APPRAISAL REPORT

PROJECT:

MCDOT TT195

ITEM NO.:

D22282-EX

TYPE:

17.0450 Acres of Industrially-oriented
Land

OWNER:

Maricopa
County
Department
Transportation (MCDOT)

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.:

Formerly part of 501-47-006E, 007D

LOCATION:

0.50 ± mile west of the southwest corner
of Butler Drive alignment and Dysart
Road, Maricopa County (Glendale),
Arizona

EFFECTIVE DATE OF
THE APPRAISAL:
CLIENT:

APPRAISER:
OUR FILE NO.:

of

May 11, 2018
Ms. Shirley Seeley
Property Management Specialist
Maricopa County Real Estate Department
2801 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Ms. Shirley Seeley
May 16, 2018
Page 2

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 as of the effective date of the appraisal, May 11, 2018 was:

THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS
($300,000 or $0.40 per square foot of net site area)
The opportunity to assist you has been appreciated.
Respectfully submitted,
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Appendix
Qualifications of the Appraiser

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.
assumed that the sources for dimensions and size relied upon are correct.

It is
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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.
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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


North

5

ASSESSOR’S AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH


North
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SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT FACTS AND OPINIONS

PROJECT:

MCDOT TT195

ITEM NO.:

D22282-EX

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NOS.:

Formerly part of 501-47-006E, 007D
The survey provided by the client gives the subject
property the parcel number 501-47-007D. But my
search of the Assessor’s records does not find that
this number identifies the subject.

OWNER:

Maricopa County
(MCDOT)

LOCATION:

0.50 ± mile west of the southwest corner of Butler
Drive alignment and Dysart Road, Maricopa County
(Glendale), Arizona, Arizona

TYPE:

Vacant industrially-oriented land

OWNER CONTACT AND
PROPERTY INSPECTION:

PURPOSE AND INTENDED
USE AND USER:

Department

of

Transportation

As the client is the property owner’s representative,
formal owner contact was unnecessary. The property
was inspected unaccompanied on May 11, 2018.

The purpose of this appraisal was to estimate the
market value of the fee simple interest in the subject
property, as of the effective date of the appraisal, May
11, 2018. The intended use of the appraisal will be for
the marketing sale of the subject property. I expect
that the intended user of the appraisal will be you (the
client) and others involved with the marketing and sale
of the property.

SITE AREA:

742,480 square feet or 17.0450 acres (per survey)

ZONING:

65% ± Rural-43, Rural; 35% ± AD-2, Airport District
Two
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HIGHEST AND BEST USE:

Speculative land investment

INDICATIONS OF MARKET
VALUE:
Cost Approach
Sales Comparison Approach
Income Approach

NA
$300,000 or $0.40 square foot
NA

FINAL OPINION OF MARKET
VALUE:

$300,000 or $0.40 square foot of net site area

EXPOSURE TIME:

12 months

TYPE OF REPORT:

Appraisal Report (per USAP 2018–2019)

DATES OF INSPECTION:

May 11, 2018

EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE
APPRAISAL:

May 11, 2018 (date of valuation)

DATE OF THE REPORT:

May 16, 2018 (date of transmittal)

APPRAISER:
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTOGRAPHS
(May 11, 2018)

Subject Looking North and South Along the Subject’s Panhandle

Northern Parkway Looking North from South End of the Subject (No Legal Access)

Northern Parkway Looking East and West – Subject on Left and Right (No Legal Access)
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Subject Looking Northwest and North from the South Side of the Parcel’s Main Body

Subject Looking West and Northwest

Subject Looking South and Southwest
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Subject Looking Southwest and West

Subject Looking Southeast and South

Subject Looking Northeast and East

11

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 written appraisal report leads the reader through the appraisal of a parcel of real
property in Maricopa County (Glendale), 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 appraisal guidelines of the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice, 2018-2019 (USPAP), the Arizona Board of Appraisal
and by the professional organization, the Appraisal Institute, to which I belong. 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
four subject property, 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 property 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.
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.
provided significant
assistance with the appraisal by inspecting the property, researching and confirming
market data, assembling the report and assisting in the estimation of market value.
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Special Limiting Conditions
Extraordinary Assumptions
According to USPAP 2018-2019, 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 not subject to any
extraordinary assumptions.
Hypothetical Conditions
According to USPAP 2018-2019, 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 not subject to any hypothetical conditions.

Property Identification
The property appraised was an irregularly-shaped 742,480 square foot, or 17.0450-acre,
parcel of vacant industrially-oriented land located one-half ± mile west of the southwest
corner of Butler Drive alignment and Dysart Road, Maricopa County (Glendale), Arizona.
The parcel has no legally-established access. Simply lacking legal access does not
make the subject an uneconomic remnant as some might think. It is a large parcel and
surrounded by vacant parcels of land owned by land investors for the most part. The
typical buyer would recognize the limitation of legal access, but would still find the
subject a suitable land investment given its potential for assemblage with adjacent land
or for joint venture development. The subject is too large to be ignored by adjacent land
owners and the development of surrounding land one day. No clear trends of
development have been established in the immediate surrounding area. Roadway
extensions and realignments have not been necessary yet given the lack of
development demand. But legal access may come to the subject one day without any
effort on the subject property owner’s part whether by an improved roadway network or
by assemblage. The property was referred to as the subject in this report.
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Legal Description
The legal description for the subject is copied in Site Analysis after the survey map and
in the title report in the Appendix.

Ostensible Owner
According to the client, the property is owned by Maricopa County Department of
Transportation (MCDOT).

Ownership and Marketing History
In August, 2012, the subject property was transferred from the Superior Court of the
State of Arizona to Maricopa County by a Final Order of Condemnation. The property
has not been for sale or lease in the last five years.

Owner Contact and Property Inspection
As the client is the property owner’s representative, formal owner contact was
unnecessary. The property was inspected unaccompanied on May 11, 2018.

Leasehold Interest
The property is not leased. Instead it is licensed (short term) for farming. A license is
not a real property right.

Purpose of the Appraisal
The purpose of this appraisal was to estimate the market value of the fee simple interest
in the subject property as of the effective date of the appraisal.

Intended Use and Users of the Appraisal
The written report is the vehicle which transmits the data and reasoning to the reader in
support of the appraiser's opinion of value. The appraisal will be used for sale at public
auction. I expect that the intended user will be you (the client) and others involved in the
sale.

14

Definitions
Market Value
The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market
under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and
knowledgeable, and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this
definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from
seller to buyer under conditions whereby
1.

Buyer and seller are typically motivated;

2.

Buyer and seller are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider
their own best interests;

3.

A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;

4.

Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial
arrangements comparable thereto; and
The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by
special or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with
the sale. 1

5.

Investment Value
The value of a property interest to a particular investor or class of investors based on the
investor’s specific requirements. Investment value may be different from market value
because it depends on a set of investment criteria that are not necessarily typical of the
market.2

Value in Use
The value of a property assuming a specific use, which may or may not be the property’s
highest and best use on the effective date of the appraisal. Value in use may or may not
be equal to market value but is different conceptually.3

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.4

Landlocked
A parcel of land that has no access to a road or highway. 5

1

12 C.F.R. Part 34.42(g); 55 Federal Register 34696, August 24, 1990, as amended at 57 Federal Register 12202, April 9, 1992;
59 Federal Register 29499, June 7, 1994

2

Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, (Chicago, Illinois: Appraisal Institute, 2015), page 121.

3

Ibid., page 245.

4

Ibid,. page 90.
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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.) 6

Date of Inspection
May 11, 2018

Effective Date of the Appraisal
May 11, 2018 (date of valuation)

Date of the Report
May 16, 2018 (date of transmittal)

5

Ibid., page 125.

6

Uniform Standards of Appraisal Practice 2018-2019, Appraisal Standards Board, Definitions, page 4.
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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 Maricopa County (Glendale), Arizona, an unincorporated area
in the Phoenix metropolitan area that will likely be incorporated by Glendale one day.
Phoenix is located in a river valley within the desert that covers the southwest portion of
the state. The incorporated Phoenix city limits includes 518 ± acres. The metropolitan
area covers an area of approximately 2,500 square miles. Maricopa County is 9,222
square miles in size with 29% 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.
18

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, the last two of which are fully- or partially-completed urban freeways. Personal
vehicles and trucks have been, and will continue to be, the primary means of
transportation in the metropolitan area.
An expanded freeway system of over 230 miles was approved in 1985 (see Regional
Map in the opening pages of this report). It was intended to have been built by 2005
with a special one-half cent sales tax approved by Maricopa County voters. However,
with rising right-of-way acquisition and construction costs, and opposition to portions of
the plan, a few miles of the planned system were discarded. New funding for
transportation improvements and new routes was identified with the extension of a 20year half-cent sales tax in 2005.
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 43,921,670 commercial passenger boardings
(enplanements and deplanements) in 2017. For 2017, the airport handled 430,968
aircraft (arrivals and departures) and 333,620 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.
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Railroads - The area is served by two railroad companies--Union Pacific Railroad
and BNSF Railway. 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 23mile 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. A three mile extension is under construction at the east
end in Mesa.

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
and job availability.
The 2000 resident population in Arizona was 5,130,632 which indicated a 40% gain over
the number in 1990. By July, 2016, the number was estimated to be 6,931,071 by the
US Census Bureau.
Maricopa County is among the top metropolitan growth markets in the United Sates. In
1970, metropolitan Phoenix was ranked the 33rd largest metro area in the United States.
By 1988, however, it had climbed to 20th, and by 2000, Phoenix was the 13th largest
metropolitan area in the country. In 2010, it was fourteenth largest and in 2015 it was
12th largest. According to the US Census Bureau, in 2017, Maricopa County was
estimated to have a population of 4,307,033 or 61.2% of the state total. Phoenix alone
had a population of 1,615,017 in 2016 (most recent count) or 38.1% of the county total
and 23.3% of the state total. The following table summarizes actual and projected
population growth of municipal planning areas in Maricopa County:
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Demographics
The following 2017 statistics for Maricopa County are from the US Bureau of the
Census:
Geography
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Housing

Age and Sex

Race and Hispanic Origin
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Families and Living Arrangements

Education

Economy

Income and Poverty
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Businesses

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 tables illustrates total employment and unemployment as
well as the unemployment rate in Arizona and the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale MSA
(Maricopa and Pinal Counties):

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.
24

The change in the unadjusted Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)
in the United States for the last 20 years is shown in the chart below:

The chart below indicates the change from 2012 to 2017 in the Consumer Price Index
for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) for the Phoenix metropolitan area:

The following is from the Arizona Department of Revenue and University of Arizona
which shows improvement in retail sales in Arizona from 1994 to 2018. 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 four years has been noted in the more appealing locations of
the metropolitan area. As a side effect, commercial/retail, office and industrial
development came to a standstill. As such development lags the residential market by
as much as two years, a widespread revival in these market segments began in 2014.
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.
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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.
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 as 43 million people visited Arizona in 2016 (most recent statistics).
These visitors collectively spent $21.2 billion in the state. The money spent by visitors
supports jobs and generates tax revenue. The $3.09 billion in 2016 tax revenue equaled
an annual tax savings of $1,186 for every Arizona household and supported 184,200
industry jobs, all according to the Arizona Office of Tourism.

According to Dean Runyan Associates, Tourism Economics, Longwoods International,
VisaVUE, Smith Travel Research, the Phoenix metropolitan area and central Arizona
accounted for the following travel spending and related travel-generated impacts:
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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 415,700 people in the state in 2017. In the Phoenix metropolitan
area, 244,100 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. The supply is shrinking, though, given the
unprecedented growth the county continues to experience. From 2007 to 2012 (most
recent statistics), the number of farms rose from 1,793 to 2,479 but farmland fell from
485,469 to 475,898 acres. Even so, the market value of products sold went up from
$813,491,000 to $1,003,475,000 according the US Department of Agriculture. In 2014
(most recent statistics from National Center for Farmworker Health), the industry employs
about 21,000 people in the county. Major commodities produced in Maricopa County
include hay, cotton, grains, vegetables and fruits.
Real Estate Development, Supply, and Demand
Vacant Land – The following was provided by Collier’s International Greater
Phoenix Land Market Report for 2nd half 2017. Colliers said the Greater Phoenix
housing market continues to improve at a steady pace. Land sales accelerated in 2017,
increasing by more than 30 percent from 2016 levels. Generally, fewer land parcels
traded in the second half of the year than during the first half. Sales of land for industrial
development surged in the second half. The median price for land parcels rose by 8
percent from 2016 to 2017, reaching $4.21 per square foot. The local commercial real
estate market improved in 2017, supporting land sales for commercial and industrial
uses. Sales of land parcels for commercial/industrial development gained momentum in
2017, trends that should continue as the amount of vacant commercial space retreats.
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The housing market in Greater Phoenix is strengthening, providing the fuel for land
sales. The number of land sales have increased in each of the past few years and
another uptick is likely in 2018. The rise in transaction velocity has mirrored housing
permitting trends. Single-family housing permits have increased by approximately 10
percent per year since 2016, and a similar increase is forecast for the year ahead. The
commercial real estate market is also improving, which will support land sales for
commercial and industrial uses. Land sales for commercial and industrial construction
each accelerated by more than 30 percent in 2017, and additional increases could be in
line if the economy continues to expand and commercial vacancies decrease further.
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 at a modest pace. Single-family
residential permitting dipped 11 percent from the first half of 2016 to the second half.
For the full year, single-family permitting rose 10 percent to 18,577 units. As of the
second quarter of 2017, local economists were forecasting 2017 single-family permitting
in the 19,500-22,500 range. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 20,551 single-family
permits were issued in 2017 in metropolitan Phoenix. The chart below is from RL
Brown.
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New home prices have remained very consistent over the last two years. The median
new home sales price in 2016 reached $301,000, up approximately 1 percent from the
2015 median price. While the annual increase was modest, 2016 marked the first year
since 2006 where the median price topped $300,000 per unit.

Colliers International 2H. 2016 Land Research and Forecast Report

Zillow provided the following information regarding the median list price and median
sales price for existing homes in the Phoenix metropolitan area:
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According to Zillow, the median home value in Phoenix is $227,300. Phoenix home
values have gone up 9.4% over the past year and Zillow predicts they will rise 3.5%
within the next year. The median list price per square foot in Phoenix is $160, which is
higher than the Phoenix metropolitan average of $153. The median price of homes
currently listed in Phoenix is $274,694 while the median price of homes that sold is
$239,700. The median rent price in Phoenix is $1,300, which is lower than the Phoenix
metropolitan median of $1,400.
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. The following list indicates the number of
apartment units built from 1985 until the end of 2017 in projects with 100 units or more in
the metropolitan area according to according to Real Data, Inc.’s, Apartment Insights:

By the end of 4th Quarter 2017, just over 11,200 units were either under construction or
scheduled for construction. Over 4,400 units had achieved final plan approval. For 4th
Quarter 2016, the average vacancy rate of conventionally-operated, stabilized units with
100 or more units of conventionally-operated, stabilized units was 5.86% down from
6.03% in 4th Quarter 2016.
The average monthly gross apartment rent without utilities in the Metropolitan Phoenix
100+ unit segment in 4th Quarter 2017 was $994 or $1.16 per square foot. In 4 th Quarter
2016, the average rent was $931 or $1.10 per square foot. In 4 th Quarter 2015, it was
$872 per unit or $1.03 per square foot. Steady improvement in rent has been seen over
the last ten years.
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Information on 37 arm’s length sales of properties with 100 or more units was available
as of publication date for 4th Quarter 2017 (9,293 collective units). The average prices
were $124,157 per unit and $148.85 per square foot. In 4 th Quarter 2016, the averages
were $122,699 per unit and $153.18 per square foot. Prices have risen substantially
over the last ten years.
Industrial Development – According to the CoStar Industrial Report, Year-end
2017, the total industrial inventory in the Phoenix market area amounted to 321,104,905
square feet in 10,144 buildings.
The industrial vacancy rate in the Phoenix metropolitan area decreased to 7.8 percent at
Year-end 2017, from 9.0 percent at Year-end 2016. Net absorption totaled positive
10,779,583 in 2017. This number was double the net absorption of 5,389,605 square
feet in 2016.
The average quoted asking rental rate for available industrial space was $7.21 per
square foot per year, triple net, at 4th Quarter, 2017 in the Phoenix market area. This
rate represented a 5.0% increase in quoted rental rates from 4 th Quarter 2016, when
rents were reported at $6.79 per square foot.
As of Year-end 2017, six buildings with a total of 6,888,332 square feet that were under
construction.

Commercial/Retail – The CoStar Retail Report Year-end, 2017 provided a useful
overview of retail market conditions in the Phoenix Metropolitan retail market. The
overall Phoenix retail market experienced a slight improvement in market conditions in
4th Quarter 2017. The vacancy rate went from 8.2% in the previous quarter to 7.8
percent in the current quarter. The vacancy rate declined from 9.0 percent at the end of
2015 to 8.6 percent in 4th Quarter 2016.
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New construction added 1,806,846 square feet of retail space as of the 4 th Quarter
2017. Net absorption in the 4th Quarter was a positive 1,371,431 square feet, thus
supply was increasing. Nineteen buildings were completed in 4 th Quarter 2017, adding
384,251 square feet. By the end of 4 th Quarter 2017, a total of 1,079,532 square feet
was under construction. As a result of improving economic conditions, quoted rental
rates rose to $15.31 per square foot at the end of 4 th Quarter 2017, which was a $0.80
per square foot increase over the last year and a $1.07 increase over the last two years.

Average quoted asking rental rates in the Phoenix retail market are up over previous
quarter levels, and up from their levels four quarters ago. Quoted rents ended 4th
Quarter 2017 at $15.31 per square foot per year, triple net. Quoted rents ended 4 th
Quarter 2016 at $14.51/s.f.
Total retail center sales activity in 3rd Quarter, 2017, was down compared to 2016. In
the first six months of 2017, the market saw 59 retail sales transactions with a total
volume of $346,555,321. The price per square foot averaged $116.99. In the same six
months of 2016, the market posted 75 transactions with a total volume of $661,376,645.
The price per square foot averaged $152.83. Capitalization rates have been higher in
2017, averaging 7.30% compared to the same period in 2016 when they averaged
7.07%.
Office Market - The CoStar Office Report Year-end 2017 provided a useful
overview of office market conditions for the Phoenix metropolitan office market. Net
absorption for the overall Phoenix office market was positive 898,494 square feet in 4 th
Quarter 2017; positive 660,692 square feet in 4 th Quarter 2016; positive 3,699,730
square feet in 2015; and positive 2,867,591 square feet in 2014.
The office vacancy rate in the Phoenix market area as of 4 th Quarter, 2017, was 14.7%, a slight
decrease from the previous quarter of 15.0%. At the end of 4 th Quarter 2016, the rate was
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15.1%. In 2015, the rate was 16.0% at Year-end. Thus, as can be seen, in terms of
occupancy, the market has improved gradually.
The average quoted asking rental rate for available office space, all classes, was $24.57
per square foot per year, full service, at the end of 4 th Quarter 2017 in the Phoenix
market area. The average quoted asking rental rate at 4 th Quarter 2016 was $23.30/s.f.;
$21.98/s.f. as of year-end 2015; and $20.97/s.f. at the end of 2014. As can be seen, an
improvement in rental rates occurred over the last year.

In 3rd Quarter 2017, there were 21 office transactions closed with a total volume of
$148,434,888. The 21 buildings totaled 1,141,058 square feet with an average price of
$130.09 per square foot. In 2nd Quarter 2017, the market saw 27 office sales
transactions with a total volume of $430,434,888. The price per square foot averaged
$179.25. In the first nine months of 2017, the market saw 82 office sales transactions
with a total volume of $966,461,285 or $158.72 per square foot. In the same nine
months of 2016, the market posted 93 transactions with a total volume of $963,912,474
or $159.78 per square foot. Overall capitalization rates have been higher in 2017,
averaging 7.89% compared to the same period in 2016 when they averaged 7.61%.
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 positive lodging industry given
an increase in tourism and business travel in Arizona.
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Financial and Lending Industry
Interest rates have decreased, but there is a reduced supply of willing lenders and
investors seeking returns from mortgages and deeds of trusts given the past lending,
banking and mortgage investment crisis. Lenders are wary of residential jumbo loans
given the continued foreclosure risk in the upper-end home market.

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.
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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.
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 a Biomedical
Sciences Partnership Building, which was recently completed.
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. 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

Neighborhood Boundaries
The subject property is located in the northwestern part of the Phoenix metropolitan area
in an unincorporated area of Maricopa County that is in the planning area of the City of
Glendale, Arizona. The neighborhood boundaries were defined as follows:
North South East West -

Waddell Road
Camelback Road
Agua Fria River
Perryville Road

The neighborhood boundaries were chosen as they define a growing area southwest
and north of established residential districts. In addition to county islands, the area
includes portions of El Mirage, Litchfield Park, Glendale and Surprise. The area is in
transition from agricultural uses to moderate-density residential uses with supporting
commercial and light industrial development. Land within the overflight contours
typically remains vacant or in agriculture given development and use restrictions.
Waddell Avenue was used as the northern boundary of the neighborhood as it excludes
the much more developed land to the north in Surprise. Camelback Road sets the south
boundary of the neighborhood as it excludes the more developed areas of Litchfield
Park, Avondale and Goodyear. The Agua Fria River is a natural neighborhood boundary
setting apart the more developed and older areas of Glendale, Peoria and Phoenix and
it also segregates the industrial areas surrounding the Glendale Municipal Airport.
Perryville Road sets apart much of the undeveloped desert area to the west and
Verrado, a masterplanned community in Buckeye.

Transportation
Section-line arterials made up the main transportation corridors in this neighborhood.
Access to and around the subject neighborhood was good along major arterials. The
completion of Interstate-10 and its connection with Interstate-17, in the fall of 1988, and
the completion of Loop 101 west of the neighborhood has brought new growth to the area
as residents can easily access distant areas of the metropolitan area within an hour.
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NEIGHBORHOOD MAP


North
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Freeways
Loop 303 is in the western part of the neighborhood. This roadway provides regional
connectivity extending from Interstate-10 in Goodyear to Interstate-17 in north Phoenix.
The final leg of the freeway was completed in the fall of 2014.
Loop 101 (Agua Fria Freeway) is located about two and a half miles east of the
neighborhood, north of Interstate-10, and is the primary north/south corridor for the
western Phoenix metropolitan area. Loop 101 circles a large portion of metropolitan
Phoenix.
The Northern Parkway, when complete, sometime in 2025, will extend between Loop 303
and US 60 (Grand Avenue). It will be a high-capacity, limited access roadway providing
regional connecting residential and employment uses in El Mirage, Glendale and Peoria.
Among its primary purposes are to relieve traffic from surface streets and provide allweather access across the Aqua Fria River.
Major Surface Streets
Major arterials follow section lines within the area for the most part. Camelback Road,
Glendale Avenue, Northern Avenue, Olive Avenue, Peoria Avenue, Cactus Road and
Waddell Road are the major east/west roadways serving the neighborhood. Because of
the Agua Fria River, some of the east/west roadways like Waddell Road and Peoria
Avenue do not have bridged crossings. Luke Air Force Base interrupts the east/west
travel of Glendale Avenue and Bethany Home Road as well.
El Mirage Road, Dysart Road, Litchfield Road, Bullard Avenue, Reems Road, Sarival
Avenue, Loop 303, Cotton Lane, Citrus Lane and Perryville Road serve as north/south
vehicle routes. Luke AFB interrupts the extension of Bullard Avenue and Reems Road.
The commute from the subject neighborhood to major employment centers is about 30
to 60 minutes during prime commuting hours over the major arterials described.
Public Transportation
Public transportation does not serve the majority of the area given the lack of substantial
residential development. Most residents rely on the automobile. Children are bused to
schools within the Litchfield Park Elementary, Agua Fria Union High School, and Dysart
and Peoria Unified High School districts.
Rail
A lightly-used rail line penetrates the neighborhood from the northeast. However, only
Luke AFB and agricultural uses have taken advantage of the rail availability. No
passenger service is provided.
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Land Use Restrictions
Glendale General Plan
The City of Glendale 2025 General Plan provides specific focus through the statement
of goals, objectives and policies to guide public and private decisions related to growth
and development of the City of Glendale. The General Plan provides guidance to
citizens regarding the physical development of the community, while giving property
owners and developers a clear indication of policy directions effecting physical
development. The Plan is a guide to city management, city departments, the Planning
Commission and City Council with specific regard to the City’s Capital Improvement
Program and the annual city budget.
Much of the land surrounding Luke Air Force Base is designated as part of the Luke
Compatible Land Use Area (LCLU). The Luke Compatible Land Use designation is
delineated by the 65 ldn decibel-level noise contour created by military aircraft
operations. The General Plan recognizes and supports State legislation related to the
continued, viable operations of military installations. Residential and other noise
sensitive land uses, particularly those which include large gatherings of people, are
discouraged in the LCLU. Existing, approved noise-sensitive uses are strongly
encouraged to employ additional sound attenuation through select building materials
and design. Retention of agricultural uses and future industrial development are
supported by this designation to afford viable, economic use of property, and as a
protection of public health and safety.

Maricopa County White Tank/Grand Avenue Area Plan
Maricopa County established their first comprehensive plan in 1997. In 1999, the county
established the White Tank/Grand Avenue Area Plan. The 760 ± square mile planning
area analyzes all or parts of the incorporated communities of Buckeye, Goodyear,
Litchfield Park, Avondale, Glendale, Peoria, El Mirage, Youngtown, and Surprise. The
planning area also includes the unincorporated communities of Sun City, Sun City West,
Wittmann, Circle City, and Morristown. An exhibit which follows identifies the land uses
planned for the area surrounding the Luke Air Force Base.
Westside Military Airbase Area Land Use Plan
On December 9, 1991, the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors adopted the
Westside Military Airbase Area Land Use Plan to ensure land use compatibility with the
noise and accident potential of Luke Air Force Base. Many of the plan’s elements are
incorporated into the Maricopa County Zoning Ordinance and the updated White
Tank/Grand Avenue Area Plan.
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However, increasing growth pressure in the Luke Air Force Base area has prompted
some changes in various elements. These changes are reflected in the “Plan Elements”
section of this report and summarized below. As a result, the White Tank/Grand Avenue
Area Plan takes precedence over this and other county plans in the planning area.

Luke AFB
The General Plan monitors and helps guide development to protect Luke Air Force
Base. Glendale has long recognized the importance of the base and is committed to
preserve its function as part of the region's land use pattern. This is furthered by the
city's annexation of the Base in 1995. The State of Arizona has established special
controls on land uses in the vicinity of Luke Air Force Base. Considerable subdivision
development exists in the MPA west of 115th Avenue with utilities provided by entities
other than the City of Glendale. The Arizona legislature has enacted land use controls
for the area within the 65 ldn noise contour created by Luke Air Force Base.
a. Objective: Refrain from annexation and provision of City facilities and services to the area unless there is
clear and convincing cost-benefit for annexation.
b. Objective: Encourage low density residential uses west of the Luke Compatible Area.
c. Objective: Monitor all development within the area and inform property owners, developers, Maricopa
Association of Governments and Maricopa County as to the City position.
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d. Objective: Coordinate and be cooperative with private utility companies in the area in the provision of
necessary facilities and services.
e. Objective: Implement statutory sound attenuation measures required for development within defined
proximity to Luke Air Force Base.

Land Uses and Neighborhood Characteristics
Luke AFB
One of the area’s largest employers is Luke Air Force Base. As the world’s largest
fighter pilot training base, Luke has considerable economic impact on the West Valley,
the Phoenix metropolitan area, and the State of Arizona. A recent Arizona State
University West study concluded that Luke Air Force Base annually generates
approximately $2 billion in total economic impact and as many as 24,923 direct, indirect,
and induced jobs. However, urban encroachment may threaten Luke’s future mission
which could prove economically detrimental to the region and state. A recent Arizona
Department of Commerce report notes that, based on similar experiences at other
deactivated military bases, it could be 15 to 20 years before enough economic growth
occurred to replace the economic loss of Luke. Thus, Maricopa County and the State of
Arizona are working to ensure that Luke remains a viable military airfield.
Luke AFB has served as an airfield for more than 50 years acting as the base for a wide
range of aircraft from the AT-6 to the F-16. Luke Air Force Base is the largest fighter
training base in the western world located in the 5th largest metropolitan area in the
United States. Boasting more than 200 aircraft and 7,000 military and reserve and
1,500 civilian employees the base produced nearly 50,000 pilots for America’s most
advanced fighters since 1941.
The 56th Range Management Office is responsible for all environmental issues and
flight operations associated with the eastern segment of the Goldwater Range. The
RMO consists of pilots, archaeologists, biologists, engineers, airspace managers, and
quality assurance evaluators who work with Air Force and other government agency
officials to preserve, protect, and enhance the Barry M. Goldwater Range.
Agricultural land has steadily given way to the population growth in the area. The large
retirement complex of Sun City to the northeast has been joined by Sun City West to the
north and Sun City Grand to the northwest. Their development creates difficulties for
the base whenever winds are from the southwest and exceed 15 knots. This forces the
use of Runway 21 and noise abatement procedures for the aircraft. Apartment
complexes and housing projects are also beginning to increase near the base. In 1995,
Luke AFB was annexed by the city of Glendale, a political move to protect the base from
closure by limiting encroachment from housing tracts.
In addition to noise contours, state law recognizes a larger area around Luke Air Force
Base. Known as the territory in the vicinity of a military airport, this district extends ten
miles to the north, south, and west, and four miles to the east parallel from the center of
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the main runway at Luke. Within this area, ARS §28-8481A requires that Maricopa
County adopt and enforce planning and zoning regulations to assure development
compatible with the high noise and accident potential from military aircraft.
Residential Development
Residential uses within the neighborhood consisted primarily of low-to-moderately priced
single-family tract homes. Most homes range in size from 1,500 to 3,000 square feet and
are priced between $175,000 and $400,000. About 15 to 20 percent of the neighborhood
supports this use as of the date of valuation. Within the county areas unsupported by
sewer service, light density single-family residential subdivisions are common. They
occupy about 15 percent of the land use in the neighborhood. Homes in those
subdivisions are generally 2,500 to 5,000 square feet in size and are priced from $300,000
to over $750,000.
A major masterplanned development in the northwest part of the subject neighborhood
is Prasada. Current development is taking place on both sides of Loop 303, between
Waddell Road and Cactus Road in Surprise. Prasada is a collaboration between
Suburban Land Reserve, Fulton Homes, Westcor, WDP Partners and RED
Development. The 3,355-acre masterplanned development will bring hospitality,
entertainment, medical, employment, retail and residential uses to the subject
neighborhood. The community will include more than 1,200 acres of offices, hospitality
uses, an autopark, a hospital and adjacent medical offices, shopping, dining and
entertainment, including a uniquely designed regional shopping center. The 303
AutoShow at Prasada is a masterplanned autoplex encompassing 180 acres and
contains 10 sites.
Retail/Commercial Development
This type of land use is scarce given the light population density. Neighborhood
shopping centers are generally found at the intersections of major arterials in the four
corners at the neighborhood. These are generally developing residential areas outside
of the restrictions surrounding Luke Air Force Base. They are generally anchored by
grocery stores and large box retailers including Walmart, Target, Home Depot and
Lowes. Developers of land for this use are attracted to the frontage of Loop 303 and
those corners in the northern part of the neighborhood with more potential for new
residential development.
Office Development
Office development is limited within the neighborhood because of its outlying location and
because the area has a limited economic base. Although a few office users are found in
along major arterials, the generally consist of smaller local users and medical offices.
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Industrial Development
A significant portion of the neighborhood is designated for industrial uses. However,
development is limited. A salt mining operation located immediately east of the base and
sand and gravel extraction operations on the east side of the neighborhood along the
Agua Fria River are among the largest industrial uses in the neighborhood.
The neighborhood also includes a variety of small manufacturers, warehousers and
service oriented industrial users. The users are spread throughout the neighborhood.
Employment Centers
Employment centers were generally located outside of the neighborhood, but within a
reasonable driving distance. A typical resident traveled between 30 and 55 minutes to
reach important employment centers. Downtown Phoenix and its central business district
were located about seventeen miles east-southeast of the neighborhood. The industrial
and manufacturing districts in the Interstate-10 and Buckeye Road corridors provides a
variety of employment opportunities.
Schools, Hospitals, Parks, etc.
The neighborhood included most supportive community services and facilities. Various
miscellaneous categories were analyzed below.
Schools - Estrella Mountain Community College is located south of the
neighborhood at the northwest corner of Thomas and Dysart Roads.
Portions of the neighborhood lie within Dysart Unified School District, Litchfield Park
Elementary School District and Agua Fria Union High School District. They adequately
serve the neighborhood.
Medical - The neighborhood was served by a few medical offices and clinics and
clinic, but no hospitals. Luke Air Force Base has a hospital, but it is not generally available
to the public. Nearby hospital included, Hospital Banner Samaritan, located four miles
southeast of the neighborhood at the intersection of 91st Avenue and Thomas Road and
Banner Del Web, located three miles north of the neighborhood at the intersection of
Meeker Boulevard and Granite Valley Drive.
Parks and Recreation - Public parks and recreation areas are generally limited to
parks and retention areas within residential subdivisions. The White Tank Mountain
Regional Park lies two miles west of the northwest part of the neighborhood. The park
encompasses 26,337 acres making it the largest park in the Maricopa County. This
natural desert mountain park offers biking and hiking trails as well as picnic areas. The
elevation of the park rises from 1,400 to 4,000 feet. Camping, picnicking, hiking,
horseback riding and biking are allowed.
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Vacant Land
A significant amount of vacant land was available for development in the neighborhood.
Much of the land was zoned for single-family residential development with the potential for
corners of major arterial intersections to be zoned for commercial/retail development.

Conclusion and Outlook
In summary, the neighborhood can be described generally as middle class with income
levels and home prices at or near metropolitan averages. The neighborhood is developing
in typical suburban fashion with income levels and home prices typical of metropolitan
averages. Commercial development in the northwest part of the neighborhood has
continued due to an established, underserved population base. The character of the
neighborhood and its appeal was expected to improve in concert with the overall
economy. The long term growth of population should enhance the appeal and
marketability of land like the subject.
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SITE ANALYSIS

LOCATION:

0.50 ± mile west of the southwest corner of Butler
Drive alignment and Dysart Road, Maricopa County
(Glendale), Arizona

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NOS.:

Formerly part of 501-47-006E, 007D

SITE AREA:

17.0450 acres or 742,480 square feet (per survey)

SHAPE/DIMENSIONS:

The subject has an irregular shape with 2.000 ± acres,
or 11.7%, of net site area in a long and narrow
panhandle that has greatly reduced utility.

TOPOGRAPHY:

Level

DRAINAGE:

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

FLOOD ZONE:

According to FEMA flood map number 04013C1690L,
effective October 16, 2013, the subject property is
within Flood Zone X where flooding is not expected,
insurance is not required for improved properties and
the land requires no 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.

I
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ASSESSOR’S AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH

North
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SURVEY MAP
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FEMA FLOOD ZONE MAP


North
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LUKE AFB NOISE CONTOUR MAP


North
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LUKE AFB NOISE CONTOUR MAP DETAIL


North
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FRONTAGE/ACCESS:

The subject property has no legally-established
access. The property cannot be accessed from
Northern Parkway to the south as the right-of-way is
access controlled. Physical access is possible from
the east or west by farm roads. Without access, the
subject’s marketability is lessened.
Simply lacking legal access does not make the subject
an uneconomic remnant as some might think. It is a
large parcel and surrounded by vacant parcels of land
owned by land investors for the most part. The typical
buyer would recognize the limitation of legal access,
but would still find the subject a suitable land
investment given its potential for assemblage with
adjacent land or for joint venture development. The
subject is too large to be ignored by adjacent land
owners and the development of surrounding land one
day. No clear trends of development have been
established in the immediate surrounding area.
Roadway extensions and realignments have not been
necessary yet given the lack of development demand.
But legal access may come to the subject one day
without any effort on the subject property owner’s part
whether by an improved roadway network or by
assemblage.
Private condemnation is allowed in Arizona as access
is seen as a “necessity”. But acquiring access in this
way is time consuming, difficult and costly. The steps
are as follows:
1) Identify the path of access (right-of-way)
2) Survey the right-of-way (in fee simple or easement)
3) Purchase individual right-of-way segments from
adjoining property owners
4) Hire an attorney to draft right-of-way documents
5) Pay to record the rights-of-way

The path of the right-of-way and the distance is
uncertain as is the cost. Access could come from the
north along the mid-section alignment or from the east
or west along the Butler Drive alignment. I have
assumed the following based on consultation with an
Arizona real estate lawyer who specializes in eminent
domain and condemnation law:
54

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

5 ± surveys x $1,500/each =
2,500 l.f. x 50 feet = 125,000 s.f. or 2.870 ac. x $1.00/s.f.7 =
Document Prep/Fees – 5 right-of-way documents x $350 =
Recordation fees – 5 x $20 =
Miscellaneous
Total

$ 7,500
$125,000
$ 1,750
$
100
$ 1,000
$135,350

Please note that my estimate assumes complete
cooperation with adjoining property owners. But one
or more may be reluctant to allow the right-of-way. If
push comes to shove and property owners must be
sued the attorney I consulted with estimates a
minimum cost of $15,000 for each lawsuit. As such,
one might expect at least three reluctant property
owners. Thus, litigation costs could increase the cost
of perfecting access by $45,000 to $180,350. Please
note that I have not estimated the cost of
entrepreneurial profit. This added cost could easily be
in the range of $50,000 (27.7% of cost) for a total cost
of $230,000 (rd.).

STREET IMPROVEMENTS:

None

TRAFFIC COUNT:

Northern Avenue Parkway – 14,800 v.p.d. (2015)
(inaccessible)

FUTURE ROW REQUIREMENTS: Upon development, a roadway right-of-way dedication
for Butler Drive is likely to be required.

EASEMENTS:
Utilities

Various utility easements run along its boundaries.
None appear adverse to marketability.

Aviation

The property is subject to aviation easements for
clearance and flight related rights, which allows free
and unobstructed aircraft use through the subject’s
airspace. They also allow any noise, smoke, fumes,
dropping or vibrations associated with aircraft.

Other

No other easements were noted which adversely
affect or enhance the property’s marketability were
noted.

7

Estimated value of surrounding land; 100% + of fee simple value to entice adjoining property owners to
allow right-of-way)
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UTILITIES:
Gas
Water
Electricity
Sanitary Sewer
Telephone

None
None
Arizona Public Service
None
CenturyLink

ADJACENT LAND USES:
North
East
South
West

Vacant land in agricultural use
Vacant land in agricultural use
Vacant land in agricultural use
Vacant land in agricultural use

ENCROACHMENTS:

None noted

EXTERNAL INFLUENCES:

The subject is within the 75 ldn and 80 ldn noise
contours emanating from Luke Air Force Base. The
overflight contours affects zoning and restricts
development options which lessens marketability.

MARKETABILITY:

Physical features which enhanced marketability:





Sufficient size to allow many forms of development
No sub-soil problems known
Level topography
Electricity available

Physical features that limited marketability:






No legal access
No offsites
No water or sewer
2.000 acre (11.7%) of net site area in panhandle
Within noise Luke AFB noise contours
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ZONING AND LEGAL RESTRICTIONS ANALYSIS

General Plan
The City of Glendale General Plan, ratified in November, 2002, placed the subject in the
Luke Compatible Land Use Area (LCLU).
The Luke Compatible Land Use Area category designation is adjacent to Luke Air Force
Base and is delineated by the 1988 JLUS 65 ldn noise contour created by military flight
operations. Residential and other noise sensitive land uses, particularly those which
include large gatherings of people, are discouraged in the LUCU. Existing, approved
noise-sensitive uses are strongly encouraged to employ additional sound attenuation
through select building materials and design. Retention of agricultural uses and future
industrial development are supported by this category to afford viable, economic use of
property, and as a protection of public health and safety.

Zoning Classification
The subject was 65% ± zoned Rural-43, Rural, and 35% ± zoned Airport District Two
(AD II), by Maricopa County. This Rural-43 zoning classification allows for the
development of 1 dwelling unit on a lot no less than 1 acre in size. The purpose of this
zoning district is to conserve and protect farms and other open land uses, foster orderly
growth in rural and agricultural areas, and prevent urban and agricultural use land
conflicts. It is commonly considered an interim zoning used to maintain the rural nature
of an area until market demand dictates a more intense use.
Allowable Uses














One single-family dwelling unit per lot of record
Churches
Farms
Public schools
Public and private forests and wildlife reservations
Utility services
Publicly and privately-owned fire stations and police stations
Golf courses
Libraries, parks, playgrounds, and community buildings
Home occupations (subject to a special use permit)
Plant nurseries and greenhouses
Corrals for the keeping of horses
Accessory buildings
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Site Regulations – Rural -43






The height of buildings shall not exceed 30 feet or two stories.
Each lot shall have a minimum lot area of one acre.
Each lot shall have a minimum width of 145 feet.
The minimum lot area per dwelling unit shall be one acre.
The maximum lot coverage shall be 15 percent of the lot area.

Airport District Two (AD II) zoning means the area within a 3,000’ x 5,000’
rectangle having two of its sides parallel with, and one 1,500 feet from either side, an
extension of the center line of a runway running from 3,000 to 8,000 feet from the
midpoint of the end of the runway, but not within Airport District I.

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study
An Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study was prepared in November, 2003. The
purpose of the AICUZ was to promote compatible land development in areas subject to
aircraft noise and accident potential. It reaffirms the Air Force policy of promoting public
health, safety, and general welfare in areas surrounding Luke AFB.
A.R.S. Sec. 28-8461 defines a “territory in the vicinity of military airports,” within which
the law requires disclosure to property owners that they are within the territory of a
military airport, and the noise attenuation required for structures within the 65-decibel
(dB) noise contour applies to the entire area. In the case of Luke AFB, the territory is
defined as 10 miles from the center of the runway to the north, west, and south, and 4
miles to the east. Within this territory, land use restrictions apply only within the 65 dB
contour established by the 1988 Joint Land Use Study.
The land use provisions promulgated in A.R.S. Sec. 28-8481 banned new residential
structures or expansions of existing residential within the 65 Ldn or greater contours,
except for:



Single-family residential dwellings at a density of one dwelling per acre or less (permitted up to 79 Ldn),
which are the subject of zoning approved on or before December 31, 2000, or
Single-family residential dwellings that are the primary residence for people engaged in agriculture
(permitted up to 84 Ldn); these are referred to as agricultural residences.

The subject is mostly within Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I) which extends 5,000 feet
beyond the Clear Zone at either end of the runway, and maintains a width of 3,000 feet.
APZ I possesses a significant potential for accidents. Land uses are generally restricted
to agricultural use, limited types of manufacturing, wholesale commercial, and limited
types of recreation.

Entitlements
The subject had no entitlements beyond zoning.
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Rezoning Potential
The subject property’s location within the “Luke Compatible Use Zone” and the
restrictions associated with that designation dictate future land use.
The subject property is located within the 75 ldn and 80 ldn noise boundaries. As the
subject’s Rural-43, Rural, zoning was in place prior to December 31, 2000, it may be
possible to develop this area with low-density single-family uses compliant with its
current zoning.
However, it is more likely that the subject would be annexed into Glendale and rezoned
prior to development. The city, county and air base authority would prefer low-density
industrial and/or commercial uses. The property immediately east of the subject is
zoned EI, Employment/Industry, by the City of El Mirage.
Thus, rezoning to allow industrial use in conformance with the “Luke Compatible Use
Zone” allowances and restrictions is likely.

Private Restrictions
No deed or private restrictions that would adversely affect or enhance the development
and use of the property were assumed.

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.
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MARICOPA COUNTY ZONING MAP
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REAL ESTATE TAX AND ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS

Introduction
Most real property 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 survey provided by the client gives the subject property the parcel numbers 501-47006E, 007D. But my search of the Assessor’s records does not find a number for the
subject. As such, I could not report and analyze assessment and full cash value
information.

Real Estate Tax Liability
The property is tax exempt given its government 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
property.
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.8

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.

8

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.
2.
3.
4.

Physically possible,
Legally permissible,
Financially feasible, and
Maximally productive.

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

Highest and Best Use
Physically Possible
The subject property is 17.045 acres of land located one-half ± mile west of the
southwest corner of Butler Drive alignment and Dysart Road, Maricopa County
(Glendale), Arizona. Physical features which enhanced marketability:





Sufficient size to allow many forms of development
No sub-soil problems known
Level topography
Electricity available

Physical features that limited marketability:






No legal access
No offsite improvements
No water or sewer
2.000 acre (11.7%) of net site area in panhandle
Within Luke AFB noise contours

The subject’s location and trends of development in the area tend to indicate an
industrially-oriented use for the subject property in the future when it is legally accessible
given private condemnation, extension of public roadways by others or by assemblage
with adjoining land.
Simply lacking legal access does not make the subject an uneconomic remnant as some
might think. It is a large parcel and surrounded by vacant parcels of land owned by land
investors for the most part. The typical buyer would recognize the limitation of legal
access, but would still find the subject a suitable land investment given its potential for
assemblage with adjacent land or for joint venture development. The subject is too large
to be ignored by adjacent land owners and the development of surrounding land one
day. No clear trends of development have been established in the immediate
surrounding area. Roadway extensions and realignments have not been necessary yet
given the lack of development demand. But legal access may come to the subject one
day without any effort on the subject property owner’s part whether by an improved
roadway network or by assemblage.
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Legally Permissible
Public Restrictions – The subject was 65% ± zoned Rural-43, Rural, and 35% ±
zoned Airport District Two (AD II), by Maricopa County. This Rural-43 zoning
classification allows for the development of 1 dwelling unit on a lot no less than 1 acre in
size. The purpose of this zoning district is to conserve and protect farms and other open
land uses, foster orderly growth in rural and agricultural areas, and prevent urban and
agricultural use land conflicts. It is commonly considered an interim zoning used to
maintain the rural nature of an area until market demand dictates a more intense use.
Airport District Two (AD II) zoning means the area within a three thousand by five
thousand foot rectangle having two of its sides parallel with, and one thousand five
hundred feet from either side, an extension of the center line of a runway running from
three thousand to eight thousand feet from the midpoint of the end of the runway, but
not within Airport District I. The zoning limits the northwest corner of the subject property
to industrial/commercial uses and low-density residential uses and the remainder.
Rezoning Potential - The subject property’s location within the “Luke Compatible
Use Zone” and the restrictions associated with that designation dictate future land use.
The subject is mostly within Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I) which extends 5,000 feet
beyond the Clear Zone at either end of the runway, and maintains a width of 3,000 feet.
APZ I possesses a significant potential for accidents. Land uses are generally restricted
to agricultural use, limited types of manufacturing, wholesale commercial, and limited
types of recreation.
The subject property is located within the 75 ldn and 80 ldn noise boundaries. As the
subject’s Rural-43, Rural, zoning was in place prior to December 31, 2000, it may be
possible to develop this area with low density single-family uses compliant with its
current zoning.
However, it is more likely that the subject would be annexed into Glendale and rezoned
prior to development. The city, county and air base authority would prefer low-density
industrial uses.
The property immediately east of the subject is zoned EI,
Employment/Industry, by the City of El Mirage.
Thus, rezoning to allow industrial use in conformance with the “Luke Compatible Use
Zone” allowances and restrictions is likely.
Private Restrictions – No deed or private restrictions that would adversely affect
or enhance the development and use of the property were assumed.
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.
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Financially Feasible
Given the physical and legal restrictions, the most likely use of the subject property
would be an industrial use.
Industrial Development – According to the CoStar Industrial Report, 1st Quarter
2018, the total industrial inventory in the Phoenix market area amounted to 335,043,221
square feet in 10,756 buildings.
The industrial vacancy rate in the Phoenix metropolitan area decreased to 7.2 percent at
the end of 1st Quarter, 2018, from 7.4 percent as of 4th Quarter, 2017. The vacancy rate
was 8.4 percent at the end of 1st Quarter, 2017. Net absorption totaled positive
1,323,625 square feet in 1st Quarter, 2018. This number is a decrease from a positive
net absorption of 3,568,501 square feet in 4th Quarter, 2017.
The average quoted asking rental rate for available industrial space was $7.28 per
square foot per year, triple net, at 1st Quarter, 2018 in the Phoenix market area. This
rate represented a 5.6% increase in quoted rental rates from 1st Quarter 2017, when
rents were reported at $6.87 per square foot.
As of 1st Quarter, 2018, 12 buildings with a total of 746,200 square feet were completed
in the Phoenix market area for the year. This compares to 11 buildings with a total of
1,802,551 square feet that were completed as of the 1st Quarter, 2017.

Although absorption was strong, there are 6,630,296 square feet of space under
construction and some market participants have reservations regarding the overall
strength of the market.
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Nevertheless, the market appears to be improving slowly. Occupancy levels have
improved from 90.5 percent at Year-end 2015 to 91.2 percent at Year-end 2016 and
92.6 percent at Year-end 2017. Rental rates have also improved during the same
period from $6.59 per square foot, triple net, to $6.74 per square foot to $7.22 at Yearend 2017.
CoStar places the subject in the Northwest Industrial market for study purposes. With
58,445,928 square feet of space in 2,536 buildings, the Northwest Industrial market
accounts for approximately 18.7 percent of metropolitan Phoenix industrial market. Over
the last year, 19,016 square feet of industrial space was added to the Northwest
Industrial market. However, 1,004,656 square feet were absorbed during the same time
period. As the absorption outpaced the addition of new space, vacancy decreased from
9.4 percent at Year-end 2013 to 6.7 percent at Year-end 2015. At the same time, rental
rates remained stable increased $0.47 per square foot from at Year-end 2013 from
$7.18 per square foot to $7.65 per square foot triple net at Year-end 2015. This is $0.91
per square foot, or 13.5 percent higher than the overall metropolitan Phoenix market.

NORTHWEST INDUSTRIAL MARKET STATISTICS

For statistical purposes, CoStar further defines the subject as being located within the
Northwest Industrial market Glendale Industrial submarket. With 8,979,752 square feet
of space in 127 buildings, the Glendale Industrial submarket accounts for 14.3 percent
of the Northwest Industrial market and 2.7 percent of the total metropolitan Phoenix
industrial market.
The Glendale Industrial submarket had 845,700 square feet under construction and
negative (52,985) absorption. Occupancy decreased to 89.4 percent in 1st Quarter 2016
to 82.7 percent as of 1st Quarter 2017 and increased to 90.4 percent as of 1 st Quarter
2018. Rents decreased from $5.47 per square foot $6.66 per square foot then
decreased to $5.55 per square foot, over the same time period.
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The occupancy level of 90.4 percent in the Glendale Industrial submarket is less than
the 93.8 percent of the Northwest market. Its lease rate is $1.47 per square foot lower
than the Northwest market average.
As more space is being built in the Glendale Industrial submarket than is being
absorbed, occupancy and rents will take longer to improve and the recovery should be
slow. Increased competition from the neighboring Goodyear and Surprise submarkets
are expected to continue to limit demand for industrial space in the subject’s area.
Conclusion - Given physical and legal restrictions, an industrial use was most
likely in the future once the subject is provided legal access by private condemnation,
joint venture or by assemblage. However, as illustrated by the preceding discussion,
rental rates and occupancy levels have not improved enough to justify speculative new
development in the immediate area. Thus, without a committed user in hand, additional
industrial construction was not feasible under current market conditions. As such, the
subject will sit vacant awaiting an improved market. Thus, the subject’s primary appeal
was to an investor who would speculate on appreciation and resale at a profit.
Maximally Productive
From my study of supply and demand, the subject property, the maximally productive
use of the subject property appears to be for speculative investment.
Conclusion
Please note that some appraisers would say that the subject’s highest and best use is
for “assemblage”. But I believe that assemblage is a means to a highest and best use
and not a highest and best use. The buyer of the property hopes to profit upon resale
by any means possible which may include marketing the subject property to adjoining
property owners hoping to sell the subject for more than paid. If an adjoining property
owner assembles the subject property for their specific and particular need, the price
paid is likely to indicate not market value, but investment value or value in use. But in
any event, the typical buyer is an investor hoping for profit upon resale but realizing the
real and significant risk in buying a property without legal access and a property that no
adjoining property owner may want.
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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. 9
Sales Comparison Approach: The process of deriving a value indication for the subject
property by comparing market information for similar properties with the property being
appraised, identifying appropriate units of comparison, and making qualitative comparisons
with or quantitative adjustments to the sale prices (or unit prices, as appropriate) of the
comparable properties based on relevant, market-derived elements of comparison. 10
Income Approach: A set of procedures through which an appraiser derives a value
indication for an income-producing property by converting its anticipated benefits (cash flows
and reversion) into property value. This conversion can be accomplished in two ways. One
year’s income expectancy can be capitalized at a market-derived capitalization rate or at a
capitalization rate that reflects a specified income pattern, return on investment, and change
in the value of the investment. Alternatively, the annual cash flows for the holding period and
the reversion can be discounted at a specified yield rate. 11
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 final range of value or a single point estimate. 12

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.

9

Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, (Chicago, Illinois: Appraisal Institute, 2010), page
47.

10

Ibid., page 175.

11

Ibid., page 99.

12

Ibid., page 79
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Applied Method
Because the subject was vacant land, the Cost Approach was not considered
applicable. The Income Approach could not be reliably applied as the land was
incapable of attracting sufficient net income, that when capitalized, would provide a
reliable indication of market value for the subject. 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 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:

Vacant Industrially-oriented Land

Location:

353.00 ± feet south of the southeast corner of
Litchfield Road and Glendale Avenue, Maricopa
County (Glendale), Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

M&S Land Investment Company
United States of America

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

December, 2017
February 16, 2018

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Warranty Deed
18-0122897

Sales Price:

$907,200

Terms:

Cash

Unit Price:

$1.38 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel No.:

501-57-932B

Legal Description:

Part of the NW4 Section 10, T-2N, R-1W, GSRB&M,
Maricopa County, Arizona.

Site Area:

658,537 square feet or 15.118 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Irregular; see plat map

Zoning:

C-2, Intermediate Commercial

Frontage/Access:

513.17 ± feet of frontage on the east side of Litchfield
Road, a major north/south arterial; 574.59 ± feet on
the west side of 137th Avenue, a minor north/south
street
73

Offsites:

Litchfield Road - Asphalt-paved for two lanes in each
direction, painted median; no curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights
137th Avenue - Asphalt-paved for one lane in each
direction; no median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights

Traffic Count:

Litchfield Road – 17,300 v.p.d. (2012)
137th Avenue – Light, unmeasured

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity, water, sewer

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

The property is located within a 65-70 ldn noise
contour. There is a billboard site with no contributory
market value.

History:

The property was listed for nearly five years along with
the adjoining 37.000 ± acres of industrial land to the
south with no stated list price (“submit offer”). No
other sales or listings were noted in the past five
years.

Intended Use:

Investment

Confirmation:
,

Comments:

There is commercial/retail development and vacant
land to the north, vacant land to the south and east
and Luke Air Force Base to the west.
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 1
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 2

Type:

Vacant Industrially-oriented Land

Location:

Southwest corner of Northern Parkway and Dysart
Road, Maricopa County (Glendale), Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

MB Reo-AZ Land, LLC
Miedema Produce, Inc.

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

November, 2017
December 27, 2017

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Special Warranty Deed
17-0955724

Sales Price:

$5,517,078

Terms:

Cash

Unit Price:

$0.96 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel No.:

501-52-002D

Legal Description:

Part of the S2 NE4 Section 3, T-2N, R-1W, GSRB&M,
Maricopa County, Arizona.

Site Area:

5,722,648 square feet or 131.374 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Irregular; see exhibit

Zoning:

Rural-43, Rural

Frontage/Access:

2,359 ± feet of frontage on Northern Parkway, an
east/west arterial; 2,267 ± feet of frontage on Dysart
Road, a north/south arterial
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Offsites:

Northern Parkway – Asphalt-paved for two lanes in
each direction, median, gutter and streetlights; no curb
or sidewalk
Dysart Road - Asphalt-paved for two lanes in each
direction, median, curb and gutter; no sidewalk or
streetlights

Traffic Count:

Dysart Road – 12,500 v.p.d. (2015)
Northern Parkway – 14,800 v.p.d. (2015)

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

None; within the 70 ldn to 79 ldn noise contours of
Luke Air Force Base

History:

The property was not formally listed but sold between
a knowledgeable buyer and seller. It was relisted in
January, 2017, at a price of $6,550,000, or $1.15 per
square foot but is no longer on the market. No other
sales listings were noted in the past five years.

Intended Use:

Agriculture

Confirmation:
Comments:

A sewer treatment plant is to the east, agricultural
uses to the north and west and a single-family
residential subdivision and a school to the south.
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 3

Type:

Vacant Industrially-oriented Land

Location:

Northeast corner of Sweetwater Avenue and 137 th
Avenue, Surprise, Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

Surprise Holdings, LLC
Trimaco, LLC

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

October, 2017
December 28, 2017

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Special Warranty Deed
17-0959874

Sales Price:

$4,261,474

Terms:

Cash

Unit Price:

$2.25 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel No.:

501-36-958

Legal Description:

Lot 1, SURPRISE POINTE AMENDED

Site Area:

1,893,989 square feet or 43.480 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Irregular; see plat map

Zoning:

PAD, Planned Area Development

Frontage/Access:

922.35 ± feet of frontage on the north side of
Sweetwater Avenue, a minor east/west street;
1,207.28 ± feet on the east side of 137th Avenue, a
minor north/south street
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Offsites:

Sweetwater Avenue - Asphalt-paved for one lane in
each direction, curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights;
no median
137th Avenue - Asphalt-paved for one lane in each
direction, curb, gutter, sidewalk and streetlights; no
median

Traffic Count:

Sweetwater Avenue – Light, unmeasured
137th Avenue – Light, unmeasured

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity, water, sewer

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

None

History:

The property was listed for over a year at $4,735,000
or $2.50 per square foot. No other sales listings were
noted in the past five years.

Intended Use:

Industrial development

Confirmation:
Comments:

There is vacant land to the north and south and
industrial buildings and vacant land to the east and
west.
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 4

Type:

Vacant Industrially-oriented Land

Location:

1,141.60 ± feet north of the northwest corner of
Litchfield Road and Desert Cove Road, Surprise,
Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

Sunrise Holdings, LLC
Trimaco, LLC

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

September, 2017
October 3, 2017

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Special Warranty Deed
17-0959874

Sales Price:

$425,000

Terms:

Cash

Unit Price:

$1.20 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel No.:

501-39-024R

Legal Description:

Part of the E2 Section 21, T-3N, R-1W, GSRB&M,
Maricopa County, Arizona.

Site Area:

352,836 square feet or 8.100 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Rectangular; 275.00’ ± x 1,283.04’ ±

Zoning:

PAD, Planned Area Development

Frontage/Access:

275.00 ± feet of frontage on the west side of Litchfield
Road, a major north/south arterial
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Offsites:

Asphalt-paved for two lanes north and one lane south,
raised median, curb and gutter; no streetlights or
sidewalk

Traffic Count:

Litchfield Road – 12,177 v.p.d. (2017)

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity, water, sewer

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

There is a metal shed located on the site with no
contributory market value.

History:

The property was listed for 2.9 years with a list price of
$526,500 or $1.49 per square foot. No other sales
listings were noted in the past five years.

Intended Use:

Investment

Confirmation:

Comments:

The property is surrounded by vacant land.
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 5

Type:

Vacant Industrially-oriented Land

Location:

Northeast corner of Camelback Road and Sarival
Road, Maricopa County (Glendale) Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

Alexis Holdings, LLC
Desert Forest Nursery, LLC

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

December, 2016
February 2, 2017

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Warranty Deed
16-0071018

Sales Price:

$775,000

Terms:

Seller carryback with a 12.9% downpayment; other
terms not disclosed

Cash Equivalency Adj.:

The confirming party indicated the buyer did not pay a
premium over market value for the terms. Thus, no
adjustment was needed.

Cash Equivalency Price:

$775,000

Unit Price:

$0.49 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel No.:

501-61-013B, 013C, 013D, 013E

Legal Description:

Part of SW4 SW4 Section 18, T-2N,
G&SRB&M, Maricopa County, Arizona.

Site Area:

1,586,315 square feet or 36.417 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Square; 1,287.00’ x 1,232.57’ ±

R-1W,
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Zoning:

Rural-43, Rural, AD-3, Airport District 3

Frontage/Access:

1,287 ± feet on Camelback Road, an east/west
arterial; 1,275 ± feet on Sarival Road, a north/south
arterial

Offsites:

Camelback Road – Asphalt-paved for one lane in each
direction; no median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights
Sarival Road – Asphalt-paved for one lane in each
direction; no median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights

Traffic Count:

Camelback Road – 2,210 v.p.d. (2013)
Sarival Road – Light, unmeasured

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

None; 100% within Luke Air Force Base Accident
Protection Zone 1 which restricts its uses and
marketability; within the 75 ldn to 80 ldn noise
contours of Luke Air Force Base

History:

The property was not formally listed for sale but sold
between a knowledgeable buyer and seller. No other
sales or listings were noted in the past five years.

Intended Use:

Agriculture

Confirmation:
Comments:

The property is surrounded by agricultural uses.
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 6

Type:

Vacant Industrially-oriented Land

Location:

Northwest corner Bethany Home Road and Sarival
Avenue, Maricopa County, (Glendale) Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

Four Leaf Operations, LLC
Virgin Farms X, LLC

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

May, 2016
July 7, 2016

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Special Warranty Deed
16-0476167

Sales Price:

$3,400,000

Terms:

Cash

Unit Price:

$0.72 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel Nos.:

501-03-007A, 008A, 008B, 011A (replatted to 501-03007A, 008A, 008B, 011B)

Legal Description:

Part of the SE4 Section 12, T-2N, R-2W, GSRB&M,
Maricopa County, Arizona.

Site Area:

4,717,897 square feet or 108.308 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Irregular; see exhibit

Zoning:

Rural-43; Rural

Frontage/Access:

1,991± feet on Bethany Home Road, an east/west
arterial; 1,303 ± feet on Sarival Avenue, a north/south
arterial; 2,372 ± feet of inaccessible frontage on the
east side of Loop 303 and the Loop 303 onramp.
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Offsites:

Bethany Home Road - Asphalt-paved for one lane in
each direction; no median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights
Sarival Avenue - Asphalt-paved for one lane in each
direction; no median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights

Traffic Count:

Sarival Avenue – 1,656 v.p.d. (2015)
Bethany Home Road – Light, unmeasured
Loop 303 – 40,568 v.p.d. (2016)

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity, water

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

None; within the 70-74 ldn noise contours of Luke Air
Force Base

History:

The property was on the market for four months at an
undisclosed price. No other sales or listings were
noted in the past five years.

Intended Use:

Agricultural

Confirmation:
Comments:

The property is surrounded by agricultural uses.
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 7

Type:

Vacant Industrially-oriented Land

Location:

Southwest corner of Bethany Home Road and Sarival
Avenue, Maricopa County, (Glendale) Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

Ashby Land, LLC
Russell Organics, LLC

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

December, 2015
January 21, 2016

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Special Warranty Deed
16-0042703

Sales Price:

$2,500,000

Terms:

Cash

Unit Price:

$0.75 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel Nos.:

501-02-005A, 005B

Legal Description:

Part of the NE4 Section 13, T-2N, R-2W, GSRB&M,
Maricopa County, Arizona.

Site Area:

3,326,301 square feet or 76.361 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Rectangular; see exhibit

Zoning:

Rural-43; Rural

Frontage/Access:

2,611 ± feet of frontage on Sarival Road, a north/south
arterial; 1,286 ± feet of frontage on Bethany Home
Road, an east/west arterial
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Offsites:

Sarival Avenue - Asphalt-paved for one lane in each
direction; no median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights
Bethany Home Road - Asphalt-paved for one lane in
each direction; no median, curb, gutter, sidewalk or
streetlights

Traffic Count:

Sarival Avenue – 1,656 v.p.d. (2015)
Bethany Home Road – Light, unmeasured

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity, water

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

None; within the 70 ldn to 79 ldn noise contours of
Luke Air Force Base

History:

The property was not actively marketed but sold
between a knowledge buyer and seller. No other
sales or listings were noted in the past five years.

Intended Use:

Agricultural

Confirmation:
Comments:

There is vacant land to the north, south, east and
west.
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LAND COMPARABLE NO. 8

Type:

Vacant Commercially-oriented Land

Location:

Southwest corner of Litchfield Road and Cactus Road,
Surprise, Arizona

Sale Data
Grantor:
Grantee:

JL Surprise, LLC
SWC Cactus and Litchfield, LLC

Date of Sale:
Recorded Date:

October, 2015
December 30, 2015

Instrument:
Instrument No.:

Special Warranty Deed
15-0917974

Sales Price:

$600,000

Terms:

Cash

Unit Price:

$1.04 per square foot

Site Data
Assessor's Parcel Nos.:

501-39-064A

Legal Description:

Part of the NE4 NE4 Section 21, T-3N, R-1W,
GSRB&M, Maricopa County, Arizona.

Site Area:

579,596 square feet or 13.306 acres

Shape/Dimensions:

Square; see exhibit

Zoning:

C-2; Community Commercial

Frontage/Access:

725 ± feet of frontage on Litchfield Road, a north/south
arterial; 744 ± feet of frontage on Cactus Road, an
east/west arterial
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Offsites:

Litchfield Road - Asphalt-paved for one southbound
land and two northbound lanes, raised median; partial
curb, gutter, sidewalk; no streetlights
Cactus Road - Asphalt-paved for two lanes in each
direction, raised median, curb, gutter, streetlights; no
sidewalk

Traffic Count:

Litchfield Road – 17,117 v.p.d. (2016)
Cactus Road – 11,834 v.p.d. (2016)

Topography/Soil:

Level; typical

Utilities:

Electricity, water, sewer

Flood Zone:

X

Improvements/Other:

None; within the 65 ldn to 69 ldn noise contours of
Luke Air Force Base

History:

The property was marketed for over a year at a price
of $1.50 per square foot. No other sales or listings
were noted in the past five years.

Intended Use:

Commercial

Confirmation:
Comments:

Vacant industrial land is to the south and east. Singlefamily tract development is to the north and west.
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VACANT LAND COMPARABLES LOCATION MAP


North
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Summary of Vacant Land Comparables
Sale
No.
1
2

Location
S of SEC Litchfield Rd. &
Glendale Ave., Maricopa Co.
(Glendale)
SWC Northern Pkwy. &
Dysart Rd., Maricopa Co.
(Glendale)

3

NEC Sweetwater Ave. &
th
137 Ave., Surprise

4

N of NWC Litchfield Rd. &
Desert Cove Rd., Surprise

5
6
7

NEC Camelback Rd. &
Sarival Rd., Maricopa Co.
(Glendale)
NWC Bethany Home Rd. &
Sarival Ave., Maricopa Co.
(Glendale)
SWC Bethany Home Rd. &
Sarival Ave., Maricopa Co.
(Glendale)

Date

Cash Equiv.
Price

12-17

$ 907,000

11-17

Unit
Price

Traffic Count

Zoning

15.118 ac. $1.38/s.f.

17,300 v.p.d.

C-2

$5,517,078

131.374 ac. $0.96/s.f.

27,300 v.p.d.

Rural-43

10-17

$4,261,474

43.480 ac. $2.25/s.f.

Light

PAD

9-17

$ 425,000

$1.20/s.f.

12,177 v.p.d.

PAD

12-16

$ 775,000

36.417 ac. $0.49/s.f.

2,210 v.p.d.

Rural-43,
AD-3

5-16

$3,400,000

108.308 ac. $0.72/s.f.

1,656 v.p.d.
+ Freeway

Rural-43

12-15

$2,500,000

76.361 ac. $0.75/s.f.

Light

Rural-43

13.306 ac. $1.04/s.f.

28,951 v.p.d.

C-2

None

Rural-43,
AD-II

8

SWC Litchfield Rd. & Cactus
Rd., Surprise

10-15

$ 600,000

Subj.

West of SWC Butler Drive
alignment & Dysart Road,
Maricopa County (Glendale)

5-18

----

Size

8.100 ac.

17.045 ac.

----

Introduction
I appraised the property assuming it had legal access and reached a preliminary
indication of market value. I then analyzed the effect of the subject’s land-locked status
on its marketability and made an appropriate downward adjustment to the preliminary
indication of value for my final opinion of market value.

Discussion and Analysis of Comparables, Assuming Legal Access
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, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8, no
adjustments were indicated.
Terms of Sale
The subject 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
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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, 6, 7 and 8 were cash or cash equivalent sales, no
adjustments were indicated.
Comparable No. 5 sold with a seller-carryback with a 12.9 percent downpayment. The
other terms of the carryback were undisclosed. But according to the listing broker, the
seller-carryback did not result in a premium paid above market value. Thus, no
downward cash equivalency adjustment was needed.
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 interrelated party transfers and the property had adequate exposure to the market.
As Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were arm’s length transactions selling
under normal conditions of sale, no adjustments were indicated.
Market Conditions
The subject was appraised as of the effective date of the appraisal, May 11, 2018.
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.
After a downturn in this market segment that lasted from 2008 to 2010, price and value
stabilized until 2012. Since, price and value have appreciated at a slow and intermittent
rate.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4 sold between September, 2017, and December, 2017.
Given a temporary stabilization price and value in this market segment since they sold,
no market condition adjustments were needed.
Comparable Nos. 5, 6, 7 and 8 sold between October, 2015, and December, 2016. As
the market appreciated until the middle of 2016, they required upward adjustments.
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.
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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 an
investor/speculator at this time.
Comparable Nos. 1 and 7 were purchased by investors who may eventually develop or
resell the sites. Comparable Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 were purchased by users. My
study and analysis did not find a two-tiered market. If investors buy land, they must pay
the same prices users pay. Whether the comparables were purchased by a user or
speculator, no adjustments were necessary.
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 even though an adjoining property owner may be interested in
purchasing the property—a buyer who may pay more than market value for their special
and particular need. Instead, I appraised the property assuming a typical buyer who
had substitute properties available, which results in a true indication of market value,
not investment value or value in use.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 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.
As the prices paid for Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 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 was in a lightly-developed northwest metropolitan
area. As such, it had an “average” general location.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were similarly located and relatively nearby.
As such, no adjustments were needed.
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Specific – Specific locational features relate to setting. If a parcel is located in a
well-designed and attractive commerce park that has an appealing theme, it generally
brings a premium in the marketplace. On the other hand, land that is surrounded by
unattractive locational features may sell at a reduced price. The subject property was
not part of a masterplanned or themed development or associated with any other
locational factor affecting its marketability.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 had no specific locational influences which
affected their marketability. Given their similarity to the subject, no adjustments were
needed.
Comparable No. 3 was located in an established industrial park.
specific location, a downward adjustment was made.

For the superior

Frontage/Access
I first appraised the subject property assuming it had frontage and legal access
reaching a preliminary indication of market value. I then analyzed the effect of the
subject’s land-locked status and made an appropriate downward adjustment to the
preliminary indication of value for my final opinion of market value.
Frontage is important to the marketability of land as it generally provides publiclydedicated and -maintained access. Access can be judged from streets immediate to
the subject or from adjacent or nearby boulevards, expressways or freeways. This
grouping includes categories that are closely related but the distinction is important.
Frontage – I assumed the subject property had frontage on a publicly-dedicated
and –maintained street.
As Comparable Nos. 1 through 8 had similar publicly-dedicated and -maintained
frontages, no adjustments were necessary.
Access – Some buyers prefer a corner property with the potential for dual access
as it allows customers and truck transportation easier ingress and egress. But factors
such as added setbacks, street dedications and street improvement costs often offset
some or all of the advantage. I assumed the subject property had typical street access.
As Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8 had similar access from their frontages, no
adjustments were needed.
No. 6 had nearby access to a nearby Loop 303 interchange. For its superiority, a
downward adjustment was made.
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Traffic Count/Visibility
For land in the subject's market segment, a strong traffic count and visibility allows
development to be noticed by clients and tenants which can enhance the value of the
improved property.
Traffic Count – Significant amounts of accessible traffic can enhance the
marketability of land in this market segment as commercial/retail uses can be
component of a commerce park or light industrial development as prospective tenants
and clients pass by the site. The subject property was assumed to have “light,
unmeasured” traffic.
Some parcels of land have an additional traffic count as they side freeways. However,
much of the freeway traffic is commuter, inter-city or inter-state without any regard to
businesses and development along the frontage. As this traffic count is not directly
accessible, its influence on any of the data with freeway frontage was considered under
“Visibility” below.
Comparable Nos. 3, 5, 6 and 7 had traffic counts ranging from “light, unmeasured” to
2,210 vehicles per average weekday. Given their similarity to the subject, no
adjustments were needed.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 8 had traffic counts ranging from 12,177 to 28,951
vehicles per average weekday, respectively.
For their superiority, downward
adjustments were necessary.
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’s case, its assumed street frontage was broad enough and unblocked at its
location which gave it “average” visibility. The subject had 50 ± feet of frontage on
Northern Parkway at the south end of the long panhandle portion of the property. The
freeway carried 6,469 vehicles per average weekday at last count. However, the
subject’s 50 feet of frontage gives a very narrow window to passing inaccessible traffic
with the traffic count being over 1,000 feet from the buildable portion of the subject.
Thus, the very limited freeway visibility had no positive effect on its marketability.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8, like the subject, had average visibility from their
frontages. Therefore, when compared with the subject, no adjustments were made.
Comparable No. 6 was located adjacent to Loop 303 and benefited from superior
freeway visibility. For the superiority, a downward adjustment was warranted.
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Size
Size usually influences the price paid for vacant land. Generally, larger parcels of land
sell at a lower unit price than smaller parcels as fewer buyers compete for them and
their exposure periods 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 was 17.0450 acres in size which made it a typicallysized parcel for this market segment.
Comparable Nos. 1, 4 and 8 were 15.118, 8.100 and 13.306 acres in size. Although
they are smaller than the subject, they appealed to a similar group of buyers as the
subject. Thus, no adjustments were needed.
Comparable Nos. 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 ranged from 36.417 to 131.374 acres in size. Their
larger sizes appealed to a smaller group of buyers given the increased capital
investment which increases risk. For their inferior appeal, upward adjustments were
needed.
Shape/Contiguity
Shape - The typical buyer prefers a square or rectangularly-shaped parcel as
planning and development is made easier. The bulk of the subject had a rectangular
shape but 2.000 ± acres, or 11.7%, of the property was in a long and narrow panhandle
with very limited utility. But as the subject is likely to be assembled and developed with
adjacent land one day, the effect of this odd shape is reduced.
As Comparable Nos. 1 through 8 had superior shapes when compared to the subject,
downward adjustment were needed.
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 was a single contiguous parcel of land.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were all contiguous parcels of land like the
subject. For their similarity, no adjustments were necessary for that factor.
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 had “average”
utility for development.
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As Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 shared similar topography when compared
to the subject, no adjustments were necessary.
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 was assumed to have typical and
buildable soil.
As Comparable Nos. 1 through 8 appeared to have typical soil, 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. Although I assumed the
subject to have frontage and access, it lacked offsites.
Comparable Nos. 1, 5, 6 and 7 had frontages that were asphalt-paved but lacked all
other offsites. Given their superiority to the subject, downward upward adjustments
were needed.
Comparable Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 8 fronted roadways with fully completed or nearly
completed offsites. For their superiority, downward adjustments were made.
Utilities
Without utilities extended to a property, development is made more costly given
extension costs. The subject had electricity, but water and sewer lines are distant and
capacities may not be able to serve a parcel the size of the subject. The cost to extend
utilities does not appear to be economically viable. Such an undertaking is costly and
not usually borne by one property owner.
Comparable Nos. 2 and 5 had electricity, but no water or sewer available. For the
similarity, no adjustment was warranted.
Comparable Nos. 6 and 7 had access to electricity and sewer, but not water service.
For the superiority, downward adjustments were needed.
Comparable Nos. 1, 3, 4 and 8 had access to electricity, municipal water and sewer.
Given their superiority to the subject, larger downward adjustments were made.
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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 or she 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 was fully within
FEMA Flood Zone X where there is no recognized flooding potential.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were all located in Zone X. For their similarity,
no adjustments were necessary.
Zoning
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
fails and the property has been unavailable to the market.
The subject property’s location within the “Luke Compatible Use Zone” and the
restrictions associated with that designation dictate future land use. The subject was
zoned Rural-43, Rural, and AD-2, Airport District Two. The subject will require rezoning
prior to development. Given the time and money involved in the rezoning process, the
subject’s marketability is lessened.
Comparable Nos. 2, 5, 6 and 7 were zoned R-43, Rural, by the county.
similarity, no adjustments were necessary.

For the

Comparable Nos. 1, 3, 4 and 8 have established zoning designations to allow their
immediate or future highest and best use. For their superiority, downward adjustments
were necessary.
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 was vacant land.
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Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were vacant land. As such, no adjustments
were needed for their good comparability.
Comparable No. 4 was improved with a metal shed having no contributory market
value. No adjustment was needed.
Other – Other influences include easements, overflights, deed and off-title
restrictions, billboard and telecommunication site leases, etc. The subject was
encumbered by Luke Air Force Base avigation easements and was located within the
75 ldn and 80 ldn noise contours which limited use and developability.
Comparable Nos. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7 and 8 are similarly affected by Luke AFB development
restrictions. Thus, no adjustments were made.
As Comparable Nos. 3 and 4 had no "Other" factors affecting their marketability,
downward 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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Formerly part of APNs 501-47-006E, 007D (MCDOT)

Effective Date of the Appraisal - May 11, 2018
ADJUSTMENT GRID
Comparable No.
Location

Subject
W of SWC Butler Dr.
align. & Dysart Rd.,
Maricopa Co. (Glendale)

1
S of SEC Litchfield Rd.
& Glendale Ave.,
Maricopa Co., (Glendale)

2
SWC Northern Pkwy.
& Dysart Rd.,
Maricopa Co. (Glendale)

3
NEC Sweetwater Ave.
& 137th Ave.,
Surprise

4
NWC Litchfield Rd.
& Desert Cove Rd.,
Surprise

5
NEC Camelback Rd.
& Sarival Rd.,
Maricopa Co. (Glendale)

6
NWC Bethany Home Rd.
& Sarival Ave.,
Maricopa Co. (Glendale)

7
SWC Bethany Home Rd.
& Sarival Ave.,
Maricopa Co. (Glendale)

8
SWC Litchfield Rd.
& Cactus Rd.,
Surprise

Sales Price

NA

$907,000

$5,517,078

$4,261,474

$425,000

$775,000

$3,400,000

$2,500,000

$600,000

Unit Price (Price/S.F.)

NA

$1.38

$0.96

$2.25

$1.20

$0.49

$0.72

$0.75

$1.04

Property Rights Conveyed
Adjustment

Fee Simple

Fee Simple
0%

Fee Simple
0%

Fee Simple
0%

Fee Simple
0%

Fee Simple
0%

Fee Simple
0%

Fee Simple
0%

Fee Simple
0%

Cash

Cash
0%

Cash
0%

Cash
0%

Cash
0%

Seller-Carryback
0%

Cash
0%

Seller-Carryback
0%

Cash
0%

Conditions of Sale
Adjustment

Normal

Normal
0%

Normal
0%

Normal
0%

Normal
0%

Normal
0%

Normal
0%

Normal
0%

Normal
0%

Market Conditions (Time)
Adjustment

May-18

Dec-17
0%

Nov-17
0%

Oct-17
0%

Sep-17
0%

Dec-16
10%

May-16
10%

Dec-15
10%

Oct-15
10%

Investor

Investor
0%

User
0%

User
0%

User
0%

User
0%

User
0%

Investor
0%

User
0%

None/None

None/None
0%

None/None
0%

None/None
0%

None/None
0%

None/None
0%

None/None
0%

None/None
0%

None/None
0%

Terms of Sale
Adjustment

Buyer Motivation
Adjustment
Assemblage/Special Need
Adjustment
Adjusted Price/S.F.

NA

$1.38

$0.96

$2.25

$1.20

$0.54

$0.79

$0.83

$1.14

Location - General/Specific
Adjustment

Average/Average

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Superior
-20%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Frontage/Access
Adjustment

Average/Average

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Superior
-5%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Light/Average

17,300 v.p.d./Similar
-10%

27,300 v.p.d./Similar
-10%

Light/Similar
0%

12,177 v.p.d./Similar
-5%

2,210 v.p.d./Similar
0%

1,656 v.p.d./Superior
-10%

1,656 v.p.d./Superior
0%

28,951 v.p.d./Similar
-10%

17.045

15.118
0%

131.374
25%

43.480
5%

8.100
0%

36.417
5%

108.308
25%

76.361
10%

13.306
0%

Panhandle/Contiguous

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Superior/Contiguous
-5%

Level/Typical

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

None

Superior
-10%

Superior
-15%

Superior
-15%

Superior
-15%

Superior
-10%

Superior
-10%

Superior
-10%

Superior
-15%

Utilities
Adjustment

Electricity

Electricity, Water, Sewer
-20%

Electricity
0%

Electricity, Water, Sewer
-20%

Electricity, Water, Sewer
-20%

Electricity
0%

Electricity, Water
-15%

Electricity, Water
-15%

Electricity, Water, Sewer
-20%

Flood Zone
Adjustment

Zone X

Zone X
0%

Zone X
0%

Zone X
0%

Zone X
0%

Zone X
0%

Zone X
0%

Zone X
0%

Zone X
0%

Zoning
Adjustment

Rural-43, AD-2

C-2
-5%

Rural-43
0%

PAD
-5%

PAD
-5%

Rural-43, AD-3
0%

Rural-43
0%

Rural-43
0%

C-2
-5%

None/Luke AFB Restrictions

None/Similar
0%

None/Similar
0%

Similar/None
-10%

Similar/None
-10%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

Similar/Similar
0%

-50%

-5%

-70%

-60%

-10%

-20%

-20%

-55%

Traffic Count/Visibility
Adjustment
Size (Ac.)
Adjustment
Shape/Contiguity
Adjustment
Topography/Soil
Adjustment
Offsite Improvements
Adjustment

Improvements/Other
Adjustment
Overall Adjustment
Estimated Value Range (Price/S.F.)

$0.69

$0.92

$0.67

$0.48

$0.48

$0.63

$0.66

$0.51

107

Conclusion to the Analysis – Assuming Legal Access
The sales data represented a comparable and current sample of relevant sales in the
property’s market segment. Unadjusted, the comparables indicated a price range from
$0.49 to $2.25 per square foot of site area. After a discussion of major differences
affecting value and adjusting each in relation to the subject, they indicated a range from
$0.48 to $0.92 per square foot, assuming legal access. The range was applied as
follows:
17.045 acres or 742,480 square feet x $0.48 per square foot = $356,390
- to –
17.045 acres or 742,480 square feet x $0.92 per square foot = $683,082

Preliminary Opinion of Market Value (Assuming Legal Access)
Recognizing the predominant range of indications of value, a value below the middle of
the range was indicated. Acknowledging that buyers and sellers negotiate to round
numbers, my preliminary opinion of the market value of the fee simple interest in the
subject property, assuming legal access, as of the effective date of the appraisal, May
11, 2018, was $500,000 or $0.67 per square foot ($500,000 ÷ 742,480 s.f.).

Land-locked (Access) Adjustment
The subject had no legally-established access. It is land-locked.
Few parcels of land sell land-locked. But I found sales that did. I compared their sales
prices to the sale prices of similar properties with legal access in the same market area
and in the same time period to determine the appropriate discount to apply to my
previous opinion of market value of the subject property, assuming legal access.
Although the sales are older and in a different location, the effect of access, or the lack
thereof, on the marketability of land appears to be consistent and timeless.

Paired Sales Comparison
Sale
No.

Location

Date

Price

Size

Unit
Price

Utilities

Features

A1

3323 W. Carriage Dr.,
Maricopa Co. (Phoenix)

3-10

$30,000

1.000 ac.

$30,000/ac.

Electricity, Hillside, Graded
Shared Well
Access

A2

3219 W. Dolores Rd.,
Maricopa Co. (Phoenix)

1-11

$19,700

1.399 ac.

$14,081/ac.

Electricity, Hillside, Graded
Shared Well
Access

A

N of termination of 35 Ave.,
Maricopa Co. (Phoenix)

12-11

$17,500

2.500 ac.

$ 7,000/ac

th

None

Hillside; No
Access
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After considering primary differences between the sales and Comparable A, this
comparison illustrates that the property without legal access sold for 38 to 71 percent
less than the sales with access.

Paired Sales Comparison
Sale
No.
B1

B2

B

Location
E of SEC Carefree Hwy. &
th
144 St., Maricopa Co.
(Phoenix)
th
N & W NWC 144 St. & Old
West Way, Maricopa Co.
(Phoenix)
N & E of NEC 136 St. & Villa
Cassandra St., Maricopa Co.
(Phoenix)

Date

Price

Size

Unit
Price

Utilities

Features

2-10

$ 75,000 2.268 ac. $33,069/ac.

Electricity,
Shared Well

Level, Graded
Access

4-12

$150,000 4.008 ac. $37,425/ac.

Electricity,
Shared Well

Level, Graded
Access

None

Level, No
Access

11-11

$ 25,000

2.487 ac. $10,052/ac

After considering primary differences between the sales and Comparable B, this
comparison illustrates that the property without legal access sold for 62 to 66 percent
less than the sales with access.

Paired Sales Comparison
Sale
No.

Location

Price

Size

Unit
Price

Utilities

Features

C1

43000 N. Sierra Vista Rd.,
Cave Creek

7-09

$125,000

4.552 ac.

$27,460/ac.

Electricity

Hillside, Paved
Access

C2

37185 N. 38 St., Cave
Creek

3-10

$177,000

5.000 ac.

$35,400/ac.

Electricity,
Water

Hillside, Graded
Access

C3

43367 N. 65th Pl., Cave
Creek

1-11

$107,000

5.001 ac.

$21,396/ac.

Electricity

Hillside, Paved

C4

6440 E. Willow Springs
Ln., Cave Creel

6-09

$300,000

4.607 ac.

$63,871/ac.

C

N of intersection of
Tumacacori Rd. & Father
Kino Tr., Carefree

3-10

$ 50,000

10.000 ac.

$ 5,000/ac

Date

th

Water, Septic Hillside, Graded
Electricity
Access
None

Steep Hillside,
No Access

After considering primary differences between the sales and Comparable C, this
comparison illustrates that the property without legal access sold for 74 to 90 percent
less than the sales with access.
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Conclusion to the Paired Sales Analysis – Without Legal Access
The paired sales illustrated that there are buyers for properties with no legal access.
The buyers of these properties are investors who recognize the risk of acquiring a
property without legal access. They acquire these properties at deeply discounted
prices in hopes that new development will eventually provide access or an adjoining
property owner may require their property for assemblage. The price at which the
investor sells the property may not be market value but value in use or investment value.
The paired sales comparison indicated that properties without legal access sell between
38 to 90 percent less than properties with legal access. The subject property has no
legal access. The property cannot be accessed from Northern Parkway to the south as
the right-of-way is access-controlled. Otherwise, the nearest access is 0.50 mile north,
east or west at Olive Avenue, Dysart Road or Litchfield Road.
Even if the subject had access, little demand exists for its use. Land in the area has
long remained vacant and undeveloped as a large supply land in better locations without
Luke AFB development restrictions remains available. The subject and adjacent land is
expected to remain vacant and unused for years to come. The subject and adjacent
land appeal to investors. Since investors have no plans of development and use, they
are less concerned about lack of access. They realize that during their investment
period or in the next, access may come to the property with the development of adjacent
land or the subject may be assembled which would provide access by association.
Thus, they know the subject’s land-locked status is not permanent.
Based upon my analysis of paired sales and discussions with local brokers, agents and
property owners, it is my opinion that a discount for lack of access is near the low end of
range, or 40 percent, applied to the preliminary indication of market value as follows:
$500,000 x 0.60 = $300,000
Final Opinion of Market Value
My opinion of the market value of the fee simple interest in the subject property as of the
effective date of the appraisal, May 11, 2018, was $300,000 or $0.40 per square foot
($300,000 ÷ 742,480 s.f.).
As a test of reasonableness, I considered the cost of privately condemning access. In
Site Analysis, I estimated the preliminary cost of private condemnation to be $180,000.
With entrepreneurial profit, the cost could be $230,000 (+$50,000 or 27.7%). Deducting
this cost from my preliminary opinion of value, assuming legal access, would result in an
indication of value of $270,000 which supports my final opinion of market value well
when recognizing the typical buyer of the subject property (an investor) will not initiate
and pay for private condemnation given the current lack of demand for use of the
subject property.
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Exposure Time
The exposure time for the property 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 time in the property’s market segment, my
opinion of market value assumed that the property had been exposed to the market for
sale for twelve months, priced at no more than 10 percent above the appraised value.
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RECONCILIATION AND FINAL 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 property was vacant land.
The Sales Comparison Approach required me to make a comparison between recent
vacant 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 and analysis, a market value was estimated based upon
cash terms and after a reasonable exposure 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 11, 2018 was:

THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS
($300,000 or $0.40/s.f. of net site area)

112

CERTIFICATION

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 a service as an appraiser 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.

provided significant professional assistance to the person signing this
report with inspection, data gathering, description, analysis, and report preparation.

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.
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My opinion of the market value of the fee simple interest in the subject property as of the
effective date of the appraisal, May 11, 2018, was $300,000 or $0.40 per square foot of
net site area.


114

APPENDIX

Qualifications of the Appraiser

QUALIFICATIONS OF

Education

Designations, Memberships, Licenses and Certifications

Professional & Civic Activities

Awards
A

Experience

Geographical Area
State of Arizona

