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APPRAISAL QUALIFICATIONS
of

JOHN R. WIDMER, JR., MAI

APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE

Over 32-years experience in the real estate appraisal field.  Principal activities have included a
wide range of income property valuation, primarily within the southeast Michigan region, with
additional activity in outstate Michigan and northern Ohio.  Appraisal assignments primarily
include comprehensive narrative reporting of market value for owner-user and investment
oriented properties.  Additional experience includes appraisal review and consultation for an
assortment of litigation matters, involving various property types.  Real estate related services
include property owner representation in ad valorem appeals filed with the Michigan Tax
Tribunal.

ILLUSTRATION OF APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE

1990-Present: Frohm & Widmer, Inc. - specializing in the appraisal of income
producing properties; extensive experience also with regard to
owner/user properties and “going-concern” valuations;  property
types include but are not limited to, shopping centers, apartments,
office and industrial buildings, and special use properties. 
Appraisals and consultation completed for tax and zoning appeals,
estate and probate matters, mortgage financing, litigation involving
foreclosed properties, condemnation procedures, feasibility
analysis for new construction, establishing bid and/or sale prices,
investment analysis and annual portfolio reviews for institutional
investors.  Additional appraisal related activity includes fee review
assignments.

1986-1990: Independent Fee Appraiser - specializing in the preparation of
narrative appraisal reports on various income producing properties. 
Appraisal assignments sub-contracted through local fee appraisers. 
Consulting services included condominium and single-family
subdivision market studies, zoning appeal, and lease analyses.  

ASSOCIATED CLIENTELE

Appraisals prepared for various local and national commercial banks, life insurance companies,
governmental agencies, municipalities, attorneys, accountants, developers, institutional and
private investors.
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APPRAISAL QUALIFICATIONS OF JOHN R. WIDMER, JR., MAI - CONTINUED

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS AND AFFILIATIONS

Member, Appraisal Institute (MAI No. 9038 - August 1991)
(As of the date of this report, John R. Widmer, Jr. has

completed the continuing education program
for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute)

Member - MAI Admissions Review Committee, Michigan Chapter
Member - Region III Ethics/Review and Counseling Committee

Certified General Appraiser - Permanent I.D. No. 1201000280 (through 7/31/2021)

GENERAL EDUCATION

Eastern Michigan University, Ypsilanti, Michigan (December 1985)
Bachelor Business Administration - Real Estate and Finance majors

Real Estate Related Courses: Introduction to Real Estate Appraisal
Property Management
Real Estate Development (Ind. Study)
Land Use Planning
Economics
Real Estate Law
Real Estate Financing
Investment Analysis

APPRAISAL EXAMINATIONS SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course 1A-1/8-1
“Real Estate Appraisal Principles”

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course 8-2
“Residential Valuation”

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course 1A-2
“Basic Valuation Procedures”

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course 1B-A
“Capitalization Theory and Techniques, Part A”

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course 1B-B
“Capitalization Theory and Techniques, Part B”

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers
“Comprehensive Examination”
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APPRAISAL QUALIFICATIONS OF JOHN R. WIDMER, JR., MAI - CONTINUED

SPECIALIZED APPRAISAL EDUCATION

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course SPP
“Standards of Professional Practice”

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course 2-1
“Case Studies in Real Estate Valuation”

American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers - Course 2-2
“Report Writing and Valuation Analysis”

Appraisal Institute - Course 410
“Standards of Professional Practice - Part A (USPAP)”

Appraisal Institute - Course 420
“Standards of Professional Practice - Part B”

Appraisal Institute - Course 430
“Standards of Professional Practice - Part C”

Appraisal Institute - Course 520
“Highest and Best Use and Market Analysis”

APPRAISAL SEMINARS

A sampling of appraisal seminars I have attended include:

Leased Fee Valuation - Appraisal Institute
Valuation of Partial Interests - Appraisal Institute
Discounted Cash Flow Analysis - Appraisal Institute
Market Rate Extraction - Appraisal Institute
Current Issues & Misconceptions in the Appraisal Process - Appraisal Institute
Appraisal of Retail Properties - Appraisal Institute
Analyzing Operating Expenses - Appraisal Institute
Feasibility, Market Value, Investment Timing: Option Value - Appraisal Institute
Small Hotel/Motel Valuation - Appraisal Institute
Introduction to GIS Applications for Real Estate Appraisal - Appraisal Institute
Online Internet Search Strategies for Appraisers - Appraisal Institute
Michigan Appraisal Law - Appraisal Institute

I have presented the following seminars:

Understanding Appraisals (Commercial Lending Group - Michigan National Corporation)
“Nuts and Bolts” of the Market Approach (International Association of Assessing Officers)
Michigan Property Tax (Lorman Education Services)
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APPRAISAL QUALIFICATIONS OF JOHN R. WIDMER, JR., MAI - CONTINUED

NOTABLE APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENTS

Office:
Wilshire Plaza
(3) Class “A” Office bldgs.
3-story/547,000 SF
Troy, MI

Michigan National Bank
Corporate Headquarters
27777 Inkster Road
Farmington Hills, MI

American Center
Class “A” Office/Retail
25-story/623,773 SF
Southfield, MI

Standard Federal HQ
Class “A” Office
6-story/450,000 SF
Troy, MI

Columbia Center
Class “A” Office/Retail
13-story/250,000 SF
Troy, MI

Timberland Office Center
class A office park
355,000 square feet
Troy, MI

Volkswagen of N.A.
Headquarters - ±330,000 SF
Auburn Hills, MI

Retail:
Hudson’s Department Store
Northland Center
Southfield, MI

Westwood Mall
enclosed regional mall
456,000 square feet
Jackson, MI

Meadowbrook Village
open-air “lifestyle center”
Rochester Hills, MI

Northland Mall
enclosed regional center
Southfield, MI

Grand Traverse Mall
enclosed regional center
Garfield Twp., MI

Fountain Walk
open-air “lifestyle center”
Novi, MI

Industrial:
Metro Airport Center
Foreign trade zone
297,941 square feet
Romulus, MI

Centerpoint Business Park
GM/Etkin joint venture
146 acres
Pontiac, MI

Reid Road Warehouse
Multi-tenant
673,534 square feet
Grand Blanc, MI

Detroit Diesel Corporation
Industrial Manufacturing
±3.2 million square feet
Redford Twp., MI

Residential:
Franklin Park Towers
1,135 unit elevator project
Southfield, MI

The Willits
Luxury condos/CBD Retail
Birmingham, MI

Hidden Lake
Private, lakefront community
330 units, ±380 acres 
Green Oak Township, MI

The Hamlet
954 unit P.D.D.
Canton Township, MI

Miscellaneous:
Forest Lake CC
Bloomfield Twp., MI

Suburban Collection
Novi Expo Center
Novi, MI

Townsend Hotel
full-service, luxury hotel
Birmingham, MI

Parking lots at DTW
13,600 spaces, long-term,
“off-airport” parking
Romulus, MI

EDS deep injection well
Valuation impact study
Romulus, MI

MIS - Motorsports Super
Speedway
Brooklyn, MI

SSIHM Monroe Campus
Motherhouse, accessory
land and structures
Monroe, MI

Farmington Founders Park
Municipal recreation park
93.80 acres
Farmington Hills, MI

Treetops Resort
4-season Recreational
resort
Gaylord, MI
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APPRAISAL QUALIFICATIONS OF JOHN R. WIDMER, JR., MAI - CONTINUED

RECENT REPRESENTATIVE LIST OF CLIENTS

Financial Institutions:
Bank of America
JPMorgan Chase Bank
PNC Bank
TCF National Bank
Talmer Bank
Huntington Bank
Fifth Third Bank
People’s Bank
The Private Bank
Level One Bank
Comerica Bank
First National Bank in Howell

Mortgage Companies:
AMI Capital, Inc.
AMRESCO, Inc.
Bloomfield Acceptance Corp.
Eichler, Fayne & Associates
Hartger & Williard
J.E. Robert Company
Keycorp Mortgage, Inc.
Washington Mortgage Financial
Washington Capital

Attorneys:
Jackier Gould, PC
Hallahan & Associates, PC
Monaghan, PC
Honigman Miller Schwartz & Cohn, LLP
Frasco Caponigro Wineman & Scheible, PC
Secrest Wardle, PC
Sullivan & Leavitt, PC
Miller, Canfield, PLC
Wright Penning & Beamer, PC
Eastman & Smith Ltd.
Kerr, Russell and Weber, PLC
Steinhardt Pesick & Cohen, PC

Development/Investment:
AEW Capital Partners, LP
Biltmore Properties
Damavoletes Properties
Etkin Equities, Inc.
JP Morgan Investment Mgt., Inc.
JFK Investment Group
Kojaian Management
R.A. DeMattia Company
The Farbman Group
The Selective Group

Corporations:
Argus Corporation
Botsford General Hospital
Catherine McAuley Health Systems
Clark Refining & Marketing
Country Building Supplies
Daughters of Charity of St. Vincent dePaul
Roush Technologies
Environmental Disposal Systems, Inc.
Hines Park Lincoln Mercury
Jackson National Life
JCPenney
LDJ Electronics
McDonald Ford
Northwest Propane
Phillips Service Industries
Rush Trucking
Ticor Title Insurance Company
World Computer Corporation

Institutional Lenders:
AEGON USA Realty Advisors
Alexander Hamilton Life
CIBC World Markets
Citi Mortgage
IDS Financial Services
The Equitable of Iowa
Nomura Asset Capital Corporation
United of Omaha Life
Starwood Mortgage Capital, LLC

Government Related:
FDIC
FNMA
State of Michigan
M-DOT

Municipalities:
Adrian, Auburn Hills, Bear Creek Twp., Big
Rapids, Birmingham, Cambridge Twp.,
Clinton Twp., Farmington, Farmington Hills,
Garfield Twp., Greenville, Livonia, Marion
Twp., Orchard Lake Village, Port Huron,
Rochester Hills, Royal Oak, Southfield,
Taylor, Tecumseh, West Bloomfield Twp.,
Westland
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APPRAISAL QUALIFICATIONS OF JOHN R. WIDMER, JR., MAI - CONTINUED
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October 9, 2019

Milford Hills Properties, Inc.
j  Mr. Paul E. Burns, Esq.
Law Office of Paul E. Burns
133 West Grand River
Brighton, Michigan 48116

RE: Restricted Appraisal Report
Belle Terre, Milford Township, Oakland County, Michigan

Milford Hills Properties, Inc.  v.  Charter Township of Milford  (2017-162642-CZ)

Frohm & Widmer, Inc. File No. 19-33C

Dear Mr. Burns:

Corresponding with your request, I have undertaken an analysis of a proposed single-family
residential development for a ±68.23 acre parcel of land which is located along the west side of
Milford Road, south of Rowe Road, in the north central section of Milford Township, Oakland
County, Michigan.  The project is commonly known as Belle Terre, which was originally
proposed as a 178-lot subdivision, and ultimately revised to include a total of 157-lots, a plan
that was denied by the Milford Township Zoning Board of Appeals on December 13, 2017.  This
Restricted Appraisal Report has been completed in conformance with Standard Rule 1 (S.R.-1)
and prepared in conformance with Standard Rule 2 (S.R.-2) of the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) 2018-2019 Edition.  This report also complies with
all Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the
Appraisal Institute.  As stipulated by Michigan law, “appraisers are to be licensed/certified
and are regulated by the Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, P.O. Box
30018, Lansing, Michigan 48909”.  John R. Widmer, Jr., MAI is licensed in the state of
Michigan as a certified general appraiser.

All market analysis has been prepared, and the appraisal has been reported in conformance with
the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) 2018-2019 Edition, as
well as all Professional Appraisal Standards and Code of Professional Ethics of the Appraisal
Institute.  When the intended users include parties other than the client, an Appraisal Report
must be provided.  When the intended users do not include parties other than the client, a
Restricted Appraisal Report may be provided.  The essential difference between these two (2) 
options is in the content and level of information provided.  The appropriate reporting option and
the level of information necessary in the report are dependent on the intended use and the
intended users.

FROHM & WIDMER, INC.
33966 WEST 8 MILE ROAD  C  SUITE 108  C  FARMINGTON HILLS, MICHIGAN 48335

248.471.6767   C    FACSIMILE  248.471.5441
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Mr. Paul E. Burns, Esq.
October 9, 2019

Page 2

USPAP requires that the report prominently state which option is used.  It is noted, the main
difference between the two options are in three areas, namely: 1.) an Appraisal Report may have
the client as the only intended user but may also have other intended users, while a Restricted
Appraisal Report must have the client as the only intended user; 2.) in an Appraisal Report,
specified parts of the research and development must be summarized, while in a Restricted
Appraisal Report, those same parts need only be stated; and, 3.) an Appraisal Report requires the
appraiser to summarize the information analyzed and the reasoning that supports the analyses,
opinions, and conclusions, while a Restricted Appraisal Report does not have this requirement.

Accordingly, a Restricted Appraisal Report must include a prominent use restriction that limits
the use of the report to the client and warns that the rationale for how the appraiser arrived at the
opinions and conclusions set forth in the report may not be understood properly without
additional information in the Appraiser’s workfile.  Prior to entering into this agreement, the
appraiser and client discussed the limitations on use of the appraisal, and the client understands
the limited utility of this Restricted Appraisal Report.  Based on the appraisal engagement
agreement, market value will be established and reported in an Restricted Appraisal Report, in
conformance with Standards Rule 2-2(b).

A party receiving a copy of an Appraisal Report or Restricted Appraisal Report in order to
satisfy disclosure requirements does not become an intended user of the appraisal unless the
appraiser identifies such party as an intended user as part of the assignment.  For each appraisal
assignment, an appraiser must:

1.) identify the problem to be solved;
2.) determine and perform the scope of work necessary to develop credible assignment results; and,
3.) disclose the scope of work in the report.

An appraiser must properly identify the problem to be solved in order to determine the
appropriate scope of work.  The appraiser must be prepared to demonstrate that the scope of
work is sufficient to produce credible assignment results.  Scope of work includes, but is not
limited to:

B the extent to which the property is identified;
B the extent to which tangible property is inspected;
B the type and extent of data researched; and,
B the type and extent of analyses applied to arrive at opinions or conclusions.

Appraisers have broad flexibility and significant responsibility in determining the appropriate
scope of work for an appraisal assignment.  Credible assignment results require support by
relevant evidence and logic.  The credibility of assignment results is always measured in the
context of the intended use.

The Appraisal Report and the Restricted Appraisal Report both require, at a minimum, the
appraiser to state the following items:

(i.) the identity of the client and any intended users, by name or type;
(ii.) the intended use of the appraisal;
(iv.) the real property interest appraised;
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(v.) the type and definition of value and cite the source of the definition;
(vi.) the effective date of the appraisal and the date of the report;
(ix.) the use of the real estate existing as of the date of value and the use of the real estate reflected in

the appraisal;
(xi.) clearly and conspicuously, state all extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical conditions and,

state that their use might have affected the assignment results; and,
(xii.) include a signed certification in accordance with Standards Rule 2-3.

The four (4) remaining items mainly differ by a single word, with the statement option still
applicable for the Restricted Appraisal Report, while in an Appraisal Report, the appraiser is
required to summarize the following items:

(iii.) information sufficient to identify the real estate involved in the appraisal, including the physical,
legal, and economic property characteristics relevant to the assignment;

(vii.) the scope of work used to develop the appraisal;
(viii.) the information analyzed, the appraisal methods and techniques employed, and the reasoning

that supports the analyses, opinions, and conclusions; exclusion of the sales comparison
approach, cost approach, or income approach must be explained; and,

(x.) when an opinion of highest and best use was developed by the appraiser, summarize the support
and rationale for that opinion.

Also, corresponding with USPAP, the accompanying Restricted Appraisal Report will include a
signed certification, which is acknowledged as being an integral part of the Restricted Appraisal
Report.  Said certification denotes that the undersigned accept full responsibility for all elements
of the certification, for the assignment results, and for the contents of the Restricted Appraisal
Report.  The signing appraisers are responsible for the decision to rely upon the work of others
contributing in the appraisal process.  Likewise, the signing appraisers are required to have a
reasonable basis for believing that any individual performing the work is competent and have no
reason to doubt that the work of said individual is credible.  The names of individuals providing
significant real property appraisal assistance who do not sign a certification must be stated in the
certification.  USPAP does not require that the description of assistance be contained in the
certification, however, the extent of the significant assistance provided by others must be
summarized.  In this instance, it will be disclosed that no one provided real property appraisal
assistance in the preparation of this Restricted Appraisal Report.

CLIENT/INTENDED USER: The client and intended user of this Restricted Appraisal Report is:

Milford Hills Properties, Inc.
j  Mr. Paul E. Burns, Esq.
Law Office of Paul E. Burns
133 West Grand River
Brighton, Michigan 48116

This report is intended for use only by the above identified client.  Use of this report by others is
not intended by the appraiser.
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INTENDED USE OF APPRAISAL REPORT:  This report is intended only for the use of the
client, to be used relative to reviewing economic feasibility for development of the subject
property, “As Zoned”.

PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL: The purpose of this report is to review the subject parcels in
their present “As Zoned” condition, measure supply and demand, and to determine whether
development would be economically feasible.  This analysis will focus on the RO-1 (Restricted
Office) and R-1-S (Suburban Residential) zoning designation in-place retrospective to December
13, 2017.  Each analysis of feasibility will be predicated upon ownership in fee simple estate. 
The main focus on this analysis is the concept “Market determines Use and Use determines
Value”.

COMPETENCY STATEMENT:  The appraiser has the appropriate knowledge, education and
experience to complete this assignment with competence.  The appraiser’s qualifications are
submitted in the Addendum of this Restricted Appraisal Report.
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DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE:  Within USPAP, market value is a type of value, stated as
an opinion, that presumes the transfer of a property (i.e., a right of ownership or a bundle of such
rights), as of a certain date, under specific conditions set forth in the definition of the term
identified by the appraiser as applicable in an appraisal.  Forming an opinion of market value is
the purpose of many real property appraisal assignments, particularly when the client’s intended
use includes more than one intended user.  The conditions included in market value definitions
establish market perspectives for development of the opinion.  These conditions may vary from
definition to definition but generally fall into three categories:

1.) the relationship, knowledge, and motivation of the parties (i.e., seller and buyer);
2.) the terms of sale (e.g., cash, cash equivalent, or other terms); and,
3.) the conditions of sale (e.g., exposure in a competitive market for a reasonable time prior to sale).

A current economic definition agreed upon by agencies that regulate federal financial institutions
in the United States of America is:

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 knowledgeably, 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.) both parties 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 United States dollars or in terms of financial arrangements

comparable thereto; and
5.) 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

1 Federal Register / Vol. 75, No. 237 / Friday, December 10, 2010 / Notices
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PROPERTY INTEREST APPRAISED: Definitions of various ownership interests that may apply
in a real property appraisal are provided below:

Fee simple interest: Absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or estate, subject only
to the limitations imposed by the governmental powers of taxation, eminent domain, police power,
and escheat.2

Leased fee interest:  The ownership interest held by the lessor, which includes the right to the
contract rent specified in the lease plus the reversionary right when the lease expires.3

Leasehold interest:  The right held by the lessee to use and occupy real estate for a stated term and
under the conditions specified in the lease.4

All analyses in this report will be based upon ownership in fee simple estate.

DATE OF RESTRICTED APPRAISAL:  October 9, 2019

EFFECTIVE DATE OF VALUE: The determination of economic feasibility will be retrospective
to December 13, 2017, the date in which the Milford Township ZBA denied the fee owner’s
request to construct 157 homes on the subject parcels.

SCOPE OF WORK:  Appraisers have broad flexibility and significant responsibility in
determining the appropriate scope of work for an appraisal assignment.  Credible assignment
results require support by relevant evidence and logic.  The credibility of assignment results is
always measured in the context of the intended use.  This Restricted Appraisal Report is intended
to assist the client with measuring market value of the property, to be used in a pending divorce
proceeding.  The client has been informed that should the results of this Restricted Appraisal
Report need to be shared with or relied upon by a third party, the results can be presented within
an Appraisal Report at some point in the future.  The scope of any real estate appraisal
assignment relates to the extent and manner in which research is conducted, data is gathered, and
analysis applied.  Each of these components is based implicitly upon the purpose of the appraisal
and its intended use, each previously outlined.  The general scope of work for this assignment
included the following:

B Identification of the subject property by its legal description, real property tax identification numbers
and the commonly as-known-as address.  In defining the subject property, the following data sources
have been reviewed:

- Milford Township Assessment records
- www.bsasoftware.com database records
- Oakland County Gateway
- Site Plan information supplied by ownership
- CoStar database records

2 The Appraisal of Real Estate, Appraisal Institute, 2013, 14th Edition, page 5

3 Ibid, page 72

4 Ibid
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- www.realcomponline.com database records

Amongst the above data sources, information was sufficient to quantify physical characteristics of
the subject parent property.

B John R. Widmer, Jr., MAI observed the property on April 12, 2019.

B At the time of the property observation, the neighborhood was driven and the development patterns
were noted.

B Identification relevant demographic factors through a combination of internet search engines,
www.semcog.org, www.stdbonline.com, and CoStar database.

A requirement within the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP)
2018-2019 Edition is:

If known prior to accepting an assignment and/or if discovered at any time during the assignment, an
appraiser must disclose to the client, and in the subsequent report certification:

1.) any current or prospective interest in the subject property or parties involved; and,
2.) any services regarding the subject property performed by the appraiser within the 3-year period

immediately preceding acceptance of the assignment, as an appraiser or in any other capacity.

There are some cases in which the appraiser is asked by the client not to reveal that he or she has
appraised that particular property.  In such cases, the fact that the appraiser previously appraised
the property is confidential information.  If the occurrence of a prior appraisal is confidential,
and disclosure of prior appraisals is a condition of a potential new assignment or a requirement
of USPAP, the appraiser must decline the new assignment, because the appraiser could not make
the requested disclosure.  Corresponding with this requirement, I must report that I have not
provided real estate appraisal services or any other services for this property within the 3-year
period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.
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EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS:  An extraordinary assumption is “an assumption, directly
related to a specific assignment, as of the effective date of the assignment results, 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.5  As provided
within USPAP, an extraordinary assumption may be used in an assignment only if:

B it is required to properly develop credible opinions and conclusions;
B the appraiser has a reasonable basis for the extraordinary assumption;
B use of the extraordinary assumption results in a credible analysis; and,
B the appraiser complies with the disclosure requirements set forth in USPAP for extraordinary

assumptions.

The market values reported herein are conditioned upon the following extraordinary
assumptions:

1.) The property is free a clear of any adverse environmental conditions, whether in the form of surface
or sub-surface soil contamination and/or building material contaminates.  While not an expert in
measuring the potential for environmental contamination, we did not observe any obvious form of
environmental contamination.  Correspondingly, the value is conditioned upon the fact there are no
environmental conditions that would have an adverse influence on either value or marketability of
the property.  Should any adverse environmental conditions arise, I reserve the right to review these
findings and the value estimate and make any revisions, if necessary.

2.) The property’s legal boundaries exhibited within this appraisal are accurate, as recent title policies
identifying the subject property was not supplied.  The site’s dimensions and land area are based on
information obtained from Oakland County Equalization records.  Should a future survey indicate a
variation in the legal description or net site area, I reserve the right to review any variances to
establish whether there would be any impact on value and marketability reported in this appraisal.

5 Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), 2018-2019 Edition, page 4
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HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS:  A hypothetical condition is “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
are 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.6

As provided within USPAP, a hypothetical condition may be used in an assignment only if:

B use of the hypothetical condition is clearly required for legal purposes, for purposes of reasonable
analysis, or for purposes of comparison;

B use of the hypothetical condition results in a credible analysis; and,
B the appraiser complies with the disclosure requirements set forth in USPAP for hypothetical

conditions.

When a value opinion is subject to a hypothetical condition, the report must clearly and
conspicuously disclose the assumption or condition and state that its use might have affected the
value conclusion.  There is no hypothetical condition associated with the opinions of value
presented herein.

OWNERSHIP HISTORY: The current fee owner of record is Milford Hills Properties, Inc., 1042
North Milford Road, Suite 103, Milford, Michigan 48381-5108.  Each of the subject parcels
have been acquired by the current fee owner within the 3-years preceding the effective date of
the subject property.  Details of each transaction are included in the Oakland County
Equalization Department documents provided in the Addendum of this report.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: A legal description for each subject property is provided below, and
included in the Addendum is an aerial plat map for each parcel:

16-03-100-008:   T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF NE ¼ OF NW ¼ BEGINNING AT A POINT
DISTANT N01-19-05W 332.00 FEET FROM SW CORNER OF NE ¼ OF NW ¼, THENCE
N88-20-35E 1,233.00 FEET, THENCE N13-52-35W 779.64 FEET, THENCE S88-20-35W 1,063.64
FEET, THENCE S01-19-05E 762.00 FEET TO P.O.B., EXCLUDING  SOUTH 10.00 ACRES
(±10.08 ACRES)

16-03-100-010:  T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, SOUTH 10.00 ACRES OF THAT PART OF NE ¼ OF NW
¼ LYING WEST OF CENTER LINE OF MILFORD RD. (±10.00 ACRES)

16-03-100-012:  T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF NORTH FRACTIONAL ½ OF SECTION,
BEGINNING AT CENTER OF SECTION, THENCE WEST 384.90 FEET, THENCE NORTH
330.00 FEET, THENCE EAST 618.86 FEET TO CENTER OF ROAD, THENCE SE ALONG
CENTER LINE 340.00 FEET, THENCE WEST ALONG ¼ LINE TO P.O.B. (±5.30 ACRES)

16-03-100-023:   T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF NW ¼ BEGINNING AT A POINT DISTANT
N00-14-29W 332.00 FEET FROM SW CORNER OF NE ¼ OF NW ¼, THENCE N00-14-29W
365.40 FEET, THENCE N88-20-35E 703.08 FEET, THENCE S13-07-32E 375.85 FEET, THENCE
S88-33-56W 786.76 FEET TO P.O.B. (±6.27 ACRES)

6 Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), 2018-2019 Edition, page 4
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16-03-100-024:  T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF NW ¼ BEGINNING AT A POINT DISTANT
N00-14-29W 697.40 FEET & N88-20-35 E703.08 FEET FROM SW CORNER OF NE ¼ OF NW ¼,
THENCE N88-20-35E 450.00 FEET, THENCE S13-07-32E 125.00 FEET, THENCE S88-20-35W
450.00 FEET, THENCE N13-07-32W 125.00 FEET TO P.O.B. (±1.27 ACRES)

16-03-100-028:  T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF N ½ OF SECTION BEGINNING AT A POINT
DISTANT S89-41-15E 1,321.20 FEET & N01-01-00E 869.37 FEET FROM W ¼ CORNER,
THENCE N01-01-00E 460.68 FEET, THENCE N89-39-30E 868.14 FEET, THENCE S13-40-06E
191.97 FEET, THENCE S89-21-30E 452.14 FEET, THENCE S13-44-00E 221.00 FEET, THENCE
N89-21-30W 572.39 FEET, THENCE ALONG CURVE CONCAVE SE, RADIUS 300.00 FEET,
CHORD BEARS S53-00-25W 366.38 FEET, DISTANCE OF 394.11 FEET, THENCE N74-37-37W
582.98 FEET TO P.O.B. (±12.92 ACRES)

16-03-100-029:  T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF N ½ OF SECTION BEGINNING AT A POINT
DISTANT S87-54-30E 1,321.20 FEET FROM W ¼ CORNER, THENCE N01-07-30E 869.37 FEET,
THENCE S74-37-37E 582.98 FEET, THENCE ALONG CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY, RADIUS
300.00 FEET, CHORD BEARS S08-14-55W 74.41 FEET, DISTANCE OF 74.60 FEET, THENCE
S01-07-30W 639.02 FEET, THENCE S89-46-58W 555.96 FEET TO P.O.B. (±10.05 ACRES)

16-03-100-030:  T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF N ½ OF SECTION BEGINNING AT A POINT
DISTANT S87-54-30E 1,321.20 FEET & N89-46-58E 555.96 FEET FROM W ¼ CORNER,
THENCE N01-07-30E 639.02 FEET, THENCE ALONG CURVE CONCAVE SE, RADIUS 300.00
FEET, CHORD BEARS N45-53-00E 422.27 FEET, DISTANT  OF 468.71 FEET, THENCE
S89-21-30E 120.00 FEET, THENCE S13-40-06E 422.24 FEET, THENCE S89-21-30E 177.90 FEET,
THENCE S09-18-00E 194.56 FEET, THENCE N89-21-30W 332.79 FEET, THENCE S00-38-30W
330.00 FEET, THENCE S89-46-58W 408.50 FEET TO P.O.B. (±10.27 ACRES)

16-03-100-032:  T2N-R7E, SECTION 3, PART OF N ½ OF SECTION BEGINNING AT POINT
DISTANT S89-26-15W 384.90 FEET & N00-38-30E 330.00 FEET & S89-21-30E 618.86 FEET &
N13-19-30W 197.03 FEET FROM CENTER OF SECTION, THENCE N89-21-30W 450.00 FEET,
THENCE N13-40-06W 200.30 FEET, THENCE S89-21-30E 451.24 FEET, THENCE S13-19-30E
200.00 FEET TO P.O.B. (±2.07 ACRES; 06-14-1990 CORRECTED)

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

C
O

A
 10/29/2020 3:58:18 PM



Mr. Paul E. Burns, Esq.
October 9, 2019

Page 11

ZONING:  As shown in the following Zoning Map excerpt, the subject property lies within an
RO-1, Restricted Office and R-1-S, Suburban Residential zoning districts:

Based upon each parcel’s dimensions, as obtained from Oakland County Equalization records,
the Restricted Office zoning encompasses a total land area of ±34.71 acres, while the Suburban
Residential zoning encompasses a total of ±33.52 acres.

The R-1-S, Suburban Residential district, is intended as a district primarily for single-family
homes on large lots which need not require urban services such as municipal water supply or
sanitary sewer.  The minimum lot size in this district equates to 1.5 acres.  In an R-1-S district, a
maximum of 2.0 acre lot area and 175-foot lot width for any given lot may be utilized in
establishing average lot size.  Larger lot areas and greater lot widths may be provided in the
respective districts; however, the stated limits apply for lot average computation purposes. 
Paved road surfaces may not be included in lot average computations.  All lots in cluster housing
developments shall equal or exceed the minimum lot area or width standards required in their
respective district.  Based upon information provided by the property owner, the R-1-S land, as
zoned, has been conceptually planned to include a total of 22 sites.  Another factor that has not
yet been considered is the potential soil problems accommodating private septic systems for each
lot.  This will only reduce density, unless engineered septic fields can be accommodated on-site.  

The RO-1, Restricted Office district, is intended to permit those office and personal service uses
which will provide modern office buildings in landscaped settings, adjacent to residential areas. 

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

C
O

A
 10/29/2020 3:58:18 PM



Mr. Paul E. Burns, Esq.
October 9, 2019

Page 12

The intent of this district is to establish an appropriate district for uses which do not generate
large volumes of traffic, traffic congestion and parking problems; and which will promote the
most desirable use of land in accordance with the township’s land use plan.  The location of the
subject parcels is the only vacant land within an RO-1 zoning district in all of the township, and
lies just to the northern periphery of the Village of Milford.  For the office land, a market
oriented Floor-area Ratio (FAR) is considered well supported within a range from 0.20 to 0.25,
which suggests the office land can accommodate between roughly 300,000 and 375,000 square
feet.  Ownership has provided a study suggesting 340,000 square feet can be accommodated on
the site.  Based on the market FAR measures, ownership’s estimated inventory is considered
reliable to consider when reviewing feasibility of office development.

In terms of specific data for the office market, CoStar Group, Inc. statistics will be presented for
the local sub-market.  Within the tables to be presented, a substantial amount of data has been
presented for the sampled sub-markets and it is important to understand the extent and source of
the data presented and to what degree the reliability of the data is measured.  This data source is
widely accepted and applied within the appraisal industry as a reliable source for research data. 
Likewise, it is noted that the entire data set presented has not been personally verified.  While
there may be inconsistencies relative to data that is personally verified, that would be the case
with almost any research data provided in whole from brokerage sources.  This section of the
analysis is intended to represent a macro-presentation of market activity, with micro-analyses to
be considered within each valuation approach, to the extent it would impact value.  Based on a
long-term personal application of this research database, the data is deemed to be sufficiently
reliable in a presentation of overall market performance for the Milford sub-market.

Prior to analyzing performance of the market, it is important to understand the variance between
vacant and available space.  Within the CoStar database, each is defined, as follows:

Available space is the total amount of space that is currently being marketed as available for lease in a
given time period.  It includes any space that is available, regardless of whether the space is vacant,
occupied, available for sub-lease, or available at a future date.

Vacant space is represented as space that is not currently occupied by a tenant, regardless of any lease
obligation that may be on the space.  Vacant space could be space that is either available or not
available.  For example, sub-lease space that is currently being paid for by a tenant but not occupied by
that tenant, would be considered vacant space.  Likewise, space that has been leased but not yet
occupied because of finish work being done, would also be considered vacant space.

Included on the following page is a table summarizing historical performance of the noted sub-
market dating back to 2Q-2015, with a graphic illustration of historical market performance of
the noted sub-markets dating back to 1Q-2013.
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TOTAL GROSS
NO. NRA SF % SF % RENT GROSS NET

1Q-end 2019 40 235,664 4,642 2.0% 14,110 6.0% $21.70 5,000 3,900

4Q-end 2018 40 235,664 8,542 3.6% 25,510 10.8% $21.47 2,941 2,809

3Q-end 2018 40 235,664 11,351 4.8% 15,397 6.5% $21.47 2,014 964

2Q-end 2018 40 235,664 12,315 5.2% 14,501 6.2% $21.67 7,500 5,441

1Q-end 2018 40 235,664 17,756 7.5% 23,299 9.9% $20.48 1,500 300

4Q-end 2017 40 235,664 18,056 7.7% 21,099 9.0% $20.31 3,638 (662)

3Q-end 2017 40 235,664 17,394 7.4% 17,594 7.5% $19.07 1,000 (2,822)

2Q-end 2017 40 235,664 14,572 6.2% 15,122 6.4% $19.16 100 (1,150)

1Q-end 2017 40 235,664 13,422 5.7% 13,122 5.6% $17.52 159 159

4Q-end 2016 40 235,664 13,581 5.8% 13,581 5.8% $17.77 2,720 2,720

3Q-end 2016 40 235,664 16,301 6.9% 16,401 7.0% $18.11 5,390 5,390

2Q-end 2016 40 235,664 21,691 9.2% 16,401 7.0% $18.22 7,016 5,316

1Q-end 2016 40 235,664 27,007 11.5% 28,257 12.0% $17.82 1,924 (1,004)

4Q-end 2015 40 235,664 26,003 11.0% 25,953 11.0% $17.82 0 (1,352)

3Q-end 2015 40 235,664 24,651 10.5% 26,001 11.0% $18.28 200 200

2Q-end 2015 40 235,664 24,851 10.5% 26,269 11.1% $17.93 4,586 4,586

AVAILABLE ABSORPTIONVACANCY
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As illustrated above, the local sub-market has not added any new office inventory dating back to
the beginning of 2013, and has maintained an overall inventory of 40 buildings and ±236,000
square feet.  Likewise, dating back to 1Q-2013, there has been total gross leasing activity of only
±69,650 square feet, and total net absorption of only ±31,750 square feet, for an average annual
net absorption of only 1,270 square feet.  This performance clearly denotes that the local sub-
market is inactive in comparison to other office sub-markets across southeast Michigan.  This
also raises significant concerns as to a forecasted demand for even a fraction of the space that
has been estimated to be accommodated on the subject’s office zoned land.  The concerns are
further portrayed when considering Costar Group’s Office Demand forecast for this sub-market,
which shows negative net absorption through year-end 2023, as depicted below:

Based on these considerations, it is important to understand that “Market determines Use and
Use determines Value”, which is critical in measuring market value for any property.  When
there is no feasibility that can be measured, there correspondingly is no value to assign to that
specific property.  On this basis, with no demand for office use, there is no possible feasibility to
measure, and it is concluded that any office use on this land is not likely to occur at any point in
the future.

For the residential segment of the combined subject parcel, it was previously determined that a
total of roughly 22 home sites would be considered possible for the proposed development, as
zoned.  For this analysis, feasibility will be tested through use of a Subdivision Development
Method (Discounted Cash Flow Analysis), and is defined as:

Procedure: Direct and indirect costs and entrepreneurial incentive are deducted from an estimate of
the anticipated gross sales price of the finished lots, and the net sales proceeds are
discounted to present value at a market derived rate over the development and
absorption period.  If entrepreneurial incentive is not deducted as a line-item expense,
then the discount rate must reflect the full effect of any profit.

Applicability: This technique is applicable when subdivision development is the highest and best use
of the land and there is market support for immediate absorption.
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Limitations: Discounted cash flow analysis requires significant amounts of data such as
development costs, profit margins, sales projections, and the pricing of developed lots,
together with a supportable forecast of market absorption.7

The steps used in a subdivision development analysis are summarized below:

B Develop the appropriate number and size of units, based on physical, legal and economic analysis, or
if approval is in-place or pending, utilize actual approved plan.

B Project absorption period for sell-off of finished units, and ultimate finished home pricing, so that
appropriate absorption calculations can be implemented:

- unit pricing can be established by implementing the appropriate valuation technique, such as
sales comparison, allocation, extraction, etc.; and,

- establish absorption by reviewing governmental forecasts for population and household growth,
along with historical activity in the marketplace.

B Calculate gross sale proceeds by applying appropriate unit values to sell-off assumptions.

B Calculate all development costs, direct and indirect, necessary to create the finished units.

B Determine net sales proceeds by subtracting all expenses associated with carry and sell-off of units.

B Estimate value by implementing the selected capitalization parameters.

A timeline and the effect on value, as presented within the Appraisal Institute’s The Appraisal
of Real Estate is presented below, as a means of best summarizing the application of this
valuation methodology:

7 The Appraisal of Real Estate, Appraisal Institute, 2013, 14th Edition, page  365
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The other characteristic to consider is the perceived risk of development as time elapses. 
Obviously at time period zero, risk would be greater as the entitlement process and costs
associated with same have not been realized.  One of several important ingredients in a
subdivision development analysis, is the process by which to address risk.  This is primarily
accounted for in the selection of an appropriate yield rate (discount rate), which is defined as: 
The rate of return on the total capital invested, including both debt and equity; also called the
property yield rate.  When applied to cash flows, it is called a discount rate8.

For this appraisal, a subdivision development analysis will be applied, with a forthcoming value
matrix presenting market values at various yield intervals (i.e., including and excluding
entrepreneurial profit).  Recognize, however, reconciliation of market value will rely most
heavily on average preferred returns for local residential developments.  National yield
requirement publications will be reviewed and presented as source material within this appraisal,
however, local investor/land developer quotations will be most heavily weighed in reconciling
market values for the subject.  A subdivision development analysis is relatively simple to follow
once the major assumptions have been set-forth.  This process consists of adding the present
value of all net sales proceeds over the projected sell-off period.

A subdivision development model provides a method of discounting future sale proceeds to
present value dollars, taking into consideration investor yield requirements.  The process, when
utilized properly, results in a reliable indication of value.  The discount, or yield rate selected
requires a good understanding of the marketplace, and the risk commensurate with the property
type being appraised.  It is important the rate selected reflects the attitudes of potential investors
in a specific marketplace.  The determination of a yield rate (YO) is more difficult to extract from

8 The Appraisal of Real Estate, Appraisal Institute, 2013, 14th Edition, page 457
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the marketplace.  This figure represents the anticipated performance of a property, subject to the
specific assumptions provided within an analysis.  As the probability of occurrence for the
assumptions and projections within an analysis decrease, the required yield to attract capital to
this investment would be expected to increase.  Conversely, if the assumptions and projections
are considered to be highly provable, the yield rate required to attract capital would be expected
to be reduced.

The selection of a yield rate is best supported by actual market transacted sales.  However,
substantiating yields by market sales is not easily achieved.  The most appropriate means of
justifying yields for the property type being appraised, is to query potential investors as to their
expected yield.  In addition, a number of yield capitalization surveys are conducted in the
marketplace.  In selecting an appropriate yield rate for the subject’s valuation, two surveys have
been relied upon for review.  The first is the PwC Real Estate Investor Survey ® published by
PricewaterhouseCoopers (i.e., formerly Peter F. Korpacz & Associates, Inc.).  Within said
survey, the publisher states that “participants represent a cross-section of major institutional
equity real estate investors who invest primarily in institutional grade property.  As such, the
information presented is not generally applicable to non-institutional grade investments.  In
addition, the information represents investor investment expectations and does not reflect actual
property performances.  The information in this survey is gathered through on-line
questionnaires and telephone interviews.  As such, the findings and opinions expressed reflect
those of our investor participants and do not necessarily reflect those of PwC.  Although we do
not represent that the survey is statistically accurate, its results provide important insight into
the thinking of a significant portion of the equity real estate marketplace.  The individual
investor responses contained in each issue are a representative sample, and due to space
constraints, not all responses are included.”  Likewise, the survey further defines institutional
grade investment as: Real property investments that are sought out by institutional buyers and
have the capacity to meet generally prevalent institutional investment criteria.  This information
will be further analyzed relative to an application for the subject in forthcoming discussions.

Development Land is defined within the PwC Survey as:  Land that has been purchased, readied
for subdivision development (i.e., entitlements and infrastructure), and subsequently sold to 
builders, which is similar to the basis upon which the subject’s feasibility will be reviewed.

A summary of yield rates as presented within the PwC Investor Survey over the past few years is
provided below:

Within this survey, anticipated yield rate indications are unleveraged and do include
entrepreneurial profit as a built-in component of the total return.  It is also noted, the above yield
rates assume entitlements are in-place.  Without entitlements, the survey participants report a

min. max. avg.

PwC Investor Survey (4Q-2016) 10.00% 20.00% 16.00%

PwC Investor Survey (4Q-2017) 10.00% 20.00% 15.40%

year-over-year CH (BP): 0 0 (60)

PwC Investor Survey (4Q-2018) 10.00% 20.00% 15.80%

year-over-year CH (BP): 0 0 40
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yield premium within a range from 100 to 800 basis points, with an average indication of 394
basis points as of the most recent survey.  Using the 394 basis point spread to reflect lack of
entitlements, an overall average yield requirement as of 4Q-2017 equates to ±19.3%.  Based on
the Emerging Trends in Real Estate® 2019, published by PwC and ULI, in terms of value
expectations it reported the following  “Looking ahead over the next 12 months, surveyed
investors forecast property values in the national development land market to either increase as
much as 10.0% or decrease as much as 5.0%.  Their average expected appreciation rate is
3.8%, just above the rate of 3.5% six months ago.”

Below is a summary of all assumptions implemented in the calculation of net sale proceeds, a
summary of which is included within the Cash Flow Tables in the Addendum of this report:

 PRICING: For this analysis, retail value for the individual single-family homes has been
estimated at $675,000, which based upon a review of Realcomp on-line data, as well
as information provided by the subject’s fee owner.  This price will be increased at a
rate of 3.0% annually.  At the end of the sell-off or absorption period, average home
pricing can be quantified as roughly $716,000.

ABSORPTION: In terms of absorption, a development time table has been estimated as roughly 2.5
years, with an absorption of all lots anticipated to be completed by quarter-end March
2020, which produces an average absorption level of roughly one (1) unit per month,
which at the subject’s price point is considered to represent an optimistic projection
for this property.

EXPENSES: Within this analysis, expenses accruing to a developer include property taxes, liability
insurance, development costs, sale commissions, and miscellaneous sale expense (i.e.,
transfer tax, recording fees, legal fees, and administrative charges).

For property tax and liability insurance carry expense, actual 2018 taxes have been
applied, which equates to a quarterly carry cost of ±$372.88 per lot.  Liability
insurance is estimated at a total of $2,500 per quarter, which equates to an additional
±$113.64 per lot.  The total carry expense equates to ±$486.51 per lot per quarter. 
This expense will be applied only to those lots that remain unsold at the end of each
quarter.  For example as of 1Q-2018 the total carry expense equates to ±$10,703
which is calculated as 22-lots times ±$486.51.  As lots are sold, the associated carry
expense will decline.  For example as of 4Q-2018, the developer will only be carrying
19-lots and the carry expense is computed at ±$9,244, calculated as 19-lots times
±$486.51.  The total carry expense per lot will be increased annually by 3.0%.

For development or infrastructure expense, there are both horizontal and vertical costs
to ready the site and build individual homes on each site.  For this analysis, the
horizontal infrastructure cost has been estimated at ±$50,000 per site, or $1,100,000. 
This cost will be allocated over the first two quarters in the amount of $550,000 per
quarter.  In addition, it is necessary to consider the 40% excess capacity for the Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTP)  constructed by the owner of the subject properties in
2003.  The Township required the subject’s fee owner to increase capacity of the
WWTP by approximately 40% to account for future use on the subject parcels.  As
such, it is necessary to establish a contributory cost for the excess capacity as of
December 2017, which is summarized below:
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For vertical construction costs, a unit cost has been estimated at an average of
±$125.00 per square foot, which has been estimated using Marshall Valuation Service
(MVS) as a guide, as well as estimates supplied by the subject’s fee owner.  This unit
cost will be applied to an average home size of ±3,200 square feet.

An expense for sale commissions will be estimated at 4.8% of all sale proceeds, which
falls somewhat below average co-op sale commissions of roughly 6.0%.  The final
expense will be deducted for miscellaneous/legal/administrative expenses (i.e.,
closing, recording fee, property transfer tax, legal, administrative), which has been
stabilized during the sell-out period at 1.61% of all gross sale proceeds.

PROFIT: Entrepreneurial profit is a necessary and very important ingredient in land
development.  When queried, the land developers cited a minimum profit of 15%, with
some responses up to 50%.  The degree of profit in any venture varies depending on
several elements, such as property type, development costs, income potential,
financing, developer experience, absorption, etc.  As the subject represents
unimproved acreage, reportedly in the initial phase of land assemblage, the risk
component is increased.  Bearing this in mind, profit will be quantified within a range
from 10% to 20%.  Another consideration when reviewing profit is the overall risk,
and whether it has been treated accordingly in the selection of a yield rate.

Each of the above market variables have been input into a subdivision development model. 
Provided in the Addendum is the cash flow projection model established as of the effective date
of this report.  Provided below is the valuation matrix based upon the input assumptions
discussed previously:

Excess Capacity WWTP:
Total WWTP Cost $4,437,500
Excess Capacity (20,000/50,000) 40% 1,775,000
Effective Date of Cost 07/01/03
Effective Date of Valuation 12/13/17
No. Years for Adjustment 14.46
Annual Inflation factor 5.0%
FV of Excess Capacity of WWTP $3,594,674
FV Carry Costs of WWTP Excess Capacity 271,349
Total Cost & Carry for Excess Capacity WWTP $3,866,023

rounded to: $3,870,000
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As depicted above, the residential segment of the property “As Zoned” is estimated to have a
negative market value, which concludes that development on the site “As Zoned” is not
financially feasible.

annual yield 15.0% 17.5% 20.0% 22.5% 25.0%

PV of net proceeds, no profit ($650,490) ($766,463) ($876,126) ($979,833) ($1,077,918)

PV net proceeds and profit at 10.0% ($1,757,039) ($1,833,586) ($1,905,615) ($1,973,384) ($2,037,137)

PV net proceeds and profit at 15.0% ($2,238,147) ($2,297,552) ($2,353,219) ($2,405,363) ($2,454,188)

PV net proceeds and profit at 20.0% ($2,679,163) ($2,722,855) ($2,763,522) ($2,801,344) ($2,836,485)

-5% reconciled +5%

market value range: $0 $0 $0

  market value ($/lot): $0 $0 $0

  imputed IRR at net proceeds excluding profit: N/A N/A N/A

MILFORD HILLS PROPERTIES, LLC - AS ZONED FEASIBILITY, MILFORD TWP., OAKLAND COUNTY, MI
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CONCLUSION: For this analysis, an overview of the market has concluded to the following,
relative to in-place zoning for the property:

RO-1, Restricted Office: The subject parcels include a total of ±34.71 acres of land, which was
previously concluded to physically accommodate a total of ±340,000 square feet of office space.  As
illustrated, the Milford Township office market is less active than most southeast Michigan sub-
markets.  In addition, the inventory of space has remained static between 1Q-2013 and 1Q-2019. 
Over this same time frame, more active office sub-markets have seen unprecedented growth in
inventory, while the subject’s sub-market has not experienced a single new office development.  This
fact is not surprising, as there has been only 69,646 square feet of total gross leasing activity and only
31,747 square feet of total net absorption over this 6-year time frame.  In fact, the average quarterly
net absorption is calculated at ±1,300 square feet.  Assuming 340,000 square feet could be
accommodated on the subject’s RO-1 land, a development time frame can be estimated at over 65-
years.  The sub-market clearly cannot support this volume of office space, and feasibility does not
exist.  With the market clearly not supporting an office use, with no use, there is no value.

R-1-S, Suburban Residential: As shown previously, the site “As Zoned” is determined to
accommodate a maximum of 22-units, which is an overly optimistic conclusion given physical
characteristics of the subject site.  However, this calculation has been used to measure whether
development on the site is feasible.  Given development costs and forecasted proceeds from the sale
of homes in the development, value is negative, which also clearly concludes that development “As
Zoned” is not economically feasible.

CERTIFICATION:  I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:

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

B 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.

B 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.

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

B I have not performed appraisal or any other real estate services on the property that is the subject of
this report within the 3-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

B My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined
results.

B 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.

B My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in a
manner which complies with Standard 2-2(a) of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP) 2018-2019 Edition.
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B The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared,
in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute.

B The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review by
its duly authorized representatives.

B John R. Widmer, Jr., MAI has made a physical inspection of the property that is the subject of this
report, inspected all comparables utilized in substantiation of market value for the subject, and
personally made the necessary investigations and analyses pertinent to valuing the property.

B no one provided real property appraisal assistance to the person signing this certification.

B As of the date of this report, John R. Widmer, Jr. has completed the continuing education program
for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute.

B I am licensed in the state of Michigan as a certified general appraiser, and as stipulated by Michigan
law, “appraisers are required to be licensed and are now regulated by the Michigan Department of
Licensing & Regulatory Affairs, P.O. Box 30018, Lansing, Michigan 48909”.

John R. Widmer, Jr., MAI
Certified General Appraiser No. 1201000280
jwidmer@frohmwidmer.com
Direct line: 248-471-6767 ext. 11

DATE:     October 9, 2019     
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No property address available

16-03-100-008 Commercial and Industrial Property Profile
Note: Please be advised the data included in Property Gateway originates from multiple local municipalities. Data, in regard

to properties, may be classified and updated differently by municipalities. If you have any questions, please contact the

local community where the data originated.

Owner Information

Owner(s) : MILFORD HILLS PROPERTIES INC

Mailing Address : 1042 N MILFORD RD MILFORD MI 48381-5107

Location Information

Site Address : No property address available

PIN : 16-03-100-008 Neighborhood Code : CVL

Municipality : Charter Township of Milford

School District : 140 HURON VALLEY

Use : 202 BUS VAC (Commercial Business Vac.)

Water Indicator : N Sewer Indicator : N

Well Indicator : N Septic Indicator : N

Property Description
 T2N, R7E, SEC 3 PART OF NE 1/4 OF NW 1/4 BEG AT PT DIST N 01-19-05 W 332 FT FROM SW COR OF NE 1/4
OF NW 1/4, TH N 88-20-35 E 1233 FT, TH N 13-52-35 W 779.64 FT, TH S 88-20-35 W 1063.64 FT, TH S 01-19-05 E

762 FT TO BEG EXC S 10 ACRES           10.08 A

Most Recent Sale Since 1994

Date : 11/14/2017

Amount : $1 Liber : 51325:276

Grantor : FANI ADELSBERG TR Grantee : MILFORD HILLS

PROPINC

Next Most Recent Sale

Date : 12/13/2006

Amount : $1 Liber : 38619:057

Grantor : ADELSBERG, NORMAN

  ADELSBERG, FANI Grantee : FANI ADELSBERG TR

Tax Information

Taxable Value : $70,290 State Equalized Value : $70,290

Current Assessed Value : $70,290 Capped Value : $71,970

Effective Date For Taxes : 12/01/2018 Principal Residence

Exemption

: 0%

2017 Taxes 2018 Taxes

Summer : $2,705.42 Summer : $2,833.45

Winter : $591.18 Winter : $638.77

Village : Village :

Lot Information

Description : LOW Acres :  9.78

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

C
O

A
 10/29/2020 3:58:18 PM



No property address available

16-03-100-010 Commercial and Industrial Property Profile
Note: Please be advised the data included in Property Gateway originates from multiple local municipalities. Data, in regard

to properties, may be classified and updated differently by municipalities. If you have any questions, please contact the

local community where the data originated.

Owner Information

Owner(s) : MILFORD HILLS PROPERTIES INC

Mailing Address : 1042 N MILFORD RD STE 103 MILFORD MI 48381-5108

Location Information

Site Address : No property address available

PIN : 16-03-100-010 Neighborhood Code : CVL

Municipality : Charter Township of Milford

School District : 140 HURON VALLEY

Use : 202 BUS VAC (Commercial Business Vac.)

Water Indicator : N Sewer Indicator : N

Well Indicator : N Septic Indicator : N

Property Description
 T2N, R7E, SEC 3 S 10 ACRES OF THAT PART OF NE 1/4 OF NW 1/4 LYING W OF CEN LI OF MILFORD RD

10 A

Most Recent Sale Since 1994

Date : 10/11/2016

Amount : $450,000 Liber : 49951:458

Grantor : TALMER BANK TR Grantee : MILFORD HILLS

PROPINC

Next Most Recent Sale

Date : 10/29/2004

Amount : $900,000 Liber : 38246:128

Grantor : SALEM CREEK Grantee : EUG

Tax Information

Taxable Value : $103,840 State Equalized Value : $103,840

Current Assessed Value : $103,840 Capped Value : $104,220

Effective Date For Taxes : 12/01/2018 Principal Residence

Exemption

: 0%

2017 Taxes 2018 Taxes

Summer : $4,037.48 Summer : $4,102.86

Winter : $882.29 Winter : $924.93

Village : Village :

Lot Information

Description : ROLLING Acres :  9.73
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No property address available

16-03-100-023 Commercial and Industrial Property Profile
Note: Please be advised the data included in Property Gateway originates from multiple local municipalities. Data, in regard

to properties, may be classified and updated differently by municipalities. If you have any questions, please contact the

local community where the data originated.

Owner Information

Owner(s) : MILFORD HILLS PROPERTIES INC

Mailing Address : 1042 N MILFORD RD STE 103 MILFORD MI 48381-5108

Location Information

Site Address : No property address available

PIN : 16-03-100-023 Neighborhood Code : CVL

Municipality : Charter Township of Milford

School District : 140 HURON VALLEY

Use : 202 BUS VAC (Commercial Business Vac.)

Water Indicator : N Sewer Indicator : N

Well Indicator : N Septic Indicator : N

Property Description
 T2N, R7E, SEC 3 PART OF NW 1/4 BEG AT PT DIST N 00-14-29 W 332.00 FT FROM SW COR OF NE 1/4 OF NW
1/4, TH N 00-14-29 W 365.40 FT, TH N 88-20-35 E 703.08 FT, TH S 13-07-32 E 375.85 FT, TH S 88-33-56 W 786.76

FT TO BEG                6.27 A

Split/Combination Information

Added Status : Added Parcel

Added Date : 01/23/1979 Added To : FROM 03-100-009

Most Recent Sale Since 1994

Date : 10/11/2016

Amount : $450,000 Liber : 49951:458

Grantor : TALMER BANK TR Grantee : MILFORD HILLS

PROPINC

Next Most Recent Sale

Date : 10/29/2004

Amount : $900,000 Liber : 38246:128

Grantor : SALEM CREEK Grantee : EUG

Tax Information

Taxable Value : $44,760 State Equalized Value : $45,070

Current Assessed Value : $45,070 Capped Value : $44,760

Effective Date For Taxes : 12/01/2018 Principal Residence

Exemption

: 0%

2017 Taxes 2018 Taxes

Summer : $1,734.62 Summer : $1,762.38

Winter : $379.01 Winter : $397.29

Village : Village :

Lot Information

Description : ROLLING Acres :  6.27
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No property address available

16-03-100-024 Commercial and Industrial Property Profile
Note: Please be advised the data included in Property Gateway originates from multiple local municipalities. Data, in regard

to properties, may be classified and updated differently by municipalities. If you have any questions, please contact the

local community where the data originated.

Owner Information

Owner(s) : MILFORD HILLS PROPERTIES, INC

Mailing Address : 1042 N MILFORD RD MILFORD MI 48381-5107

Location Information

Site Address : No property address available

PIN : 16-03-100-024 Neighborhood Code : CVL

Municipality : Charter Township of Milford

School District : 140 HURON VALLEY

Use : 202 BUS VAC (Commercial Business Vac.)

Water Indicator : N Sewer Indicator : N

Well Indicator : N Septic Indicator : N

Property Description
 T2N, R7E, SEC 3 PART OF NW 1/4 BEG AT PT DIST N 00-14-29 W 697.40 FT & N 88-20-35 E 703.08 FT FROM

SW COR OF NE 1/4 OF NW 1/4, TH N 88-20-35 E 450.00 FT, TH S 13-07-32 E 125.00 FT, TH S 88-20-35 W 450.00
FT, TH N 13-07-32 W 125.00 FT TO BEG                1.27 A

Split/Combination Information

Added Status : Added Parcel

Added Date : 01/23/1979 Added To : FROM 03-100-009

Most Recent Sale Since 1994

Date : 09/14/2017

Amount : $1 Liber : 51087:846

Grantor : STOFER, WILLIAM E

  STOFER, CAROL A Grantee : MILFORD HILLS

PROPINC

Tax Information

Taxable Value : $42,660 State Equalized Value : $42,660

Current Assessed Value : $42,660 Capped Value : $43,680

Effective Date For Taxes : 12/01/2018 Principal Residence

Exemption

: 0%

2017 Taxes 2018 Taxes

Summer : $1,387.53 Summer : $1,719.65

Winter : $303.17 Winter : $387.65

Village : Village :

Lot Information

Description : ROLLING Acres :  1.18
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No property address available

16-03-100-028 Commercial and Industrial Property Profile
Note: Please be advised the data included in Property Gateway originates from multiple local municipalities. Data, in regard

to properties, may be classified and updated differently by municipalities. If you have any questions, please contact the

local community where the data originated.

Owner Information

Owner(s) : MILFORD HILLS PROPERTIES INC

Mailing Address : 1042 N MILFORD RD MILFORD MI 48381-5107

Location Information

Site Address : No property address available

PIN : 16-03-100-028 Neighborhood Code : CVL

Municipality : Charter Township of Milford

School District : 140 HURON VALLEY

Use : 202 BUS VAC (Commercial Business Vac.)

Water Indicator : N Sewer Indicator : N

Well Indicator : N Septic Indicator : N

Property Description
 T2N, R7E, SEC 3 PART OF N 1/2 OF SEC BEG AT PT DIST S 89-41-15 E 1321.20 FT & N 01-01-00 E 869.37 FT
FROM W 1/4 COR, TH N 01-01-00 E 460.68 FT, TH N 89-39-30 E 868.14 FT, TH S 13-40-06 E 191.97 FT, TH S 89-
21-30 E 452.14 FT, TH S 13-44-00 E 221.00 FT, TH N 89-21-30 W 572.39 FT, TH ALG CURVE CONCAVE SELY,
RAD 300.00 FT, CHORD BEARS S 53-00-25 W 366.38 FT, DIST OF 394.11 FT, TH N 74-37-37 W 582.98 FT TO

BEG               12.92 A

Split/Combination Information

Added Status : Added Parcel

Added Date : 11/13/1979 Added To : FROM 16-03-100-011

Most Recent Sale Since 1994

Date : 10/11/2016

Amount : $450,000 Liber : 49951:458

Grantor : TALMER BANK TR Grantee : MILFORD HILLS

PROPINC

Next Most Recent Sale

Date : 03/30/2015

Amount : $1 Liber : 49469:558

Grantor : EUG Grantee : TALMER BANK TR

Tax Information

Taxable Value : $92,260 State Equalized Value : $92,860

Current Assessed Value : $92,860 Capped Value : $92,260

Effective Date For Taxes : 12/01/2018 Principal Residence

Exemption

: 0%

2017 Taxes 2018 Taxes

Summer : $3,574.16 Summer : $3,632.01

Winter : $781.04 Winter : $818.79

Village : Village :

Lot Information

Description : ROLLING Acres :  12.92
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No property address available

16-03-100-029 Commercial and Industrial Property Profile
Note: Please be advised the data included in Property Gateway originates from multiple local municipalities. Data, in regard

to properties, may be classified and updated differently by municipalities. If you have any questions, please contact the

local community where the data originated.

Owner Information

Owner(s) : MILFORD HILLS PROPERTIES INC

Mailing Address : 1042 N MILFORD RD MILFORD MI 48381-5107

Location Information

Site Address : No property address available

PIN : 16-03-100-029 Neighborhood Code : CVL

Municipality : Charter Township of Milford

School District : 140 HURON VALLEY

Use : 202 BUS VAC (Commercial Business Vac.)

Water Indicator : N Sewer Indicator : N

Well Indicator : N Septic Indicator : N

Property Description
 T2N, R7E, SEC 3 PART OF N 1/2 OF SEC BEG AT PT DIST S 87-54-30 E 1321.20 FT FROM W 1/4 COR, TH N
01-07-30 E 869.37 FT, TH S 74-37-37 E 582.98 FT, TH ALG CURVE CONCAVE ELY, RAD 300.00 FT, CHORD

BEARS S 08-14-55 W 74.41 FT, DIST OF 74.60 FT, TH S 01-07-30 W 639.02 FT, TH S 89-46-58 W 555.96 FT TO
BEG               10.05 A

Split/Combination Information

Added Status : Added Parcel

Added Date : 11/13/1979 Added To : FROM 16-03-100-011

Most Recent Sale Since 1994

Date : 10/11/2016

Amount : $450,000 Liber : 49951:458

Grantor : TALMER BANK TR Grantee : MILFORD HILLS

PROPINC

Next Most Recent Sale

Date : 03/30/2015

Amount : $1 Liber : 49469:558

Grantor : EUG Grantee : TALMER BANK TR

Tax Information

Taxable Value : $71,760 State Equalized Value : $72,230

Current Assessed Value : $72,230 Capped Value : $71,760

Effective Date For Taxes : 12/01/2018 Principal Residence

Exemption

: 0%

2017 Taxes 2018 Taxes

Summer : $2,779.93 Summer : $2,824.99

Winter : $607.48 Winter : $636.88

Village : Village :

Lot Information

Description : ROLLING Acres :  10.05
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SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS
Development, Absorption and Cash Flow Schedule - Milford Hills Properties, LLC - As Zoned

quarter 1 2 3 4 5
quarter-begin Jan-18 Apr-18 Jul-18 Oct-18 Jan-19

quarter-end Mar-18 Jun-18 Sep-18 Dec-18 Mar-19
Trailing inventory (# Lots) 0.00 0.00 22.00 19.00 16.00

Inventory and sell-off (SFR lots):
beginning inventory of units 0.00 0.00 22.00 19.00 16.00
addition to inventory 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
projected quarterly sales 0.00 0.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
ending inventory of units 0.00 0.00 19.00 16.00 13.00

Average Market Value ($/unit) 3.00% $675,000 $675,000 $675,000 $675,000 $695,250
Average Vertical Cost ($/unit) 3.00% $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $412,000

Net sale proceeds:
Residential sales proceeds $0 $0 $2,025,000 $2,025,000 $2,085,750
Property taxes/Insurance (10,703) (10,703) (10,703) (9,244) (8,018)
Infrastructure improvements (4,420,000) (550,000) 0 0 0
Vertical improvements 0 0 (1,200,000) (1,200,000) (1,236,000)
Sale commissions 4.80% 0 0 (97,200) (97,200) (100,116)
Marketing/legal/admin. 1.61% 0 0 (32,603) (32,603) (33,581)
Cash flow (no profit deduction) ($4,430,703) ($560,703) $684,494 $685,954 $708,036

Cash flow, profit deduction of  10% ($4,430,703) ($560,703) $500,403 $501,863 $518,422
Cash flow, profit deduction of  15% ($4,430,703) ($560,703) $420,364 $421,823 $435,981
Cash flow, profit deduction of  20% ($4,430,703) ($560,703) $346,994 $348,454 $360,411

total forecasted quarterly absorption 0.00 0.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
implied monthly absorption 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
implied annual absorption 0.00 0.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
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SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS
Development, Absorption and Cash Flow Schedule - Milford Hills Properties, LLC - As Zoned

quarter
quarter-begin

quarter-end
Trailing inventory (# Lots)

Inventory and sell-off (SFR lots):
beginning inventory of units
addition to inventory
projected quarterly sales
ending inventory of units

Average Market Value ($/unit) 3.00%
Average Vertical Cost ($/unit) 3.00%

Net sale proceeds:
Residential sales proceeds
Property taxes/Insurance
Infrastructure improvements
Vertical improvements
Sale commissions 4.80%
Marketing/legal/admin. 1.61%
Cash flow (no profit deduction)

Cash flow, profit deduction of  10%
Cash flow, profit deduction of  15%
Cash flow, profit deduction of  20%

total forecasted quarterly absorption
implied monthly absorption
implied annual absorption

6 7 8 9 10
Apr-19 Jul-19 Oct-19 Jan-20 Apr-20
Jun-19 Sep-19 Dec-19 Mar-20 Jun-20

13.00 10.00 7.00 4.00 1.00

13.00 10.00 7.00 4.00 1.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

10.00 7.00 4.00 1.00 0.00

$695,250 $695,250 $695,250 $716,108 $716,108
$412,000 $412,000 $412,000 $424,360 $424,360

$2,085,750 $2,085,750 $2,085,750 $2,148,323 $716,108
(6,514) (5,011) (3,508) (2,065) (516)

0 0 0 0 0
(1,236,000) (1,236,000) (1,236,000) (1,273,080) (424,360)

(100,116) (100,116) (100,116) (103,119) (34,373)
(33,581) (33,581) (33,581) (34,588) (11,529)

$709,539 $711,042 $712,546 $735,470 $245,329

$519,925 $521,429 $522,932 $540,168 $180,228
$437,485 $438,988 $440,491 $455,254 $151,924
$361,914 $363,417 $364,921 $377,417 $125,978

3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33

12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 4.00
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Paul M. LeBlanc, AICP 
Principal, PLB Planning Group, LLC 

 

Professional Experience 

• 1971-1973, Saginaw County Metropolitan Planning Commission 
Senior Planner 

• 1974-1979, West Michigan Regional Planning Commission 
Assistant Director-Land Use 

• 1979-1991, The WBDC Group 
Vice-President/Manager-Community Development Division 

• 1991-1995, Design Plus 
Partner/Manager-Planning and Landscape Architecture 

• 1996-2016, LSL Planning 
Co-founder, Principal 

• 2016-Present, PLB Planning Group 
Founder, Principal 

 
Representative Project Experience 

• Comprehensive and Master Planning: 
Cannon Township (MI) Master Plan / Peters Township (PA) Comprehensive Plan / Algoma 
Township (MI) Master Plan / Park Township (MI) Master Plan / Johnson County (IN) 
Comprehensive Plan / Stone Mountain (GA) Master Plan / Cedar Lake (IN) Comprehensive Plan / 
West Side Business District (Grand Rapids, MI) Area Specific Plan / Town of Whiteland (IN) 
Comprehensive Plan/ East Grand Rapids (MI) Master Plan/ Rockford (MI) Master Plan 

 

• Zoning and Land Development Regulation: 
East Grand Rapids (MI) Zoning Ordinance / Rockford (MI) Zoning Ordinance / Yellow Springs (OH) 
Zoning Ordinance / Cannon Township (MI) Zoning Ordinance / Richmond Hill (GA) UDO / Fort Mill 
(SC) UDO / Wilmington (NC) UDO / North Olmsted (OH) Business District Regulations / La Porte 
County (IN) Joint Zoning Ordinance/ Palmetto (GA) Zoning Ordinance / Kodiak Island Borough (AK) 
Zoning Code / Hilliard (OH) Zoning Code / Fayetteville (GA) UDO/ Portland (MI) Zoning Audit 
 

• Expert Testimony (Circuit Court): 
Berrien County, Kent County, Livingston County, Macomb County, Monroe County, Oakland 
County, Ottawa County 

Education: 
• BA, University of Wisconsin, Urban Analysis 

• MPA, Western Michigan University, Public Administration 

Memberships/Affiliations: 
• American Institute of Certified Planners 

• American Planning Association 

• Michigan Association of Planning 

• Former Trustee, Ada Township, Michigan 

• Former member City of Kentwood Planning Commission  
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Case Analysis 
Milford Hills Properties v. Milford Charter Township 

 
Proposed Development 
The applicant requested a conditional rezoning from the current  
R-1S, Suburban Residential, and RO-1, Restricted Office, to permit a 
single-family residential development consisting of, in its final 
iteration, 157 single-family dwelling units (a net density of 2.3 units 
per acre).  Under the proposed plan, homesites would be arranged in 
clusters throughout the site to respect the scattered wetlands and 
allow residents to abut sizeable open space areas.  More than half 
the entire site would be preserved as open space and no lots would 
be closer than 100 feet to the existing single-family development to 
the west. 
 
Existing Conditions 
The subject property is approximately 68 acres, located on the west 
side of Milford Road, abutting the north boundary of Milford Village.   
 
Most of the site is heavily wooded and much of it is encumbered by 
wetlands scattered throughout the property.  Four small exception 
parcels are found intermittently along the Milford Road frontage, 
each contains one or more structures, either office buildings or dwellings. 
 
Properties surrounding the subject site are mostly developed and contain a variety of uses and intensity, 
as illustrated in the following table.  
 

Adjacency Existing Use 

North Single-family homes 

South Offices, multi-family, and single-family 

East 
Offices, multi-family, single-family, and 
vacant  

West Single-family subdivision 

 
 Analysis 
o Zoning 

The subject property is split, approximately in 
half, into two zoning districts – R-1S Residential 
(33.5 acres) and RO-1 Office (34.7 acres).  
Surrounding zoning is mixed, as shown in the 
following table: 

 

Adjacency Existing Zoning 

North RO-1, Restricted Office 

South 
RM-1, Multiple-Family and O-1, 
Office 

East R-2, Multiple-Family 

West R-1S, Suburban Residential 
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o Master Plan 
The Township Master Plan was originally adopted in February 2009 and was updated and newly 
adopted on May 25, 2017, three months after the applicant’s rezoning request was submitted.   
While the Future Land Use Map designated the subject property as Office along the Milford Road 
frontage and Low Density Single-Family Residential for the balance of the site, the text offers 
additional guidance regarding the intent of the Plan and the desired land use patterns in the 
community.  Based on the goals and policies articulated in the Plan document and the location of 
the site, there is a disconnect between the Future Land Use map designation and the intent of the 
Plan itself. 
 
The Plan’s Guiding Principles, beginning on page 4, establish the framework for future development 
decisions.  However, the future land use designation of the subject property is inconsistent with 
several of these key planning principles. 
 
1. “Maintain a policy of controlled, moderated growth, based upon the principles of concurrency”— 

requiring facilities and services at the time of development and ‘sustainability’— making 
community planning decisions that will benefit, not burden or penalize, the Community’s future 
generations.” 
 
The proposed development has access to an existing sanitary sewer and water system serving 
the property on the opposite side of Milford Road.  The available capacity of the sanitary sewer, 
as acknowledged by the Township’s own engineering consultant and the Michigan Department 
of Environmental Quality, is sufficient to serve the project. 
 
Traffic projections, prepared by a nationally recognized consulting firm, demonstrated that the 
traffic to be generated by the proposed development would be approximately one-tenth of that 
expected from development that would be consistent with the Master Plan’s future land use 
designation (office and residential).  Public comment throughout the review process focused on 
traffic as one of the primary objections to the project.  Yet, the proposed development would be 
of substantially greater benefit to the community by reducing the traffic burden to a fraction of 
the master planned uses. 
 

2. “Acknowledge the historic community service center in the Village of Milford as a focal point for 
specialized shopping, office, entertainment and civic functions. Its available services, alternative 
housing opportunities and downtown historic focal point are features conducive to supporting 
the Township’s surrounding rural residential development pattern.” 
 

The development pattern surrounding the village is not rural in this area.  Land use adjacent to 

the village boundary on the east side of Milford Road consists of high density multiple-family, 

small lot single-family, and office uses.  Property west of Milford Road is partially zoned for 

offices along the north boundary of the village and moderate density single-family residential 

along the west village boundary.  While the village is acknowledged as the core activity center, 

land use should transition out from that core in gradually decreasing intensity, providing roof 

tops and population to support the village businesses and creating a walkable environment to 

further mitigate potential traffic issues. 
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3. “Recognize the emerging importance of the I-96/South Milford Road interchange area as the 
gateway entrance to the Community from the south. Carefully plan for commercial and 
residential uses in proximity to this interchange that will benefit from its proximity, as well as its 
position near the emerging shopping district located to its south in Lyon Township.” 
 
Clearly, the designation of the Milford Road frontage for offices is inconsistent with this policy.  
Evidence of this incongruity was offered by a member of the Planning Commission at a public 
meeting, noting that office uses wouldn’t work in this area along North Milford Road due to the 
distance from the I-96 interchange. 
 

7. “Reject sprawl development characterized by spread-out development along roadways, generic 
or uncoordinated architecture, big box construction, strip malls, and fast-food drive-through 
restaurants. Instead, focus development within planned centers offering a pedestrian orientation 
and distinctive design that maintains Milford’s strong sense of place and protects its rural 
atmosphere, characterized by open fields, farmland or woodlands as common elements of the 
visual landscape.” 
 
Adhering to a zoning pattern that requires one-and-a-half acre lots adjacent to the village is 
sprawl.  It needlessly consumes land, discourages walking, and replaces the visual landscape 
with homes and manicured lawns.  Requiring large lot density in an area capable of being 
serviced with public utility systems instead of private on-site systems, is wasteful, inefficient, 
and environmentally irresponsible. The project proposed as a condition of the rezoning offered 
walkability, preservation of sensitive lands, and reduced traffic. 
 

8. “Maintain “life cycle housing” and a full range of supporting community services so that people 
in various stages of life can find a home they can afford which is suited to their personal needs 
and tastes.” 
 

Not all single-family homes are the same.  The proposed rezoning would allow for smaller, more 

affordable homes, on smaller lots than currently required by the R-1S zoning. 

 

10. “Promote the development of community services and facilities that work to integrate and unify 
the Community.” 
 
The proposed development would include pathways, sidewalks, and a connection to 
Kennsington Metro Park and adjacent communities, reinforcing the concept of walkability and 
allowing greater use and enjoyment of available resources and facilities. 

 
In addition to the Planning Principles espoused in the document, the Master Plan at page 5 also 
emphasizes Smart Growth Principles, many of which are ingrained within the proposed 
development.  Of the 10 Smart Growth Principles, the project linked to the rezoning directly 
addressed each of these principles as described below:  
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1. Mix land uses; 
 
The proposed single-family residential development would contribute to the mix of varying 
residential types within the immediate surroundings, as well as supporting the businesses and 
other non-residential uses within the adjacent village. 
 

2. Take advantage of compact building design; 
 
The proposed development would be a compact cluster layout, occupying less than half of the 
68 acres of land.  Individual homes, likewise, would be in scale with the smaller lots. 
 

3. Create a range of housing opportunities; 
 
Dwellings within the proposed development would contribute additional housing choices to the 
community beyond the predominant large homes on acreage lots for which most of the 
Township is zoned. 
 

4. Create walkable neighborhoods; 
 

In addition to the inherent compactness of the neighborhood, the proposed development would 
include, as a condition of the rezoning, interior sidewalks and pathways providing a connection 
to the Village business district and other off-site amenities such as Kennsington Metro Park. 

 
5. Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place; 
 

Not only would the resulting development be a distinctive neighborhood, but its adjacency to 
the village and connectivity to surrounding amenities would enhance the viability of the village 
business district, contributing to its sense of place. 

 
6. Preserve open space, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas; 
 

Over half the site would be set aside as permanent open space, part of which would contain a 
pedestrian trail available to the general public. 

 
7. Strengthen and direct development towards existing communities; 
 

This is a significant strength of the proposed project.  Lying adjacent to the Village of Milford, 
the proposed development would create an excellent transitional use from urbanized village to 
more rural large lot development to the west.  Its nonmotorized trail connection would create a 
functional link to the village business district, enhancing the potential customer base and 
stimulating the district’s viability. 

 
8. Provide a variety of transportation choices; 
 

Again, proximity to the village business district and the inclusion of a pathway network for 
pedestrians and cyclists affords residents and their visitors an alternative to adding more 
vehicles to the roadways.  
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9. Make development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective; and, 
 

The denial of the proposed rezoning is the antithesis of a predictable, fair, and cost-effective 
process.  A project that contributed to the goals and policies of the Township Master Plan, 
located on a site for which the designated land use was acknowledged to be unsuited, should 
have been embraced by the community.  Instead, the review process was dragged out for eight 
months before the rezoning was denied for reasons that are unsupportable. 

 
10. Encourage community collaboration in development decisions. 

 
While extensive community input was apparently sought during the formulation of the updated 
Master Plan and from which the planning principles were ultimately derived, the decision to 
deny the rezoning request ignored those principles and relied on emotional pleas from the 
adjacent neighbors whose objective was to retain the open field behind their homes.  

 
In addition to the stated planning principles, the Master Plan also advocates transitional 
development, i.e., a gradual reduction in land use intensity from the central core.  The current 
zoning pattern on the subject property of very low density residential adjacent to office and multiple 
family zoning on three sides is not transitional. 

 
o Decision Findings 

In making its recommendation to the Township Board to deny the proposed conditional rezoning, 
the Planning Commission adopted the following nine findings to support its decision.  These same 
findings were incorporated into the Township Board’s final decision to deny the request.  As 
indicated by my comments accompanying each of the findings, there were no material facts offered 
to support any of the findings and some conclusions were completely erroneous.  

 
1. The proposed district change cannot be accommodated by amending the zoning text change 

once a text change of this nature would be implemented as text change, it would apply to the 
entire zoning classification and the entire community, other districts, both  R-1S and also RO-1. 

 
While not the preferred approach, the text could be amended to accommodate the proposed 
project as a special land use in the R-1S and RO-1 districts.  Criteria specific to the subject site, 
proposed use, minimum open space, and project density could be inserted to ensure that only 
this property would qualify. 

 
2. There is no evidence of a change in conditions due to the land use trends which was recently 

confirmed by adoption of our Master Plan. Also, there is no market study submission as part of 
this proposal to address this. 
 
During the course of the Planning Commission’s review of the rezoning request, it was 
acknowledged by individual members of the Commission that “office space along Milford Road 
doesn’t work because it is so far from the expressway.” [Commissioner Mazzara, May 25, 2017 
minutes] 
 
In addition, the Planning Commission never requested a market feasibility study.  However, 
subsequent to the Township’s action to deny the request, the applicant did commission such a 
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study from a professional firm which concluded that the subject property, as zoned, has no 
value.  Specifically, the analysis states: 
 
“The sub-market clearly cannot support this volume of office space, and feasibility does not 
exist. With the market clearly not supporting an office use, with no use, there is no value.” 
[Restricted Appraisal Report, Frohm & Widmer, October 9, 2019, p. 21] 
 
“Given development costs and forecasted proceeds from the sale of homes in the development, 
value is negative, which also clearly concludes that development ‘As 
Zoned’ is not economically feasible.” [ibid.] 

 
3. The proposal is not compatible with the Master Plan. 

 
The Township’s decision-makers based their entire conclusion on the future land use map 
contained within the Master Plan document.  As the applicant pointed out, which was affirmed 
by the Township’s planning consultant, the Master Plan is more than a map.  The substance of 
the Master Plan is its goals, policies, and recommendations.  The proposed development was 
fully supported by these integral elements of the Plan.   
 
In addition, at the May 25, 2017 meeting at which the amended Master Plan was adopted, 
Commissioner Mazzara stated that office development along North Milford Road (as shown on 
the proposed Future Land Use Map that was about to be adopted) “doesn’t work because it is 
so far from the expressway.” 
 

4. The proposal is not compatible with the existing or adjacent land use patterns.  These existing 
land use patterns comply with the current zoning ordinances of the Master Plan use.  The 
proposal would have negative effect on the adjacent neighborhood. 

 
This statement is false.  The proposed development borders the Village of Milford on the south 
where there is a development consisting of offices, multi-family dwellings, and single-family 
dwellings at densities higher than the 2.3 units per acre proposed by the applicant.   
 
Additionally, the property on the southwest corner of the subject site (in Milford Township) is 
both zoned and planned for Medium Density Single-Family Residential (four dwellings per acre), 
the same zoning as requested for the subject property but at nearly half the density.   
 
To the east, there are two office buildings (partially vacant) abutting the subject site and directly 
across Milford Road from the site is a mixed-use development consisting of offices, multiple-
family dwellings, and single-family dwellings at a density substantially higher than that proposed 
by the applicant.  It should also be noted that while the property across the street is zoned R-2, 
Multiple-Family, it is designated on the Master Plan’s Future Land Use Map as Single-Family 
Residential Low Density, completely inconsistent with its actual use. 
 
Likewise, the individual lots lining Rowe Road on the north side of the subject site are planned 
for Low Density Single-Family Residential, but zoned RO-1, Restricted Office. 
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The subdivision abutting the west side of the site is the only property in the township adjoining 
the site whose actual use mirrors the current zoning.  It is both zoned and master planned for 
low density residential development. 
 
One of the factors most blatantly disregarded findings relates to traffic impact.  An analysis 
provided to the Planning Commission found the following: “the Revised Zoning…is expected to 
yield significantly less trips than the existing zoning (approximately 679 less trips in the AM peak 
hour, 1036 less trips in the PM peak hour, and 10, 590 less trips daily).” [Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Trip Generation Comparison Estimate letter, July 12, 2016] 
 

5. The applicant has not provided any evidence that the land as zoned cannot be developed in 
accordance with the current zoning.  The applicant through the submission of the compliant 
parallel plans shows the land can be developed in accordance with the correct zoning 
ordinances.  The applicant stated that even through the compliant plan is not economically 
possible. 

 
Even Planning Commissioner/Township Trustee Mazzara, who made the motion to recommend 
denial, acknowledged in a public meeting that the site was not suitable for office development 
because of its location.  This opinion was also supported by the Township’s planning consultant, 
Nick Lomako, who stated in his deposition: “the Township [planning commission] has come to 
the conclusion…that there is not market justification to support office development along that 
stretch.  [Lomako deposition, p.50] Likewise, the Township supervisor conceded the same point 
in his deposition that there is no market for offices. [Green deposition, p. 88] 

 
6. Public water and sewer are not necessarily the necessity for the property to be developed as 

presently zoned.  No information has been provided by Oakland County.  There are nearby 
developments that provide for this type of use and product. 

 
On pages 40 and 41 of Supervisor Green’s deposition, he acknowledged that the subject 
property does not perc and that the site cannot be developed without sanitary sewer.  He also 
stated at page 73 of that deposition that no applications had been submitted to the Township 
for one-and-a-half acre lot subdivisions in 20 years. 

 
7. The Milford community land use plan is a well thought out joint land use plan between the 

Village of Milford and the Township of Milford.  The plan is designed to keep and promote the 
Village as the center core of the community with the higher density housing and commercial 
development it has been this way historically for years. 

 
This is a complete misstatement regarding the Plan, current zoning, and land use adjacent to the 
Village.  There are existing Township zoning districts abutting the Village that allow for high 
density multiple-family development, moderate density single-family development (such as 
proposed by the applicant), and office development.  All such zones surround the subject site.  
In addition, the transect concept advocated by the Master Plan (p. 6) acknowledges the 
desirability of transitional zoning in a concentric circle pattern outward from the urbanized core, 
exactly as proposed by the applicant.   

 
8. Even though this development would not be considered spot zoning, the proposed development 

is not consistent with the established zoning patterns. 
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Again, this statement is untrue and completely ignores the established zoning pattern 
surrounding the subject property – office zoning to the north; multiple-family zoning to the east; 
and multiple-family, office, and moderate density single-family to the south. Even the subject 
site, itself, is partially zoned for offices.  Only the property to the west is zoned for large lot 
single-family residential.  
 
The proposed R-1 zoning district on this site is a textbook example of transitional zoning, 
consistent with the transect concept advocated by the Master Plan. 
 
R-1 zoning would constitute a down-zoning of the RO-1 portion of the site to a less intensive 
land use.  It would also potentially be less intrusive than the current R-1S district (which allows 
keeping of farm animals and helipads as a matter of right) adjacent to the existing multiple-
family, office, and moderate density single-family development and zoning.   
 
In addition, it has been noted repeatedly by Planning Commission members and in depositions 
by both the Township supervisor and Township planning consultant that there is no market 
demand for offices in this location. 

 
9. The proposed development does not offer any opportunities to the township to grant a change in 

zoning.  The residential portion of the project is already zoned a lesser district classification.  As 
such the property currently permits the residential use in the lesser district classification.  There 
are several options offered within the current zoning ordinance that could afford the applicant 
other remedies such as lot averaging in cluster developments.  The ordinance also affords some 
opportunity for dimensional variances to the environmental preservation but does not allow for 
increased density.  The conditions offered by the applicant referred to as benefits do not promote 
the intent of the Master Plan or serve as a means to blend the existing land use with the 
proposed plan. 

 
Under the current R-1S zoning, the applicant would be permitted to develop a maximum of 22 
single-family lots, regardless of the purported options noted in the above statement, and 
340,000 sq. ft. of offices.  It has been acknowledged in the Township supervisor’s deposition 
that there have been no requests for R-1S subdivisions in 20 years; such a development would 
have to be served by sewer; and there is no demand for offices in this location.  This conclusion 
has been verified by the market analysis prepared for this site. 
 
In addition, the above statement mischaracterizes the intent of the Master Plan.  As noted 
previously, the proposed rezoning and resulting residential development fully support the 
policies articulated in the Plan and the transect model on which the Plan is based. 
 
It should also be noted that the above statement and the supervisor’s deposition reference 
“benefits” to be derived from the proposed project.  There is no zoning ordinance standard that 
references “benefits” to the community related to zoning amendments.  Despite such benefits 
not being an appropriate consideration for a rezoning, the proposed conditional rezoning does 
afford the community substantial benefits by:  
 

• contributing far less traffic than would be generated if the subject property could be 
developed as zoned and master planned;  
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• preserving and protecting more than half of the 68 acres as open space, much of which is 
sensitive wetlands and habitats;  

• constructing a nonmotorized pathway through the site and linking it with adjacent paths to 
provide connectivity to the Village and other regional amenities; and  

• agreeing to install a traffic signal on Milford Road, if warranted. 
 

Conclusion 
It is my professional opinion, as a community planner with over 40 years of municipal land use planning 

and zoning experience, that the conditional rezoning of the subject property should have been 

approved.  Further, the Township Planning Commission and Township Board acted inappropriately by 

misapplying the review criteria of their ordinance and ignoring the content of their adopted Master 

Plan.  My opinion is based on the comments in this report and more specifically the following: 

 

• Master Plan.  The Master Plan principles and transect model upon which it is based support the 

rezoning.  The future land use map incorrectly designates property directly across Milford Road from 

the subject site as “Single-Family Residential Low Density”, completely contrary to its actual intense 

use and zoning. 

• Compatible.  The proposed conditional rezoning and intended use of the subject property are fully 

compatible with the adjacent uses and zoning on all sides, including the adjacent Village property to 

the south. 

• Transition. The proposed conditional rezoning offers an ideal transition from the more intense 

development on the east side of Milford Road to the large-lot homes abutting the west side of the 

subject site.  In addition, the proposed cluster arrangement of the site would provide a natural 

buffer along that western boundary, creating an even more gradual transition. 

• Traffic.   One of the predominant concerns expressed by the public and decision-makers throughout 

the proceedings related to traffic impact.  The results of a professionally prepared traffic analysis 

showed traffic generation would be substantially less from the proposed development than as 

currently planned and zoned.  These findings fell on deaf ears and were completely ignored. 

• Utilities.  Public sewer and water are available to serve the proposed project.  Providing such utilities 

to serve a 22 acre subdivision, as currently allowed, would be cost prohibitive. 

• No material facts.  The reasons cited for denial of the request lacked any empirical or factual 

support.  So called “findings” were based on emotion and hyperbole voiced at several public 

hearings.  Even the public admission by members of the Planning Commission that the office 

designation on the subject property was inappropriate did not sway the final vote. 

• Planning Consultant’s Decision Guide.  Despite the unusual step of not being asked to provide a 

professional review and recommendation relative to the conditional rezoning application, the 

Township’s consultant offered comments via a Decision Guide.  That document pointed out the 

fallacy of many of the public comments and Planning Commission statements, noting the project’s 

appropriateness relative to the Master Plan. 

• Decision criteria.  As noted previously, the statements supporting the decision criteria lacked 

foundation and, in some cases, were completely false. 

• Legitimate governmental interest.  The current inappropriate zoning of the subject property does 

not advance a legitimate governmental interest by ignoring the Master Plan principles, failing to 

acknowledge changing conditions, and denying the applicant a reasonable use of the property. 
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