively unobstructed terrain, street patterns have 
taken on a north/south, east/west grid orientation.  Along nearly every section line is a 
major arterial criss-crossing the valley.  These major arterials carry the bulk of everyday 
traffic. 
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Climate 
 
Climate alone attracts thousands of people to the state annually as residents or as visitors. 
This in turn creates great increases in demand for goods, services and housing, thereby 
bolstering the local economy and contributing to the growth cycle.  Located at an elevation 
of 1,117 feet, Phoenix enjoys a dry subtropical climate with an average yearly precipitation 
of 6.74 inches, an average maximum temperature of 84.9 degrees and an average 
minimum temperature of 55.3 degrees.  The sun shines on approximately 86 percent of the 
days of the year. 
 

Land Use 
 
Phoenix and its incorporated satellite cities were once separated by open land, however 
explosive growth over the past 75 years has caused their borders to become blurred.  
Although largely surrounded, Phoenix itself has sufficient room to grow, especially to the 
north with additional incorporation.  Incorporated portions of the region are estimated to be 
only 70 percent developed.  Given the large supply of undeveloped infill and outlying land, 
Phoenix does not appear overly restricted in terms of increasing its tax base and funding 
existing and new growth. 
 

Water Availability 
 
As metropolitan Phoenix is within the Sonoran desert, water and its continued availability 
are a concern to the continued growth of the area and quality of life.  The sources of the 
area’s water supply are estimated to be groundwater (50%) and surface water (50%). 
 
Groundwater is pumped from basins located beneath the surface of Maricopa County.  The 
metropolitan area had been consuming nearly 500,000 acre-feet more than was being 
replenished.  In response to this overdraft, the Arizona State Legislature enacted the 1980 
Groundwater Management Code to safeguard groundwater supplies.  According to the 
code, the goal is to reach "safe yield" by the year 2025, which assumes that there will be no 
more groundwater withdrawn than is recharged.  State and local municipal governments 
coordinate efforts to ensure an adequate water supply will meet forecasted 
demand/growth in this century. 
 
Local surface water supplies come from reservoirs located on the Salt, Verde, and Agua 
Fria Rivers and are delivered by canal systems.  The area also receives allocations of 
Colorado River water through the Central Arizona Project (CAP). 
 
Although the present water supply appears adequate for the needs of the region, the rapid 
population growth and increased development of golf courses and the use of decorative 
water features has raised concern among planners as to the future capacity of the area to 
absorb population.  For this reason, water conservation and apportionment of water rights 
have become two major issues facing residents of the region and impacting the potential 
for growth. 
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Transportation 
 
 Highways and Freeways - The metropolitan area is served by Interstates-10 and -
17, U.S. Highways 60 and 93, together with State Routes 51, 74, 85, 87, 101, 143, 202, 
and 303.  Personal vehicles and trucks have been, and will continue to be, the primary 
means of transportation in the metropolitan area. 
 
 Major Streets - Major section-line arterials still carry the bulk of everyday traffic 
given the development sprawl.  Most are improved with four or six lanes and carry traffic 
at speeds from 35 to 45 m.p.h. 
 
 Airports - The largest airport in the Phoenix metropolitan area is Sky Harbor 
International Airport.  It is one of the ten busiest in the country for passenger traffic.  FAA 
records show the airport had 21,928,708 commercial passenger boardings 
(enplanements and deplanements) in 2020.  In 2019, the number was 46,288,337 
commercial passenger boardings (enplanements and deplanements).  The effect of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on air travel is evident.  In 2020, the airport handled 420,418 tons 
of freight.  In 2019, the airport handled 393,132 tons of cargo.  There are 16 domestic 
and international airlines operating at the airport serving 100 cities in the U.S. and 16 
cities internationally.  In addition to Sky Harbor, there are eight smaller satellite airports in 
the metropolitan area. 
 
 Railroads - The area is served by two railroad companies--Union Pacific Railroad 
and BNSF Railway Company.  Commerce and industry depends little on rail transportation 
although large areas of industrial development are served by the rail system.  None of the 
rail lines are used for mass transit. 
 
 Mass Transit - The Phoenix metropolitan area lacks a mass transit system serving 
all of the metropolitan area.  However, the Valley Metro bus lines serve a large portion of 
the metropolitan area.  The cities of Phoenix, Tempe and Mesa have built Metro, a 23-
mile mass transit light rail line serving central Phoenix and linking the downtown areas of 
Phoenix and Tempe and Mesa.  It became operational in late 2008 and has met with 
good acceptance by the public. 
 

Economic Forces 
 

Population and Growth Statistics 
 
Strong gains in population are due to an upturn in net in-migration.  Net in-migration 
currently accounts for two thirds of the change in the population.  Strong net in-migration 
is expected to continue as Arizona is an attractive destination due to climate, lifestyle, 
affordable housing and job availability.  The Maricopa County Association of 
Governments (MAG) provided the following population and growth statistics with Census 
information: 
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The following table summarizes actual and projected population growth of municipal 
planning areas in Maricopa County: 
 



 

 20 

 
 
The 2000 resident population in Arizona was 5,130,632 which indicated a 40% gain over 
the number in 1990.  By July 1, 2019, the number was estimated to be 7,278,717 or a 
gain of 41.87 percent according to the US Census Bureau.  As of July 1, 2019, Maricopa 
County had an estimated population of 4,485,414 or 61.6% of the state’s population.   
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Demographics 
 
The following 2010-2019 (most recent) statistics for Maricopa County are from the US 
Bureau of the Census: 
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Employment 
 
Arizona, as well as the Phoenix metropolitan area, has enjoyed strong economic job growth 
and job gains in the long term.  The metropolitan area possesses a diversified economic 
base.  The following information is from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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Economy 
 
Arizona has ranked among the leading states in three important economic indices of 
growth for more than a decade--growth in personal income; growth in population; and 
growth in non-farm wage and salary employment.  Among all Arizona counties, Maricopa 
County has the largest and most diverse economic base.  Construction, manufacturing, 
service and trade, government, and agriculture are all important factors contributing to a 
diverse economy.  The following is from the US Census 2012-2018 (most recent): 
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The change in the unadjusted Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) in 
the United States for the last 10 years is shown in the chart below: 
 

 
 
The chart on the next page from Statista, The Statistics Portal, shows historical and 
projected rates of inflation in the United States from 2010 to 2024: 

 

 
 
The following is from the Arizona Department of Revenue and University of Arizona 
which shows improvement in retail sales in Arizona from 1988 to 2019 (most current).  
Shown is the decline during the depths of the recession from 2008 through 2010: 
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Construction 
 
The construction industry was one of the primary strengths of the Phoenix economy.  
However, the construction activity in the single-family market segment took a significant 
downturn from 2008 until 2012.  With a severe decline in demand for new homes, single-
family residential construction activity came to a near standstill.  However, improvement 
over the last eight years has been noted in nearly all Phoenix metropolitan areas. 
 

Manufacturing 
 
Manufacturing in Arizona is represented by the categories of electronics, transportation 
equipment, industrial machinery, scientific instruments, fabricated metals, rubber and 
plastics, primary metals, chemicals, paper food, “green” products, solar energy and 
miscellaneous. 
 

Education 
 
The retail trade, service sector and housing markets are greatly impacted by college 
students, tourists and winter visitors.  Over 70,000 college students attend Arizona State 
University on three campuses, and 200,000 students attend Maricopa County Community 
Colleges at 10 campuses for credit courses.  A significant number of these students are 
from outside the Phoenix metropolitan area.  During their stay in the metropolitan area, they 
inject millions of dollars into the local economy. 
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Tourism 

 
Tourism is one of the leading industries in the state and in the metropolitan area.  
Arizona's warm weather and natural beauty made tourism the number one export 
industry in Arizona.  According to Dean Runyan Associates, Tourism Economics, 
Longwoods International, VisaVUE, Smith Travel Research, Arizona benefitted from 
tourism as follows (most recent statistics):  
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Government 
 
Government agencies fulfill an enormous economic role in Arizona and the Phoenix 
metropolitan economy.  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, governmental 
agencies employed 428,100 people in the state in 2019 (most recent statistics).  In the 
Phoenix metropolitan area, 246,600 people worked directly for government.  Governments 
not only employ thousands of people, but they also are users of many professional 
services. 
 

Agriculture 
 
Maricopa County is the largest agricultural county in the State of Arizona, about 25 to 30 
percent of all the crop acreage in Arizona.  Major commodities produced in Maricopa 
County include hay, cotton, grains, vegetables and fruits. The supply is shrinking, though, 
given the unprecedented growth the county continues to experience.  In Arizona in 2018, 
the industry generated $23.2 billion in revenues and supported 138,000 full time and 
seasonal workers and 162,000 workers in related businesses.  From 2007 to 2012, the 
number of farms rose from 1,793 to 2,479 but farmland fell from 485,469 to 475,898 acres.  
By 2017 (most recent statistics), the number of farms had fallen to 1,874 with 474,438 
acres in farms.   
 

Real Estate Development, Supply, and Demand 
 
 Single-family Residential Detached Housing – Residential development still 
appears in planned subdivisions, generally 10 acres to 160 acres in size.  Some 
developers still prefer to build within appealing masterplanned communities of 100 to 
1,000 ± acres which include a variety of land uses and attractive common amenities and 
recreational features, but many are looking for smaller developments.  The majority of 
large builders are now interested in building out parcels from 10 to 100 acres in size.  
 
The local housing market continues to improve despite the negative effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on the economy.  Single-family residential permitting for full-year 
2016 rose 10 percent from 2015 to 18,577 units.  Due primarily to increasing prices, the 
number of permits only increased by 4 percent to 19,282 in 2017.  With 22,434 permits 
issued, 2018 experienced a 16 percent increase and the strongest growth in this decade.  
For 2019, the Homebuilders Association of Central Arizona reported 24,476 new single-
family housing permits.  2020 experienced the largest increase in new home permits in 
over ten years, increasing 17.6 percent to 27,891 permits. 
 
The following information was provided by Zillow, HBACA, US Census, Home Builders 
Association of Central Arizona, RL Brown and the Cromford Report through Land 
Advisors Organization: 
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Increases in new home prices are just as impressive as the record increases in new 
single-family building permits.  The median new home price increased 4.0 percent from 
$331,734 in December, 2018, to $345,000 in December, 2019.  In 2020, the median new 
home price increased an additional 2.0 percent to $351,867 by this source. 
 
As can be seen, the single-family residential land market is rebounding which brings 
increased employment and a positive ripple effect across the entire local economy. 
 
 Multi-family Residential - Multi-family residential development generally follows 
new single-family residential, commercial and employment development and the 
extension of freeways.  Class A and B apartment development typically occurs on 
parcels of land ranging from 9 to 20 acres in size.  New projects typically contain 
between 150 and 400 units with densities of 17 to 23 units per gross acre to allow for a 
balance between income and expense.  Colliers International provided the following 
statistics for this market segment: 
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The following list indicates the number of apartment units built from 1985 until the end of 
2020 in projects with 100 units or more in the metropolitan area according to according 
to Real Data, Inc.’s, Apartment Insights: 
 

Year Units Year Units Year Units Year Units Year Units

1985 21,125      1993 982        2001 6,620      2009 6,474      2017 8,880      

1986 20,316      1994 1,827      2002 6,143      2010 565        2018 7,222      

1987 9,784       1995 5,273      2003 3,756      2011 545        2019 8,015      

1988 4,444       1996 6,267      2004 4,766      2012 1,651      2020 9,940      

1989 2,221       1997 6,213      2005 4,759      2013 4,399      2021

1990 2,630       1998 7,481      2006 4,544      2014 5,768      2022

1991 -           1999 7,475      2007 4,359      2015 7,394      2023

1992 1,290       2000 8,456      2008 6,596      2016 5,811      2024

Apartment Units Built 100+

 
 
 Industrial Development – Colliers International provided the following statistics for 
this market segment for 2010 to 2021 (projected): 
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 Commercial/Retail – Colliers International provided the following statistics for this 
market segment: 
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Office Market - Colliers International provided the following statistics for this 
market segment: 
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Lodging 
 
The Arizona Department of Tourism provides statistics for the lodging industry 
nationwide, regionally, statewide and locally in the major markets in Arizona tabulated by 
Smith Travel Research.  The following charts indicate a lodging industry damaged by the 
effects of COVID-19 pandemic given a significant decrease in tourism and business 
travel in Arizona.   
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Financial and Lending Industry 
 
Interest rates are low resulting in an active real estate market with a large number of willing 
lenders and investors seeking returns from mortgages and deeds of trusts.  
 

Governmental Forces 
 

There are basically three levels of government servicing metropolitan Phoenix: state, 
county and municipal (city) levels.  Additionally, other special districts, such as school 
systems and irrigation districts, levy taxes and provide services.  Primary revenue sources 
utilized by state government include a personal state income tax and a sales tax on retail 
items purchased in the state.  Property taxes and a retail sales tax are the primary funding 
for the lower levels of government. 
 
It appears that the factors of government and regulation do not unfairly burden real 
estate development.  Local governments are generally well-staffed, organized and 
funded to support most community services and facilities.  They are fairly liberal 
regarding change in land use.  The cities and counties restrict commercial and industrial 
development more than before with strong requirements for attractive design, open 
space, sign size and type, parking, and compatibility with surrounding residential areas.  
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Although their requirements may drive up developers' costs, the end product has proven 
to be more appealing and marketable. 
 

Education/Schools 
 
The Phoenix metropolitan area is served by 55 school districts with 353 ± elementary 
schools and 60 ± high schools.  Additionally, there are roughly 200 parochial and private 
schools in the area.  Arizona State University, based in Tempe, is the state's largest 
university with enrollment of over 70,000 students on three campuses (main, ASU West 
campus and ASU East) and hopes to have 90,000 by 2020.  Eleven community colleges 
also serve the area.  University of Arizona Colleges of Medicine and Pharmacy and 
Northern Arizona University College of Health and Human Services also have branch 
campuses in downtown Phoenix.   
 
The Phoenix Biomedical Campus, located in downtown Phoenix, is a collaboration of 
efforts with the Translational Genomics Research Institute (TGen), International 
Genomics Consortium (IGC), National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney 
Diseases (NIDDK), University of Arizona College of Medicine - Phoenix, University of 
Arizona College of Pharmacy, VisionGate and Barrow Neurological Institute.  Though the 
Phoenix Biomedical Campus is already 30-acres of various bioscience and education 
projects, there are plans in place for more than six million square feet of biomedical-
related research, academic and clinical facilities, including the relatively new Biomedical 
Sciences Partnership Building.  
 
Grand Canyon University is located on the west side of Phoenix at 3300 West 
Camelback Road and has an enrollment of over 48,000 students on seven campuses 
including Albuquerque and Tucson.  
 

Utilities 
 
Water, electricity, and gas availability has not generally been a problem in the Phoenix 
area, but utility companies can affect the demand for real estate.  The Phoenix area has 
had the least problems with water supply as it is well protected by acquired water rights 
and deep untainted wells.  The metropolitan area is primarily served by Salt River Project 
and Arizona Public Service, the two principal suppliers of electricity in the metropolitan 
area.  Sewer service is provided by each city and gas is primarily distributed by 
Southwest Gas and the City of Mesa.  Overall, utility costs in the neighborhood are 
average when compared with similar large metropolitan areas.  CenturyLink and Cox 
provide telephone, cable and internet services. 
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Real Estate Taxes 
 
Taxes are another operating expense incurred in the operation of real estate.  
Commercial and industrial properties top the scale with a 25 percent assessment of 
current value.  Residential properties are assessed at 10 percent of current value; 10 
percent for residential rentals; and 16 percent for vacant land.  Developers and investors 
indicate that the tax burden is not generally repressive to the operation of real property 
and an effective tax appeal system allows for adjustment. 
 

Social Factors 
 

Recreation 
 
A full range of recreational amenities are available in the Phoenix metropolitan area 
including more than 100 golf courses, two water parks, and several major and minor 
league sports teams.  Spring training is a major attraction and significant contributor to 
the economy. 
 
Talking Stick Resort Arena, a 19,100 seat arena, was built in June, 1992, in downtown 
Phoenix.  It is host to the Phoenix Suns, Mercury, and Rattlers.  The Phoenix Coyotes 
occupy the Gila River Arena in Glendale. 
 
In 1994, Arizona was awarded a baseball expansion franchise.  To accommodate the 
Diamondbacks, a new 48,500-seat stadium, Chase Field was built on a 24.84-acre site 
at the southwest corner of Jefferson and 7th Street in March, 1998.  The facility hosted 
the World Series in 2001.  
 
In January, 1996, the nation's largest sporting event, Superbowl XXX, was hosted in 
Tempe at Sun Devil Stadium, an open air facility.  Superbowl XLII was held in February, 
2008, at the University of Phoenix Stadium, a domed stadium completed in 2006 for the 
Arizona Cardinals in Glendale, Arizona, next door to Gila River Arena.  The 
championship game returned in 2015. 
 

Conclusion and Outlook 
 
All market segments are seeing continued improvement as the COVID-19 pandemic 
eases with widespread vaccination.  The real estate market, economic and real estate 
growth will be stronger than the country's average in the long run given the appealing 
location, climate, available buildable land, educated and young work force and history of 
in-migration of commerce, industry and people.   
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NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 

Location and Neighborhood Boundaries 
 
The subject property is located in the area of downtown Phoenix, Arizona.  The 
neighborhood boundaries were defined as follows: 
 

North - Interstate-10 
South - Grant Street 
East - 7th Street 
West - 19th Avenue 

 
These major roadways and transportation corridors serve to delineate the heart of 
downtown Phoenix, which has recently experienced a substantial amount of new 
development and land speculation related to a variety of sources including the ASU 
Downtown Campus, Translational Genomics Research Institute (TGen), Light Rail, Phoenix 
Biomedical Center at Copper Square, University of Arizona College of Medicine-Phoenix 
and the expansion of the Phoenix Convention. 
 

Transportation 
 
 Freeways 
 
The Papago Freeway (Interstate-10) is located midway between McDowell Road and 
Roosevelt Street.  It carries a large amount of traffic through central Phoenix in an 
east/west direction.  The completion of the Papago Freeway in early 1990 provided a 
badly-needed linkage between central Phoenix and the existing freeway system.  
According to the most recent traffic study, this freeway carries between 216,807 and 
301,846 vehicles per day across the neighborhood. 
 
 Major Surface Streets 
 
As is typical of downtown areas, the neighborhood is well served by a grid of arterials and 
smaller streets, many of which are one-way.  19th Avenue, 7th Avenue and 7th Street are 
section-line north/south arterials carry traffic from downtown to other parts of the city.  The 
most important city street is Central Avenue which bisects the neighborhood in a 
north/south direction.  The blocks bordering Central Avenue have traditionally formed the 
most important main business and financial district in the city.  Other districts and corridors 
are now offering strong competition but businesses still seek a north Central Avenue 
address.  Most of the city's high-rise buildings are found along Central Avenue, from 
Jefferson Street on the south to Camelback Road on the north, a distance of 4.3 miles.  3rd 
Street, 3rd Avenue, 5th Avenue and Roosevelt Street serve as collector streets through the 
neighborhood. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD MAP 
 
 
 

 
North 
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High-rise development will be slow to spread east and west to 7th Street and 7th Avenue 
as long as land within the Central Avenue corridor, from 3rd Avenue to 3rd Street is 
available.  Enough vacant or under-improved land exists along Central Avenue for 
continued development for many years to come. 
 
Van Buren Street, an east/west section-line road passes through the center of the 
neighborhood and serves as a connector for traffic traveling within and passing through 
the neighborhood.  Washington Street, one-way west, and Jefferson Street, one-way 
east, also serve as east/west connectors in and through the neighborhood.  They are the 
primary connection between the downtown business district with the governmental mall 
and surrounding offices between 7th Avenue and 19th Avenue. 
 
Grand Avenue is Phoenix’s only diagonal arterial.  Grand Avenue begins at Van Buren 
Street and 7th Avenue and extends northwest across the metropolitan area exiting at 
Sun City.  Although Grand Avenue was once a primary street carrying traffic to and from 
the neighborhood, the completion of the Papago Freeway reduced the traffic count along 
Grand Avenue by over 20 percent.   
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 Public Transportation 
 
Public transportation is provided by Valley Metro bus lines which have routes along most 
of the major arterials traversing the neighborhood. 
 
A light rail transit system has been completed in central Phoenix.  “The Metro” is a 20-
mile route beginning at 19th Avenue and Dunlap Avenue, south on 19th Avenue, then east 
along Camelback Road to Central Avenue, south to downtown Phoenix, east and west 
along Washington and Jefferson Streets to Tempe, south to Apache Boulevard, and then 
east beyond downtown Mesa to Gilbert Road.  In the subject’s immediate neighborhood a 
station is at Portland Street and Central Avenue.  A link to the airport’s new rail 
transportation system has been completed at 43rd Street.  Land along the route seems to 
be in greater demand than before.  A map of the current system is shown below.  The 
segment extending north to Peoria Avenue is underway.   
 

 
 

Land Uses and Neighborhood Characteristics 
 
Physically, downtown Phoenix is bounded by 7th Street, 7th Avenue, Fillmore Street and 
Jackson Street although the city’s “Downtown” planning area extends north to McDowell 
Road and south to Lincoln Street.  The Downtown area has been traditionally divided into 
various districts, from north to south, listed as follows: 
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Roosevelt District - This district includes the area between Fillmore Street on the 
south to McDowell Road on the north, and from 1st Avenue on the east to 7th Avenue on 
the west.  It is more commonly known as the Roosevelt Historical District.  The area 
primarily consists of a mix of older apartment buildings and older single-family residences 
built in the early 1900s, some which have been converted to office space.  Much of this 
neighborhood has a historic preservation zoning overlay which encourages preservation 
and renovation of the existing structures rather than demolition, assemblage, and 
redevelopment.  For this reason, large assemblage and redevelopment in this section of 
the downtown area has been slow to occur. 
 
 Central Avenue Corridor – This district starts at Fillmore Street and extends north to 
Portland Street and is bounded on west and east by 1st Avenue and 1st Street.  Land uses 
are foreseen to be high intensity linking downtown with mid-town.  As of the date of 
valuation, this district had seen little redevelopment. 
 
 East Roosevelt – This district extends east of the Central Avenue Corridor from 1st 
Street to 7th Street and from Fillmore Street to both Portland Street and Interstate-10.  The 
city would like to encourage garden offices and high-density housing.  Vacant land and 
deteriorating housing remain common.  The subject is in this district. 
 
 Downtown Core – This area is bounded by Fillmore Street on the north, Madison 
Street on the south, 3rd Avenue on the west and 7th Street on the east.  The area is 
intended for high intensity, pedestrian, business center with visitor-oriented cultural, retail 
and entertainment activities.  The subject is in this district. 
 

Fillmore West - This district is bounded by Fillmore on the north, Van Buren Street 
on the south, 7th Avenue on the west and 3rd Avenue on the east.  The district is seen by 
the city as one that will include high-density residential development for middle income 
workers, garden office projects, institutional uses, and neighborhood retail establishments.  
At this time little change has occurred in the area except for the use of some of the land for 
county facilities and the former Thomas J. Pappas School. 
 

Monroe West - The City of Phoenix delineates the area between 3rd Avenue, 7th 
Avenue, Adams Street and Fillmore Street as “Monroe West” on the Downtown Plan.  
According to the city, this area provides needed services facilities and peripheral parking 
for the downtown core.  Repair shops, day care centers, budget motels, single-room 
occupancy hotels, institutions and general commercial users inhabit the older buildings 
and inexpensive space.  The newest addition to this district was the construction of a 
McDonald’s restaurant at the southeast corner of Van Buren Street and 7th Avenue.  
  

Governmental Mall - The city identifies this district with the boundaries of 
Washington and Harrison Streets and 1st to 19th Avenues.  This area includes both the new 
city hall and Federal Courthouse buildings, existing city offices, two Maricopa County 
Superior Court buildings, jail facilities, and other governmental office space.  The state 
capital complex is located along Washington and Jefferson Streets at 17th Avenue.  Most 
major state agencies occupy office space in this corridor extending west of downtown.   
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In February, 2010 the City of Phoenix approved new zoning for the Downtown area which 
describes various "Character Areas."  A map showing these areas is on the following page.  
The subject is within the "Downtown Gateway" and “Evans Churchill West” areas. 
 

Public Uses 
 
Due to a combination of private and public redevelopment, the downtown area experienced 
a resurgence during the 1970s that included the construction of two hotels and three high-
rise office buildings.  The major catalyst for this upturn in development was the construction 
of the Phoenix Civic Plaza in 1972.  The Civic Plaza, between Monroe and Jefferson 
Streets and from 4th to 7th Street, includes a 6,500-seat exhibit hall; a 4,000-seat multi-
purpose assembly hall; the 2,563-seat Symphony Hall; and various meeting and 
convention rooms.  A $36.4 million expansion of the Civic Plaza on the four blocks 
immediately south of the existing Convention Center was completed in 1983.  The city 
tripled the size of the center at a cost of $600 million with over 900,000 square feet of 
space providing a total of 2 million square feet. 
 
A second resurgence began in the early 1990s with the completion of US Airway Center 
(formerly America West Arena), a sporting facility for the Phoenix Suns and other teams, 
city hall, Arizona Science Center, Orpheum Theater, Herberger Theater, Margaret T. 
Hance Park, Patriots Park, Phoenix Public Library, and various other private and public 
and developments.  The latest addition to the number of public facilities downtown is 
Chase Field (formerly Bank One Ballpark), a retractable-domed baseball stadium at the 
southeast corner of 7th Street and Jefferson Street which was completed in early 1998.  
The combination of public and private facilities in the “new” downtown now draws 
residents for evening sporting events, plays, symphonies, art exhibits and other 
entertainment venues. 
 
Arizona State University is partnering with the City of Phoenix to develop the ASU 
Downtown Phoenix Campus.  The ASU Downtown Phoenix Campus is a major catalyst 
driving mid-rise and high-rise condominium development in the downtown area.  At final 
build-out, the campus will be able to handle approximately 15,000 students, plus faculty 
and staff.  Phase one includes 300,000 square feet of academic and support space for the 
University College and College of Nursing.  It opened for approximately 2,500 students in 
the fall of 2006.  Phase two added 5,000 students and 500,000 square feet of space in the 
fall of 2008.  In March 2006, Proposition 3 allocated $223 million in bond money to fund 
ASU’s Downtown Phoenix Campus.  The City of Phoenix has purchased nearly $100 
million in land to provide space for the first phase.  The campus is expected to occupy 
about 20 acres of land extending from approximately Van Buren Street on the south to 
Fillmore Street on the north and from Central Avenue on the west to 1st, 2nd and 3rd 
Streets on the east as the boundary borders other developments. 
 
The ASU campus continues to grow.  In July, 2014, construction began on the Arizona 
Center for Law and Society and is scheduled to open in 2016.  The 280,000 square foot 
building is constructed at a cost of $129 million and is the home of the Sandra Day 
O’Connor College of Law. 
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DOWNTOWN CHARACTER AREAS 
 

    
North 
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Located on campus is the Biomedical Campus (PBC), a 30-acre urban research park in the 
heart of downtown with an annual impact of more than $1.3 billion.  The PBC currently 
includes 1.5 million square feet of biomedical-related research, academic and clinical 
facility space, with more than 6 million square feet planned.  The PBC currently has seven 
buildings, plus three under construction. 
 
The PBC is anchored ty the translational Genomics Research institute (TGEN) and is home 
to the National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases; University of 
Arizona College of Medicine (UA), Pharmacy and Public Health; ASU School of Nutrition & 
Health Promotion; Northern Arizona University (NAU) College of Health and Human 
Services; Viomics and Dignity Health (Barrow Neurological/St. Joseph’s Hospital); as well 
as the nationally recognized Bioscience High School. 
 
The UA Cancer Center is expected to treat approximately 60,000 patients annually, while 
bringing an additional 500,000 visitors downtown.  The $136 million Biosciences 
Partnership building (BPB) is the latest development in the expansion of the (PBC), and will 
be the largest building on campus, at 10 stories and 245,000 square feet.  Additionally, the 
Boyer Company is leasing space for a planned 6-story, 150,000 square foot wet lab 
research facility and has begun construction on an 8-story, 1,200 square foot parking 
structure to support the campus.  All of these efforts are helping  
 

Commercial/Retail 
 
Despite the success of some of the retail/restaurant development in the Arizona Center, 
demand for additional retail development is limited.  One small grocery store serves the 
neighborhood.  Small shops and stores fill first floor retail space along the sidewalk in many 
of the office and multi-family residential buildings.  But residents must leave the area for 
neighborhood and major shopping needs.  
 

Office 
 
The neighborhood includes what is referred to as the “Downtown South Phoenix” office 
submarket.  It contains over 8,200,000 square feet of office space in 187 buildings.  These 
building house all types of office uses, including corporate headquarters and federal and 
local government agencies.  As neighborhood the area includes many underdeveloped 
parcels, new office development is anticipated.  Over the last twenty years, nearly three 
million square feet of new office space has been added.   
 
In June, 2002, it was announced that the Translational Genomics Research Institute and 
International Genomic Consortium would locate their headquarters downtown.  
Subsequently a multi-story, 150,000 square feet building was constructed and houses 
approximately 400 scientists, researchers and staff.  It occupies a portion of what the City 
of Phoenix hopes will be a 1 million square foot bio-research and education campus on a 
15-acre site at the southwest corner of 7th Street and Fillmore Street. 
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Lodging 
 
Downtown Phoenix currently has its share of hotels.  Holiday Inn Express now occupies a 
site at Fillmore Street and 6th Street.  Existing full service luxury hotels include the Hyatt 
Regency and the Crowne Plaza.  Lesser hotels include the San Carlos. With all of the 
development taking place and being proposed for the downtown area, demand for 
additional hotel rooms is increasing.  The Sheraton Hotel is a 1,000-room, $350 million 
hotel, located west of the Arizona Center.  This project was developed utilizing a public 
finance model that uses hotel revenues to service municipal bonds.  In January, 2016, 
the improvements were sold subject to a land lease for $300,000,000.  
 
Full service high-rise hotels have been proposed for downtown but without help from the 
city, their financial feasibility is in question.  A 350-room Embassy Suites Hotel in the 
Arizona Center is a likelihood as the next entrant into the lodging market.  
 

Mixed-use and Multiple-family Housing 
 
Although “for-sale” residential condominiums projects were in demand previously, the 
Downtown area includes several “for lease” projects.  Existing, new and proposed 
apartment projects are listed below. 
 
➢ The Abbey, a 109-unit apartment project, 302 West Monroe street, completed in 1996 
 
➢ Campaige Place, a 302-unit project at 201 West Jackson Street and completed in 2003. 
 
➢ Metropolitan Apartments, a 120-unit project, northwest corner of Fillmore and 3rd Streets, completed in 

1997 
 
➢ Post Roosevelt Square, developed in 2000 between 1st and 3rd Avenues north of Roosevelt, have 

approximately 620 rental units and ground level retail 
 
➢ Legacy Bungalow, located on Van Buren Street just west of 1st Avenue; developed with 200 units in 2001  

 
➢ 3rd Street & Osborn a 163-unit multi-family development  

 
➢ Roosevelt Row, a 318-unit multi-family development located at 1011 North 3rd Street  
 
➢ Alta Fillmore, 225-unit multi-family development located at 374 North 6th Avenue  
 
➢ Illuminate Apartments, 111-unit apartment complex located at the northwest corner of 3rd Street and 

Roosevelt completed in 2016 
 
➢ Linear Apartments, 104-unit apartment complex located at the southwest corner of Roosevelt and 3rd Street 

completed in 2016 

 
➢ Cachet Development, 120-150-unit mixed-use development located at 702 North 4th Street 

 
➢ Proxy 333, 118-unit apartment complex located at 718 North 4th Street completed June 2016 
 
➢ Muse, 367-unit apartment complex located at Central Avenue and McDowell Road completed in 2017. 
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➢ Capital Place Apartments, 300-unit apartment complex located between 11th and 12th Street and 
Washington Street, completed in 2017. 

 
➢ 2nd Avenue & Fillmore, 323-unit apartment complex with ground floor retail, located at 400 East 2nd Street, 

broke ground in 2019. 

 
➢ The Derby, 211-unit apartment complex located at the northwest corner of McKinley and Second Street, 

completed 2020. 

 
➢ The Link Phase 2, 204-unit apartment complex located on Third Street and Pierce is under construction with 

25 stories.  The first phase of The Link, completed in June, 2019, was 252 units within 30 stories.  Phase 3 
will have 156 units and will be 156 stories. 

 
➢ The Fillmore, 342-unit apartment complex with ground floor retail, located between fourth and Sixth 

Avenues fronting Fillmore Street is under construction expected to be completed in September, 2021.  
Phase 2 will have 350. 

 
➢ Aspire, 254-unit apartment complex with ground floor retail, located at the northeast corner of Fillmore 

Street and Third Avenue is newly completed. 

 
But many of the apartment complexes in the area are small, aged, not well maintained and 
cater to residents with sub-standard incomes.  Also included in the residential category are 
group homes which cater to persons requiring rehabilitation.  A small, but noticeable, 
homeless population walk the streets.  Some buyers and residents avoid the area as a 
result. 
 
Given the added employment opportunities and entertainment attractions downtown, an 
urban residential lifestyle is being accepted by many more than in the past.  In anticipation 
of growth downtown, demand for residential condominium development has escalated.   
 
Several large mixed-use projects are worth mentioning.  In 2006, the city approved the 
$900 million CityScape project.  CityScape is a project between Washington and Jefferson 
Streets, from 2nd Street to 1st Avenue.  It was planned for four high-rise towers up to 500 
feet tall with 2.5 million square feet at build-out with one million square feet of office space, 
1,200 residential condominiums, 240,000 square feet of retail space (including AJ’s, the 
first grocery store downtown in many decades), a 150-room luxury boutique hotel and a 
redeveloped Patriot’s Park and parking garage.  The developer is in partnership with the 
City of Phoenix.  However, not all towers have been built and AJ’s vacated.  However, Fry’s 
took its place in the project. 
 
Central Park East is a 1,500,000 square foot project that will contain 200,000 square feet 
for ASU, 300,000 square feet of office space, a high-rise luxury condominium tower and 
35,000 square feet of ground level retail. 
 
Other existing, new and proposed projects are listed below. 
 
➢ 44 Monroe, 33-story building with 202 units, Monroe Street and 1st Avenue, 743 to 2,121 square foot units 

once priced from $400,000 to $1,200,000 with 3,500 square foot penthouses once priced over $3,000,000 
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➢ Artisan Village, 615 East Portland Street, sold out, 3 stories with 105 units ranging from 1,202 to 1,982 
square feet, prices started at $200,000 

 
➢ Orpheum Lofts, completed and sold out in 2004, 11 stories with 90 units located at Adams Street and 1st 

Avenue, 700 to 1,800 square foot units once priced from $185,000 to $1,500,000 
 
➢ Stadium Lofts, at 2nd Street and Buchanan Street, completed and sold out in 2004, 4 stories with 31 units; 

1,233 to 2,000 square feet once priced from $285,000 to $450,000 
 
➢ The Summit at Copper Square, 31 stories, 4th Street and Jackson Street, 165 units priced from $441,000 to 

$1,100,000, sizes range from 898 to 1,950 square feet 
 
➢ M Lofts, to be located at the northwest corner of 3rd Street and Garfield Street, planned for 20 stories with 

129 units, sizes range from 860 to 1,800 square feet, priced from $300,000 to $750,000 
 
➢ 215 East McKinley, 14 units in five stories, 600 to 1,400 square feet, priced between $205,000 and 

$570,000 
 
➢ 125 West McKinley, planned for 65 units in fourteen stories, 800 to 3,000 square feet, priced from $300,000 

to over $1,000,000 

 
➢ artHaus, 25-unit townhouse development at First Avenue and Coronado Street; completed in May, 2016; 

units priced between $220,000 to $497,000 
 
➢ Portland on the Park, 170 luxury mid-rise condominiums completed in 2016; prices range from $239,300 to 

$1,235,000 
 
➢ Edison Midtown, 110-unit condominium development located on Central Avenue and Monterey Way, 

completed 2016; prices range from $325,000 to $589,000 
 
➢ Coronado Commons, 20-unit townhouse development located on 3rd Street and Coronado Street is under 

construction and scheduled for completion in 2016; prices range for $399,000 to $489,000 
 
➢ en Hance Park, 49-unit condominium project located at first Street and Portland Street completed in 2016; 

units selling from $284,900 to $425,000 
 
➢ Mckinley Row, 18 luxury townhouses located at the northwest corner of 4th Avenue and Mckinley Street 

completed in 2016; units selling for between $399,000 and $636,000 
 
➢ Central Station Redevelopment, 37-story tower and 19-story tower mixed-use development with 152 hotel 

rooms, 48,000 square feet of office space and 321 residential units located on First Avenue and Central 
Avenue; construction began in summer 2020 

 
➢ ECOPHX, 5-story, 70-unit residential building located at 301 West Roosevelt Street commercial space and 

321 residential units located on First Avenue and Central Avenue; construction began in March, 2020 
 

Detached Single-Family Residential Development 
 
Although the area between 3rd Street and 3rd Avenue is dominated by office and other 
commercial uses, the outlying areas, north of Van Buren Street, are residential in character.  
Residential housing east of 3rd Street and west of 3rd Avenue consists primarily of older 
detached single-family homes.  These are generally smaller homes between 900 and 1,500 
square feet built between 1900 and 1940.  Because of their varied architectural 
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styles, proximity to downtown and their popularity with professionals, homes in the 
neighborhood are generally well kept and maintained.  Many have been remodeled and 
updated.  A few have been converted to office use along busy frontages. 
 
The city and residents desire to maintain the unique design and character of these older 
homes and neighborhoods.  Thus, historical preservation districts have been established to 
protect them.   
 
Although demand may exist, land prices have made single-family detached development 
infeasible.  In fact, developers are purchasing lots with single-family residences for 
demolition and redevelopment. 
 
No new detached single-family residential development is planned for the Phoenix 
downtown area by any developer but individuals may fill a few scattered lots. 
 

Industrial 
 
Bordering the neighborhood on the south is a narrow district of light and heavy industrial 
uses.  Rail availability and large switching yards will keep these uses in place.  New light 
industrial and commercial/office development is spreading eastward from 7th Street along 
Jefferson and Washington Streets to the industrial areas surrounding the Sky Harbor 
International Airport at 24th Street. 
 

Other 
 
Other uses include the Margaret T. Hance Park (“Deck Park”) adjacent and to the north of 
the subject.  The park is cantilevered over Interstate-10 as not to divide the neighborhood 
as it does east and west of the park.  A map of the park with existing and proposed features 
is shown on the next page.  The neighborhood also includes a post office, bus transfer 
station, light rail stations, Orpheum Theatre, Herberger Theater Center, Phoenix Museum 
of History, St. Mary’s Basilica, Symphony Hall, Valley Youth Theater, Web Theatre, 
Westward Ho (subsidized-rent retirement hotel) and the YMCA.  Schools include Genesis 
Academy, and the Desiderata Alternative.  
 
 Vacant Land 
 
As discussed previously, there is a substantial amount of land development taking place 
within the subject neighborhood.  As a result, land prices have increased substantially 
from 2013 to the present.   
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MARGARET T. HANCE PARK 
 
 
 

  
  North 
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Conclusion and Outlook 
 
All market segments were seeing continued improvement until the COVID-19 crisis.  
Once the crisis is over, the market will continue to find the subject neighborhood appealing 
in all segments.  With the development of large-scale projects such as the Phoenix 
Convention Center expansion, Metro Light Rail and the Biomedical Campus, there has 
been a renewed interest in the downtown area.  In recent years prices have increased 
significantly from their low point at the height of the downturn.  Around 4 billion dollars have 
been invested in office space, retail, restaurants, educational facilities, convention space 
and hotel rooms.  To keep up with demand, developers had been assembling and 
developing land for a variety of uses.  In the long run, the marketability of the subject is 
expected to be good. 
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SITE ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 

ADDRESS: 1130 North 1st Street, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NOS.: 111-36-083A, 086 
 

SITE AREA: 
 

APNs 111-36-083A, 086 24,521 square feet, or 0.563 net acre 
Alley Abandonment   2,000 square feet, or 0.046 net acre 
 26,521 square feet, or 0.609 net acre 

 

SHAPE/DIMENSIONS: Irregular; see plat map 
 

TOPOGRAPHY: Level 
 

VIEW: Good of Margaret T. Hance Park to north 
 

DRAINAGE: No drainage study was provided for my review.  I 
assumed no adverse drainage conditions. 

 

FLOOD ZONE: According to FEMA flood map number 04013C2205L, 
effective October 16, 2013, the subject is within Zone 
X, where no flooding is anticipated.  Insurance is not 
required by lenders for improved properties and the 
land does not requires special grading to elevate 
building pads out of flooding danger. 

 

SOIL: No soil study was provided for my review.  I assumed 
no adverse soil conditions. 

 

CONTAMINATION: No environmental study was provided for my review.  I 
assumed no contamination. 

 

ARCHEOLOGICAL: No archeological study was provided for my review.  I 
assumed no ruins, burials or artifacts.  

 

FRONTAGE/ACCESS: 100.00 feet on 1st Street, a minor street; inaccessible 
frontage on Central Avenue 

 
 As vacant, the access is sufficient.  As improved, the 

fire station blocks access to the rear of the property. 
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
 
 
 
 

 
    

  North 

 
 

Note: The two parcels are outlined in “red”.  The gap in between is the alley. 
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ASSESSOR’S PLAT MAP 
 
 
 

     
   North 

 
 
Note: The alley between the parcels is shaded in gray as is the right-of-way for Central Avenue, 
the park, 1st Street and Moreland Street. 
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FEMA FLOOD ZONE MAP 
 
 
 
 

    
  North 
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VISIBILITY: Average 
 

STREET IMPROVEMENTS: 1st Street 
 
Right-of-Way 50.00 feet to centerline 
Traffic Lanes 1 north/1 south 
Median None 
Surface Asphalt 
Curb/gutter Yes 
Sidewalk Yes 
Streetlights Yes 
Storm Sewer Yes 
Speed Limit 25 m.p.h. 
Curbside Parking Yes (metered) 

 

TRAFFIC COUNT: Light, unmeasured 
 

FUTURE ROW REQUIREMENTS: No additional roadway rights-of-way acquisitions and 
dedications are likely to be required. 

 

EASEMENTS: No title report was provided for my review.  Typical 
utility easements were assumed which do not 
adversely affect developability and marketability. 

 

UTILITIES: 
 

Gas Southwest Gas 
Water City of Phoenix 
Electric Arizona Public Service 
Sanitary Sewer City of Phoenix 
Telephone CenturyLink 

 

ADJACENT LAND USES: 
 

North Margaret T. Hance Deck Park 
West Central Avenue and Irish Cultural Center beyond 
East Uninhabited two-story apartment building 
South Office building 
 

ENCROACHMENTS: None noted 
 

EXTERNAL INFLUENCES: None adverse were noted.  Parkside frontage and view 
enhances marketability. 
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MARKETABILITY: Physical features which enhanced marketability: 
 
➢ Publicly-dedicated and -maintained access 
➢ No soil or sub-soil problems known 
➢ Electricity, water and sewer available 
➢ Sufficient size for typical development 
➢ Level topography 
➢ Nearby freeway access 
➢ Parkside frontage and view 
 

Physical features which limited marketability: 
 
➢ None 
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IMPROVEMENT ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION: This description of the subject property is based upon 
my physical inspection of the subject on May 19, 2021. 

 

TYPE: Fire station 
 

ADDRESS: 1130 North 1st Street, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

YEAR BUILT: 1951 ± 

 

GROSS BUILDING AREA: I measured and calculated 4,592 square feet of gross 
building area.  According to the Assessor, the building 
is 3,946 square feet in size. 

 

LAND-TO-BUILDING RATIO: 5.78:1 (including alley abandonment) 
 

SITE COVERAGE RATIO: 17.3 percent (including alley abandonment) 
 

INTERIOR LAYOUT: The north 33.5 feet of the building is a high-ceilinged 
truck bay with doors on both ends for drive-through 
traffic.  The south 30 feet is divided into storage, 
dormitory, restroom, kitchen and offices. 

 

FOUNDATION: Reinforced concrete perimeter foundation walls and 
interior footings 

 

FLOORS: Poured concrete slab over an ABC base assumed 
 

EXTERIOR WALLS: Brick 

 
ROOF STRUCTURE: Wooden trusses assumed 
 

ROOFING: Composition shingle (worn) 
 

WINDOWS: Fixed steel-framed windows 
 

DOORS: Steel-clad man doors; three 12-foot clear height metal 
roll-up doors with openers in truck bay; hollow core 
interior wooden doors; wood door frames and trim 

 

FLOOR COVERINGS: None (exposed concrete) 
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BUILDING SKETCH AND FLOORPLAN 
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PARTITIONS: Wood studs (assumed) covered with painted drywall 
 

INSULATION: Batt insulation in ceilings (assumed) 

 
CEILINGS/CEILING HEIGHTS: 8-foot clear height in partitioned area; painted drywall 

and acoustic squares; 16-foot clear height with pitched 
ceiling in painted drywall 

 

HEATING & COOLING: Forced air gas unit (non-functional); no refrigeration 
noted 

 

PLUMBING/RESTROOMS: Two restrooms with no fixtures 
 

LIGHTING: Attached fluorescent lighting fixtures 
 

FIRE SPRINKLERS: No 
 

STAIRCASES: No 
 

ELEVATORS: No 
 

METERING: Wired for electricity, water, gas (gas meter missing and 
no electric meter seen) 

 

PARKING: Ample parking in concrete-paved lot behind the 
building access across property to the south 

 

LANDSCAPING: Limited green landscaping in poor condition 
 

SIGNAGE: None 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSIDERATIONS: No environmental study was provided for my review.  I 
assumed no contamination.  But given the age of the 
building, an environmental study is recommended. 

 

AMERICANS WITH 

DISABILITIES ACT: The building was constructed in 1951 prior to the 

enactment of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
in 1990.  It is not likely that the property is ADA 
compliant.  However, the appraiser is not trained to 
discern all compliance.  The services of an ADA-
certified building inspector is recommended should the 
reader have any questions. 
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INTERIOR PHOTOGRAPHS 
(May 19, 2021) 

 
 

   
 

Offices 
 
 

   
 

Dormitory 
 
 

   
 

Restrooms 
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Restrooms 
 
 

   
 

Kitchen and Dining Area 
 
 

   
 

Truck Bay 
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Fire Hose Drying Tower 
 
 

   
 

Landscaping and Flagpole 
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CONSTRUCTION QUALITY: Average 
 

PHYSICAL DEPRECIATION: The subject appeared to be in fair-poor condition with 
significant deferred maintenance. 

 

FUNCTIONAL OBSOLESCENCE: Functional obsolescence curable and incurable was 
indicated by the style, design, floorplan, onsite parking 
accessed across the property to the south, lack of 
refrigeration and plumbing fixtures.  

 

EXTERNAL OBSOLESCENCE: None adverse noted 
 

PHYSICAL LIFE & 

EFFECTIVE AGE: Buildings like the subject and the associated 
improvements typically have a physical life of 75 ± 
years.  The subject improvements were 70 years old.  
Given the fair-poor condition of the property, its 
effective physical age was considered to be 75 years 
old 

 

REMAINING PHYSICAL LIFE: 0 years 
 

ECONOMIC LIFE 

& EFFECTIVE AGE: Economic life is generally shorter than physical life 
given changes in investor and user taste.  Thus, 
effective economic life can be greater or less than 
effective physical age.  In this case, the economic life 
of such improvements is 70 years in my opinion. 
Considering the limited appeal and fire station design 
and layout, the effective economic age is estimated to 
be 0 years. 

 

REMAINING ECONOMIC LIFE: 0 years  
 

REAL PROPERTY VS. 
PERSONAL PROPERTY: Real property: 
 

➢ Fixed interior and exterior lighting 
➢ Doors 
➢ Landscaping 

 
Personal property: 

 
➢ None 
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ZONING AND LEGAL RESTRICTIONS ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 

General Plan 
 
The City of Phoenix General Plan designated the subject for "Mixed-use".  This 
designation calls for an integrated variation of uses which may include residential, 
service, and basic commercial, general office, entertainment, and cultural functions, with 
a compatible relationship.  This category would allow any or all of these uses within an 
area so categorized to be further determined by more specific plans, which would 
consider General Plan goals, existing zoning an uses and site consideration. 
 

Zoning Classification 
 
The west portion of the subject property was zoned DTC, Downtown Gateway, and the 
east portion, DTC-West Evans Churchill.  The purpose of these districts is to implement 
the Downtown Plan and to encourage a variety of uses of a sufficiently significant scale 
and intensity to provide a focus for the region.  The specific intent of the DTC district is 
to: 
 
• Permit uses tailored to the needs of the core. 

• Encourage greater intensities and densities of use. 

• Improve the visual quality of the area. 

• Develop standards specific to the desired pedestrian-oriented environment. 

• Provide equal treatment for all property owners within the district. 
 

Permitted Uses (Partial List) 
 

• Land previously zoned P-1 HRI, R-5 HRI, C-2 HRI, C-2 H-R1, C-3 H-R1, C-3 H-R1 HP, C-3 HRI, C-3 
HRI HP, A-1, A-1 HP, A-1 H-R, A-2 HP, and A-2, and land with previous special permit approval, and 
developed under standards then in effect, shall be considered to be a conforming use of the 
Downtown Core District. 

• Accessory uses and structures, incidental to and on the same lot or parcel as the principal use or 
structure, as indicated below: 
➢ Amateur communication tower and other antenna. 
➢ Automatic teller machine. 
➢ Billiard tables. 
➢ Carport. 
➢ Carwash, not on a corner lot. 
➢ Garage. 
➢ Gas station subject to a special permit. 
➢ Heating, ventilating, air conditioning and swimming pool equipment. 
➢ Outdoor storage/display in compliance with Section 643.I.9 and 11. 
➢ Parking lot 
➢ Parking structure 

• Arena and accessory uses 

• Artists' studios 

• Automotive repair, minor, subject to a use permit 
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• Bar, lounge or tavern subject to a use permit 

• Billiard parlor, subject to a use permit 

• Broadcasting studios 

• Wireless communication monopole, roof- or side-mounted antenna, and related facilities 

• Clubs, private or public qualifying by law as a nonprofit entity 

• Construction yard for a site within three hundred feet subject to a use permit 

• Cultural institutions for the display or performance of fine arts 

• Dancehalls, subject to a use permit 

• Dependent care center 

• Employment agency, labor, subject to obtaining a special permit 

• Government facilities 

• Health and fitness facility, indoor 

• Helistop or heliport 

• Hotel, motel or resort 

• Liquor, package retail sales subject to a use permit 

• Manufacturing: Fabrication and assembly of finished products or subassemblies 

• Microwave antenna 

• Mortuaries legally established as of January 1, 1994 

• Museums and galleries 

• Newspaper publishing 

• Offices 

• Outside retail sales are allowed if not visible from the public right-of-way 

• Outdoor storage, display and lighting 

• Outside dining, if in the public right-of-way, is subject to a use permit 

• Place of assembly, indoors 

• Place of assembly, outdoors, provided that a special permit is obtained 

• Place of worship 

• Printers 

• Public open space 

• Public utility substations 

• Research laboratories for scientific research, investigation, testing or experimentation 

• Residential uses 

• Restaurants 

• Retail sales and service 

• Schools 

• Stadium and accessory uses 

• Tattoo shop subject to a special permit 

 
Development Standards (Partial List) 

 
• Building height—Maximum 
➢ The height of a building shall not exceed the height limits as set forth in "The Sky Harbor Airport 

Zoning Ordinance." 

• Yard and coverage requirements. 
➢ There shall be no maximum lot coverage requirement. 
➢ There shall be no front, rear, or side yard requirements except as herein provided: 
➢ Buildings abutting a public street shall maintain at least an eight-foot setback from the curb to 

the outside edge of any building columns and to the outside edge of the third story and above. 
The first and second story must maintain a twenty-foot setback from the curb. In no case shall 
columns or upper floors extend into the public right-of-way. 

• Off-street parking and loading. 
➢ No parking shall be required within the Downtown Core District.  
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The subject is in an area where the city allows 218 dwelling units per acre.  
 
The subject is within the Downtown Gateway and Evans Churchill West character areas.  
This area allows the following uses: 
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Entitlements 
 
The subject had the entitlement for the existing use.  But as the existing use would not 
be replicated, the entitlement had no contributory market value. 
 

Rezoning Potential 
 
The subject is split by zoning and character area.  Given its frontage and access on 1st 
Street, rezoning of the west portion to match the east portion is likely. 
 

Private Restrictions 
 
No title report was provided for my review.  No deed or private restrictions were assumed 
which would adversely affect or enhance marketability. 
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Off-Title Information 
 
At times, a property can be restricted by agreements with adjoining property owners, by 
customary use or by adverse possession.  In this case, there appeared to have been 
none. 
 

Existing Use 
 
The improvements appear to have been an allowed use.  Because building codes have 
changed since the improvements were approved, individual construction details, 
setbacks, retention and landscaping requirements may not adhere to current codes 
making the improvements a legal non-conforming use.  However, such status, if true, 
does not adversely affect its market value.  The improvements can continue to be used, 
as is, without the need to meet current standards, as long as the basic use is not 
changed. 
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PHOENIX GENERAL PLAN MAP 
 
      
  North 
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ZONING MAP 
 
 
 
 

    
  North 

 



 

 75 

REAL ESTATE TAX AND ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 

Introduction 
 
Most real property in the county is assessed by the Assessor and the tax liability is 
collected by the Treasurer.  Assessed values are typically established in November or 
December of each year, with tax rates in the following September.  Taxes are paid in 
equal bi-annual installments, due October 1 of the current tax year and March 1 of the 
following year. 
 

Assessment and Full Cash Value 
 
The Assessor identified the subject with parcel numbers 111-36-083A, 086.  The parcels 
were classified as "City Industrial Property” and “Exempt Associated Parcel”.  For 2020 
the property had a combined full cash value of $1,432,100 with $1,311,800 or $53.50 per 
square foot in the land based on the Assessor’s estimate of net site area, 24,521 square 
feet.   
 

Real Estate Tax Liability 
 
The property is tax exempt given its ownership.  However, I have assumed a typical tax 
liability for my estimation of market value. 
 

Delinquent Tax Liability 
 
None 
 

Special Assessment 
 
None 
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HIGHEST AND BEST USE ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 
Highest and best use reflects a basic assumption about real estate market behavior--that 
the price a buyer will pay for a property is based on his or her conclusions about the 
most profitable use of the land or property.  The determination of a property's highest 
and best use may or may not conform to the existing use.  The determination of highest 
and best use must be based upon careful consideration of prevailing market conditions, 
trends affecting market participation and change, and the existing use of the subject. 
 
Highest and best use may be defined as: 
 

The reasonably probable use of property that results in the highest value. The four 
criteria that the highest and best use must meet are legal permissibility, physical 

possibility, financial feasibility, and maximum productivity.5 
 
Because the use of land can be limited by the presence of improvements, highest and 
best use is determined separately for the land as though vacant and available to be put 
to its highest and best use, and then for the property as it is currently improved. 
 
The first determination reflects the fact that land value is derived from potential land use.  
Land has limited value or no value unless there is a present or anticipated use for it.  The 
amount of value depends on the nature of the land's anticipated use according to the 
concept of surplus productivity.  Among all reasonable alternative uses, the use that 
yields the highest present value, after payments are made for labor, capital, and 
coordination, is generally regarded as the highest and best use of the land as though 
vacant. 
 
The highest and best use of a property as improved refers to the optimal uses that could 
be made of the property including all existing structures.  The implication is that the 
existing improvements should be retained "as is" so long as they continue to contribute 
to the total market value of the property, or until the return from a new improvement 
would more than offset the cost of demolishing them and the construction of the new 
improvement. 
 

 
5 Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, (Chicago, Illinois: Appraisal Institute, 2015), page 109. 
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The highest and best use of both land as though vacant and property as improved must 
meet four criteria.  The highest and best use must be: 
 

1. Physically possible, 
2. Legally permissible, 
3. Financially feasible, and 
4. Maximally productive. 

 
These four criteria are considered in reference to the subject in the following analysis. 
 

Highest and Best Use-As Vacant 
 

Physically Possible 
 
The property appraised consists of two parcels of land divided by City of Phoenix 20’ x 
100’ alley right-of-way with an address of 1130 North 1st Street, Phoenix, Arizona.  The 
two parcels, APNs 111-36-083A, 086 include 24,521 square feet, or 0.563 net acre of 
land.  The 2,000 square foot alley is very likely to be abandoned and absorbed into the 
subject property as the alley is truncated by Margaret T. Hance Park on the north and 
has been absorbed into the property on the south.  Thus, I have appraised the subject 
property as a 26,521 square feet, or 0.609 net acre, parcel of land.  Physical features 
which enhanced marketability: 

 
➢ Publicly-dedicated and -maintained access 
➢ No soil or sub-soil problems known 
➢ Electricity, water and sewer available 
➢ Sufficient size for industrial uses 
➢ Level topography 
➢ Nearby freeway access 
➢ Parkside frontage and view 
 

Physical features which limited marketability: 
 
➢ Alley abandonment needed 

 
Locationally, given the subject’s frontage on a minor street, a commercial/retail or 
restaurant use is not likely given the light traffic count and light pedestrian count.  But the 
subject is well-suited for residential development especially siding the Hance park. 
 

Legally Permissible 
 
 Public Restrictions – The City of Phoenix General Plan designated the subject for 
"Mixed-use".  This designation calls for an integrated variation of uses which may include 
residential, service, and basic commercial, general office, entertainment, and cultural 
functions, with a compatible relationship.  This category would allow any or all of these 
uses within an area so categorized to be further determined by more specific plans, 
which would consider General Plan goals, existing zoning an uses and site 
consideration. 
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The west portion of the subject property was zoned DTC, Downtown Gateway, and the 
east portion, DTC-West Evans Churchill.  The purpose of these districts is to implement 
the Downtown Plan and to encourage a variety of uses of a sufficiently significant scale 
and intensity to provide a focus for the region.  The subject is in an area where the city 
allows a density of 218 dwelling units per acre. 
 
 Entitlements - The subject had the entitlement for the existing use.  But as the 
existing use would not be replicated, the entitlement had no contributory market value. 
 
 Rezoning Potential – The subject is split by zoning and character area.  Given its 
frontage and access on 1st Street, rezoning of the west portion to match the east portion 
is likely. 
 
 Private Restrictions – No title report was provided for my review.  No deed or 
private restrictions were assumed which would adversely affect or enhance marketability. 
 

Off-Title Information - At times, a property can be restricted by agreements with 
adjoining property owners, by customary use or by adverse possession.  In this case, 
there appeared to have been none. 
 

Financially Feasible 
 
The subject property’s location, physical characteristics, legal constraints and 
surrounding trends of development dictate a multiple-family residential use. 
 
 Multi-family Residential - Colliers International provided the following statistics for 
this market segment: 
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The following list indicates the number of apartment units built from 1985 until the end of 
2020 in projects with 100 units or more in the metropolitan area according to according 
to Real Data, Inc.’s, Apartment Insights: 
 

Year Units Year Units Year Units Year Units Year Units

1985 21,125      1993 982        2001 6,620      2009 6,474      2017 8,880      

1986 20,316      1994 1,827      2002 6,143      2010 565        2018 7,222      

1987 9,784       1995 5,273      2003 3,756      2011 545        2019 8,015      

1988 4,444       1996 6,267      2004 4,766      2012 1,651      2020 9,940      

1989 2,221       1997 6,213      2005 4,759      2013 4,399      2021

1990 2,630       1998 7,481      2006 4,544      2014 5,768      2022

1991 -           1999 7,475      2007 4,359      2015 7,394      2023

1992 1,290       2000 8,456      2008 6,596      2016 5,811      2024

Apartment Units Built 100+

 
 
These Downtown Phoenix projects were completed in 2017-2019: 
 
• 2017 Broadstone Arts District (280 apartments) 
• 2017 The Oscar (12 units) 
• 2017 Pure Fillmore (renamed Cortland Fillmore) (224 apartments) 
• 2017 ArtHaus (25 townhomes) 
• 2017 The Muse (367 apartments) 
• 2018 McKinley Row (18 units) 
• 2018 Broadstone Roosevelt (316 units) 
• 2019 Circa on Central (227 units) 
• 2019 Portrait at Hance Park Phase (325 units) 
• 2019 The Link Phase 1 (252 units) 
• 2019 The Stewart (307 units) 
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These Downtown Phoenix projects were expected to be completed or begin construction 
in 2020 and to reach the market in 2021: 
 
• 2020 The Ryan (330 units) 
• 2020 The Battery (276 units) 
• 2020 Kenect Phoenix (299 units) 
• 2020 Aspire Fillmore (254 units) 
• 2020 The Derby (222 units) 
• 2020 The Adeline (379 units) 
• 2020 Broadstone Portland (162 units) 
• 2020 Portrait at Hance Park Phase III (209 units) 
• 2020 The Fillmore (342 units) 
• 2020 Alta Warehouse District (300 units) 
• 2020 The Link Phase II (204 units) 

 
As can be seen, both small and large projects have been built or are projected for 
completion.  Demand is strong.  The market does not appear to be overbuilt.  Prices are 
escalating.  With such activity, development of the subject with apartments or condo-
townhouse development appears financially feasible. 
 

Maximally Productive 
 
Given the physical and legal restrictions, existing and new development in the area, the 
most likely use of the subject property would be for multi-family residential development. 
 

Conclusion 
 
The highest and best use of the land would be for multi-family residential development. 
 

Highest and Best Use, As Improved 
 

Improvements 
 
The land is improved with a fire station 4,592 square feet (measured and calculated) in 
size and related site improvements built in 1951.  The fire station is no longer used and 
in shell condition.  My analyses find the improvements are no longer the highest and best 
use of the land given their fair condition and alternative uses that bring higher land value.  
The improvements were at the end of their economic lives with no contributory market 
value given their age, style, design, significant functional obsolescence incurable, lack of 
onsite parking and the lack of a financially feasible, market-oriented use.  Given the 
current demand for new multi-family residential development in the immediate area, no 
buyer would find contributory market value in the improvements. 
 
The subject’s area is in a fast-moving period of transition with older buildings being razed 
to make way for new multi-family residential development, some mixed-use featuring a 
combination multi-family residential development with ground level retail and 
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restaurant use.  Those projects are found on secondary and major arterials primarily 
given the visibility from a moderate to high traffic count.  The following examples 
illustrate this change in land usage: 
 
Comparable No. 3 in the Sales Comparison Approach sold for $7,000,000, or $95.65 per 
square foot, in April, 2019, and was improved with three older office buildings having no 
contributory market value.  The seller gave the buyer no discount in the price paid for the 
expected cost of demolition and removal.  The intended use is for mixed-use with multi-
family residential and retail. 
 

    
 
Comparable No. 5 sold for $6,450,000, or $96.99 per square foot, in January, 2019, and 
was improved with two older apartment buildings having no contributory market value. 
The seller gave the buyer no discount in the price paid for the expected cost of 
demolition and removal.  The intended use is for mixed-use with a 161-unit multi-family 
residential development with ground floor retail. 
 

    
 
Comparable No. 6 sold for $9,325,000, or $89.06 per square foot, and was improved 
with two older office buildings having no contributory market value.  The seller gave the 
buyer no discount in the price paid for the expected cost of demolition and removal.  The 
intended use is for mixed-use with a 323-unit multi-family residential project and ground 
floor retail.  
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Legally Permissible 
 
The improvements appear to have been an allowed use.  Because building codes have 
changed since the improvements were approved, individual construction details, 
setbacks, retention and landscaping requirements may not adhere to current codes 
making the improvements a legal non-conforming use.  However, such status, if true, 
does not adversely affect its market value.  The improvements can continue to be used, 
as is, without the need to meet current standards, as long as the basic use is not 
changed. 
 

Financially Feasible 
 
If the market value of the land, as vacant and less the cost of demolition, is greater than 
the market value the subject property as improved, then the improvements are no longer 
the highest and best use of the land.   
 
The fire station is 4,592 square feet in size.  I searched for buildings that have sold since 
May, 2019, 3,000 to 7,500 square feet in size, and located between Indian School Road 
on the north, Buckeye Road on the south, 27th Avenue on the west and 24th Street on 
the east.  The statistics compiled by CoStar are shown on the next page.  The 23 
buildings that sold indicated a median price of $143.69 per square foot and an average 
price of $254.21 per square foot.  Multiplying these factors by the subject’s gross building 
area indicate the following raw indications of value: 
 
Median Price -  $143.69/s.f. x 4,592 s.f. = $   659,824 
Average Price -  $254.21/s.f. x 4,592 s.f. = $1,167,332 

 
Please remember that the fire station suffers from significant physical and functional 
obsolescence given its age, shell state and fire station design.  Thus, its value would be 
toward the low end of the range shown above. 
 
I estimated the subject’s 26,521 square feet to have a market value of $2,900,000 or 
$109.35 per square foot.  Even deducting $30,000 to $50,000 in demolition costs, land 
value far supersedes the value as improved.  As the improvements have become 
obsolete, they are not the financially feasible use of the land.   
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Maximally Productive 
 
As proven by redevelopment activity and a preliminary indication of market value, the 
improvements were no longer the maximally productive use of the land.   
 

Conclusion, As Improved 
 
The improvements were no longer the highest and best use of the land.  As such, they 
have no contributory market value. 
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VALUATION PROCESS 
 
 
 
 
The use of the Cost, Sales Comparison, and Income Approaches to Value depend on 
the type of property, the use of the appraisal, and the quality and quantity of data 
available for analysis.  They are defined as follows: 
 

Cost Approach:  A set of procedures through which a value indication is derived for the fee 
simple interest in a property by estimating the current cost to construct a reproduction of (or 
replacement for) the existing structure, including an entrepreneurial incentive, deducting 
depreciation from the total cost; and adding the estimated land value.  Adjustments may then 
be made to the indicated fee simple value of the subject property to reflect the value of the 

property interest being appraised. 6 

 
Sales Comparison Approach:  The process of deriving a value indication for the subject 
property by comparing sales of similar properties to the property being appraised, 
identifying appropriate units of comparison, and making adjustments to the sale prices (or 
unit prices, as appropriate) of the comparable properties based on relevant, market-derived 
elements of comparison. The sales comparison approach may be used to value improved 
properties, vacant land, or land being considered as though vacant when an adequate 

supply of comparable sales is available.7 

 
Income Approach:  Specific appraisal techniques applied to develop a value indication for 
a property based on its earning capability and calculated by the capitalization of property 

income.8 

 
Reconciliation:  The last phase in the development of a value opinion in which two or 
more value indications derived from market data are resolved into a final value opinion, 
which may be either a range of value, in relation to a benchmark, or a single point 

estimate.9 

 
All three approaches to value are based upon the Principle of Substitution.  This is a 
valuation principle that states a prudent purchaser would pay no more for real property 
than the cost of acquiring an equally desirable substitute on the open market.  The 
principle presumes that the purchaser will consider the alternatives available to him or 
her, that the buyer will act rationally and prudently on the basis of the information 
available about these alternatives, and that time is not a significant factor.  Substitution 
may assume the form of the purchase of an existing property with the same utility and 
income potential or the acquisition of vacant land and the construction of a structure 
upon the land having the same general utility as the subject property. 

 
6
 Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, (Chicago, Illinois: Appraisal Institute, 2015), page 54. 

7
 Ibid., page 207. 

8
 Ibid., page 115. 

9
 Ibid., page 91 
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Applied Method 
 
Because the subject was seen by the typical buyer to have been vacant land, the Cost 
Approach was not considered applicable.  The Income Approach was not utilized as I 
found no rented comparable properties with which to estimate market rent and no 
properties that were rented at the time sale that would provide capitalization rates with 
which to capitalize net income into an indication of land value.  Therefore, in the following 
analysis, only the Sales Comparison Approach was applied in the estimation of the 
subject's market value. 
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SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 
 
 
 
 

Theory 
 
This approach calls for the typical buyer or appraiser to compare the subject property with 
similar properties which have either recently sold or is currently listed for sale.  The 
comparables are compared and adjusted to the subject on the basis of physical, legal, and 
economic factors that affect value.  Superior differences in the comparables indicate 
downward adjustments to their sales prices.  Inferior differences result in upward 
adjustments to their sales prices.  After adjustment, the range of adjusted prices indicates a 
range of market value for the subject.  Typically, the most important unit of measure in 
estimating the value of land in this market segment is price per square foot. 
 
This approach gives an excellent indication of current market prices when sales data are 
plentiful and easily confirmed.  Recent sales and listings show where the market has 
been and where it may be going.  The data reveal the trends not only in price, but in the 
trends of investment and development as well as current seller and buyer behavior.   
 

Data 
 
My search of the market was conducted by reviewing sales compiled by the county 
recorder's office, subscription data services, and obtaining sales in escrow and listings from 
real estate agents, brokers and other market participants.  Of numerous sales and listings 
discovered, the following comparables were documented and discussed which represented 
the most current and comparable data for the estimation of market value.  Other 
comparable sales and listings, in addition to those documented and analyzed here, were 
also considered and influenced my opinion of value as part of my workfile. 
 
My data were arranged from newest to oldest to emphasize those sales which best reflect 
current market conditions.  If listings were used, they were presented last.  Please note that 
“Date of Sale” as shown in the documentation of the comparables on the following pages, 
reflects the date the price was agreed upon by buyer and seller, the contract signed and 
placed in escrow.  Even though the sales closed later, sometimes months or even years 
afterward, the date of sale is important to understand market conditions and for judging and 
adjusting for appreciation and depreciation. 
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 1 
 

 
 
 

Type: Mixed-use Land 
 

Location: 353-361 North 4th Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

Sale Data 
 

Grantor: 8430, LLC 
Grantee: 353 N 4th Ave, LLC 

 
Date of Sale: August, 2020 
Recorded Date: November 3, 2020 

 
Instrument: Special Warranty Deed 
Instrument No.: 20-01068865 

 
Sales Price: $2,050,000 

 
Terms: Cash 

 
Unit Price: $97.07 per square foot 

 

Site Data 
 

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 111-41-053A, 057, 055 
 

Legal Description: Lots 28, 30, 32, and part of Lot 26, LA VILLA PLACE. 
 

Site Area: 21,119 square feet or 0.485 acre 
 

Shape/Dimensions: Rectangular; 140.79’ ± x 150.00’ ± 
 
Zoning: DTC-VANB, Downtown Core, Van Buren 
 
Entitlements: None 

 
Density: 218 dwelling units per acre 

 
Frontage/Access: 140.79 ± feet on 4th Avenue, a minor street 

 
Offsites: Asphalt-paved for one lane in each direction, curb, 

gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no median 
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Traffic Count: Light, unmeasured 
 

Topography/Soil: Level; typical 
 

Flood Zone: X 
 

Utilities: Electricity, water, sewer 
 

Improvements/Other: None with contributory market value 
 

History: The property sold apparently improved in 2018, for 

$3,225,000.  No other sales or listings were noted in 
the prior five years. 

 

Intended Use: Not revealed 

 

Confirmation: Public records; repeated calls to Alan Robinson, listing 

agent, US Investment Realty, LLC, 480-344-1741, May 
20, 2021, went unreturned 

 

Comments: There is a single-family residence converted to office 

space to the north, a new multi-family residential 
development west, and office buildings to the east and 
south.   
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 1 
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 2 
 
 
 
 

Type: Mixed-use Land 
 

Location: 625-629 North 2nd Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

Sale Data 
 

Grantor: 629 Phoenix, LLC 
Grantee: XSC Phoenix Basecamp Investment, LLC 

 
Date of Sale: April, 2020 
Recorded Date: September 17, 2020 

 
Instrument: Special Warranty Deed 
Instrument No.: 20-0873798 

 
Sales Price: $2,850,000 

 
Terms: Cash 

 
Unit Price: $102.23 per square foot 

 

Site Data 
 

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 111-40-024, 027 
 

Legal Description: Lots 15, 17, 19, 21, Block B, BENNETT PLACE 
 

Site Area: 27,878 square feet or 0.640 acre 
 

Shape/Dimensions: Rectangular; 200.00’ ± x 139.39’ ± 
 
Zoning: DTC-Downtown Core 
 E-ROO-East Roosevelt 
 
Entitlements: None 

 
Density: Unlimited 

 
Frontage/Access: 200.00 ± feet on 2nd Avenue, a minor street 
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Offsites: Asphalt-paved for one lane in each direction, curb, 
gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no median 

 
Traffic Count: Light, unmeasured 

 
Topography/Soil: Level; typical 

 
Flood Zone: X 

 
Utilities: Electricity, water, sewer 

 
Improvements/Other: None 

 

History: No other sales or listings were noted in the prior five 

years. 
 

Intended Use: Multi-family residential development 

 

Confirmation: Public records; Justin Horwitz, listing agent, SVN 

Desert Commercial, 480-425-5518, November 16, 
2020 

 

Comments: There is an office building to the north and multi-family 

residential to the south, east and west.   
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 2 
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 3 
 

 
 
 

Type: Mixed-use Land 
 

Location: 800-802 North 1st Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

Sale Data 
 

Grantor: First Phoenix, LLC 
Grantee: First McKinley Owner, LLC 

 
Date of Sale: April, 2019 
Recorded Date: January 1, 2020 

 
Instrument: Special Warranty Deed 
Instrument No.: 20-0034489 

 
Sales Price: $7,000,000 

 
Terms: Cash 

 
Unit Price: $95.65 per square foot 

 

Site Data 
 

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 111-40-073, 074A, 075, 076A, 077, 078A 
 

Legal Description: Lots 1, 2, part of 3, 4, 5, 6, part of 7 and 8, Block I, 
BENNETT PLACE 

 
Site Area: 73,181 square feet or 1.680 acres 

 
Shape/Dimensions: Rectangular; non-contiguous (alley to be abandoned); 

irregular 
 
Zoning: DTC-Downtown Core 
 GYWY-Gateway 
 
Entitlements: None 

 
Density: 218 du./ac. 
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Frontage/Access: 263.09 ± feet on the north side of McKinley Street, a 
minor street; 225.66 ± feet on the west side of 1st 
Avenue, a minor street; 276.04 ± feet on the east side 
of 2nd Avenue, a minor street 

 
Offsites: McKinley Street - Asphalt-paved for one lane in each 

direction, curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no 
median 

 
 1st Avenue - Asphalt-paved for three lanes 

southbound, light rail median, curb, gutter, sidewalk 
and streetlights 

 
 2nd Avenue - Asphalt-paved for one lane in each 

direction, curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no 
median 

 
Traffic Count: McKinley Street - Light, unmeasured 
 1st Avenue - 8,729 v.p.d. (2019) 
 2nd Avenue – Light, unmeasured 

 
Topography/Soil: Level; typical 

 
Flood Zone: X 

 
Utilities: Electricity, water, sewer 

 
Improvements/Other: Three office buildings and associated site 

improvements with no contributory market value; no 
discount in the price paid given by the seller for 
demolition and removal 

 

History: No other sales or listings were noted in the prior five 

years. 
 

Intended Use: Mixed-use with multi-family residential and 

commercial/retail 
 

Confirmation: Public records; Justin Horwitz, listing broker, SVN 

Desert Commercial, 480-424-5518, November 18, 
2020 

 

Comments: There are office buildings to the north, south and east 

and vacant lots and a single-family residence to the 
west.  
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 3 
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 4 
 

 
 
 

Type: Mixed-use Land 
 

Location: 326-338 North 4th Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

Sale Data 
 

Grantor: 4th Ave. Dev. 1, LLC 
Grantee: RPC PHX. N. 4th, LLC 

 
Date of Sale: February, 2019 
Recorded Date: July, 2019 

 
Instrument: Special Warranty Deed 
Instrument No.: 19-0521860 

 
Sales Price: $2,310,000 

 
Terms: Cash 

 
Unit Price: $86.06 per square foot 

 

Site Data 
 

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 111-41-041, 043, 046 
 

Legal Description: Lots 13, 15, 17, 19, of LA VILLA PLACE 
 

Site Area: 26,842 square feet or 0.616 acre 
 

Shape/Dimensions: Rectangular; 244.02’ ± x 110.00’ ± 
 
Zoning: DTC-Downtown Core 
 VNB – Van Buren 
 
Entitlements: None 

 
Density: 218 dwelling units per acre 

 
Frontage/Access: 244.02 ± feet on the west side of 4th Avenue, a minor 

street 
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Offsites: Asphalt-paved for one lane in each direction, median, 
curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights 

 
Traffic Count: Light, unmeasured 

 
Topography/Soil: Level; typical 

 
Flood Zone: X 

 
Utilities: Electricity, water, sewer 

 
Improvements/Other: None 

 

History: The property was listed for 294 days at $2,362,096 or 

$88.00 per square foot.  Parcels 111-41-041 and 043 
were purchased in May, 2018, for $1,000,000 or 
$49.83 per square foot.  No other sales or listings were 
noted in the prior five years. 

 

Intended Use: Five-story, multi-family residential development with 

ground floor retail 
 

Confirmation: Public records; Justin Horwitz, listing agent, SVN 

Desert Commercial, 480-425-5518, November 16, 
2020 

 

Comments: There is vacant land to the north, a parking lot to the 

south, office buildings to the east and residential to the 
west.  
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 4 
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 5 
 

 
 
 

Type: Multi-family Residential Land 
 

Location: 302-320 East Portland Street, Phoenix, Arizona 
 

Sale Data 
 

Grantor: 3rd and Portland Investors, LLC 
Grantee: Broadstone Portland, LLC 

 
Date of Sale: January, 2019 
Recorded Date: August 22, 2019 

 
Instrument: Special Warranty Deed 
Instrument No.: 19-0649375 

 
Sales Price: $6,450,000 

 
Terms: Cash 

 
Unit Price: $96.99 per square foot 

 

Site Data 
 

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 111-38-056, 057, 058, 059, 060 
 

Legal Description: Lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, of Block 6, EAST EVERGREEN 
ADDITION TO THE CITY OF PHOENIX 

 
Site Area: 66,500 square feet or 1.527 acre 

 
Shape/Dimensions: Irregular; see plat map 
 
Zoning: DTC-Downtown Core 
 E-EV – Evans Churchill East 
 
Entitlements: None 

 
Density: 105.44 du./ac. intended (218 du./ac. allowed) 
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Frontage/Access: 95.00 ± feet on the east side of 3rd Street, a major 
north/south street, 420.00 ± feet on the north side of 
Portland Street, a major east/west street 

 
Offsites: 3rd Street - Asphalt-paved for two lanes in each 

direction, median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or streetlights 
 
 Portland Street – Asphalt-paved for one lane in each 

direction, curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no 
median 

 
Traffic Count: 3rd Street – 15,052 v.p.d. (2014) 
 Portland Street – Light, unmeasured 

 
Topography/Soil: Level; typical 

 
Flood Zone: X 

 
Utilities: Electricity, water, sewer 

 
Improvements/Other: Improved with 2 multi-tenant buildings and site 

improvements having no contributory market value; no 
discount given by the seller for demolition and removal 

 

History: No other sales or listings were noted in the prior five 

years. 
 

Intended Use: Five-story, 161-unit apartment development to be 

known as Broadstone Portland 
 

Confirmation: Public records; numerous calls to Ryan Francisco, 

seller’s representative, 602-740-1469, went unreturned 
 

Comments: There are multi-family residential properties to the 

north and south and office properties to the east and 
west. 
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 5 
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 6 
 

 
 
 

Type: Mixed-use Land 
 

Location: Southeast corner of 3rd Avenue and Fillmore Street, 
Phoenix, Arizona 

 

Sale Data 
 

Grantor: O’Neil Printing, Inc. 
Grantee: Fillmore Apartments Owner, LLC 

 
Date of Sale: March, 2017 
Recorded Date: August 19, 2019 

 
Instrument: Special Warranty Deed 
Instrument No.: 19-0639455 

 
Sales Price: $9,325,000 

 
Terms: Cash 

 
Unit Price: $89.06 per square foot 

 

Site Data 
 

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 111-42-139; previously 111-42-028, 036, 038, 040, 
042, 135, 136 

 
Legal Description: Lot 1, O’NEIL PRINTING UNIT TWO; Lots 16, part of 

22, 24, 26, 28 and 30 of NORMA PLACE 
 

Site Area: 104,709 square feet or 2.404 acres 
 

Shape/Dimensions: Irregular; see plat map 
 
Zoning: DTC-Downtown Core 
 BC – Business Core 
 
Entitlements: 323-unit apartment complex 

 
Density: 134.36 du./ac. intended (218 du./ac. allowed) 
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Frontage/Access: 359.77 ± feet on the east side of 3rd Avenue, a minor 
one way northbound collector street, 129.91 ± feet on 
the south side of Fillmore Street, a collector street 

 
Offsites: 3rd Avenue - Asphalt-paved for two lanes north, curb, 

gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no median 
 
 Fillmore Street – Asphalt-paved for one lane in each 

direction, curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no 
median 

 
Traffic Count: 3rd Avenue – 4,435 v.p.d. (2016) 
 Fillmore Street – 3,942 v.p.d. (2016) 

 
Topography/Soil: Level; typical 

 
Flood Zone: X 

 
Utilities: Electricity, water, sewer 

 
Improvements/Other: Two office buildings and associated site improvements 

with no contributory market value; no discount in the 
price paid given by the seller for demolition and 
removal; alley abandoned 

 

History: No other sales or listings were noted in the prior five 

years. 
 

Intended Use: 323-unit apartment complex with ground floor retail 

and restaurant 
 

Confirmation: Public records; Paul Borgesen, listing agent, SVN 

Desert Commercial, 480-425-5500, November 17, 
2020 

 

Comments: There are vacant lots to the north, an office building 

and vacant lots to the south and east and office and an 
APS substation to the west.  
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 6 
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VACANT LAND COMPARABLES LOCATION MAP 
 
 
 

     
North 
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Summary of Vacant Land Comparables 

Sale 
No. 

Location/Address Date 
Cash Equiv. 

Price 
Size 

Unit 
Price 

Traffic 
Count 

Utilities Zoning 

1 353-361 N. 4th Ave., Phoenix   8-20 $2,050,000 0.485 ac. $  97.07/s.f. Light 
Electricity, 

Water, 
Sewer  

DTC 

2 625-629 N. 2nd Ave., Phoenix   4-20 $2,850,000 0.640 ac. $102.23/s.f. Light 
Electricity, 

Water, 
Sewer  

DTC 

3 800-801 N. 1st Ave., Phoenix   4-19 $7,000,000 1.680 ac. $  95.65/s.f. 
8,729 
v.p.d. 

Electricity, 
Water, 
Sewer  

DTC 

4 326-338 N. 4th Ave., Phoenix   2-19 $2,310,000 0.616 ac. $  86.06/s.f. Light 
Electricity, 

Water, 
Sewer 

DTC 

5 
302-320 E. Portland St. 
Phoenix 

  1-19 $6,450,000 1.527 ac. $  96.99/s.f. 
15,052 
v.p.d. 

Electricity, 
Water, 
Sewer 

DTC 

6 
SEC 3rd Ave. & Fillmore St., 
Phoenix 

  3-17 $9,325,000 2.404 ac. $  89.06/s.f. 
8,377 
v.p.d. 

Electricity, 
Water, 
Sewer 

DTC 

Subj. 1130 N. 1st St., Phoenix   5-21 ---- 0.609 ac. ---- Light 
Electricity, 

Water, 
Sewer 

DTC 

 

Factors Affecting Marketability and Discussion of Adjustments 
 

Property Rights Conveyed 
 
The market value of the fee simple interest was estimated for the subject property.  As 
the fee simple rights were conveyed for Comparable Nos. 1 through 6, no adjustments 
were indicated.   
 

Terms of Sale 
 
The subject property was appraised assuming a cash sale or one with cash equivalent 
terms.  Seller-carried terms generally influence the price paid as they are more generous 
than terms available for first or second mortgage lenders.  The seller receives a premium 
over market value in order to counter the risk of a carryback.  Since market value is 
estimated for the real estate only, any premium paid for generous terms must be 
deducted.   
 
As Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were cash or cash equivalent sales, no 
adjustments were indicated. 
 

Conditions of Sale 
 
The subject property was appraised assuming normal conditions of sale in which a sale 
is arm’s length, the price was not unduly influenced by distress situations or inter-related 
party transfers and the property had adequate exposure to the market. 
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As Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were arm’s length transactions selling under 
normal conditions of sale, no adjustments were indicated. 
 

Market Conditions 
 
The subject property was appraised as of the effective date of the appraisal, May 19, 
2021.  Given the passage of time, market prices generally change given fluctuations in 
supply and demand.  Prices tend to move up or down in stair-step fashion, quickly 
changing and then stabilizing for a period of time.  Thus, adjustments to older sales 
whether up or down, must be considered. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 sold between March, 2017, and August, 2020, 
during a time when prices were lower.  Given my study and analysis of appreciation in 
this market segment, varying upward adjustments were needed. 
 

Buyer Motivation 
 
A number of factors may affect buyer motivation.  The most important in the market 
segment are user v. speculator, assemblage and special factors.  For the subject 
property, I assumed that the buyer is typically motivated--whether an owner-user or 
speculator. 
 
 User v. Speculator - In many real estate markets, users are often willing to pay a 
premium over the prices that investors or speculators pay.  In general, users are 
examining the immediate potential or value of a site for a specified use and do not 
anticipate the holding or marketing costs that are incurred by an investor.  As noted in 
the Highest and Best Use Analysis, the subject property has primary appeal to a user at 
this time. 
 
In this case, Comparable Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were purchased by users.  As such, no 
adjustments were necessary.  The buyer’s intentions of Comparable No. 1 are unknown.  
But new development is likely.  Thus, no adjustments were needed given the good 
comparison. 
 
 Assemblage - When buyers have a need to expand an existing location or if they 
are assembling land for new development, they usually are forced to pay a premium over 
market value for their lack of substitution.  The subject property was not appraised 
assuming assemblage. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were not purchased for assemblage.  Thus, no 
adjustments were necessary. 
 
 Special Need – Buyers may have a special need that prevents them from 
choosing a substitute property available on the open market.  As such, they may pay a 
premium over market value for their lack of substitution.  The subject property was not 
appraised assuming special need. 
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As the prices paid for Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were not affected by special 
needs, no adjustments were needed. 
 

Location 
 
Locational factors which affect land values include general locational attributes and 
district or specific locational attributes such as the appeal or quality of surrounding 
development. 
 
 General Location – General locational factors include the market’s perception of a 
particular neighborhood or area of the community, support facilities, growth and 
development potential.  The subject property had a “good” location three blocks north of 
Roosevelt Street and five to eight blocks north of downtown Phoenix and the ASU 
campus.  
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had similar general locations.  Thus, no adjustments 
were made.  
 
 Specific – Specific locational features relate to setting.  For example, land within 
appealing planned developments with amenities or adjacent to some physical or man-
made attraction may sell at a premium.  On the other hand, land that is surrounded by 
less attractive improvements may sell at a reduced price.  As the subject property was 
not located within a masterplanned development but it had broad frontage on Margaret 
T. Hance Park which enhanced its marketability for its highest and best use.  As such, , it 
was considered to have a “good” specific location.   
 
Comparable No. 3 was on the light rail line and close to two stations.  For its good 
specific location, no adjustment was needed. 
 
As Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 had inferior specific locations which made upward 
adjustments needed. 
 

Frontage/Access 
 
Frontage is important to the marketability of land as it generally provides publicly-
dedicated and maintained access.  Access can be judged from streets immediate to the 
subject property or from adjacent or nearby boulevards, expressways or freeways.  This 
grouping includes categories that are closely related but the distinction is important. 
 
 Frontage – The subject property had publicly-dedicated and –maintained frontage. 
 

Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had publicly-dedicated and -maintained frontage as 
well.  Thus, no adjustments were needed given their similarity. 
 
 Access - The subject property had “average” access from its frontage. 
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Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 all had similar access.  For their similarity, no 
adjustment was needed. 
 
 Traffic Count/Visibility 
 
 Traffic Count – Significant amounts of accessible traffic may enhance the 
marketability of land.  But I have found that new development in the subject’s market 
segment does not appear dependent on the flow of passing traffic.  Given strong 
demand, pedestrian traffic and internet exposure, new multi-family residential 
development in the downtown area is noticed without the benefit of passing traffic.  I 
have found no correlation between price, value and traffic count in this market segment.  
The subject property had a light, unmeasured traffic count. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had traffic counts ranging from “light, unmeasured” 
to 15,052 vehicles per average day.  As traffic count does not seem to be a factor 
affecting marketability in this market segment, no adjustments were needed. 
 
 Visibility – At times, the visibility of a parcel can be blocked by adjoining buildings, 
terrain or the frontage can be too narrow to take advantage of the traffic count.  In the 
subject property’s case, its frontage was broad enough and sufficiently unblocked to 
allow it “average” visibility. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had similar visibility from their frontages.  Given their 
similarity, no adjustments were necessary. 
 

Size 
 
Size usually influences the price paid for vacant land.  Generally, larger parcels of land 
sell at a lower unit price than smaller lots as fewer buyers compete for them and their 
exposure times are longer.  Typically, buyers do not adjust for every square foot or acre 
difference so in general, size can differ within a range and the unit price is not affected.  
But for substantial differences between ranges, unit prices will usually vary given the 
general rule. 
 
The subject property is 24,521 square feet in size without the alley abandonment which 
is 2,000 square feet in size.  The alley abandonment is very likely as the alley right-of-
way no longer serves as an alley as it is absorbed into the property to the south and 
stops at the park.  As such, the buyer of the subject property would find the subject 
property to be 26,521 square feet, or 0.609 acre, in size.  Because the buyer will have to 
apply to the city for abandonment and pay a small fee, the subject’s marketability is at a 
slight disadvantage.  But given the typically long development entitlement period and the 
slight inconvenience, the subject’s marketability is not lessened.  The combination of the 
subject and the alley made it a typically-sized parcel for this market segment.  The 
market data in this comparison ranged from 0.485 to 2.404 acres in size which bracketed 
the size of the subject property well. 
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Since I found that differences in size between the subject and Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 
4 and 5 were not significant, no adjustments were warranted. 
 
However, Comparable No. 6 was larger.  For its larger size with reduced demand, an 
upward adjustment was needed. 
 
 Shape/Contiguity 
 
 Shape - The typical buyer prefers a square or rectangularly-shaped parcel as 
planning and development is made easier.  The subject had an irregular shape but with 
sufficient width and depth to allow typical development. 
 
Comparables 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had shapes which gave them similar developability.  
Thus downward adjustments were necessary. 
 

Contiguity – Buyers generally prefer contiguous parcels of land as the parcel can 
be developed without interruption in ownership or use.  Contiguity makes development 
planning easier and the finished product cohesive.  But many projects are developed in 
phases or may be mixed-use.  Thus, in many cases, non-contiguous holdings lend 
themselves well to phased or mixed-use.  Given the advantage, the negative effects of 
non-contiguity can be offset.  The subject property was a single parcel of land with the 
assumption of abandonment of the alley.  
 
Comparable Nos. 2, 4 and 5 were contiguous parcels.  Given their similar utility and 
market appeal, no adjustments were necessary. 
 
Comparable No. 3 was divided by an alley.  But the alley was easily abandoned by the city, 
the parcel became contiguous.  Comparable No. 6 was previously divided by an alley 
which was easily abandoned before it sold.  Given my study, no adjustments were made. 
 

Topography/Soil 
 
 Topography - If topography is varied and rough to develop, marketability is 
generally adversely affected.  But in every case, land needs site work to one extent or 
another as part of its development.  With its level topography, the subject property had 
“average” utility for development. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1 through 6 shared similar topography.  Thus, no adjustments were 
needed. 
 
 Soil - If soil is difficult to grade and excavate (“hard dig”), then construction costs 
are greater which lessens the amount that can be paid for the land.  Developers in this 
area appear to find the soil easily developable given the numerous example of 
successful development.  As such, the subject property was assumed to have typical 
and buildable soil.   
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As Comparable Nos. 1 through 6 did not appear to have had a soil problem, no 
adjustments were indicated. 
 

Offsite Improvements 
 
If the frontage is not widened or improved to modern standards, the county or the city 
usually requires improvement of the frontage with curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights 
as part of granting development approval.  Because of the added costs of development, 
the buyer expects and receives a discount in the price paid.  The subject property’s 
frontage was paved, and fully improved with curb, gutter, sidewalk, and streetlights. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had frontages which were fully widened and had full 
offsites as well.  For their similarity, no adjustments were necessary. 
 

Utilities 
 
Without utilities extended to a property, development is made more costly given 
extension costs.  The subject property had electricity, municipal water and sewer 
available. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had electricity, water and sewer available.  For their 
similar access to utilities, no adjustments were necessary. 
 

Flood Zone 
 
Inclusion within a designated flood hazard zone can detract from the marketability of a 
property.  Inclusion within a designated floodplain and/or floodway can severely limit the 
developmental potential of a property.  If an owner chooses to build within a floodplain, 
he will generally be required to raise the level of the improvements above the designated 
flood elevation.  Given the potential for flooding, site improvement costs are atypical and 
flood insurance is usually required by lenders.  The subject property was located within 
FEMA Flood Zone X, an area in which no flooding is anticipated. 
 
Comparables 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were located in FEMA Flood Zone X, where no flooding 
is expected.  For their similarity, no adjustments were indicated. 
 

Zoning/Entitlements 
 

Zoning - The necessary zoning that will allow the buyer’s intended use is an 
entitlement that has value.  The entitlement can be obtained by either the buyer or seller.  
If the land is already entitled or if the land is entitled during the escrow period, the buyer 
will pay more for the land.  Even if the buyer pays all the costs of entitlement, the seller 
has to wait for an extended period before the sale closes.  Thus, the seller will receive a 
premium for the time value of money and the risk in the event that the buyer 
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fails and the property has been unavailable to the market.  The subject property was 
zoned DTC, Downtown Core, which allows the subject property’s future highest and best 
use without the delay and cost of rezoning. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had zoning designations that permitted immediate 
development to their highest and best uses without the cost and delay of the rezoning 
process.  As they were similar to the subject property in this regard, no adjustments were 
necessary. 
 
 Entitlements – The inclusion of specific entitlements (approvals) for immediate 
development and completed engineering can enhance the marketability of a property 
resulting in a higher sales price.  However, this only occurs when the buyer purchases 
the property for the use for which it has been entitled and engineered.  The subject 
property had no entitlements beyond zoning. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 all sold without entitlements with contributory market 
value.  For the similarity, no adjustments were required. 
 
Comparable No. 6 was entitled for the development of a 323-unit apartment complex.  
For the superiority, a downward adjustment was made. 
 

Improvements/Other 
 
 Improvements - If a property is improved at the time of sale, the improvements 
have the potential to either enhance or detract from the price paid.  If a parcel of land has 
improvements such as a restorable building, outbuildings, fencing, paving, landscaping, 
or some other usable improvement, they may contribute to the marketability of the 
property.  But, with improvements that require demolition, the cost may factor into the 
price paid depending on the amount and the motivation of the seller and buyer.  If the 
demolition cost is excessive, the price of the land is reduced.  The subject property was 
assumed to be vacant land in the first step of estimating land value.  But I did consider 
the expected cost of demolition and removal of the subject’s obsolete and unwanted 
improvements.  I found that in this market segment many land sales were improved with 
obsolete improvements that the buyer had to raze and remove.  But as the subject is in a 
“sellers’ market”, sellers are not offering discounts in their asking or sales prices for the 
expected cost of demolition and removal. 
 
Comparable Nos. 1, 2 and 4 did not have improvements which affected their market 
value.  For their similarity to the subject property, no adjustments were needed. 
 
Nos. 3, 5 and 6 were improved with significant improvements like the subject is.  But the 
three sellers did not give the buyer a discount in the price paid for the expected costs of 
demolition and removal.  Not only are adjustments unneeded, but it tells me that the 
subject should sell without discount for the expected costs of demolition and removal. 
 



 

 114 

 Other – Other influences include easements, overflights, deed and off-title 
restrictions, billboard and telecommunication site leases, etc.  The subject property had 
no “Other” factors affecting its marketability. 
 
Comparables 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had no “Other” factors affecting their marketability, no 
adjustments were necessary. 
 

Summary of Adjustments 
 
The adjustment grid on the next page charted the subject property and the sales and the 
relevant information about each one.  Differences between the subject property and the 
sales were identified.  The sales prices for each were adjusted in accordance with the 
discussion related above.  The adjusted prices indicated a range of estimated market 
value for the subject property.  Following the presentation of the grid is my conclusion 
and opinion of market value. 
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File No. 210265

ADJUSTMENT GRID

Comparable No. Subject 1 2 3 4 5 6

Location 1130 N. 1st St., 353-361 N. 4th Ave., 625-629 N. 2nd Ave., 800-802 N. 1st Ave., 326-338 N. 4th Ave., 302-320 E. Portland St., SEC 3rd Ave. & Fillmore,

 Phoenix Phoenix Phoenix Phoenix  Phoenix Phoenix Phoenix

Sales Price NA $2,050,000 $2,850,000 $7,000,000 $2,310,000 $6,450,000 $9,325,000

Unit Price (Price/S.F.) NA $97.07 $102.23 $95.65 $86.06 $96.99 $89.06

Property Rights Conveyed Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Terms of Sale Cash Cash Cash Cash Cash Cash Cash

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Conditions of Sale Normal Normal Normal Normal Normal Normal Normal

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Market Conditions (Time) May-21 Aug-20 Apr-20 Apr-19 Feb-19 Jan-19 Mar-17

     Adjustment 5% 5% 10% 10% 10% 20%

Buyer Motivation User User User User User User User

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Assemblage/Special Need None/None None/None None/None None/None None/None None/None None/None

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Adjusted Price/S.F. NA $101.93 $107.34 $105.22 $94.67 $106.69 $106.87

Location - General/Specific Good/Good Similar/Inferior Similar/Inferior Similar/Similar Similar/Inferior Similar/Inferior Similar/Inferior

     Adjustment 5% 5% 0% 5% 5% 5%

Frontage/Access Public/Average Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Traffic Count/Visibility Light/Average Light/Similar Light/Similar 8,729 v.p.d./Similar Light/Similar 15,052 v.p.d./Similar 8,377 v.p.d./Similar

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Size (Ac.) 0.609 0.4848 0.640 1.680 0.6162 1.5266 2.4038

    Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 10%

Shape/Contiguity Irregular/Contiguous Similar/Contiguous Similar/Contiguous Irregular/Non-contiguous Similar/Contiguous Similar/Contiguous Similar/Contiguous

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Topography/Soil Level/Typical Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar Similar/Similar

     Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Offsite Improvements Complete Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar

    Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Utilities All Necessary Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar

    Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Flood Zone Zone X Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar

    Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Zoning/Entitlements DTC/None DTC/None DTC/None DTC/None DTC/None DTC/None DTC/Entitled

    Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% -15%

Improvements/Other Fire Station/None None/None None/None Office Bldgs./None None/None Apartment Bldgs./None Office Bldgs./None

    Adjustment 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Overall Adjustment 5% 5% 0% 5% 5% 0%

Estimated Value Range (Price/S.F.) $107.02 $112.71 $105.22 $99.40 $112.03 $106.87

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 
APNs 111-36-083A, 086 (City of Phoenix)

Effective Date of the Appraisal - May 19, 2021
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Conclusion to the Analysis 
 
The sales data represents a comparable and current sample of relevant sales in the 
subject’s market segment.  Unadjusted, the sales indicated a range from $86.06 to 
$102.23 per square foot of net site area.  After adjusting each of the sales for differences 
in comparison to the subject, they presented a range from $99.40 to $112.71 per square 
foot applied as follows to the subject’s net site area: 
 

$  99.40/s.f. x 26,521 square feet = $2,636,187 
 

- to – 
 

$112.71/s.f. x 26,521 square feet = $2,989,182 

 
Opinion of Market Value 

 
Given the predominant range of adjusted prices, a value above the middle of the range 
was indicated.  Acknowledging that buyers and sellers negotiate to round numbers, my 
opinion of the market value of the fee simple interest in the subject property as of the 
effective date of the appraisal, May 19, 2021, was $2,900,000 or $109.35 per square 
foot ($2,900,000 ÷ 26,521 s.f.).  My opinion of market value was subject to special 
limiting conditions stated on page 12. 
 

Exposure Time 
 
The exposure time for the subject depends on many factors including past and current 
market conditions, the factors of supply and demand, pricing and professional marketing.  
From my study of the exposure in the subject’s market segment, my opinion of market 
value assumed that the subject property had been exposed to the market for sale for six 
months, priced at no more than 10 percent above the appraised value. 
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RECONCILIATION AND OPINION OF MARKET VALUE 
 
 
 
 
As described in the Valuation Process, there are three approaches of estimating the 
value of real property: the Cost Approach, the Sales Comparison Approach and the 
Income Approach.  Only the Sales Comparison Approach was applicable for this 
property as the subject was seen by the typical buyer to have been vacant land. 
 
The Sales Comparison Approach required me to make a comparison between recent 
comparable sales and the subject property.  A typical buyer would have considered them 
to be good substitution for the subject property given their many similarities.  Even so, as 
each parcel of real estate is unique, some differences between the sales and the subject 
will exist.  Trends in the market were studied as well as reliance placed on the opinions 
and comments of knowledgeable buyers, sellers and brokers.  After comparison, 
analysis and adjustment, market value was estimated based upon cash or cash 
equivalent terms and a sale within a reasonable time. 
 
Based on the information found in my investigation and coupled with my professional 
analysis, my opinion of the market value of the fee simple interest in the subject property, 
as of the effective date of the appraisal, May 19, 2021 was: 
 

TWO MILLION NINE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
 

$2,900,000 or $109.35/s.f. of net site area 
 
My opinion of market value was subject to special limiting conditions stated on page 12. 
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ESTIMATION OF MARKET RENT 
 
 
 
 

Introduction 
 
The client has asked for an opinion of annual market rent for the initial term of the lease 
of the subject property.  This must be distinguished from a simple "market rate of return" 
on land value as of a date of appraisal.  No estimate of market rent can be made without 
careful consideration of the lease terms and conditions which set the framework of the 
opinion.  The estimate of market rent for the subject property is based on the following 
definition: 
 

Market Rent 
 

The most probable rent that a property should bring in a competitive and open market 
reflecting all conditions and restrictions of the lease agreement, including permitted uses, 
use restrictions, expense obligations, term, concessions, renewal and purchase options 

and tenant improvements (Tis). 10 

 
If this definition is followed, then any estimate of market rent must reflect a fair return on 
the land as vacant and at its highest and best use for the lease term remaining or 
projected lease term.  Estimating market rent must consider the following, along with the 
lessor’s and lessee’s more specific requirements: 
 
 Length of term 
 Frequency of lease payments (monthly, quarterly, semi-annual or annual) 
 Fixed rate or frequency of escalations over the lease term based on: 
 Change in an index (i.e., CPI), periodic reappraisal or by formula 
 Renewal extension periods beyond the initial term 
 Rent adjustments at renewal extension 
 Allocation of expenses (lessor’s and lessee’s obligations) 
 Subordination to financing debt (first or second note and deed of trust) 
 Allowed use(s) of the land 
 Prohibited use(s) of the land 
 Land leased “as is” or subject to improvements made, and paid for, by lessor (access extensions, 

utility extensions, grading, etc.) 
 Ownership of existing or proposed improvements 
 Improvement salvage rights 
 Responsibility of cost of demolition, clearing of improvements and land restoration at end of lease 

 
 
 
 
 

 
10

 Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, (Chicago, Illinois: Appraisal Institute, 2015), page 140. 
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The economic utility of leased vacant land is implicitly tied to the length of the term being 
sufficient to recapture improvement and development costs.  As the term becomes 
shorter (of less duration than necessary for normal improvement and development cost 
amortization), the economic utility of the leased land decreases.  Unless the underlying 
land value appreciates significantly, the estimated market rent at subsequent revaluation 
periods would be successively less at each interval as the lease nears expiration. 
 
The specific methodology utilized to estimate market land rent in my analysis should be 
the same for subsequent lease revaluations.  The use of the word “fair” in the context of 
market rent, now typically dispensed within the title, but still assumes and implies that the 
rental amount will be “fair” to both the lessor and lessee, with the lessor obtaining a 
reasonable return on the land and the lessee paying an economic amount for the use of 
the land—both in the context of the framework of the terms of the lease and market 
supply and demand. 
 

Lease Terms 
 
The client provided some specific lease terms.  My estimate of the market rent was 
based on the following terms and assumptions: 
 
Term: 95 years 
Rental Rate: Based on an “arm’s length” negotiation 
Option to Renew: Yes, with lease rate set by reappraisal 
Payment Schedule: Annual, beginning of period 
Escalations: Change in an index (i.e., CPI) every five years 
Allocation of Expenses: Triple net operating expense allocation 
Allowed Use: The highest and best use allowed as dictated by the city 
Property Taxes I have assumed a typical tax liability for estimating market rent. 
Improvements: All improvements, extensions, and demo at lessee’s cost; leasehold interest and 

title revert to landowners at expiration 
Subordination: Subordination to financing debt; no lease has priority 
Other: Ownership of improvements to lessor at the end of term; or lessee to return 

land to current vacant condition at end of term; no other terms costly, adverse 
or burdensome to either lessor or lessee 

 
It is implied that at each revaluation, the estimated market rent must reflect a fair return 
on the land as vacant and at its highest and best use for the lease term remaining.  
Given these lease terms, the landlord had little risk for the inflationary decay of the value 
of the dollar.  Thus, the landlord is willing to accept a lower rate of return.  
 
The economic utility of leased vacant land is implicitly tied to the length of the remaining 
term being sufficient to recapture improvement and development costs.  As the 
remaining term becomes shorter (of less duration than necessary for normal 
improvement and development cost amortization), the economic utility of the leased land 
decreases.  Unless the underlying land value appreciates significantly, the estimated 
market rent at subsequent revaluation periods would be successively less at each 
interval as the lease nears expiration.  Given a long-term lease, the term is sufficiently 
long to amortize new and significant improvement and development costs.  In addition, 
as fixed improvements to the land become the property of the lessor at the end of the 
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term, most, if not all, of the value of the improvements accrues to the benefit of the 
lessor, unless depreciated or obsolete in another way.  Thus, the lessee sees risk in a 
short-term lease and will negotiate for a lower rent. 
 
The specific methodology utilized to estimate market land rent in my analysis should be 
the same for subsequent lease revaluations.  The use of the word “fair” in the context of 
market rent, now typically dispensed within the title, but still assumed, implies that the 
rental amount will be “fair” to both the lessor and lessee, with the lessor obtaining a 
reasonable return on the land and the lessee paying an economic amount for the use of 
the land-both in the context of the framework of the terms of the lease. 
 

Estimate of Market Land Rent 
 
Land lease information is not typically public data in the State of Arizona except for leases 
generated by public agencies for public land and improved properties.  Thus, it is typically 
obtained in an appraiser’s line or work or voluntarily provided by lessors, lessees, brokers 
and agents.  Land leases vary significantly in both length of term and rates of return.  Rates 
are also reflective of the frequency of revaluations and the quantity, quality and character of 
the income stream.  I have found the following examples of recent land leases that are 
considered relevant to the estimation of the subject’s market rent: 
 
• Chad Russell, broker with Land Advisors Organization, (480-874-4339) currently has a 28.590-

acre parcel of vacant industrial land listed for a long-term lease with the asking price and terms 
unpublished.  The value of the land has not been determined but is estimated to be between 
$18,000,000 and $19,000,000.  The property is located 1,239.00 ± feet north of the northeast 
corner of Chandler Boulevard and 50th Street in Phoenix.  The proposed lease is expected to be 
long term, up to 99 years.  According to the listing agent, the ground rental rate is anticipated to 
equal a 5.00% ± rate of return.   

 
• Patrick Sheehan, broker with R&G, (480-214-9400) currently has a 19.735-acre parcel of vacant 

industrial land listed for long-term lease with rent of $1,500 per acre per month or $355,230 per 
year.  The property is in a prime industrial location at northeast corner of 27th Avenue and Lower 
Buckeye Road.  It was appraised for $4,350,000 or $5.06 per square foot in August, 2019.  
According to the listing agent, the ground rental rate is equal to an 8.00% ± rate of return, but he 
says it is likely that the property will lease for under asking price, closer to a 7.00% rate of return. 

 
• In January, 2015, Opus Southwest Corporation purchased 10.470 acres of leased land within 

Pima Center for $4,256,775, or $9.33 per square foot.  The land consisted of Lot 2, which was 
fully improved and intended to be developed with a 125,280 square foot office building.  The 
lease is for 60 years.  According to the listing agent, the ground rental rate is equal to an 8.00% 
± rate of return. 

 

• Arizona Department of Forestry and Fire Management, Flagstaff, Arizona – This 65,340 ± 
square foot, or 1.500-acre, parcel of land, zoned HC, Highway Commercial, located at 3650 
South Lake Mary Road, Flagstaff, Arizona, is leased by Arizona Game and Fish Commission 
to State of Arizona to the State Forester for 10 years from July 6, 2013, to July 5, 2023.  
Annual rent for the second half of the lease term is estimated as a 5% annual return on the 
market value of land according to the lease agreement.  For the term of the lease, the 
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property is to be used by the State Forester Flagstaff Regional Office for the purposes of a 
district headquarters and maintenance shop.  Operating expenses are allocated on a triple 
net basis. 

 

• Papago Spectrum, Tempe, Arizona – In 1997, the Salt River Project negotiated a ground lease 
for 8.38 acres with Papago Park Center, Inc. to develop an office park at 1225 West Washington 
Street in Tempe.  The lease is for 65 years increasing by CPI every five years, with a 20% 
maximum adjustment.  The original lease amount was reportedly equal to 7.7% of land value. 

 
• The City of Peoria leased a 5.90-acre parcel of land at 15707 North 83rd Avenue to NBS 

Arrowhead I, LLC, for an office project.  The lease commenced in 2005 with a 65-year term plus 
one ten-year option.  There is no rent due for the first year.  The ground rent in the second year 
is $146,567, increasing 2.5% per year in the fifth year and every year thereafter.  The parties 
agreed upon a site value of $2,610,000 indicating a 5.62% rate of return in the second year. 
 

• Arrowhead I, LLC, for an office project.  The lease commenced in 2005 with a 65-year term plus 
one ten-year option.  There is no rent due for the first year.  The ground rent in the second year 
is $146,567, increasing 2.5% per year in the fifth year and every year thereafter.  The parties 
agreed upon a site value of $2,610,000 indicating a 5.62% rate of return in the second year. 
 

• The Reproductive Medical Institute, LLC, leased a 4.16-acre site in the ASU Research Park in 
June, 2005, to develop a 34,837 square foot office building.  The property is located at 2455 
East Conference Drive in Tempe.  The lease term is 96 years with a fixed rent established every 
ten years plus a municipal service fee of $0.109 per square foot of building plus an infrastructure 
assessment of $1.00 per square foot, plus a CAM charge.  The first-year total lease payment 
was $187,244.  With a fee simple value estimated of $2,260,000, the ground rental rate is equal 
to 8.29% ±. 

 

• Bank One (now JP Morgan Chase) negotiated a ground lease in October, 2005, for 1.27 acres 
with Barclay Venture Capital, LLC, for a bank branch at the southwest corner of Gantzell Road 
and Combs Road in Queen Creek.  The 20-year lease has four options of five years each.  The 
ground rent is $150,000 per year, increasing by 10% every five years.  The estimated 2005 land 
value of $1,110,000 indicates a then-current ground rental rate of 13.5%.  

 
• JP Morgan Chase is leasing a 27,988 square foot (0.643 acre) site from Morgan Skulgan, LLC, 

in the Village at Desert Troon, Scottsdale.  Their ground lease commenced on November 29, 
2005, with an initial 20-year term and two 20-year options.  The initial rent was $130,000 per 
year, with increases every five years based upon the change in the CPI.  Morgan Sklugan, LLC, 
paid $1,550,000 or $55.38 per square foot for the 27,988 square foot site, recording on 
September 26, 2005, making the land purchase and land lease nearly contemporaneous.  
Dividing the initial annual rent of $130,000 into the purchase price indicates an overall rate of 
8.39%.  This rate reflects the inclusion of a CPI adjustment every 5 years. 

 
 
 

• In April, 2007, following the sale of 13.480 acres of land at the southeast corner of Glendale 
Avenue and 47th Avenue in Glendale to Glendale Investors, LLC, Glendale Ave. Holdings, 
LLC leased the property back for eighteen months.  The sales price was $4,500,000.  The 
lease rate was $27,000 per month or $324,000 per year.  The indicated ground rent was 
7.20% per year. 
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• The Arizona State Land Department leased 26.14 acres of commercial land in Section 4, T-4N, 
R-1E of the G&SRB&M, Maricopa County, at the northeast corner of Lake Pleasant Parkway and 
Happy Valley Parkway, to Vestar Arizona XL VIII, LLC, following an auction in June, 2007.  The 
underlying land value upon which the rental was based was $2,900,000.  The first-year rental 
rate was 5% of the value of the land.  The second and third years rental rates were 3.0%, the 
fourth and fifth year rental rates were 7.5%.  For years six through sixty-five, the rental rate was 
8%.  The rentals were based upon an adjusted land value that increased by 10% in the sixth 
year and every five years thereafter. 

 

• The Arizona State Land Department leased 20.82 acres of commercial land in Section 3, T-4N, 
R-2E at the northeast corner of 39th Avenue and Happy Valley Road to Parkhouse Holdings, 
LLC, following an auction in January, 2007.  The underlying land value upon which the rentals 
were based was $8,400,000.  The first-year rental rate was 5%, the second and third years 
‘rental rates were 3.0%, the fourth and fifth year rental rates were 5.0%, years six through ten 
rental rates were 7.5% and years eleven through 65 were 10%.  The rentals were based upon an 
adjusted land value that increased by 0.5% in the sixth year and every five years thereafter. 

 
• Indian Lands, Palm Springs, California – The reservation of the Agua Caliente Band of the 

Cahuilla Indian tribe encompasses Palm Springs, Cathedral City and portions of Ranch Mirage 
and the County of Riverside.  Many of the residential developments in these areas are on 
ground leases.  The guaranteed minimum annual rent (GMAR) is equal to 10% of the fair 
market value of the land.  Periodic rent adjustments include percentage rent if they exceed the 
GMAR, or CPI increases.  The lease term is between 10 and 99 years, with the most common 
being 65 years.  The standard rate of return for several Indian tribes in the Palm Springs area is 
10% of the land value at the time of the ground lease.  However, the rate of return is negotiable 
if the land value is high.  As of 2000, the lease had a 50-year minimum term and can be as long 
as 99 years, with annual CPI adjustments every five years, capped at 2% to 3%.  Shorter term 
leases have an option to extend and have a reappraisal clause.  Typically, the Indians negotiate 
a ground lease with a developer for a residential subdivision, and the developer, in turn, 
subleases the land to the buyer of the leasehold. 

 
• Catellus Development Company, San Francisco, California – In the late 1990s, Catellus 

developed three apartment communities in Mission Bay, a large, masterplanned, mixed-use 
community located south of Market Street in downtown San Francisco.  Catellus sold one of the 
projects in 1999 subject to ground leases.  They based the ground rent for the first sale at a rate 
of return of 8% on the average per-unit value of $50,000.  Later, the project sold to a 
condominium converter. 

 

• Kamehameha Schools (Bishop Trust), Hawaii – Steve Hayamoto for Kamehameha Schools, the 
largest private land owner in Hawaii, indicated that they have historically and typically establish 
ground rental rates at 6% for investor-owned residential land and at 8% for commercial land.  
Most of the ground leases have fixed rentals for periods of between 25 and 
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35 years, followed by rent adjustments, based upon negotiation, for successive 10- to 15-year 
periods.  Lease terms are typically from 55- to 75-years and revert to the fee owner at 
expiration.  

 
Interest rates and market rates of return on land and improvements vary over time.  A 
major factor that affects the rate of return is the potential for appreciation in excess of 
inflation.  With the subjects and any of the lease comparables, during the time of the lease 
the underlying land value is likely to appreciate significantly.  A fair rental value provides 
that both the lessor and lessee share in this consideration.  As can be seen in many older 
leases with fixed rental amounts, the annual rent, after many years, is a relatively nominal 
amount when considered against the value of the land leased.  This situation results in a 
significant leasehold advantage.  The opposite can also be true.  Some leases have been 
written with a high initial rate of return and with annual CPI adjustments that have 
surpassed the actual appreciation of the land value.  In such a situation an advantage to 
the leased fee interest can develop, but often is not sustainable. 
 
The focus of estimating a market rent for a medium- or long-term ground lease must be to 
conclude a rental amount under the framework of the lease terms where the potential for a 
leasehold advantage and a leased fee advantage is minimized.  With a new lease, this can 
be accomplished with lease terms that provide for frequent rental adjustments to keep pace 
with inflation and/or that provide for periodic revaluations to keep pace with land values.  
What this tells us is that with market increases in the rental rate, especially annually, lessen 
the risk for the lessor, which reduces the rate of return on the value of the land.  With 
annual increases tied to CPI, the lessor’s position is inflation protected. 
 
As indicated by the two State Land Department leases, the rate of increase affects the 
rental rate.  In the first lease, with 10% increases every five years, the rental rate for years 6 
through 65 was 8%.  However, in the second lease, with 0.5% increases every five years, 
the rental rate for years 10 through 65 was 10%.  What this tells us is that market increases 
in the rental rate, especially annually, lessens the risk for the lessor, which reduces the rate 
of return on the value of the land.  This is not the case to estimate a fixed rate lease for the 
subject property.  
 
Any long-term lease would be expected to include periodic revaluations or CPI adjustments 
to keep pace with inflation and erosion of the dollar, unlike the subject’s fixed-rate term.  
But as interest rates on alternative, similarly secure investments have declined to 
extremely low levels, rates of return on land leases have also declined.  The near-term 
outlook is for a continuation of low rates, with gradual increases as the Federal Reserve 
has a stated policy of encouraging low interest rates to enhance the economic recovery.  
As a large percentage of a long-term lease's present value is in the initial few years, the 
near-term outlook must be given significant weight. 
 
In addition to the above lease data, recent sales of leased fee interests shown on the 
next page provide an indication of typical lease terms and investors’ expectations.  While 
sales prices are not good indications of the current market value of the land, the overall 
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capitalization rates illustrate anticipated returns in the subject’s market segment not only 
for net income over time but also the reversion of the land and improvements at the end 
of the lease term. 
 
The chart lists a variety of sales of retail properties with ground leases ranging from 
31,363 to 452,153 square feet and with average lease terms of 15 to 20 years.  Upon 
sale, overall capitalization rates ranged from 0.0400 to 0.0674.  But please note that an 
overall capitalization rate is a form of investment in leased land that the owner of the 
leased fee interest receives land rent as well as the reversion (land and depreciated 
improvements) at the end of the lease term, far into the future.  Even so, this range of 
investment rates is help in estimating a fair annual return on the value of the subject 
property. 
 

Opinion of Market Rent 
 
Three positive factors have influenced my analysis: 1) the tenant is expected to be a 
committed and dependable tenant with a considerable investment in their improvements; 2) 
with lease rate increases every five years based on the change in the CPI, the landlord is 
protected against the inflationary decay of the dollar; 3) and during the term, and for 
renewal terms, the subject’s market value will likely to appreciate which results in higher 
renewal rent. 
 
Thus, based upon the stated and assumed lease terms, my analysis of the data discussed 
above and my study of this market segment, my opinion of market rent for the subject, 
would require an annual return from 4.0 to 6.7 percent on the current market value of the 
land based on land lease data and analysis.  The leased fee interest data and analysis 
provided secondary support.  Therefore, a 5.5% percent return was estimated from this 
range. 
 
Thus, my opinion of annual market rent would be $159,500 per year, given an annual 
return of 5.5% on the market value of the land in the first year of the lease, as of the 
effective date of the appraisal, May 19, 2021 ($2,900,000 x 0.055 = $159,500).  My 
opinion of market rent was subject to special limiting conditions stated on page 12. 
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No.
Sale   

Date
Location Grantor/Grantee Price Lease Rate

Lease 

Date

End 

Date
Other Terms

Cap. 

Rate
Tenant

1 Sep-20 4925 S. Val Vista Dr., WNDG, LLC $1,835,000 $100,000 Jun-20 Jun-35 New least w/4 5year options; 0.0545 Black Rock

Gilbert GRW-AZ, LLC 10% increase every 5 years Coffee

2 May-20 2000 S. Mill Ave., JVZ Greystone Trust $9,050,000 $535,000 Oct-08 Oct-33 14 years left w/10 5year options 0.0591 Walgreens

Tempe Lamar Kyle Ochs

3 Mar-20 3215 E. Chandler Blvd., The Young Family Life Property Charitable Tr. $1,202,000 $54,100 Dec-17 Dec-32 13 years left w/2 5year options; 0.0450 Dutch Brothers

Phoenix Christopher A. & Catherine A Mosser 2% annual increase

4 Feb-20 6155 S. 35th Ave., Jamshid Esmailian Trust $1,250,000 $50,000 May-19 Apr-39 19 years left w/4 5year options; 0.0400 Autozone

Phoenix Eric Parpart 10% increase at option

5 Jan-20 1319 E. Chandler Blvd., American CA Property Management Co. $890,000 $60,000 Apr-19 Mar-26 6+ years left w/1 5year options; 0.0674 Jack-in the Box

Chandler The Niki Group 2% annual increase

6 Sep-19 1705 S. Stapley Dr.. Panera Bread $4,009,713 $190,461 Sep-19 Aug-34 New lease w/4 5 year options; 0.0475 Panera Bread

Mesa Eclipse Venture Group, LLC 8% increase at option

7 Aug-19 1529 W. Van Buren St. 2456 South Grove, LLC $2,430,101 $138,372 Mar-19 Feb-34 New lease w/3 5 year options; 0.0569 Panera Bread

Phoenix Joshua N. Simon 10% increase at option

8 Aug-19 3625 S. Gilbert Rd. Waugaman Properties $11,750,000 $747,450 Mar-15 Mar-30 11+ years left w/3 5 year options; 0.0636 LA Fitness

Gilbert Brent C. & Debra I. Berge 10% or CPI increase every 5 years

9 Mar-19 8905 S. Harl Ave., Tempe RPM Warner & Harl SEC, LLC $2,838,000 $160,050 Mar-19 Feb-39 Currently in 1st term of 4 0.0564 PDQ Chicken

Tempe Arizona Sun Investmens, LLC 5-yr options; 10% incr. 5yrs.

10 Jan-19 360 N. Val Vista Dr. Abraham Franco $4,753,000 $254,944 Jan-19 Dec-39 New lease w/8 5 year options; 0.0536 CVS

Mesa Dennis M. Baker & Associates 5% increase at option

11 Oct-18 1090 W. Queen Creek Rd., Marco Polo, Inc. $2,630,000 $150,000 Oct-15 Sep-30 12 years left w/4 5 year options; 0.0570 Kneaders

Chandler Thomas Cornelius McCaffrey 10% increase every 5 years

12 Apr-17 777 E. Baseline Rd., R&B III, LLC $22,700,000 $1,135,000 2009 Jan-29 12 years left with 0.0500 Lowes

Tempe The Grove Associates Co. Six 5-yr. options to renew

LEASED FEE INTEREST COM PARABLES

119,336 s.f. bldg. located on a 1.16 ac. site in an established commercial & retail district In Tempe

4,055 s.f. bldg. located on a 0.77 ac. site in an established commercial & retail district in Chandler

119,336 s.f. bldg. located on 10.38 ac. site in an established commercial & retail district In Tempe

14,490 s.f. bldg. on a 1.74 ac. site located in an established commercial & retail district in Tempe

6,900 s.f. bldg. on a 0.72 ac. site located in an established commercial & retail district in Tempe

2,867 s.f. bldg. with drive-through on a 0.78 ac. site  located in an established commercial & retail district in Foothills are of Phoenix

4,425 s.f. bldg. with drive-through on a 1.99 ac. site  located in an established commercial & retail district in Mesa

7,500 s.f. bldg. on a 0.87 ac. site  located in an established commercial & retail district in Mesa

44,462 s.f. bldg. on a 5.64 ac. site  located in an established commercial & retail district in Gilbert

119,336 s.f. bldg. located on a 1.16 ac. site in an established commercial & retail district In Mesa

1,836 s.f. bldg. on a 0.81 ac. site located in a popular Gilbert residential neighborhood

1,960 s.f. bldg. on a 1.01 ac. site located in an commercial & retail district surrounding Chandler Fashion Mall
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CERTIFICATIONS 
 
 
 
 
Project No.: FD PM1677 
Owner: City of Phoenix 
APNs: 111-36-083A, 086 
 
I hereby certify: 
 
That I personally inspected the property herein appraised, and that I have afforded the property 
owner the opportunity to accompany me at the time of inspection. I also made a personal field 
inspection of each comparable sale relied upon in making said appraisal. The subject and the 
comparable sales relied upon in making the appraisal were as represented by the photographs 
contained in the appraisal. 
 
That I have given consideration to the value of the property the damages and benefits to the 
remainder, if any; and accept no liability for matters of title or survey.  That, to the best of my 
knowledge and belief, the statements contained in said appraisal are true and the opinions, as 
expressed therein, are based upon correct information; subject to the limiting conditions therein 
set forth. 
 
That no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil, or structures were found or 
assumed to exist which would render the subject property more or less valuable; and I assume 
no responsibility for such conditions, or for engineering which might be required to discover such 
factors.  That, unless otherwise stated in this report, the existence of hazardous material, which 
may or may not be present in the property, was not observed by myself or acknowledged by the 
owner.  The appraiser, however, is not qualified to detect such substances, the presence of 
which may affect the value of the property.  No responsibility is assumed for any such conditions, 
or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
 
That my analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared 
in conformity with the ADOT ROW Procedures Manual, Chapter 4, Appraisal Standards and 
Specifications (2018); the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Uniform Act, 49 CFR Part 24; 
and the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP 2020-2022) guidelines.  
 
That this appraisal has further been made in conformity with the appropriate State and Federal 
laws, regulations, and policies and procedures applicable to appraisal of right-of-way for such 
purposes; and that, to the best of my knowledge, no portion of the value assigned to such 
property consists of items which are non-compensable under the established laws of said State. 
 
That I understand this appraisal may be used in connection with the marketing of the subject 
property with the assistance of Federal aid highway funds or other Federal funds. 



 

 127 

That neither my employment nor my compensation for making the appraisal and report are in 
any way contingent upon the values reported herein. 
 
That I have no direct or indirect present or contemplated future personal interest in the property 
that is the subject of this report, or any benefit from the acquisition of the property appraised 
herein. 
 
That I have not revealed the findings and results of such appraisal to anyone other than the 
proper officials of the City of Phoenix or officials of the Federal Highway Administration, and I will 
not do so unless so authorized by proper State officials, or until I am required to do so by due 
process of law, or until I am released from this obligation by having publicly testified as to such 
findings. 

 
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:  
 
1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.  
 
2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported 

assumptions and limiting conditions and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased 
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.  

 
3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and 

no personal interest with respect to the parties involved.  
 
4. I have performed no services as an appraiser, or in any other capacity, regarding the 

property that is the subject of this report within the three-year period immediately preceding 
acceptance of this assignment.  

 
5. I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties 

involved with this assignment.  
 
6. My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting 

predetermined results.  
 
7. My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development 

or reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the 
client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the 
occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.  

 
8. My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report have been 

prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, and 
the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the 
Appraisal Institute.  

 
9. I have made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report.  
 
10. No one provided significant professional assistance to the person signing this report with 

inspection, data gathering, description, analysis, and report preparation. 
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11. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to 
review by its duly authorized representatives. 

 
12. As of the date of this report, I have completed the continuing education program of the 

Appraisal Institute.  

 
My opinion of the value of the fee simple interest in the subject property as of the 
effective date of the appraisal, May 19, 2021, was $2,900,000 or $109.35 per square 
foot.  My opinion of market rent for the first year of the lease was $159,500.  My opinions 
of market value and market rent were subject to special limiting conditions stated on 
page 12. 

⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯ 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF DENNIS L. LOPEZ, MAI, SRA 
 
 
 
 

Education 
 
Bachelor of Science Degree, Business Administration, Arizona State University, Magna Cum Laude, 
 December, 1978 
Real Estate Principles, Arizona State University, 1977 
Real Estate Law, Arizona State University, 1977 
Real Estate Management, Arizona State University, 1978 
SREA 101 (Real Estate Appraisal), Arizona State University, 1978 
SREA 201 (Real Estate Appraisal), Arizona State University, 1978 
Real Estate Land Development, Arizona State University, 1978 
Real Estate Investments, Arizona State University, 1978 
Urban Planning, Arizona State University, 1978 
AIREA Course VIII, "Single Family Residential Appraising," Arizona State University, 1978 
SREA "Marketability and Market Analysis", 1979 
SREA Seminar "Basic Money Market & Economic Analysis", 1980 
SREA "Market Abstractions Seminar", 1981 
AIREA "Standards of Professional Practice", 1981 
AIREA "Condemnation & Litigation Valuation", 1982 
IRWA "Skills of Expert Testimony", 1983 
SREA FHLBB Reg. R41- (b) Seminar, 1985 
AIREA "Valuation Analysis and Report Writing" (Exam 2-2), March, 1986 
AIREA "Case Studies in Real Estate Valuation" (Exam 2-1), March, 1986 
AIREA "Highest and Best Use Analysis", April, 1986 
"Eminent Domain Valuation-Procedures and Case Studies," Robert Helmandollar, Deputy Chief 
 Right-of-way Agent, Arizona Department of Transportation, November, 1986 
"Arizona Condemnation and Zoning", Professional Education Systems, June, 1988 
SREA "Environmental Waste As It Applies To Real Estate", December, 1988 
SREA "Standards of Professional Practice and Conduct", December, 1988 
AIREA "Rates, Ratios and Reasonableness", August, 1989 
AIREA "Uniform Standards of Professional Practice", February, 1990 
SREA "Income Property Valuation for the 1990's", July, 1990 
AI "Reviewing Appraisal", June, 1992 
IRWA "Easement Valuation" (Course 403), March, 1993 
ADOT "Impact of Highway Construction on Real Estate", April, 1993 
AI "Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, Part A & B", February, 1994 
AI "Advanced Income Capitalization, Course II510, ASU, February, 1995 
AI "Fair Lending", October, 1995 
AI "Subdivision Analysis", March, 1996 
AI "New Industrial Valuation", May, 1998 
Ted Whitmer, “Attacking & Defending an Appraisal in Litigation”, January, 2000 
AI, “710 Condemnation Appraising – Basic Principles and Applications”, May, 2000 
AI, “720 Condemnation Appraising – Advanced Topics and Applications”, May, 2000 
AI "Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, Part C", October, 2000 
AI “Litigation Appraisal: Specialized Topics and Applications, Course 705, March, 2002 
IRWA “Reviewing Appraisal in Eminent Domain”, May, 2005 
AI "Subdivision Analysis", October, 2007 
AI “Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions (“Yellow Book”)”, December, 2009 
AI “Fundamentals of Separating Real Property, Personal Property, Intangible Business Assets”, May, 2012 
AI “2020-2022 Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) Update”, February, 2020 
AI “Business Practices and Ethics”, November, 2020 
 
 



 

  

Designations, Memberships, Licenses and Certifications 
 
MAI - Member, Appraisal Institute, May, 1988, Certificate No. 7798 
SRA - Senior Residential Appraiser, Appraisal Institute, August, 1980 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, Certificate No. 30189 
Licensed Real Estate Salesperson -  
 

Professional & Civic Activities 
 
Appraisal Institute, Admissions Committee, Experience Review, 1989-1997 
Appraisal Institute, Review and Counseling Committee, 1991-2005 
Society of Real Estate Appraisers, Phoenix Chapter #68, Chairman, Professional Practice Committee, 

1989-1990 
Society of Real Estate Appraisers, Phoenix Chapter #68, Chapter President and Supervisory Officer of the 

Professional Practice Committee, 1987-88 
College of Business Administration, Arizona State University, Guest Lecturer, Finance and Real Estate 

Departments, College of Business 
Mesa Community College, Scottsdale Community College, Desert Vista High School, Guest Lecturer, Real 

Estate Appraisal 
 “Condemnation Summit”, Eminent Domain and Condemnation Law Conference, Guest Lecturer, April, 

2012 
CLE International, Guest Lecturer, Eminent Domain Conference, April, 2005 
 

Awards 
 
Awarded the "Employer of the Year, 2004", by the Phoenix Chapter 28, International Right-of-way 

Association, September, 2004 
Awarded the "Minority Consultant Firm of the Year", by the City of Phoenix Minority Business Enterprise 

Affirmative Action Program, October, 1989 
Awarded the "Phoenix Board of Realtors Outstanding Real Estate Student of the Year," by the Phoenix 

Board of Realtors in conjunction with the College of Business Administration, Arizona State 
University, 1978 

 

Experience 
 
Independent fee appraiser and consultant since June, 1978, with varied experience in appraising and 

analyzing single-family residences, vacant land, multi-family residential properties, commercial, 
retail, industrial and special use properties; specialization in eminent domain valuation and expert 
witness testimony 

Qualified as an expert witness in matters of real estate appraisal in Maricopa County, Pima County, Pinal 
County, Coconino County, Yavapai County, Yuma County, Santa Cruz, and Mohave County 
Superior Courts, and U.S. Bankruptcy Court 

Currently self-employed with Dennis L. Lopez & Associates, LLC, Real Estate Appraisers and Consultants, 
8631 South Priest Drive, Suite 103, Tempe, Arizona 85284-1912, 480-838-7332, 

 dennis@lopezappraisal.com, www.lopezappraisal.com 
Vice President, Commercial Team Leader and Residential Manager with Sell, Huish & Associates, Inc., 

Real Estate Appraisers and Consultants, Tempe, Arizona, January, 1980 to July, 1988 
Independent fee appraiser with Diversified Property Services Limited, Phoenix, Arizona, June, 1978, to 

June, 1980 
Licensed Real Estate Salesperson – 1981 to present 
 

Geographical Area 
 
State of Arizona 
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