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To submit written public comment on an agenda item, email ajames@portlandmaine.gov. Submissions must be 
received by 12:00 pm the day before the Board of Assessment Review meeting to guarantee their inclusion in 
the agenda packet. All submissions must include the commenter's name and legal address. To help ensure your 
comment is submitted for the correct item, please include the name of the agenda item (see below). 
 
 

The Board of Assessment Review will conduct this meeting in-person in Room 24 at Portland City Hall. If you 
are not able to attend in person, a recording will be available in the Agenda Center following the meeting. 
 
1. Approve minutes of the July 10, 2025 Board of Assessment Review Hearing  
     
  a. Draft July 10, 2025 Board of Assessment Review meeting minutes attached 

 

2. Continuation of Appeal of Assessment of 37 Casco Street - 037-D-007-001, owner 
Ambassador LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC 

 

     
  a. Assessor's June 18, 2025 Submission attached - 37 Casco Street 
      
  b. Appellant's June 25, 2025 Rebuttal Brief attached - 37 Casco Street 
      
3. Discussion on Next Steps for Remaining Appeals  
     
4. Adjournment  
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Board of Assessment Review
Thursday, July 10, 2025, 12:00 PM

Meeting Minutes

Eric Larsson, Chair
Dale Knapp
Lee Lowry

The meeting convened at 12:00 p.m. on July 10, 2025 in Room 24 at Portland City Hall, 
389 Congress Street, Portland Maine.
Attendees: Board members Eric Larsson, chair, Dale Knapp, and Lee Lowry, Attorney 
Stephen W. Wagner representing the board, City Assessor Elisa Marr Assistant City 
Assessor Matthew Caton, Attorney Leah Rachin and her assistant Sydney Feldman 
representing the Assessor, appellant representatives Tom Watson and David Bergeron, 
Attorney Stephen Langsdorf and Attorney Gray Louis representing the appellant, and 
board assistant Annie James. Also in attendance were the Assessor’s witnesses John 
Valente and Drew Manlove. Joseph Porta, witness for the Appellant, arrived at 12:47 
p.m. as noted herein. 
No members of the public attended. Board attendance was taken by roll call.

Approve the Minutes of the May 22, 2025 Board of Assessment Review Meeting
Board chair Eric Larsson moved to approve the minutes of the May 22, 2025 Board of 
Assessment Review Meeting. Board member Knapp seconded the motion, which was 
approved by a roll call vote of (3-0). Board chair Larsson discussed timeframe for the 
upcoming meeting.

Appeal of Assessment of 37 Casco Street - 037-D-007-001, owner Ambassador LLC, 
filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC

Board chair Larsson opened the hearing of the Ambassador, LLC Appeal of 37 Casco 
Street. He provided an introduction to the process of hearing an appeal, setting out the 
steps. Paper copies of Exhibits were distributed to both parties. Attorney Langsdorf 
requested that Applicant Exhibit 2 and Assessor Exhibits 20 and 21 be labeled 
confidential and redacted from the website. Board chair Larsson moved to find the Board 
had jurisdiction and Board member Dale Knapp seconded, which was approved by a roll 
call vote of (3-0). Eric Larsson and Lee Lowry discussed possible appearances of 
conflicts but neither sought recusal on the grounds of a conflict of interest. There were no 
objections to any member on the grounds of conflict of interest or bias.

Board chair Larsson invited Ambassador LLC to make their appeal. Ambassador LLC 
presented their argument. The following individuals spoke: Attorney Langsdorf.

The Assessor presented their response. The following individuals spoke: Attorney 
Rachin.

The Applicant called David Bergeron as their first witness. Attorney Langsdorf asked Mr. 
Bergeron questions, and Mr. Bergeron answered them. During this testimony, Joseph Page 2



Porta arrived at 12:47p.m. The following Exhibits were displayed on the screen for the 
Board to review: Appellant’s Exhibits 8, 4, 10, 5, 11, 7, and Assessor’s Exhibits 1, 23.

When Attorney Langsdorf was finished asking questions, Attorney Rachin asked Mr. 
Bergeron questions, and Mr. Bergeron answered them. The following Exhibits were 
displayed on the screen for the Board to review: Assessor’s Exhibit 22, 20, Applicant’s 
Exhibit 1, 2, 7. The following individuals also spoke: Lee Lowry.

When Attorney Rachin was finished asking questions, Attorney Langsdorf asked Mr. 
Bergeron follow up questions, and Mr. Bergeron answered them. The following Exhibits 
were displayed on the screen for the Board to review: Exhibits Applicant’s Exhibit 7, and 
Assessor’s Exhibit 20. The following individuals also spoke: Attorney Wagner.

When both parties were finished asking Mr. Bergeron questions, the Board was given an 
opportunity to ask questions. Board chair Larsson asked Mr. Bergeron questions, and Mr. 
Bergeron answered them. The following individuals also spoke: Attorney Langsdorf, 
Tom Watson.

A break was called at 2:07 p.m.

The meeting reconvened at 2:21 p.m.

The Applicant called Joseph Porta as their second witness. Attorney Langsdorf asked Mr. 
Porta questions, and Mr. Porta answered them.

When Attorney Langsdorf was finished asking questions, Attorney Rachin asked Mr. 
Porta questions, and Mr. Porta answered them. The following Exhibits were displayed on 
the screen for the Board to review: Assessor’s Exhibits 23, 24.

When Attorney Rachin was finished asking questions, Attorney Langsdorf asked Mr. 
Porta questions, and Mr. Porta answered them.

When both parties were finished asking Mr. Porta questions, the Board was given an 
opportunity to ask questions. Board chair Larsson and Board member Lowry asked Mr. 
Porta questions, and Mr. Porta answered them. After the Board finished with their 
questions, Mr. Porta left the meeting at approximately 2:58 p.m.

The Applicant called Tom Watson as their third witness. Attorney Langsdorf asked Mr. 
Watson questions, and Mr. Watson answered them.

When Attorney Langsdorf was finished asking questions, Attorney Rachin did not have 
any questions for Mr. Watson, so the Board was given an opportunity to ask Mr. Watson 
questions. Board member Lowry asked Mr. Watson questions, and Mr. Watson answered 
them.

Procedural issues were discussed surrounding time constraints and the need to schedule 
follow up session to continue the hearing. The following individuals spoke: Attorney 
Langsdorf, Attorney Rachin. 

A break was called at 3:19 p.m. for Attorneys to confer with their clients regarding 
procedural matters.

The hearing reconvened at 3:24 p.m.

Attorney Rachin, before proceeding to her first witness, requested that her out of state 
witnesses attend remotely at the next hearing. The following individuals spoke: Board 
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chair Larsson, Attorney Langsdorf, Mr. Manlove, Ms. Marr, Mr. Valente, and Attorney 
Wagner. Board chair Larsson said that he would consider the request for a hybrid 
meeting, but did not make a determination.

The Assessor called Elisa Marr as their first witness. Attorney Rachin asked Ms. Marr 
questions and Ms. Marr answered them. The following Exhibits were displayed on the 
screen for the Board to review: Assessor’s Exhibits 12, 15.

When Attorney Rachin was done asking questions, Attorney Langsdorf asked Ms. Marr 
questions, and Ms. Marr answered them. The following Exhibits were displayed on the 
screen for the Board to review: Assessor’s Exhibit 15.

When Attorney Langsdorf was finished asking questions, Attorney Rachin asked Ms. 
Marr questions, and Ms. Marr answered them.

When Attorney Rachin was finished asking questions, Attorney Langsdorf asked Ms. 
Marr additional questions, and Ms. Marr answered them.

When Attorney Langsdorf was finished asking questions, there was an opportunity for 
the Board to ask questions. Board member Knapp asked Ms. Marr questions, and Ms. 
Marr answered them. The following individuals also spoke: Attorney Rachin.

A break was called at 3:50 p.m. for Attorneys to confer with their clients regarding 
procedural matters.

The meeting reconvened at 3:53 p.m.

Attorney Rachin withdrew her previous request for a hybrid meeting, and all parties 
agreed that the following hearing would be held in-person at Portland City Hall Room 24. 
Friday, August 8, 2025 at 9am was selected as the date that the hearing would continue, 
and all parties agreed.

Attorney Wagner stated that the written decision deadline would be extended to August 
18, and all parties agreed, and acknowledged no further written of agreement was 
necessary.

Board member Lowry moved to continue the hearing to August 8, 2025 at 9am. Board 
member Knapp seconded the motion, which was approved by a roll call vote of (3-0).

Adjournment
Board member Knapp moved and Board member Lowry seconded the motion to adjourn, 
which passed by a roll call vote of (3-0). The meeting concluded at 4:03 p.m.
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Date of Report 
September 29, 2021 
 
Client and Intended Users 

This report is prepared for Christopher Huff, CMA, City Tax Assessor for the City of 
Portland, Maine. Other intended users include any other as designated by Mr. Huff. This 
is a public document. This report is intended to complement, but not replace, the 
supporting materials that have been provided to the assessor in the form of interim 
reports, quality audit reports and appendices, and procedural and training manuals 
throughout the project. 

 
Intended Use 

Use of this appraisal and its conclusions is limited to the administration of property 
taxes according to the governing laws of this jurisdiction. 
 
Scope of Work 

Maine’s constitution requires municipalities to conduct a revaluation at least once 
every ten years. Portland’s most recent revaluation had a valuation date of April 1, 2006. 
Additionally, the Maine Revised Statutes prescribe minimum assessment standards 
with regards to assessment ratio and assessment quality. Maine Revenue Services 
determined Portland to be out or nearly out of compliance for these standards, 
necessitating a city-wide revaluation. 
 
A revaluation is a complete and systematic valuation review of all property. For this 
project, Tyler Technologies’ scope of work was to estimate the market value of all 
commercial, industrial, apartment, and exempt properties as of the date of value and 
conduct an informal hearing process. It should be noted that Tyler Technologies was 
not responsible for on-site data collection of physical property characteristics as part of 
this revaluation. The City of Portland is responsible for the completeness and veracity 
of this data. 
 
The cost, income, and sales comparison approaches to value were all considered in 
arriving at value conclusions for commercial, industrial, apartment, and exempt 
properties. In most cases, the income approach was the primary source of value, 
supported by the cost and sales comparison approaches. 
 
The following steps were used to conduct the commercial reassessment:  

 
1. Before and after IAAO performance-based testing 
2. Market conditions/time adjustment study 
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3. Land use code sales study by units of comparison to include SP/SF, SP/UNIT 
4. Analyze the national commercial market including rents, vacancies and cap 

rates using industry resources such as Integra, HVS, CBRE, CoStar, Marcus 
Millichap, NAR, Colliers Commercial, Statista, LW Hospitality Advisors, Real 
Capital Analytics, Cushman and Wakefield, Lodging Analytics, and PWC  

5. Analyze the regional commercial market including rents, vacancies and cap 
rates using CoStar 

6. Analyze the local commercial market including rents, vacancies, and cap rates 
using actual income and expense data. 

7. Land use code income and expense analysis to include GPI/SF, GPI/UNIT, 
vacancy rates, expense rates. NOI/SF, NOI/unit 

8. Selection of land use code stratification models  
9. Make recommendations for areas of review by land use code 
10. Make recommendations for commercial income model adjustments. 
11. Make recommendations for trending factors by land use code 
12. Batch income value the commercial file  
13. Review adjusted values by land use code 
14. Commercial income model trending 
15. Virtual progress meetings with the assessor and staff 
16. Virtual review of final values with assessor 
17. Virtual training for assessor and staff when needed  
18. Conduct informal hearings with commercial property owners 
19. Documentation writing and editing 

 
The City Tax Assessor reviewed and provided input for market analysis, model 
construction, and final value conclusions. 
 
John Valente, ASA, Drew Manlove, AAS, RES, and Daniel Ducharme, Ph.D. provided 
significant commercial, industrial, apartment, and exempt mass appraisal assistance in 
the following areas: 
 

• Land neighborhood analysis (John Valente) 
• Income and expense data analysis (John Valente and Drew Manlove) 
• Sales analysis (John Valente and Drew Manlove) 
• Cost table construction (John Valente) 
• CAMA valuation modeling (John Valente and Drew Manlove) 
• Commercial, industrial, apartment and exempt final value estimates and 

reconciliation (John Valente, Drew Manlove, and Daniel Ducharme) 
• Adherence to IAAO Standard on Mass Appraisal, July 2017 (found in appendix) 
• Certification in accordance with USPAP Standards 5 and Standard 6 (found in 

appendix) 
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Type and Definition of Value 

Maine law requires assessors to apportion and assess property equally according 
to its “just value,” which has been interpreted by Maine courts as fair market value. 
The aim of this reassessment project was to appraise the fee simple market value 
of all pertinent properties.  
 

Fee simple is defined as: 
 

“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.” 

Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal 6th edition, The Appraisal Institute, 2015 
 

Market value is defined as: 
 

"The most probable price, as of a specified date, in cash, or 
in terms equivalent to cash, or in other precisely revealed 
terms, for which the specified property rights should sell 
after reasonable exposure in a competitive market under 
all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, 
each acting prudently, knowledgeably, and for self-
interest, and assuming neither is under undue duress.” 

Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal 6th edition, The Appraisal Institute, 2015 
 

These definitions provide guidelines and boundaries to help appraisers ascertain 
whether data and resulting valuations meet acceptable standards.  
 
The date of value for this appraisal project, as dictated by jurisdictional statutory 
requirements, is April 1, 2021. Market data up to and including this date is collected and 
analyzed for the purpose of producing market values as of the date of value. Changes 
in economic trends after the date of value have no bearing on the value estimates. 
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USPAP & MASS APPRAISAL 
Real Property Assessment and reassessment is governed by Standard 5 [Development] 
and 6 [Reporting] of the Uniform Standards of Professional Practice (USPAP 2020-2021). 
This document provides the framework which governs the appraisal methodology, 
assumptions, and limiting conditions of the City of Portland reassessment.  
 
Standard 5 governs the development of a mass appraisal. To fulfill the standard “an 
appraiser must be aware of, understand, and correctly employ these recognized 
methods and techniques necessary to produce and communicate credible mass 
appraisals.” 
 
Pivotal to Standard 5 is Rule 5-5 and Rule 5-6 which require that appraisers: 
 

• have data of a sufficient quantity and quality to produce credible values 
• collect, verify, and analyze data necessary to arrive at market value 
• weigh and consider historical information and market trends 
• consider the use of the Cost, Income, and Sales Comparison approach 
• employ recognized assessment techniques for model tables and calibration 

 
Standard 6 governs the reporting of a mass appraisal. To fulfill the standard “an 
appraiser must communicate each analysis, opinion, and conclusion in a manner that 
is not misleading.” The appraisers complied with Standard 6 through the writing of this 
documentation and the submission to the assessor of all project status reports, 
analyses, studies, draft review, and final review documents. 
 
The standards of USPAP were adhered to in the valuation of all commercial properties 
during the City of Portland’s reassessment project. 
 

Assumptions, Limiting Conditions, & Jurisdictional Exceptions 
 
The following assumptions and limiting conditions apply to the 2021 Portland 
Revaluation: 
 

• This report is intended to complement, but not replace, the supporting 
materials that have been provided to the Assessor in the form of interim 
reports, quality audit reports and appendices, and procedural and training 
manuals throughout the project. 
 

• The appraisers did not inspect the commercial properties that were the 
subject of this reassessment. Instead, the appraisers relied on the accuracy of 
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digital data on file in the city’s iasWorld CAMA software. 
 

• The properties were assumed to be free of any and all liens and 
encumbrances. Each property has also been appraised as though under 
responsible ownership and competent management. 

 
• Surveys of the assessed properties have not been provided. We have relied 

upon tax maps and other materials while estimating physical dimensions and 
the acreage associated with assessed properties. 

 
• We assume the utilization of the land and any improvements is located within 

the boundaries of the property described. It is assumed that there are no 
adverse easements or encroachments for any parcel that have not already 
been addressed in the mass appraisal. 

 
• All data entry, including, but not limited to, property transfers, table 

maintenance, and property characteristics information entered by the City of 
Portland is assumed to be accurate and complete. 

 
• Property data maintained by the City of Portland is assumed to be current, 

accurate, and complete. 
 

• We assume that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions associated 
with the properties, subsoil, or structures which would render the properties 
(land and/or improvements) more or less valuable. 

 
• It is assumed that the properties and/or the landowners are in full compliance 

with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental regulations and 
laws. 

 
• It is assumed that properties are in compliance with all applicable zoning and 

use regulations. 
 

• It is assumed that all required licenses, certificates of occupancy, consents, or 
other instruments of legislative or administrative authority from any private, 
local, state, or national government entity have been obtained for any use on 
which the value opinions contained within this report are based. 

 

• We have not been provided a hazardous conditions report, nor are we 
qualified to detect hazardous materials. Therefore, evidence of hazardous 
materials which may or may not be present on a property, was not observed. 
As a result, the final opinion of value is predicated upon the assumption that 
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there is no such material on any of the properties that might result in a loss 
or change in value. 
 

• Information, estimates, and opinions furnished to the appraisers and 
incorporated into the analysis and final report were obtained from sources 
assumed to be reliable, and a reasonable effort has been made to verify such 
information. However, no warranty is given for the reliability of this 
information. 

 
• The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) became effective January 26, 1992. 

We have not made compliance surveys nor conducted a specific analysis of 
any property to determine if it conforms to the various detailed requirements 
identified in the ADA. It is possible that such a survey might identify 
nonconformity with one or more ADA requirements, which could lead to a 
negative impact on the value of the property(s). Because such a survey has 
not been requested and is beyond the scope of this appraisal assignment, we 
did not take into consideration adherence or non-adherence to ADA in the 
valuation of the properties addressed in this report. 

 
• Possession of this report does not carry with it the right of reproduction, and 

disclosure of this report is governed by the rules and regulations of the City of 
Portland, Maine and is subject to jurisdictional exception and the laws of the 
State of Maine. 

 
• That all the terms and conditions of the contract between Tyler Technologies, 

Inc. and the City of Portland were fulfilled. 
 

Extraordinary Assumptions and/or Hypothetical Conditions 
 
There were no extraordinary assumptions and/or hypothetical conditions used in the 
execution of this project. 
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SALE DATA 
 
Sale data is vital to the revaluation process. The appraisers study and analyze market 
activity to help build and calibrate valuation models. Additionally, the appraisers 
analyze the relationship between assessed values and sale prices, or Assessment-to-
Sale Ratios (ASR’s), to test for compliance with local and international assessment 
standards.  
 
The date range for the sales sample used in this project was July 2018 through 
December 2020. A search of real estate transactions within this date range revealed 
164 valid sales of commercial, industrial, and apartment properties in the City of 
Portland. These sales represented arms-length transactions that adhered to the 
definition of market value cited above, including reasonable market exposure and a 
buyer and seller that each act prudently, knowledgeably, and for self-interest, where 
neither buyer nor seller is under undue duress. 
 
 
Time Adjustments 

Time adjustments to sale prices are considered where there is evidence of market 
appreciation or depreciation. The appraisers analyze trends in sale prices in order to 
identify and quantify market appreciation or depreciation from the date of sale to the 
date of value. As the goal of the revaluation is to estimate market value as of the 
appraisal date, the purpose of time adjustments is to make the sale prices within the 
sample more representative of market value as of the appraisal date.  
 
One method of quantifying market changes is to analyze the resale of properties 
within the date range of the sales sample. For example, if Property A sells for $100,000 
on January 1, 2018 and then sells again on January 1, 2019 for $112,000, the indicated 
market appreciation between the first and second sale is $12,000, assuming there are 
no substantive physical changes to the property during that time. The appreciation in 
this example can be further calculated as 12% or 1% per month. There were not 
sufficient resales to rely solely upon this method of time adjustment for the City of 
Portland revaluation. 
 
A second method of quantifying market appreciation or depreciation is to analyze the 
ratios of sale prices within the sales sample to independent variables such as building 
area, apartment units, or even prior assessed values. This analysis can reveal trends 
that allow the appraisers to measure market changes over time. 
 
For this project, the appraisers performed this second method of measuring market 

Page 18 of 123
Page 22



10 
 

changes over time. The appraisers applied trend lines to scatter diagrams in Microsoft 
Excel and extracted equations from those trend lines. These equations then allowed 
the appraisers to predict the ratios of sale prices to independent variables based upon 
the number of days that the sale occurred before the appraisal date. Below are two 
examples of these scatter diagrams: 
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This analysis provided evidence of market appreciation of approximately 1% per 
month during the sampled date range. 
 

SAR trend:   y = 0.001x + 1.7362 
   y = expected sale-to-assessment ratio (inverse of ASR shows positive trend) 

  X = day in sale range (day 1= July 2, 2018, day 1,004 = April 1, 2021) 

 
Result for assessment date (April 1, 2021, day 1,004): 
  y = 0.001 (1004) + 1.7362 
  y = 2.7402 
 
Result for one year prior to assessment date (April 1, 2020, day 639): 
  y = 0.001 (639) + 1.7362 
  y = 2.3752 
 
Change over one year prior to assessment date: 
  % change = (day  1,004 result / day 639 result) - 1 
  % change = (2.7402 / 2.3752) - 1 
  % change = 15.4% or 1.28% per month 
 
SP/Unit: y = 51.27x + 130,914 
   y = expected sale price per unit 

  X = day in sale range (day 1= July 25, 2018, day 981 = April 1, 2021) 

 
Result for assessment date (April 1, 2021, day 981): 
  y = 51.27 (981) + 130914 
  y = 181210 
 
Result for one year prior to assessment date (April 1, 2020, day 616): 
  y = 51.27 (616) + 130914 
  y = 162496 
 
Change over one year prior to assessment date: 
  % change = (day  981 result / day 616 result) - 1 
  % change = (181210 / 162496) - 1 
  % change = 11.5% or 0.96% per month 
 

This appreciation was then applied to all sale prices within the sales sample to derive 
Time Adjusted Sale Prices. For example, if Property B sold for $500,000 on October 1, 
2020 (six months before the appraisal date), then the sale price was adjusted by 6% 
(1% x 6 months), or $30,000. The Time Adjusted Sale Price for Property B is $530,000.  
 
The Time Adjusted Sale Prices are then used to calculate Assessment-to-Sale Ratios in 
all future analysis. Below is a table showing all commercial, industrial, and apartment 
sales used in this revaluation: 
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PARCEL ID ADDRESS SALE DATE SALE PRICE 
TIME ADJUSTED 

SALE PRICE 

009  A015001 250 ANDERSON ST 8/14/2020 $1,400,000 $1,498,000 

012  K015001 104 WASHINGTON AVE 7/20/2018 $550,000 $726,000 

012  N003001 132 ANDERSON ST 9/6/2019 $1,275,000 $1,504,500 

013  L022004 135 CONGRESS ST 1/3/2019 $800,000 $1,008,000 

014  A024001 15 CUMBERLAND AVE 8/30/2018 $867,500 $1,136,425 

016  A006002 88 CONGRESS ST 9/28/2020 $410,000 $434,600 

016  D001001 100 CONGRESS ST 12/14/2018 $930,000 $1,181,100 

017  G007001 37 FORE ST 11/28/2018 $13,035,587 $16,685,551 

019  B00300A 16 THAMES ST 12/19/2019 $250,000 $287,500 

020  E0290C1 15 MIDDLE ST 12/1/2020 $305,000 $317,200 

020  E0290C2 15 MIDDLE ST 9/21/2020 $290,000 $307,400 

020  E0290C3 15 MIDDLE ST 9/18/2020 $290,000 $307,400 

021  E018011 273 CONGRESS ST 1/17/2020 $600,000 $684,000 

026  E004001 65 CHESTNUT ST 8/6/2018 $1,250,000 $1,637,500 

026  K003001 53 MYRTLE ST 5/13/2020 $650,000 $715,000 

027  A015001 465 CONGRESS ST 6/6/2019 $7,000,000 $8,470,000 

027  C002001 17 CHESTNUT ST 12/15/2020 $820,000 $844,600 

027  F011001 1 MONUMENT WAY 4/23/2019 $7,250,000 $8,917,500 

028  P008101 62 INDIA ST 7/19/2018 $450,000 $594,000 

028  P008102 62 INDIA ST 7/19/2018 $484,000 $638,880 

028  P008103 62 INDIA ST 7/19/2018 $481,750 $635,910 

029  A00101A 150 MIDDLE ST 7/30/2018 $772,500 $1,019,700 

029  C006001 3 GOLD ST 10/24/2018 $275,000 $354,750 

032  G001001 396 CONGRESS ST 5/13/2019 $16,407,550 $20,017,211 

032  H016003 183 MIDDLE ST 2/1/2019 $676,000 $851,760 

032  H01604A 183 MIDDLE ST 2/5/2020 $250,000 $282,500 

032  P003001 4 CITY CTR 10/28/2019 $2,400,000 $2,808,000 

032  R008001 446 FORE ST 11/15/2019 $1,800,000 $2,088,000 

032  V005001 217 COMMERCIAL ST 1/18/2019 $5,000,000 $6,300,000 

032  V016001 34 WHARF ST 8/1/2019 $699,999 $839,999 

033  B009001 55 PORTLAND ST 12/6/2019 $1,854,700 $2,132,905 

033  C026001 29 PORTLAND ST 7/11/2019 $358,000 $429,600 

033  I020001 377 CUMBERLAND AVE 9/22/2020 $850,000 $901,000 

034  H001001 58 ALDER ST 2/14/2020 $7,075,000 $7,994,750 

036  D002001 287 STATE ST 9/24/2020 $1,110,000 $1,176,600 

036  D016001 13 GRANT ST 8/22/2019 $1,400,000 $1,666,000 

036  D021001 250 HIGH ST 8/30/2018 $955,000 $1,251,050 

036  E001001 275 STATE ST 6/18/2020 $565,000 $615,850 

036  E015001 27 SHERMAN ST 3/25/2020 $1,235,000 $1,383,200 

036  E019001 11 SHERMAN ST 6/26/2019 $760,000 $919,600 

036  F013001 210 HIGH ST 8/20/2018 $808,000 $1,058,480 

036  F015001 471 CUMBERLAND AVE 4/28/2020 $1,750,000 $1,942,500 

037  D003001 360 CUMBERLAND AVE 10/1/2019 $935,000 $1,103,300 

037  G001001 594 CONGRESS ST 2/28/2020 $1,140,000 $1,288,200 
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PARCEL ID ADDRESS SALE DATE SALE PRICE 
TIME ADJUSTED 

SALE PRICE 

037  H011002 500 CONGRESS ST 8/15/2018 $305,000 $399,550 

037  I001001 498 CONGRESS ST 9/23/2020 $1,600,000 $1,696,000 

038  E019001 1 PLEASANT ST 6/21/2019 $1,950,000 $2,359,500 

039  A030001 131 SPRING ST 3/25/2019 $515,000 $638,600 

039  D002001 126 SPRING ST 4/2/2020 $720,000 $799,200 

040  A010001 54 MAPLE ST 2/15/2019 $475,000 $593,750 

042  E001001 400 COMMERCIAL ST 6/17/2019 $4,000,000 $4,840,000 

044  A021001 86 DANFORTH ST 12/7/2020 $1,000,000 $1,030,000 

044  C004001 193 YORK ST 4/22/2020 $880,000 $976,800 

044  H003001 163 DANFORTH ST 2/1/2019 $1,700,000 $2,142,000 

045  A028001 165 STATE ST 2/6/2020 $1,055,000 $1,192,150 

045  C029001 20 PINE ST 10/21/2020 $1,100,000 $1,155,000 

046  A014001 31 DEERING ST 4/8/2019 $1,050,000 $1,291,500 

046  C003001 26 DEERING ST 5/21/2019 $1,050,000 $1,281,000 

046  D010001 14 DEERING ST 10/15/2020 $799,000 $838,950 

047  A015001 779 CONGRESS ST 10/5/2018 $1,110,000 $1,431,900 

047  B006001 488 CUMBERLAND AVE 9/5/2018 $835,000 $1,085,500 

047  C013001 44 DEERING ST 8/28/2018 $800,000 $1,048,000 

047  C026001 723 CONGRESS ST 5/28/2020 $1,350,000 $1,485,000 

048  A004001 142 PARK AVE 10/21/2019 $1,750,000 $2,047,500 

048  C022001 115 SHERMAN ST 8/24/2020 $1,000,000 $1,070,000 

048  D002001 84 GRANT ST 7/17/2020 $700,000 $756,000 

048  D016001 77 SHERMAN ST 10/1/2020 $1,933,000 $2,048,980 

048  D024001 79 MELLEN ST 11/13/2018 $350,000 $448,000 

048  E026001 523 CUMBERLAND AVE 1/29/2020 $1,000,000 $1,140,000 

052  C004001 189 PARK AVE 1/25/2019 $604,500 $761,670 

052  H003001 148 WASHBURN AVE 12/3/2019 $720,000 $828,000 

053  C006001 180 GRANT ST 3/16/2020 $635,000 $711,200 

055  A003001 11 CARLETON ST 8/7/2020 $1,165,000 $1,246,550 

055  D010001 21 DOW ST 8/9/2018 $900,000 $1,179,000 

055  D014001 9 DOW ST 1/21/2020 $1,000,000 $1,140,000 

056  D020001 22 CUSHMAN ST 2/22/2019 $1,150,000 $1,437,500 

062  A005001 146 PINE ST 3/28/2019 $1,100,000 $1,364,000 

063  C001001 304 BRACKETT ST 3/13/2020 $425,000 $476,000 

063  D017001 46 CARLETON ST 9/5/2018 $1,350,000 $1,755,000 

063  H004001 40 WEST ST 6/10/2020 $1,775,000 $1,934,750 

064  E018001 20 GILMAN ST 10/18/2018 $624,000 $804,960 

065  E006001 109 GILMAN ST 10/13/2020 $1,020,000 $1,071,000 

066 FF001001 315 PARK AVE 12/3/2020 $1,770,000 $1,823,100 

066A G016001 383 ST JOHN ST 12/3/2020 $1,450,000 $1,493,500 

066A G017001 377 ST JOHN ST 12/13/2019 $337,500 $388,125 

068  D006001 158 ST JOHN ST 7/31/2018 $279,000 $368,280 

072  B00100B 121 CASSIDY PT RD 2/5/2020 $241,720 $273,144 

076  A023001 1004 CONGRESS ST 7/1/2020 $750,000 $817,500 
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PARCEL ID ADDRESS SALE DATE SALE PRICE 
TIME ADJUSTED 

SALE PRICE 

080  B001001 186 BRIGHTON AVE 5/9/2019 $750,000 $915,000 

080  D001001 170 BRIGHTON AVE 5/21/2019 $525,000 $640,500 

084  R032001 20 ISLAND AVE 11/30/2018 $1,075,000 $1,376,000 

112  B016001 375 FOREST AVE 6/14/2019 $500,000 $605,000 

112  B017001 371 FOREST AVE 6/14/2019 $750,000 $907,500 

112  E020001 55 BAXTER BLVD 5/1/2019 $1,450,000 $1,783,500 

113  A025001 20 MARGINAL WAY 12/12/2019 $1,615,203 $1,857,483 

116  A003001 468 FOREST AVE 10/20/2020 $550,000 $577,500 

116  E002001 494 FOREST AVE 9/21/2018 $385,000 $500,500 

117  A014001 79 FALMOUTH ST 11/6/2020 $998,000 $1,037,920 

125  O008001 593 FOREST AVE 9/16/2019 $548,500 $647,230 

129  A005001 688 FOREST AVE 6/14/2019 $735,000 $889,350 

130  G007001 710 FOREST AVE 8/31/2018 $600,000 $786,000 

137  C018001 815 FOREST AVE 11/10/2020 $525,000 $546,000 

142  B004001 951 FOREST AVE 10/11/2019 $650,000 $760,500 

142  B013001 975 FOREST AVE 7/30/2020 $880,000 $950,400 

142  C007001 151 WALTON ST 1/3/2020 $1,250,000 $1,425,000 

142  F012001 148 WALTON ST 7/31/2018 $338,000 $446,160 

143  A026001 1006 FOREST AVE 11/2/2018 $745,000 $953,600 

146  B010001 9 WAVERLY ST 12/4/2019 $484,500 $557,175 

148  A001001 187 READ ST 7/1/2020 $10,000,000 $10,900,000 

150  C006001 1109 FOREST AVE 9/27/2020 $1,200,000 $1,272,000 

152  A004001 1148 FOREST AVE 11/7/2019 $335,000 $388,600 

163  E003001 527 OCEAN AVE 11/18/2019 $240,000 $278,400 

163  E003002 527 OCEAN AVE 11/18/2019 $365,000 $423,400 

163  E00304B 527 OCEAN AVE 8/20/2018 $165,000 $216,150 

163  E005001 788 WASHINGTON AVE 11/9/2018 $700,000 $896,000 

197  A008001 23 WESTLAND AVE 8/21/2020 $265,000 $283,550 

207  A012001 1060 WESTBROOK ST 7/14/2020 $950,000 $1,026,000 

210A A005001 1050 WESTBROOK ST 3/21/2019 $16,749,000 $20,768,760 

238A A001001 41 HUTCHINS DR 4/18/2019 $10,200,000 $12,546,000 

238A B001001 2385 CONGRESS ST 7/13/2018 $2,832,500 $3,738,900 

238A B003001 34 HUTCHINS DR 4/18/2019 $400,000 $492,000 

240  B003001 121 HUTCHINS DR 8/27/2018 $1,196,000 $1,566,760 

260  A024001 952 BRIGHTON AVE 11/19/2019 $425,000 $493,000 

262  A001001 7 RAND RD 3/31/2020 $12,800,000 $14,336,000 

262  B037007 154 RAND RD 5/8/2020 $80,000 $88,000 

266  A001001 1 RIVERSIDE ST 2/19/2020 $5,875,000 $6,638,750 

267  A015001 200 RIVERSIDE ST 1/3/2020 $3,125,000 $3,562,500 

274  D001001 1041 BRIGHTON AVE 7/16/2019 $2,991,443 $3,589,732 

274  D016001 1071 BRIGHTON AVE 1/23/2019 $1,562,500 $1,968,750 

275  C034001 989 BRIGHTON AVE 11/25/2019 $400,000 $464,000 

284  C001001 899 BRIGHTON AVE 1/17/2020 $1,450,000 $1,653,000 

293  A018001 76 WARREN AVE 3/29/2019 $1,775,000 $2,201,000 
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PARCEL ID ADDRESS SALE DATE SALE PRICE 
TIME ADJUSTED 

SALE PRICE 

295  G001001 134 WARREN AVE 8/3/2018 $1,600,000 $2,096,000 

296  A007001 331 WARREN AVE 11/18/2019 $1,500,000 $1,740,000 

296  E001001 306 WARREN AVE 12/29/2020 $1,200,000 $1,236,000 

303  G001001 352 WARREN AVE 12/9/2019 $255,000 $293,250 

303  G001009 352 WARREN AVE 7/31/2020 $360,000 $388,800 

303  J001001 320 WARREN AVE 11/14/2019 $875,000 $1,015,000 

309  G003001 1706 FOREST AVE 7/27/2018 $475,426 $627,562 

312  B002001 557 RIVERSIDE ST 8/26/2020 $1,350,000 $1,444,500 

312  B004301 585 RIVERSIDE ST 2/12/2020 $280,000 $316,400 

312  B004308 585 RIVERSIDE ST 12/5/2019 $225,000 $258,750 

313  D001001 445 RIVERSIDE ST 3/6/2020 $600,000 $672,000 

313  F027001 405 RIVERSIDE ST 10/20/2019 $4,100,000 $4,797,000 

320  A004001 400 RIVERSIDE ST 8/31/2018 $2,167,500 $2,839,425 

321  A004001 470 RIVERSIDE ST 12/29/2020 $3,700,000 $3,811,000 

330A C002001 317 RIVERSIDE IND PKWY 8/30/2018 $910,005 $1,192,107 

331  A006001 1029 RIVERSIDE ST 12/17/2019 $840,000 $966,000 

337  C069001 4 NEWTON ST 1/11/2019 $286,000 $360,360 

338  M001001 1569 FOREST AVE 11/8/2018 $550,000 $704,000 

344  C011001 321 ALLEN AVE 2/27/2019 $300,000 $375,000 

361  A004001 874 RIVERSIDE ST 10/16/2018 $300,000 $387,000 

375  A023001 94 AUBURN ST 2/1/2019 $2,225,000 $2,803,500 

375  C036001 1397 WASHINGTON AVE 5/7/2020 $525,000 $577,500 

375  E001001 32 AUBURN ST 2/18/2020 $250,000 $282,500 

382A B002001 456 AUBURN ST 6/25/2020 $925,000 $1,008,250 

401  A002001 1363 WASHINGTON AVE 9/3/2019 $1,825,000 $2,153,500 

401  A005043 43 NORTHPORT DR 10/30/2019 $4,150,000 $4,855,500 

415  B003001 1025 OCEAN AVE 10/25/2018 $675,000 $870,750 

420  A001001 383 PRESUMPSCOT ST 4/30/2020 $405,000 $449,550 

420  A002001 355 PRESUMPSCOT ST 10/24/2019 $800,000 $936,000 

422  B008001 352 PRESUMPSCOT ST 10/16/2019 $585,000 $684,450 

422  B051001 378 PRESUMPSCOT ST 9/26/2019 $1,675,000 $1,976,500 

429  H031001 505 WASHINGTON AVE 7/25/2018 $1,370,000 $1,808,400 
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PRELIMINARY TESTING RESULTS 
 
Prior to the reassessment, the appraisers conducted a sales ratio study on the above 
sales sample. The purpose of this testing was to measure the accuracy, uniformity, and 
equity of existing appraised values and, therefore, discern the extent to which the 
existing valuation models reflected market conditions and selling prices as of the date 
of valuation. Some of the most important statistical measures studied during this 
testing are described below:  
 

• Assessment-to-Sale Ratio (ASR)— The ASR measures the relationship 
between the appraised value and selling price of individual properties. It is 
calculated by dividing the appraised value by the time adjusted sale price. An 
ASR lower than 1.00 indicates that the appraised value is lower than the 
current market value suggested by the sale price and vice-versa. The 
calculated assessment-to-sale ratios for each property in the sales sample are 
the basis for all other statistics described below. 
 

• Median— The median is a statistical measure of central tendency. Measures 
of central tendency also include the mean and the mode. The median is 
defined as the middle value of an array, and its use in mass appraisal is 
typically preferred to other measures such as the mean, or average, as it is less 
influenced by statistical outliers. The median ASR is the primary measure of 
appraisal level, or appraisal accuracy, in mass appraisal.  

 
• Coefficient of Dispersion (COD)— The COD is the primary measure of 

appraisal uniformity, or appraisal consistency, in mass appraisal. It is defined 
as the average absolute deviation from the median ASR expressed as a 
percentage of that median. Lower coefficients of dispersion indicate more 
consistent appraised values and, therefore, more reliable appraisal models.  

 
• Price-Related Differential (PRD)— The PRD is a measure of vertical equity in 

mass appraisal. It is defined as the quotient of the mean ASR and the weighted 
mean ASR. Price-related differentials above 1.03 tend to indicate that higher-
priced properties are being undervalued compared to lower-priced 
properties (regressivity), and price-related differentials below 0.98 tend to 
indicate that lower-priced properties are undervalued compared to more 
expensive properties in relation to market value (progressivity). 

 
• Price-Related Bias (PRB)— The PRB is another measure of vertical equity in mass 

appraisal. It measures the percentage by which assessment ratios change 
when values are doubled or halved. For example, a PRB of -.06 would mean 
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that assessment levels fall by 6% when values are doubled. Ratios that exceed 
the range of -.05 to +.05 indicate problems in the reliability of models or 
schedules. The PRB measurement is required by IAAO and not by the State 
of Maine. 

 
Preliminary testing results are shown below compared with IAAO standards. As 
described in the section above, this ratio study was conducted on a sales sample 
consisting of valid and qualified sales occurring from July 2018 through December 
2020. All statistical testing was conducted using NCSS Statistical Software Version 11.  
 

 
MEDIAN ASR COD PRD PRB 

City of Portland 0.45 29.82 1.025 0.002 

IAAO Standards 0.90 - 1.10 15.0 or less 0.980-1.030 -.005 to .050 

Results Below Standards Below Standards Meets Standards Meets Standards 

 
The histogram below shows the distribution of assessment-to-sale ratios around the 
median: 
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The following percentile plot shows ASR’s grouped into percentiles: 

 
 
The following scatter diagrams show testing results for price-related bias and the 
relationship between ASR and sale prices. 
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These results indicated that the existing assessments were significantly out of 
compliance with IAAO standards for assessment level (Median ASR) and assessment 
uniformity (COD). The analyzed ratio data above indicates that commercial, industrial, 
and apartment properties are under-assessed by about 120% (100%/45% median ASR). 
In addition, while measures of vertical equity are within acceptable ranges, the 
coefficient of dispersion is significantly out of compliance with IAAO performance 
standards. This is an indicator of extreme variability and lack of statistical reliability in 
the current valuation models. The following tables show preliminary results for land use 
codes and neighborhoods with statistically significant sample sizes: 
 

Preliminary Results Stratified by Land Use Code 

LAND USE CODE COUNT MEDIAN ASR COD PRD PRB 

11 TO 20 FAMILY 6 0.39 8.89 1.00 0.53 

5 TO 10 FAMILY 28 0.35 11.60 1.01 -0.03 

COM CONDOS 26 0.58 17.62 1.02 -0.02 

MULTI-USE COM 20 0.42 25.69 1.06 -0.04 

OFFICE BUSINESS 14 0.51 24.73 1.15 -0.04 

RETAIL SERVICES 45 0.47 37.66 1.11 0.02 

WAREHOUSE & STG 7 0.45 17.70 0.84 0.17 
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Preliminary Results Stratified by Neighborhood 

NBHD COUNT MEDIAN ASR COD PRD PRB 

201 25 0.51 21.08 1.15 -0.08 

202 12 0.45 18.16 1.00 0.02 

203 22 0.64 28.45 1.16 -0.06 

204 18 0.51 28.66 1.08 -0.08 

205 17 0.46 36.43 0.99 0.11 

207 11 0.47 23.02 0.93 0.09 

303 7 0.48 18.23 0.86 0.12 

401 22 0.35 11.94 1.00 0.09 

402 12 0.36 12.24 0.89 0.07 

902 7 0.40 15.21 1.08 -0.24 
 

 

A review of the stratified preliminary testing results indicated that the current 
appraisal levels fell consistently well-below market value for all land use codes and 
assessment neighborhoods. This was to be expected considering the significant 
amount of time since the most recent revaluation in Portland. The results also 
indicated considerable uniformity and vertical equity issues in several land use codes 
and assessment neighborhoods, most notably for Multi-Use, Office, and Retail 
properties, as well as neighborhoods 201, 203, 204, 205, and 207. 

 
These results provided insight to the project appraisers with regards to the status of 
Portland’s existing valuation models in the context of the current real estate market. 
This context served to clarify the starting point from which the appraisers began the 
process of recalibrating Portland’s valuation models. The following sections describe 
that process.  
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THE COST APPROACH 
The cost approach to value is based on the theory that the market value of an improved 
parcel can be estimated as the sum of the land value and the estimated depreciated 
value of the improvements. The underlying valuation principle of substitution affirms 
that a prudent buyer will pay no more for a property than the cost to acquire a similar 
site and construct improvements of equivalent desirability.  
 
The improvement costs developed in this reassessment are replacement costs, the 
current cost of producing an improvement with equivalent desirability or utility. 
Replacement cost, as opposed to reproduction cost, is developed in order to reflect the 
way in which older improvements are treated by real estate investors. Replacement 
cost includes the costs of all improvements on the parcel, including primary structures, 
attached features (i.e. balconies, canopies, etc.), outbuildings, and other site 
improvements. 
 

Market Value = Land Value + (Replacement Cost New – Depreciation) 
 

Due to the difficulty of extracting accurate depreciation estimates from the market, the 
cost approach to value tends to be less reliable for estimating the market value of 
properties with older improvements. The income approach to value can be a more 
reliable method of deriving accurate market value in these cases, particularly when 
there exists sufficient market data on rents, vacancy, and expenses. For these reasons, 
the cost approach was utilized in this revaluation project primarily as support for 
income values. The cost approach was the primary source of value for approximately 
26% of commercial, industrial, and apartment properties, consisting largely of 
unimproved parcels, special-use properties, and smaller properties for which the 
income approach is less reliable.  
 
 

Economic Forces, Neighborhood, & Property Type 

In many circumstances, properties will compete with one another within the same 
immediate neighborhood. For example, the sale prices of apartment buildings are in 
large part driven by rental rates. These rental rates are often dependent upon location, 
making the location, or neighborhood, of these apartment properties a key 
determinant of their market value. Other property types, such as offices, may cross 
neighborhood lines and compete throughout sections of Portland if their income 
potential is less tied to a specific location. A larger industrial property may not only cross 
immediate neighborhood lines but will most likely compete throughout the region. As 
property types and characteristics expand so do neighborhood boundaries. The 
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appraisals of Portland commercial properties considered the effect and/or the need of 
widening the understanding of what is a subject neighborhood. Therefore, rental rate 
data and sale data were taken by crossing Portland’s neighborhood lines, and where 
necessary, city lines.  
 

 
1 City of Portland map courtesy of ontheworldmap.com 

 

Identification of Properties & Neighborhood Delineation 

Neighborhood and location significantly affect commercial property values. 
Commercial neighborhoods are identified by a location or area which influences 
property value due to economic, legal, and physical boundaries. A neighborhood can 
be further defined as a geographic area exhibiting a high degree of homogeneity in 
economic amenities, land use, economic trends, and property characteristics such as 
quality, age, and condition. Neighborhoods are not characterized as good, average, 
poor, etc., rather, they stand on their own merits of uniform composition. 
 
Significant characteristics in defining neighborhoods include such items as: 
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• Physical boundaries 
i. Natural – as rivers, streams, woods, etc. 
ii. Man-made – as roads, railroads, power lines, etc. 

• Distance from amenities such as the highway 
• Building characteristics: type, quality, age, and condition 
• Type of occupancy: such as industrial, apartment, retail, and office. 
• Current zoning: Preexisting nonconformity and development rights 
• Typical land size and land valuation 
• Traffic Count and Patterns 
• Sale prices 

 
 

After defining the neighborhoods, the appraiser can then analyze the comparative 
differences among neighborhoods for such variables as age of building, quality of 
construction, lot size, traffic, sale price, etc. 
 
In Portland, neighborhood delineation involved the following procedures: 
 

1. Tyler Technologies Commercial Appraiser John Valente and City of Portland 
Tax Assessment Analyst Joe Montefusco conducted a physical tour of the 
city. 

2. Utilizing physical boundaries, building characteristics, type of occupancy, 
traffic count and planning/zoning requirements preliminary neighborhoods 
were outlined 

3. Economic rents were extracted and stratified within the preliminary 
neighborhoods 

4. A Land Residual Technique was employed to further clarify neighborhoods 
 
Based on these four (4) procedures neighborhood boundaries were finalized. The 
boundaries were then refined down to the parcel level utilizing individual tax maps. 
 
 

Land Valuation 

Using the methods of neighborhood delineation described above, the appraisers were 
able to identify twenty-four (24) primary neighborhoods for commercial, industrial, and 
apartment properties in the City of Portland. Each of these neighborhoods was then 
assigned a neighborhood, or locational, adjustment factor. These factors are used to 
alter the previously existing land valuation models within the CAMA system, which 
establish base land values for each neighborhood using base lot sizes, base square 
footage rates, and increase/decrease rates for lots larger or smaller than the base lot 
size.   
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The appraisers determined these factors by considering the physical and economic 
characteristics of each commercial neighborhood, including lot sizes, building types 
and ages, rents, traffic patterns, and highway access. Additionally, the appraisers 
performed two different types of sales analyses as part of the land valuation process. 
 
First, the appraisers analyzed vacant land sales for evidence of land values within each 
neighborhood. However, due to a lack of valid sales, this method was not successful in 
providing conclusive evidence of land values within all twenty-four commercial 
neighborhoods. 
 
Second, the appraisers performed a land residual analysis. This technique involved 
subtracting contributory building values from the sale prices of improved properties in 
order to deduce contributory land values.  
 
The following table shows the adjustment factors for each neighborhood along with 
median lot sizes and median improvement year built: 
 

NBHD PARCELS MEDIAN LOT 
SIZE (SF) 

MEDIAN 
YEAR BUILT 

ADJ 
FACTOR (%) 

201 458 4,959 1900 200 

202 175 7,910 1932 180 

203 192 17,328 1965 175 

204 220 12,907 1952 175 

205 404 9,344 1954 175 

207 201 55,724 1988 175 

302 79 38,002 1950 200 

303 116 84,550 1988 200 

304 24 127,670 1951 200 

305 53 73,028 1985 200 

401 239 5,001 1910 200 

402 339 6,826 1910 200 

4021 4 3,243 1900 200 

403 2 2,642 1893 200 

900 20 5,665 1921 200 

901 4 3,023 1915 200 

902 77 3,868 1900 200 
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NBHD PARCELS 
MEDIAN LOT 

SIZE (SF) 
MEDIAN 

YEAR BUILT 
ADJ 

FACTOR (%) 

903 1 549,980 1993 200 

904 8 16,967 1935 200 

905 3 23,191 1929 200 

907 3 30,017 1921 200 

908 7 14,233 1979 200 

911 3 10,102 1922 200 

913 6 10,356 1905 200 

 
All neighborhood land rates can be found in tables available in the iasWorld CAMA 

system. 

 

Building Valuation 

Building valuation is developed by estimating the replacement cost new of all primary 
structures, attached features, and outbuildings. The replacement cost new is derived 
from cost tables installed in the iasWorld CAMA system. All commercial improvement 
cost tables used during the Portland revaluation were based on the Marshall Swift 
Commercial Cost Service. This highly respected cost service provides generic cost 
replacement rates for buildings, extra features, and outbuildings. These cost tables 
were then locally adjusted to accommodate different building use types in Portland. 
Since various construction types are necessary for different uses, several costs were 
developed for basic structures such as high-rise office buildings and service 
stations.  Interior finish, heating, plumbing, air conditioning, and lighting requirements 
varied for different uses, requiring cost ranges.  
 
Building costs are also adjusted using adjustment factors for quality of construction 
(Grade), land use code, and wall height. Quality of construction is one of the most 
significant adjustments to be made in the cost approach, as buildings of similar size 
and use can vary markedly in cost due to the quality of materials and workmanship. It 
is important to note, however, that construction costs do not vary by neighborhood. 
Commercial construction costs are uniform throughout Portland. 
 
After estimating the replacement cost new for the subject property improvements, 
depreciation is then subtracted from these costs, dependent upon the effective age of 
the improvement. This depreciation is derived from the analysis of market data and 
accounts for the physical deterioration, functional obsolescence, and economic 
obsolescence of the subject improvements. 
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THE INCOME APPROACH 
 
The income approach to value is used to convert the anticipated benefits of the 
ownership of income-producing property to a market value as of a given date. In the 
direct capitalization version of the income approach employed for this project, market 
value is calculated by dividing the net operating income (NOI) by a capitalization rate. 
 

NOI ÷ Cap Rate = Market Value 
 
The net operating income is calculated by subtracting vacancy & collection loss and 
expenses from the potential gross income (PGI) of the property. 
 

PGI – Vacancy & Collection Loss = Effective Gross Income (EGI) 
EGI – Expenses = NOI 

 
In some cases, properties have multiple uses that require separate calculations for net 
operating incomes. Net operating incomes are always combined before being divided 
by a single capitalization rate to calculate the indicated market value. 
 
Investors in commercial property generally base their acquisition/disposition decisions 
and capitalization rates on the following factors: 
 

• Rate of Return/Equity Dividend Rate 
• Appreciation and Depreciation 
• Available Financing 

 
The income approach best reflects the actions and motivations of investors who 
purchase income-producing commercial properties in Portland. Therefore, this 
approach served as the primary source of value for the majority of commercial, 
industrial, and apartment properties for this project. 
 
 

Income & Expense Data Collection 

Prior to the commencement of this revaluation project, the City of Portland mailed 
income and expense questionnaires to the owners of all commercial, industrial, and 
apartment properties. These mailings requested that property owners report to the 
assessor’s office the income and expenses associated with ownership of the property 
for the years 2018, 2019, and 2020.  
 
Overall, income and expense data was submitted for 635 properties out of total of 2,650 
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commercial, industrial, and apartment properties. This represented a response rate of 
approximately 24%. Though individual responses are not public record, the table below 
summarizes 2018 income and expense data: 

 
2018 Owner-Reported Income and Expense Data 

STRUCTURE TYPE REPONDENTS AVG PGI/SF AVG EXP/SF 

MIXED RES/COMM 47 $11.55 $4.81 

APARTMENT - GARDEN 155 $11.93 $6.28 

APARTMENT - HIGH RISE 17 $11.80 $6.78 

HOTEL/MOTEL HIGH RISE 7 $119.23 $77.75 

HOTEL/MOTEL LOW RISE 4 $32.65 $19.64 

MIXED RES/COMM 31 $11.83 $4.60 

RESTAURANT 12 $31.16 $25.26 

FOOD STAND 1 $17.05 $7.36 

FAST FOOD 4 $27.68 $3.13 

BAR/LOUNGE 1 $74.28 $24.58 

AUTO DEALER/SRV GARAGE 3 $5.51  

AUTO SERVICE GARAGE 14 $12.68 $2.40 

SERVICE STATION-FULL 4 $22.22 $46.74 

SERVICE STATION-SELF 2 $28.78 $8.78 

CAR WASH MANUAL 1 $11.78 $12.33 

CAR WASH AUTOMATIC 2 $14.23 $0.24 

PARKING GARAGE/DECK 5 $8.25 $4.18 

STRIP SHOPPING CENTER 1 $8.79 $1.95 

CONVENIENCE STORE 8 $26.09 $0.77 

MEDICAL OFFICE BLDG 10 $22.80 $4.64 

BANK 4 $30.35 $7.79 

OFFICE BUILDING - L/R 1-4S 73 $12.17 $4.97 

OFFICE BUILDING - H/R 5ST 9 $22.67 $8.32 

OFFICE CONDO 17 $13.55 $3.99 

RETAIL CONDO 5 $15.06 $8.15 

VETERINARY CLINIC 1 $13.43 $2.92 

LEGITIMATE THEATER 1 $10.65 $5.43 

SOCIAL/FRATERNAL HALL 1 $9.81  

DOWNTOWN ROW TYPE 68 $18.11 $6.17 

RETAIL - SINGLE OCCUPANCY 29 $16.71 $3.05 

RETAIL - MULTI OCCUPANCY 21 $8.51 $2.85 

OFFICE WAREHOUSE 34 $11.07 $2.86 

WAREHOUSE 42 $7.54 $2.23 

PREFAB WAREHOUSE 24 $7.96 $2.07 

MANUFACTURING PROCESS 14 $7.10 $1.82 

RAIL/BUS/AIR TERMINAL 1 $32.01  
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The reported income and expense data from 2018, 2019, and 2020 was then analyzed 
and used as a foundation for the appraisers to build and calibrate the income models 
used in the income approach to value. 
 
 
Income Modeling - Rents 

Calculating the potential gross income for a universe of properties requires the 
appraisers to estimate the rents that property owners can charge for a variety of uses, 
locations, and buildings of varying age and quality. In Portland, the appraisers collected 
and analyzed data from a variety of sources, including the owner-reported data 
referenced above as well as outside sources such as CoStar, a widely used real estate 
information company. This analysis was used to calibrate the income models within 
Portland’s iasWorld CAMA system. These models were then applied to properties 
according to use type and location in order to estimate the PGI for each property. The 
appraisers then have the ability to adjust the model income for individual properties 
based on additional variables such as building age, condition, and income quality. 
 
 
Income Modeling – Vacancy & Collection Loss 

Vacancy and collection loss represents the difference between a property’s potential 
gross income and its effective gross income. Similar to the process of developing 
commercial rent models, the appraisers collected and analyzed data from multiple 
sources in order to calibrate the vacancy allowances which make up an important part 
of the commercial income models. This analysis showed that, while some types of 
commercial property, such as hotels and office buildings, suffered from increased 
vacancy and collection loss due to the economic climate leading up to the date of 
appraisal, others maintained a relatively low rate of vacancy, such as apartment 
buildings.  
 
 
Income Modeling - Expenses 

Net operating income is calculated by subtracting expenses from the effective gross 
income. Expense rates vary by property type. For example, a pharmacy or Class A office 
in Portland will typically have a lower expense ratio than an apartment building. This 
difference in expenses is not necessarily due to condition or size but rather due to the 
different types of leases that are typically written for these properties. Apartments are 
often rented on a gross + utilities basis. In this case, the property owner pays for such 
expenses as property insurance and trash collection, but the tenants pay for their own 
electricity. Pharmacies and Class A office space, however, are often rented on a triple- 
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net (NNN) basis. A triple net lease passes through all expenses to the tenant except for 
structural repairs. The owner simply must manage the property and collect the rent. 
 
The chart below illustrates the expense responsibilities associated with various lease 
types: 
 

LEASE TYPE UTILITES 
PROPERTY 

TAXES 
PROPERTY 
INSURANCE 

PROPERTY 
MAINTENANCE 

STRUCTURAL 
REPAIRS 

GROSS Landlord Landlord Landlord Landlord Landlord 

MODIFIED GROSS Landlord & Tenant Share Expenses 

SINGLE NET Tenant Landlord or Tenant Landlord Landlord 

DOUBLE NET Tenant Tenant Tenant Landlord Landlord 

TRIPLE NET Tenant Tenant Tenant Tenant Landlord 

ABSOLUTE NET Tenant Tenant Tenant Tenant Tenant 

 
During this project, the appraisers analyzed expense ratios for a variety of property 
types. These ratios, like the rental and vacancy rates, were tested for validity and 
reliability by an iterative process against sales. 
 
 
Income Modeling – Capitalization Rates 

In the direct capitalization of income, the net operating income is divided by a 
capitalization rate to arrive at the estimate of market value. In this project, the 
appraisers developed capitalization rates based on a study of overall rates in Portland 
and developed a band of investment technique that considered both the return of 
investment and return on investment. The appraisers then compared these to 
capitalization rates from investor surveys conducted by industry sources and 
standards.  
 
Below is an example of a capitalization rate calculated for the Portland revaluation 
using the band of investment method: 
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MORTGAGE TERMS 

AMOUNT YEARS INTEREST IMPUTED ITAO/MONTHLY IMPUTED ITAO/ANNUM 

$1 25 4.50% 0.0055583 0.066699897 

    

HYPOTHETICAL PURCHASE $1,000,000   

    

POSITION LOAN TO VALUE INVESTED INSTALLMENT TO AMORTIZE ONE RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

Bank 70% $700,000 6.67% 4.67% 

     

POSITION EQUITY INVESTED EQUITY DIVIDEND RATE RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

Investor  30% $300,000 7.77% 2.33% 

     

  CAPITALIZATION RATE EXCLUDING TAXES 7.00% 

  EFFECTIVE TAX RATE 1.50% 

  CAPITALIZATION RATE INCLUDING TAXES 8.50% 

 
 
The above band of investment indicates an 8.50% capitalization rate utilizing a 4.50% 
mortgage amortized over 25 years, with a 30% equity position, a 7.77% equity dividend 
rate, and a 1.50% effective tax rate. The equity dividend rate represents the annual 
return on the equity invested in the property.  
 
In developing final capitalization rates for the various types of properties, care was 
taken to observe the effect of financing and the effective tax rate on the equity dividend 
rate. Too low a capitalization rate, such as 4%, would produce a negative equity dividend 
rate and would probably not be used by an investor in Portland. 
 
For this project, capitalization rates ranged from 7.5% to 13.1%. The average 
capitalization rate was 8.3%. 
 
All income rates, vacancy rates, expense rates, and capitalization rates can be found in 
tables available in the iasWorld CAMA system. 
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RECONCILIATION & REVIEW 
 
Subsequent to the production of values for individual properties, appraisers began the 
final step in the mass appraisal process prior to notifying property owner of their new 
proposed assessed values. During the review phase, appraisers review the value 
estimates, verify observable data, adjust the value estimates for any changes, choose 
the final valuation methodology, and ensure that like properties are appraised 
equitably. For this project, the review process was conducted by Drew Manlove, AAS, 
RES and Daniel Ducharme, Ph.D. and supervised by John Valente, ASA, with regular 
input provided by the City Tax Assessor. The review was conducted remotely using a 
variety of reports and tools including iasWorld, online GIS mapping, Microsoft Excel, 
income and expense reports, and sales data. 
 
After the review process, data was modified or corrected in the CAMA system to reflect 
the judgment of the reviewer. Once entered, all value conclusions were tested for 
reliability and validity based on: 
 

• Comparison with valid sales 
• Comparison with income and expense data from similar properties 
• Comparison with, if applicable, known cost data 

 
As discussed earlier, the income approach was deemed a reliable indicator of value. For 
that reason, most commercial property in Portland was valued using that approach. 
The cost approach was used to a limited degree to value atypical properties and smaller 
single-user properties. It was also used to support the income approach. Because of 
the modicum of sales data, the sales approach provided support to the primary 
approach and assisted in testing the accuracy of the models. 
 
 
Informal Hearings 

In July of 2021, after the appraisers established preliminary assessments, property 
owners in the city were mailed a reassessment notice. This notice informed property 
owners of the new preliminary assessment on their property and offered them an 
opportunity to participate in a process of informal valuation hearings. This process 
allowed property owners to make an appointment with one of the project’s 
commercial appraisers to discuss their new assessed value.  
 
Tyler Technologies commercial appraisers John Valente and Drew Manlove conducted 
hearings via telephone for a total of 747 commercial, industrial, and apartment 
properties from July 12th through August 11th. During these hearings, property owners 
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were able to ask questions about the valuation process, communicate their concerns 
with the preliminary assessment, and provide the appraisers additional information on 
the property’s physical characteristics, condition, and income. Owners were able to 
submit documentation to the appraisers via email, including property photos, income 
and expense statements, and recent appraisals. The appraisers then reviewed these 
property assessments and recommended actions based on the information and 
documents provided by property owners. These actions included data corrections and 
value reductions for some properties where warranted. The Portland City Assessor had 
final approval for these changes.  
 
Below is a table showing informal hearing statistics: 
 

Informal Hearings Conducted (# of properties) 747 

Informal Hearings Conducted (% of C/I/A properties) 28% 

Total Preliminary Value (hearing parcels) $2,980,877,030 

Value Changes (# of properties) 537 

Value Changes (% of hearing properties) 72% 

Total Value Change ($) $487,809,500 

Average Value Change (total value change / # of hearings) $653,000 

Average Value Change (total value change / total prelim value) 16% 
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FINAL TESTING RESULTS 
 
After the reassessment, a sales study of commercial, industrial, and apartment 
properties was conducted on the new valuation models with respect to value accuracy 
and validity. This study measured the extent to which the new valuation models 
reflected market conditions and selling prices on the date of value.  
 
Cited below are the City of Portland Assessment Sales Ratio (ASR) Tests compared to 
International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO) Standards using NCSS Statistical 
Software on the City of Portland’s valid sales file. 

 

 
MEDIAN ASR COD PRD PRB 

City of Portland 0.95 7.86 0.998 -0.003 

IAAO Standards 0.90 - 1.10 15.00 or less 0.980-1.030 -.050 to .050 

Results Meets Standards Meets Standards Meets Standards Meets Standards 

 
The histogram below shows the normal distribution of assessment-to-sale ratios 
around the median: 
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The following percentile plot shows ASR’s grouped into percentiles: 
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The following scatter diagrams show testing results for price-related bias and the 
relationship between ASR and sale prices. 
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These results indicated that the new assessments were in compliance with IAAO 
standards for assessment level, uniformity, and vertical equity. The following tables 
show results for land use codes and neighborhoods with statistically significant sample 
sizes: 
 

Final Results Stratified by Land Use Code 

LAND USE CODE COUNT MEDIAN ASR COD PRD PRB 

11 TO 20 FAMILY 6 1.06 10.27 1.00 0.75 

5 TO 10 FAMILY 28 0.93 7.02 1.01 -0.06 

COM CONDOS 26 0.96 6.85 0.98 0.00 

MULTI-USE COM 20 0.95 7.30 1.02 -0.03 

OFFICE BUSINESS 14 0.96 6.37 1.06 -0.03 

RETAIL SERVICES 45 0.95 8.17 1.02 -0.02 

WAREHOUSE & STG 7 0.94 5.09 1.01 -0.01 

 
Final Results Stratified by Neighborhood 

NBHD COUNT MEDIAN ASR COD PRD PRB 

201 25 0.96 7.52 1.05 -0.02 

202 12 0.95 6.61 1.00 -0.01 

203 22 0.98 7.75 1.01 -0.01 

204 18 0.94 6.00 1.02 -0.05 

205 17 0.93 9.33 0.92 0.03 

207 11 0.97 7.18 0.97 0.03 

303 7 0.96 5.83 1.03 -0.03 

401 22 0.95 8.20 0.99 0.06 

402 12 0.95 9.78 0.95 0.03 

902 7 0.90 11.28 1.06 -0.14 

 
The stratified results indicate that the final assessments were also in compliance with 
IAAO standards for all land use codes and neighborhoods containing statistically 
significant sample sizes. 
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STATEMENT ON COVID-19 
 
During the entire revaluation process, the appraisers closely observed the fluctuating 
economic conditions resulting from the Covid-19 pandemic. These conditions were 
concluded to have both short-term and potentially long-term impacts on the Portland 
real estate market, including construction costs, market rents, and vacancy rates. The 
significance and duration of these impacts was observed to vary depending on specific 
property types, with some market segments trending back toward pre-pandemic 
levels as of the valuation date. The appraisers worked closely with the Portland City Tax 
Assessor throughout the process to determine the most appropriate methods of 
reflecting these fluctuating economic conditions in the estimates of market value. 
 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
The revaluation of commercial, industrial, and apartment properties for the City of 
Portland, ME accomplished the following: 

 
• Established fair market values as of the April 1, 2021 valuation date 
• Met and exceeded IAAO and State of Maine standards 
• Met USPAP Standards 5 and 6  
• Produced accurate, reliable, and valid commercial valuation models 
• Gathered extensive national, regional, and local income and expense data that 

helped to substantiate commercial values 
• Gathered extensive national, regional, and local sales and cost data that helped 

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

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

• 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. 

• I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this 
report, and I have no personal interest with respect to the property. 

• Any services regarding the subject performed by the appraiser within the three-
year period immediately preceding acceptance of the assignment, as an 
appraiser or in any other capacity is identified in the body of the report. 

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

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

• My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the 
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. 

• My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 
prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal 
Practice. (USPAP 2020-2021) 

• I have not made a personal inspection of the properties that are the subject of 
this report. I did complete an exterior viewing of each property from a public way 
or with digital ortho, oblique and street level imagery captured in the last (3) 
years. 

• Daniel Ducharme, Ph.D. provided significant mass appraisal assistance to the 
persons signing this certification. 

• My opinion of the total market value for the properties identified in this report 
and in the iasWorld CAMA system, as of the April 1, 2021 effective valuation date, 
is subject to the final adjustments made by the City as a result of the appeal 
process with property owners 

 
 
 
Signature: _____________________ Date: 9/29/21        Signature: _____________________ Date: 9/29/21 
 
 
  

Drew Manlove, AAS, RES John Valente, ASA 
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Actual Average Cap Rate (2021 Reval)
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Summary of Unit Pricing 
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Parcel ID Sale Date Sale Price Unit Count Sale Price per Unit
429  H031001 7/25/18 1,370,000$            12 114,167$                       
036  F013001 8/20/18 808,000$                6 134,667$                       
047  C013001 8/28/18 800,000$                5 160,000$                       
036  D021001 8/30/18 955,000$                8 119,375$                       
014  A024001 8/30/18 867,500$                5 173,500$                       
055  A003001 8/31/18 882,610$                7 126,087$                       
047  B006001 9/5/18 835,000$                5 167,000$                       
047  A015001 10/5/18 1,110,000$            10 111,000$                       
064  E018001 10/18/18 624,000$                5 124,800$                       
017  G007001 11/28/18 13,035,587$          140 93,111$                         
046  A014001 4/8/19 1,050,000$            7 150,000$                       
046  C003001 5/21/19 1,050,000$            7 150,000$                       
036  E019001 6/26/19 760,000$                5 152,000$                       
036  D016001 8/22/19 1,400,000$            11 127,273$                       
048  A004001 10/21/19 1,750,000$            12 145,833$                       
052  H003001 12/3/19 720,000$                5 144,000$                       
047  B001001 12/10/19 517,500$                7 73,929$                         
053  I020001 12/30/19 900,000$                9 100,000$                       
055  D014001 1/21/20 1,000,000$            6 166,667$                       
116  D017001 1/29/20 725,000$                6 120,833$                       
048  E026001 1/29/20 1,000,000$            6 166,667$                       
053  C006001 3/16/20 635,000$                6 105,833$                       
036  E015001 3/25/20 1,235,000$            6 205,833$                       
039  D002001 4/2/20 720,000$                6 120,000$                       
044  C004001 4/22/20 880,000$                5 176,000$                       
036  F015001 4/28/20 1,750,000$            14 125,000$                       
026  K003001 5/13/20 650,000$                5 130,000$                       
047  C026001 5/28/20 1,350,000$            17 79,412$                         
063  H004001 6/10/20 1,775,000$            12 147,917$                       
048  D002001 7/17/20 700,000$                6 116,667$                       
055  A003001 8/7/20 1,165,000$            7 166,429$                       
048  C022001 8/24/20 1,000,000$            6 166,667$                       
036  D002001 9/24/20 1,110,000$            6 185,000$                       
048  D016001 10/1/20 1,933,000$            12 161,083$                       
065  E006001 10/13/20 1,020,000$            6 170,000$                       
045  C029001 10/21/20 1,100,000$            6 183,333$                       
117  A014001 11/6/20 998,000$                6 166,333$                       
066A G016001 12/3/20 1,450,000$            10 145,000$                       

Multi-Family Sales (2018-2020) With Sale Price Per Unit

Page 118 of 123
Page 122

sfeldman_12
REMOVED



066 FF008001 12/23/20 695,000$                9 77,222$                         
033  D020001 1/15/21 1,700,000$            15 113,333$                       
003  C016001 2/2/21 1,550,000$            6 258,333$                       
125  K001001 2/26/21 650,000$                5 130,000$                       
036  E010001 2/26/21 1,900,000$            12 158,333$                       
125  E006001 3/12/21 1,240,000$            9 137,778$                       
016  A009001 3/26/21 1,285,000$            6 214,167$                       
047  B015001 7/22/21 1,016,000$            6 169,333$                       
047  B021001 8/25/21 880,000$                5 176,000$                       
056  B023001 9/15/21 1,155,000$            5 231,000$                       
052  C007001 9/23/21 2,487,900$            30 82,930$                         
055  B028001 10/5/21 1,540,000$            6 256,667$                       
124  J004001 10/29/21 1,225,000$            7 175,000$                       
014  N010001 11/12/21 5,300,000$            28 189,286$                       
124  D002001 11/17/21 2,800,000$            19 147,368$                       
046  A010001 11/17/21 4,800,000$            30 160,000$                       
003  O003001 12/1/21 1,325,000$            6 220,833$                       
056  B018001 12/7/21 1,400,000$            6 233,333$                       
048  D017001 12/15/21 1,175,000$            9 130,556$                       
138  D006001 12/22/21 965,000$                5 193,000$                       
171  A001001 12/30/21 1,400,000$            13 107,692$                       
190  G010001 12/31/21 1,825,000$            9 202,778$                       
053  E003001 1/11/22 3,115,000$            44 70,795$                         
044  B009001 1/13/22 1,502,500$            9 166,944$                       
125  E007001 1/19/22 1,075,000$            7 153,571$                       
044  F010001 2/3/22 1,525,000$            7 217,857$                       
055  A007001 2/15/22 5,800,000$            44 131,818$                       
372  A033001 2/23/22 15,500,000$          164 94,512$                         
026  K003001 2/23/22 900,000$                5 180,000$                       
036  D016001 2/28/22 1,750,000$            11 159,091$                       
028  D014001 3/10/22 1,700,000$            8 212,500$                       
026  K008001 3/31/22 1,375,000$            10 137,500$                       
045  B008001 3/31/22 2,200,000$            8 275,000$                       
065  A021001 6/8/22 809,000$                5 161,800$                       
026  F013001 6/13/22 3,150,000$            16 196,875$                       
044  A009001 6/13/22 1,675,001$            7 239,286$                       
122  F017001 6/30/22 1,037,000$            7 148,143$                       
048  E016001 7/10/22 1,420,000$            12 118,333$                       
167  F009001 7/14/22 1,265,000$            6 210,833$                       

Multi-Family Sales (2018-2020) With Sale Price Per Unit
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013  L010001 7/15/22 990,000$                6 165,000$                       
065  E007001 7/25/22 1,075,000$            6 179,167$                       
048  D003001 7/29/22 2,100,000$            13 161,538$                       
048  C004001 7/29/22 1,250,000$            6 208,333$                       
067  H012001 8/23/22 1,715,000$            10 171,500$                       
067  C014001 9/23/22 1,295,000$            7 185,000$                       
013  K061001 9/28/22 2,500,000$            5 500,000$                       
015  C017001 11/1/22 1,250,000$            5 250,000$                       
045  C004001 12/29/22 3,350,000$            40 83,750$                         
053  C038001 1/12/23 1,075,000$            10 107,500$                       
047  A015001 1/18/23 1,255,000$            10 125,500$                       
176  G002001 2/10/23 890,000$                5 178,000$                       
048  D023001 3/31/23 1,400,000$            13 107,692$                       
047  C013001 4/28/23 1,125,000$            5 225,000$                       
064  E019001 6/13/23 1,021,000$            6 170,167$                       
130  I005001 6/30/23 1,300,000$            8 162,500$                       
014  A024001 7/31/23 1,300,000$            5 260,000$                       
040  A024001 8/11/23 910,000$                7 130,000$                       
040  A022001 8/11/23 1,430,000$            7 204,286$                       
040  A019001 8/11/23 1,560,000$            7 222,857$                       
429  C001001 8/15/23 1,970,000$            12 164,167$                       
048  D012001 1/10/24 1,300,000$            6 216,667$                       
036  E021001 1/30/24 1,250,000$            8 156,250$                       
047  C013001 3/28/24 1,245,000$            5 249,000$                       
036  G010001 4/25/24 1,600,000$            10 160,000$                       
063  A004001 5/31/24 1,100,000$            10 110,000$                       
044  C013001 7/25/24 4,000,000$            21 190,476$                       
036  G008001 9/6/24 1,050,000$            8 131,250$                       
048  D022001 10/31/24 1,520,000$            7 217,143$                       
017  B001001 11/12/24 1,290,000$            6 215,000$                       
040  A015001 11/14/24 1,375,000$            9 152,778$                       
020  D009001 12/6/24 1,350,000$            6 225,000$                       
040  A030001 12/23/24 1,700,000$            11 154,545$                       
036  D021001 12/26/24 1,225,000$            8 153,125$                       
028  I005001 1/6/25 1,550,000$            6 258,333$                       
427  L005001 1/22/25 12,100,000$          48 252,083$                       
033  I017001 3/20/25 2,100,000$            12 175,000$                       
044  A002001 3/31/25 2,750,000$            12 229,167$                       

Multi-Family Sales (2018-2020) With Sale Price Per Unit
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Multifamily Sales (2019-2024) With Actual Cap Rates 

Property Address City State Type Units Sale Date Sale Price Cap Rate

11-13 Grant St Portland ME Multi-Family 11 08/28/19 1,400,000$         6.00%

80 Wilson St Portland ME Multi-Family 7 03/03/20 1,100,000$         7.00%

471 Cumberland Ave Portland ME Multi-Family 14 04/28/20 1,750,000$         6.64%

131 State St Portland ME Multi-Family 9 06/18/20 2,900,000$         5.00%

84 Grant St Portland ME Multi-Family 6 07/17/20 700,000$            5.31%

11 Carleton St Portland ME Multi-Family 7 08/07/20 1,165,000$         5.41%

115 Sherman St Portland ME Multi-Family 6 08/24/20 1,000,000$         5.50%

367 Cumberland Ave (Part of a 5 Property Sale) Portland ME Multi-Family 4 10/02/20 307,592$            6.61%

361 Cumberland Ave (Part of a 5 Property Sale) Portland ME Multi-Family 7 10/02/20 436,903$            6.61%

10 Alder St (Part of a 5 Property Sale) Portland ME Multi-Family 2 10/02/20 499,193$            6.61%

363 Cumberland Ave (Part of a 5 Property Sale) Portland ME Multi-Family 2 10/02/20 517,190$            6.61%

8 Alder St (Part of a 5 Property Sale) Portland ME Multi-Family 10 10/02/20 1,789,121$         6.61%

232-236 High St Portland ME Multi-Family 6 02/26/21 1,950,000$         7.00%

463 St John St Portland ME Multi-Family 5 04/21/21 1,050,000$         7.00%

75 Sherman St Portland ME Multi-Family 9 01/03/22 1,175,000$         6.35%

11-13 W Presumpscot St Portland ME Multi-Family 6 07/14/22 1,265,000$         6.18%

35 Burnham St Portland ME Multi-Family 7 09/23/22 1,295,000$         2.72%

237 High St Portland ME Multi-Family 11 04/25/24 1,600,000$         7.10%

251-255 Danforth St (Part of a 3 Property Portfolio) Portland ME Multi-Family 4 07/26/24 1,400,000$         4.90%

6-8 May St (Part of a 3 Property Portfolio) Portland ME Multi-Family 6 07/26/24 1,400,000$         4.90%

36-38 State St (Part of a 3 Property Portfolio) Portland ME Multi-Family 21 07/26/24 4,000,000$         7.12%

241 High St Portland ME Multi-Family 8 09/06/24 1,050,000$         8.00%

65 High St Portland ME Multi-Family 9 12/10/24 1,375,000$         8.10%

Data from CoStar
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LARGE APARTMENT BLDG BUILDING AFTER 2020

PARID ADRNO ADRSTR LIVUNIT OWNER BUILDING NAME YEAR BUILT FY26 REVAL APRTOT TOTAL BLDG AREA

019  B004001 5 INDIA ST 24 J ALFRED POOR BLOCK LLC 5 INDIA STREET 2021 5,507,900                        20,496                         

022  F001001 58 BOYD ST 55 58 BOYD STREET LP 58 BOYD STREET 2020 7,576,600                        47,857                         

028  O017002 83 MIDDLE ST 45 MIDDLE STREET HOUSING PARTNERS LP MIDDLE STREET APARTMENTS 2022 5,657,000                        34,875                         

032  G002001 201 FEDERAL ST 263 REDFERN DOWNTOWN LLC 201 FEDERAL STREET 2023 49,496,200                     201,630                       

033  B008001 44 HANOVER ST 171 52 HANOVER LLC ARMATURE 2022 43,561,000                     238,150                       

034  F001002 178 KENNEBEC ST 51 100 PARRIS STREET LP 178 KENNEBEC CONDO UNIT #2 2020 7,193,500                        39,408                         

038  I001001 28 FREE ST 51 40 FREE LLC 40 FREE ST 2020 13,880,400                     60,168                         

044  H001002 66 STATE ST 30 DC 66 STATE LLC 155 DANFORTH 2022 3,572,400                        20,809                         

045  C007001 120 STATE ST 165 NHR II LANDLORD LLC RESIDENCES AT MERCY HOSPITAL 2024 EFF 30,462,200                     157,530                       

045  C008001 73 WINTER ST 43 EQUINOX HOUSING PARTNERS LP THE EQUINOX 2023 3,432,900                        42,173                         

045  C009001 91 WINTER ST 52 WINTER LANDING HOUSING PARTNERS LP WINTER LANDING 2023 5,047,400                        39,874                         

047  B031001 61 DEERING ST 75 AVESTA DEERING PLACE LP AVESTA 2020 7,840,200                        102,224                       

064  F007001 210 VALLEY ST 60 AVESTA VALLEY STREET LP 200 VALLLEY ST 2022 7,412,900                        71,666                         

166  B001001 37 FRONT ST 60 PORTLAND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PORTLAND HOUSING 2022 7,648,200                        72,208                         

167  E001001 83 FRONT ST 45 PORTLAND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PHA FRONT ST PHASE 2 2023 5,729,900                        39,790                         

275  C001001 977 BRIGHTON AVE 40 AVESTA 977 BRIGHTON LP WESSEX WOODS 2020 3,422,200                        31,232                         

427  L005001 41 WINCHESTER DR 48 NOMA LLC WINCHESTER WOODS 2022 11,324,000                     46,944                         SOLD 1/22/25 @ $12,100,000

 = MARKET UNITS

 = AFFORDABLE OR SUBSIDIZED HOUSING
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MASTER LIST PORT PROPERTY 2025 APPEAL

PARCEL ID LAND USE CODE STREET NO LOCATION 2024 ASSE TOTAL OWNER SALE DATE SALE PRICE UNITS ABATEMENT REQUEST ABATED VALUE ABATEMENT AMOUNT REVISED ASSE VALUE REQUEST % REQ DEC

015  B001002 17:21 PLUS FAMILY 304 EASTERN PROMENADE $8,263,500 EASTERN RESIDENTIAL INC 5/1/1997 1,400,000 58 $4,073,526 $0 $0.00 $8,263,500.00 $4,189,974 -51%

014  G014001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 18 MELBOURNE ST $1,175,400 SPAR INC 2/10/2000 625,000 7 $574,756 $64,100 $962.14 $1,111,300.00 $600,644 -48%

027  B004001 27:MULTI-USE COMMERCIAL 439 CONGRESS ST $8,902,600 METROPOLITAN APARTMENTS LLC 5/16/2000 2,050,000 81 $3,711,820 $0 $8,902,600.00 $5,190,780 -58%

032  E010001 21:RETAIL SERVICES 46 MARKET ST $1,920,400 MARKET MILK PARTNERS LLC 7/26/2013 1,090,000 5 $714,135 $0 $1,920,400.00 $1,206,265 -63%

033  E001001 17:21 PLUS FAMILY 117 PREBLE ST $8,150,600 SCHLOTTERBECK BLOCK LLC 1/22/2015 3,250,000 57 $3,355,902 $362,500 $5,441.16 $7,788,100.00 $4,794,698 -57%

033  K008001 27:MULTI-USE COMMERCIAL 341 CUMBERLAND AVE $3,227,000 EARL APARTMENTS LLC 5/1/2002 3,075,000 29 $1,310,132 $184,800 $2,773.85 $3,042,200.00 $1,916,868 -57%

036  H001001 27:MULTI-USE COMMERCIAL 102 PORTLAND ST $1,123,800 FORTY NINE LLC 10/31/2014 2,571,429 7 $617,340 $0 $1,123,800.00 $506,460 -45%

037  D007001 17:21 PLUS FAMILY 37 CASCO ST $9,893,500 AMBASSADOR LLC 5/19/2016 7,300,000 92 $6,016,560 $138,700 $2,081.89 $9,754,800.00 $3,876,940 -38%

037  F005001 27:MULTI-USE COMMERCIAL 28 PREBLE ST $7,075,600 EARL APARTMENTS LLC 5/1/2002 3,075,000 64 $3,650,252 $0 $7,075,600.00 $3,425,348 -48%

040  C002001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 78 DANFORTH ST $1,124,800 WEST COMPANY 3/1/1997 183,000 8 $521,501 $28,100 $19.95 $1,096,700.00 $603,299 -52%

045  A003001 27:MULTI-USE COMMERCIAL 638 CONGRESS ST $14,389,400 638 CONGRESS STREET 2/16/2012 4,500,000 101 $4,622,600 $144,900 $2,174.90 $14,244,500.00 $9,766,800 -68%

045  F024001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 204 SPRING ST $1,424,700 SPRING STREET WEST CORP 9/1/1993 225,000 8 $981,875 $39,500 $591.90 $1,385,200.00 $442,825 -29%

047  C029001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 707 CONGRESS ST $595,200 LONGFELLOW APARTMENTS LLC 7/2/2015 382,200 5 $346,200 $0 $595,200.00 $249,000 -42%

047  C032001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 699 CONGRESS ST $580,300 LONGFELLOW APARTMENTS LLC 7/2/2015 393,400 6 $331,004 $19,500 $292.70 $560,800.00 $249,296 -41%

048  A018001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 129 GRANT ST $2,924,600 WOODFORD HIGHLAND LLC 10/20/2015 1,615,000 19 $1,693,180 $0 $2,924,600.00 $1,231,420 -42%

048  A019001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 125 GRANT ST $1,967,100 WOODFORD HIGHLAND LLC 10/20/2015 1,105,000 13 $1,198,912 $0 $1,967,100.00 $768,188 -39%

048  B008001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 72 PARK AVE $1,785,700 SPAR INC 3/30/1992 625,000 12 $1,001,563 $0 $1,785,700.00 $784,137 -44%

048  B009001 17:21 PLUS FAMILY 286 STATE ST $4,843,100 SPRING STREET WEST CORP 1/1/1994 645,000 26 $3,082,312 $0 $4,843,100.00 $1,760,788 -36%

048  B015001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 69 GRANT ST $950,500 GRANT STREET REALTY 5/24/2016 1,600,000 6 $465,889 $102,300 $1,535.52 $848,200.00 $484,611 -45%

048  B016001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 65 GRANT ST $2,678,500 GRANT STREET REALTY 5/24/2016 1,600,000 18 $1,633,599 $0 $2,678,500.00 $1,044,901 -39%

048  C018001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 131 SHERMAN ST $1,108,100 SHERMAN STREET PROPERTIES LLC 11/25/2015 1,615,000 6 $627,063 $0 $1,108,100.00 $481,037 -43%

048  C020001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 123 SHERMAN ST $2,280,900 SHERMAN STREET PROPERTIES LLC 11/25/2015 1,615,000 13 $1,014,356 $0 $2,280,900.00 $1,266,544 -56%

053  B024001 17:21 PLUS FAMILY 157 GRANT ST $3,756,100 SPAR INC 2/10/2000 750,000 26 $2,258,017 $0 $3,756,100.00 $1,498,083 -40%

056  D010001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 89 SPRUCE ST $1,939,200 FORTY NINE LLC 10/31/2014 2,571,429 12 $981,892 $0 $1,939,200.00 $957,308 -49%

057  D007001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 122 BRACKETT ST $1,345,600 SPRING STREET WEST CORP 12/1/1993 37,500 6 $556,838 $0 $1,345,600.00 $788,762 -59%

063  A005001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 15 BRAMHALL ST $1,579,100 WEST COMPANY 12/1/1995 300,000 10 $924,952 $0 $1,579,100.00 $654,148 -41%

063  D008001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 137 NEAL ST $1,978,800 WEST COMPANY 12/1/1995 300,000 12 $958,100 $79,100 $1,187.29 $1,899,700.00 $1,020,700 -50%

063  D013001 14:FOUR FAMILY 60 CARLETON ST $768,400 WEST COMPANY 12/1/1995 300,000 4 $597,030 $0 $768,400.00 $171,370 -22%

063  H004001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 40 WEST ST $1,241,100 WEST STREET PARTNERS LLC 6/10/2020 1,775,000 12 $742,085 $0 $1,241,100.00 $499,015 -40%

081  A010001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 202 DARTMOUTH ST $1,951,100 FORTY NINE LLC 10/31/2014 1,628,571 12 $1,206,263 $168,200 $2,524.68 $1,782,900.00 $744,837 -32%

081  A013001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 139 WILLIAM ST $1,424,700 FORTY NINE LLC 10/31/2014 1,628,571 8 $952,382 $0 $1,424,700.00 $472,318 -33%

116  A025001 16:11 TO 20 FAMILY 55 WILLIAM ST $1,709,700 WEST COMPANY 12/22/1995 0 12 $964,592 $0 $1,709,700.00 $745,108 -44%

442  A001001 17:21 PLUS FAMILY 132 MARGINAL WAY $27,802,600 WEST BAYSIDE PARTNERS LLC 9/19/2019 20,850,000 196 $12,603,879 $0 $27,802,600.00 $15,198,721 -55%

951    $64,290,507 -46%
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PREAMBLE 

 
The purpose of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) is to promote and maintain a high level of public 
trust in appraisal practice by establishing requirements for appraisers. It is essential that appraisers develop and communicate 
their analyses, opinions, and conclusions to intended users of their services in a manner that is meaningful and not misleading.  

The Appraisal Standards Board promulgates USPAP for both appraisers and users of appraisal services. The appraiser’s 
responsibility is to protect the overall public trust and it is the importance of the role of the appraiser that places ethical 
obligations on those who serve in this capacity. USPAP reflects the current standards of the appraisal profession. 

USPAP addresses the ethical and performance obligations of appraisers through DEFINITIONS, Rules, Standards, Standards Rules, 
and Statements (there are currently no active Statements). 

• The DEFINITIONS establish the application of certain terminology in USPAP. 

• The ETHICS RULE sets forth the requirements for integrity, impartiality, objectivity, independent judgment, and ethical 

conduct. 

• The RECORD KEEPING RULE establishes the workfile requirements for appraisal and appraisal review assignments.  

• The COMPETENCY RULE presents pre-assignment and assignment conditions for knowledge and experience. 

• The SCOPE OF WORK RULE presents obligations related to problem identification, research, and analyses. 

• The JURISDICTIONAL EXCEPTION RULE preserves the balance of USPAP if a portion is contrary to law or public policy of a 

jurisdiction. 

• The Standards establish the requirements for appraisal and appraisal review and the manner in which each is 

communicated. 

- STANDARDS 1 and 2 establish requirements for the development and communication of a real property appraisal. 

- STANDARDS 3 and 4 establish requirements for the development and communication of an appraisal review. 

- STANDARDS 5 and 6 establish requirements for the development and communication of a mass appraisal. 

- STANDARDS 7 and 8 establish requirements for the development and communication of a personal property appraisal. 

- STANDARDS 9 and 10 establish requirements for the development and communication of a business or intangible asset 

appraisal. 

• There are currently no active Statements on Appraisal Standards. 

• Comments are an integral part of USPAP and have the same weight as the component they address. These extensions of 

the DEFINITIONS, Rules, and Standards Rules provide interpretation and establish the context and conditions for 

application. 

When Do USPAP Rules and Standards Apply? 

USPAP does not establish who or which assignments must comply. Neither The Appraisal Foundation nor its Appraisal Standards 
Board is a government entity with the power to make, judge, or enforce law. An appraiser must comply with USPAP when either 
the service or the appraiser is required by law, regulation, or agreement with the client. Individuals may also choose to comply 
with USPAP any time that individual is performing the service as an appraiser. In order to comply with USPAP, an appraiser must 
meet the following obligations:  

• An appraiser must act competently and in a manner that is independent, impartial, and objective.  

• An appraiser must comply with the ETHICS RULE in all aspects of appraisal practice.  

• An appraiser must maintain the data, information and analysis necessary to support his or her opinions for appraisal 

and appraisal review assignments in accordance with the RECORD KEEPING RULE.  

• An appraiser must comply with the COMPETENCY RULE and the JURISDICTIONAL EXCEPTION RULE for all 

assignments.  

• When an appraiser provides an opinion of value in an assignment, the appraiser must also comply with the SCOPE 

OF WORK RULE, the RECORD KEEPING RULE, the applicable development and reporting Standards and applicable 

Statements (there are currently no active Statements).  

• When an appraiser provides an opinion about the quality of another appraiser’s work that was performed as part of 
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an appraisal or appraisal review assignment, the appraiser must also comply with the SCOPE OF WORK RULE, the 

RECORD KEEPING RULE, applicable portions of STANDARDS 3 and 4, and applicable Statements (there are currently 

no active Statements).  

• When preparing an appraisal or appraisal review that is a component of a larger assignment with additional opinions, 

conclusions, or recommendations, the appraisal or appraisal review component must comply with the applicable 

development and reporting Standards and applicable Statements (there are currently no active Statements), and the 

remaining component of the assignment must comply with the ETHICS RULE, the COMPETENCY RULE, and the 

JURISDICTIONAL EXCEPTION RULE.  
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DEFINITIONS 
Defined terms are intended to clarify the meaning of words or phrases in USPAP that differ from or are not found in popular 
English dictionaries and, in a few instances, to indicate which popular dictionary definition is meant to be used if there are 
multiple definitions. 

For the purpose of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), the following definitions apply: 

APPRAISAL: (noun) the act or process of developing an opinion of value; an opinion of value.  
(adjective) of or pertaining to appraising and related functions such as appraisal practice or appraisal services. 

Comment: An appraisal is numerically expressed as a specific amount, as a range of numbers, or as a relationship (e.g., 

not more than, not less than) to a previous value opinion or numerical benchmark (e.g., assessed value, collateral value). 

APPRAISAL PRACTICE: valuation services performed by an individual acting as an appraiser, including but not limited to appraisal 
and appraisal review.  

Comment: Appraisal practice is provided only by appraisers, while valuation services are provided by a variety of 

professionals and others.

1 The terms appraisal and appraisal review are intentionally generic and are not mutually exclusive. For example, an 

opinion of value may be required as part of an appraisal review assignment. 

APPRAISAL REVIEW: (noun) the act or process of developing an opinion about the quality of another appraiser’s work (i.e., a 
report, part of a report, a workfile, or some combination of these), that was performed as part of an appraisal or appraisal review 
assignment; (adjective) of or pertaining to an opinion about the quality of another appraiser’s work that was performed as part of 
an appraisal or appraisal review assignment. 

APPRAISER: one who is expected to perform valuation services competently and in a manner that is independent, impartial, and 
objective.2  

APPRAISER’S PEERS: other appraisers who have expertise and competency in a similar type of assignment.3  

ASSIGNMENT: a valuation service that is provided by an appraiser as a consequence of an agreement with a client. 

ASSIGNMENT CONDITIONS: Assumptions, extraordinary assumptions, hypothetical conditions, laws and regulations, jurisdictional 
exceptions, and other conditions that affect the scope of work.  

ASSIGNMENT ELEMENTS: Specific information needed to identify the appraisal or appraisal review problem: client and any other 
intended users; intended use of the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions; type and definition of value; effective date of the 
appraiser’s opinions and conclusions; subject of the assignment and its relevant characteristics; and assignment conditions. 

ASSIGNMENT RESULTS: An appraiser’s opinions or conclusions, not limited to value, that were developed when performing an 
appraisal assignment, an appraisal review assignment, or a valuation service other than an appraisal or appraisal review. 

Comment: Physical characteristics are not assignment results. 

BIAS: a preference or inclination that precludes an appraiser’s impartiality, independence, or objectivity in an assignment. 

BUSINESS ENTERPRISE: an entity pursuing an economic activity. 

BUSINESS EQUITY: the interests, benefits, and rights inherent in the ownership of a business enterprise or a part thereof in any 
form (including, but not necessarily limited to, capital stock, partnership interests, cooperatives, sole proprietorships, options, and 

 
1 See Advisory Opinion 21, USPAP Compliance. 
2 See PREAMBLE and Advisory Opinion 21, USPAP Compliance. 
3 See Advisory Opinion 29, An Acceptable Scope of Work. 
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warrants). 

CLIENT: the party or parties (i.e., individual, group, or entity) who engage an appraiser by employment or contract in a specific 
assignment, whether directly or through an agent. 

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION: information that is either:  

• identified by the client as confidential when providing it to an appraiser and that is not available from any other 

source;4 or  

• classified as confidential or private by applicable law or regulation.5  

COST: the actual or estimated amount required to create, reproduce, replace, or obtain a property. 

CREDIBLE: worthy of belief. 

Comment: Credible assignment results require support, by relevant evidence and logic, to the degree necessary for the 

intended use. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: the date to which an appraiser’s analyses, opinions, and conclusions apply; also referred to as date of value. 

EXPOSURE TIME: an opinion, based on supporting market data, of the length of time that the property interest being appraised 
would have been offered on the market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value on the effective date of 
the appraisal.6 

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

Comment: Uncertain information might include physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; or 

conditions external to the property, such as market conditions or trends; or the integrity of data used in an analysis. 

FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS: a study of the cost-benefit relationship of an economic endeavor. 

HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION: 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. 

Comment: 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. 

INTANGIBLE PROPERTY (INTANGIBLE ASSETS): nonphysical assets, including but not limited to franchises, trademarks, patents, 
copyrights, goodwill, equities, securities, and contracts as distinguished from physical assets such as facilities and equipment. 

INTENDED USE: the use(s) of an appraiser’s reported appraisal or appraisal review assignment results, as identified by the 
appraiser based on communication with the client at the time of the assignment.7 

INTENDED USER: the client and any other party as identified, by name or type, as users of the appraisal or appraisal review 
report by the appraiser, based on communication with the client at the time of the assignment.8  

 
4 See Confidentiality section of the ETHICS RULE. 
5 For example, pursuant to the passage of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act in November 1999, some public agencies have adopted privacy regulations that 

affect appraisers. The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) issued two rules. The first rule (16 CFR 313) focuses on the protection of ”non-public personal 

information” provided by consumers to those involved in financial activities “found to be closely related to banking or usual in connection with the 

transaction of banking.” These activities include “appraising real or personal property.” See GLB-Privacy. The second rule (16 CFR 314) requires appraisers 

to safeguard customer non-public personal information. See GLB-Safeguards-Rule. Significant liability exists for appraisers should they fail to comply with 

these FTC rules. 
6 See Advisory Opinion 35, Reasonable Exposure Time in Real and Personal Property Opinions of Value. 
7 See Advisory Opinion 36, Identification and Disclosure of Client, Intended Use, and Intended Users (AO-36). 
8 See AO-36. 
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JURISDICTIONAL EXCEPTION: an assignment condition established by applicable law or regulation, which precludes an appraiser 
from complying with a part of USPAP. 

MARKET VALUE: 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 value definition that is identified by the 
appraiser as applicable in an appraisal.9 

Comment: Appraisers are cautioned to identify the exact definition of market value, and its authority, applicable in each 

appraisal completed for the purpose of market value. 

MASS APPRAISAL: the process of valuing a universe of properties as of a given date using standard methodology, employing 
common data, and allowing for statistical testing. 

MASS APPRAISAL MODEL: a mathematical expression of how supply and demand factors interact in a market. 

MISLEADING: Intentionally or unintentionally misrepresenting, misstating, or concealing relevant facts or conclusions. 

PERSONAL INSPECTION: a physical observation performed to assist in identifying relevant property characteristics in a valuation 
service.  

Comment: An appraiser’s inspection is typically limited to those things readily observable without the use of special testing or 

equipment. Appraisals of some types of property, such as gems and jewelry, may require the use of specialized equipment. An 

inspection by an appraiser is not the equivalent of an inspection by an inspection professional (e.g., a structural engineer, 

home inspector, or art conservator).10 

PERSONAL PROPERTY: any tangible or intangible article that is subject to ownership and not classified as real property, including 
identifiable tangible objects that are considered by the general public as being “personal,” such as furnishings, artwork, antiques, 
gems and jewelry, collectibles, machinery and equipment; and intangible property that is created and stored electronically such as 
plans for installation art, choreography, emails, or designs for digital tokens. 

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS: attributes of a property that are observable or measurable as a matter of fact, as distinguished from 
opinions and conclusions, which are the result of some level of analysis or judgment. 

PRICE: the amount asked, offered, or paid for a property. 

Comment: Once stated, price is a fact, whether it is publicly disclosed or retained in private. Because of the financial 
capabilities, motivations, or special interests of a given buyer or seller, the price paid for a property may or may not have any 
relation to the value that might be ascribed to that property by others.  

REAL ESTATE: an identified parcel or tract of land, including improvements, if any. 

REAL PROPERTY: the interests, benefits, and rights inherent in the ownership of real estate. 

RELEVANT CHARACTERISTICS: features that may affect a property’s value or marketability such as legal, economic, or physical 
characteristics. 

REPORT: any communication, written or oral, of an appraisal or appraisal review that is transmitted to the client or a party 
authorized by the client upon completion of an assignment. 

SCOPE OF WORK: the type and extent of research and analyses in an appraisal or appraisal review assignment.11 

SIGNATURE: personalized evidence indicating authentication of the work performed by the appraiser and the acceptance of the 
responsibility for content, analyses, and the conclusions in the report. 

VALUATION SERVICE: a service pertaining to an aspect of property value, regardless of the type of service and whether it is 

 
9 See General Comment on Market Value Definitions in Advisory Opinion 22, Scope of Work in Market Value Appraisal Assignments for Real Property. 
10 See Advisory Opinion 2, Inspection of Subject Property. 
11 See SCOPE OF WORK RULE. 
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performed by appraisers or by others. 

VALUE: the monetary relationship between properties and those who buy, sell, or use those properties, expressed as an opinion 
of the worth of a property at a given time. 

Comment: In appraisal practice, value will always be qualified - for example, market value, liquidation value, or 

investment value. 

WORKFILE: data, information, and documentation necessary to support the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions and to show 
compliance with USPAP.12  

  

 
12 See RECORD KEEPING RULE. 
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ETHICS RULE 
 

An appraiser must promote and preserve the public trust inherent in appraisal practice by observing the highest standards 
of professional ethics.  

An appraiser must comply with USPAP when obligated by law or regulation, or by agreement with the client or intended 
users. In addition to these requirements, an individual should comply any time that individual represents that he or she is 
performing the service as an appraiser. 

Comment: This Rule specifies the personal obligations and responsibilities of the individual appraiser. An individual 

appraiser employed by a group or organization that conducts itself in a manner that does not conform to USPAP should 

take steps that are appropriate under the circumstances to ensure compliance with USPAP. 

This ETHICS RULE is divided into three sections: Conduct, Management, and Confidentiality, which apply to all appraisal practice.  

CONDUCT:  
An appraiser must perform assignments with impartiality, objectivity, and independence, and without accommodation of 
personal interests.  

An appraiser: 

• must not perform an assignment with bias; 

• must not advocate the cause or interest of any party or issue; 

• must not agree to perform an assignment that includes the reporting of predetermined opinions and conclusions;  

• must not misrepresent his or her role when providing valuation services that are outside of appraisal practice;13 

• must not communicate assignment results with the intent to mislead or to defraud;  

• must not use or communicate a report or assignment results known by the appraiser to be misleading or fraudulent; 

• must not knowingly permit an employee or other person to communicate a report or assignment results that are misleading 

or fraudulent; 

• must not use or rely on unsupported conclusions relating to characteristics such as race, color, religion, national origin, 

gender, marital status, familial status, age, receipt of public assistance income, handicap, or an unsupported conclusion 

that homogeneity of such characteristics is necessary to maximize value; 

• must not engage in criminal conduct;  

• must not willfully or knowingly violate the requirements of the RECORD KEEPING RULE; and 

• must not perform an assignment in a grossly negligent manner.  

Comment: Development standards (1-1, 3-1, 5-1, 7-1 and 9-1) address the requirement that “an appraiser must not render 

appraisal services in a careless or negligent manner.” The above requirement deals with an appraiser being grossly 

negligent in performing an assignment which would be a violation of the Conduct section of the ETHICS RULE. 

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

• any current or prospective interest in the subject property or parties involved; and 

• any services regarding the subject property performed by the appraiser, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, within 

the three-year period immediately preceding the agreement to perform the assignment.  

 

 

 
13 See Advisory Opinion 21, USPAP Compliance. 
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Comment: Disclosing the fact that the appraiser has previously appraised the property is permitted except in the case 

when an appraiser has agreed with the client to keep the mere occurrence of a prior assignment confidential. If an 

appraiser has agreed with a client not to disclose that he or she has appraised a property, the appraiser must decline all 

subsequent agreements to perform assignments that fall within the three-year period. 

In assignments in which there is no appraisal or appraisal review report, only the initial disclosure to the client is 

required. 

MANAGEMENT:  
An appraiser must disclose that he or she paid a fee or commission, or gave a thing of value in connection with the 
procurement of an assignment. 

Comment: The disclosure must appear in the certification and in any transmittal letter in which conclusions are stated; 

however, disclosure of the amount paid is not required. In groups or organizations engaged in appraisal practice, intra-

company payments to employees for business development do not require disclosure.  

An appraiser must not agree to perform an assignment, or have a compensation arrangement for an assignment, that is 
contingent on any of the following: 

1. the reporting of a predetermined result (e.g., opinion of value); 

2. a direction in assignment results that favors the cause of the client; 

3. the amount of a value opinion; 

4. the attainment of a stipulated result (e.g., that the loan closes, or taxes are reduced); or 

5. the occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the appraiser’s opinions and specific to the assignment’s 

purpose. 

An appraiser must not advertise for or solicit assignments in a manner that is false, misleading, or exaggerated. 

An appraiser must affix, or authorize the use of, his or her signature to certify recognition and acceptance of his or her USPAP 
responsibilities in an appraisal or appraisal review assignment (see Standards Rules 2-3, 4-3, 6-3, 8-3, and 10-3). An appraiser 
may authorize the use of his or her signature only on an assignment-by-assignment basis. 

An appraiser must not affix the signature of another appraiser without his or her consent.  

Comment: An appraiser must exercise due care to prevent unauthorized use of his or her signature. An appraiser 

exercising such care is not responsible for unauthorized use of his or her signature. 

CONFIDENTIALITY:  

An appraiser must protect the confidential nature of the appraiser-client relationship.14  

An appraiser must act in good faith with regard to the legitimate interests of the client in the use of confidential information 
and in the communication of assignment results.  

An appraiser must be aware of, and comply with, all confidentiality and privacy laws and regulations applicable in an 
assignment.15  

 
14 See Advisory Opinion 27, Appraising the Same Property for a New Client. 
15 For example, pursuant to the passage of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act in November 1999, some public agencies have adopted privacy regulations that 

affect appraisers. The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) issued two rules. The first rule (16 CFR 313) focuses on the protection of ”non-public personal 

information” provided by consumers to those involved in financial activities “found to be closely related to banking or usual in connection with the 

transaction of banking.” These activities include “appraising real or personal property.” See GLB-Privacy. The second rule (16 CFR 314) requires appraisers 

to safeguard customer non-public personal information. See GLB-Safeguards-Rule. Significant liability exists for appraisers should they fail to comply with 

these FTC rules.  
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include disclosure of research and analyses not performed. 

(xi)  state the extent of any significant real property appraisal assistance;41 

(xii)  provide sufficient information to indicate that the appraiser complied with the requirements of STANDARD 1 

by: 

(1) stating the appraisal methods and techniques employed; 

(2) stating the reasons for excluding the sales comparison, cost, or income approach(es) if any have not 

been developed;  

(3) summarizing the results of analyzing the subject sales, agreements of sale, options, and listings in 

accordance with Standards Rule 1-5;42 and 

Comment: If such information is unobtainable, a statement on the efforts undertaken by the appraiser to 

obtain the information is required. If such information is irrelevant, a statement acknowledging the 

existence of the information and citing its lack of relevance is required. 

(4) stating the value opinion(s) and conclusion(s);  

Comment: An appraiser must maintain a workfile that includes sufficient information to indicate that the 

appraiser complied with the requirements of STANDARD 1 and for the appraiser to produce an Appraisal 

Report.43 

(xiii) state the use of the real estate existing as of the effective date and the use of the real estate reflected in the 

appraisal;  

(xiv) when an opinion of highest and best use was developed by the appraiser, state that opinion;  

(xv) clearly and conspicuously:  

• state all extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical conditions; and 

• state that their use might have affected the assignment results; and 

(xvi)  include a signed certification in accordance with Standards Rule 2-3. 

 
STANDARDS RULE 2-3, CERTIFICATION 
A signed certification is an integral part of the appraisal report.  

(a) The wording of a certification does not have to match the following verbatim, but each of the elements must be 

addressed: 

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

— the statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

— 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.  

— I have no (or the specified) present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and no 

(or the specified) personal interest with respect to the parties involved. 

— I have performed no (or the specified) services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property 

 
41 See Advisory Opinion 31, Assignments Involving More than One Appraiser. 
42 See Advisory Opinion 1, Sales History. 
43 See RECORD KEEPING RULE. 

 

 

Page 138



USPAP 2020-2021 Edition, © The Appraisal Foundation    24 
 

that is the subject of this report within the three-year period immediately preceding the agreement to perform 

this assignment. 

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

assignment.  

— my engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.  

— 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.  

— my analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with 

the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  

— I have (or have not) made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report. (If more than 

one person signs this certification, the certification must clearly specify which individuals did and which 

individuals did not make a personal inspection of the appraised property.)44 

— no one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person signing this certification. (If there are 

exceptions, the name of each individual providing significant real property appraisal assistance must be stated.)45  

(b) An appraiser who signs any part of the appraisal report, including a letter of transmittal, must also sign a certification. 

Comment: In an assignment that includes only assignment results developed by the real property appraiser(s), any 

appraiser who signs a certification accepts full responsibility for all elements of the certification, for the assignment 

results, and for the contents of the appraisal report. In an assignment that includes personal property, business or 

intangible asset assignment results not developed by the real property appraiser(s), any real property appraiser who 

signs a certification accepts full responsibility for the real property elements of the certification, for the real property 

assignment results, and for the real property contents of the appraisal report. 

(c) When a signing appraiser has relied on work done by appraisers and others who do not sign the certification, the 

signing appraiser is responsible for the decision to rely on their work.  

(i) The signing appraiser is required to have a reasonable basis for believing that those individuals performing the 

work are competent; and  

(ii) The signing appraiser must have no reason to doubt that the work of those individuals is credible. 

Comment: Although a certification must contain the names of individuals providing significant real property 

appraisal assistance, it is not required that a summary of the extent of their assistance be located in a 

certification. This disclosure may be in any part(s) of the report. 

(d) When an assignment requires the use of a certification that does not include all of the certification elements in this 

Standards Rule, the appraisal report must contain a supplemental certification, which includes the remaining required 

certification elements. 

STANDARDS RULE 2-4, ORAL APPRAISAL REPORT 
To the extent that it is both possible and appropriate, an oral real property appraisal report must address the substantive 
matters set forth in Standards Rule 2-2(a).  

Comment: See the RECORD KEEPING RULE for corresponding requirements. 

  

 
44 See Advisory Opinion 2, Inspection of Subject Property.  
45 See Advisory Opinion 31, Assignments Involving More than One Appraiser. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

THE VALUE OF PROPERTY 
 

 

The Nature of Property Value 
 

The market value of property rights is based on several economic principles and forces 
that act on the marketplace.  Different estimates of value are possible, depending on 
the purpose of the valuation process.  An appraiser may value a single property for 
the purpose of obtaining a bank loan, insurance, or other goal, while a municipal 
assessor must value all the properties in a municipality with the purpose of 
developing value for equitable distribution of property taxes. The price paid for a 
property, which may be the result of special circumstances, is not necessarily market 
value. 
 
Value is defined as the relationship between an object desired and a potential 
purchaser.  It is the ability of a commodity to command another commodity (usually 
money) in exchange.  For purposes of real estate appraisal, value may be described 
as the present worth of future benefits arising from the ownership of real property. 
 
A distinction must be made between value in use and value in exchange.  A property 
may have one value in use and a significantly different value in exchange. 
 
Value in use embodies the objective premise that value is within the object itself.  
This value is the basis for the cost approach. 
 
Value in exchange is a subjective concept that value is within the mind of a person.  
This value is the basis of the market approach. 
 
Sales determine market value.  For property to have value, it must have utility, 
scarcity, and desirability.  These three basic principles determine, create, and destroy 
value. 
 
Utility is the capacity of goods to excite desire for possession.  Utility should not be 
confused with usefulness.  Utility is a subjective concept, in the mind of a person; 
usefulness is an objective concept, inherent in the property. 
 
Scarcity exists when there is a limited supply of an item.  The air we breathe has 
utility, but it is not valuable, primarily because the supply is virtually unlimited.  
Land, however, has a finite supply.  This scarcity of land creates value.  The value of 
a scarce item changes with fluctuations in supply and demand.  If the demand 
outweighs the supply, the value of the goods will increase.  Conversely, if the supply 
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is greater than the demand, the value of the goods will decrease.  Value will remain 
constant when supply and demand are balanced. 
 
Desirability is equivalent to demand.  Desirability must be backed by purchasing 
power. 
 
A comparison of the terms “cost” and “price” is useful in a discussion of value. 
 
Cost is defined as the sacrifice made in the acquisition of property.  It may be incurred 
in either the purchase of an existing property or the construction of a new property. 
 
Price is defined as the amount of money given or expected in exchange for property.  
Cost and price may or may not be the same. 
 
Price is generally defined in terms of money while cost is expressed as a sacrifice.  A 
sacrifice may be in terms of money, labor, time, or some other item of value.   
 

 

Appraisal 
 

An appraisal is an opinion of value; it is an estimate, based on information gathered 
and analyzed by an appraiser.   
 
The appraisal process is a method of collecting, analyzing, and processing data into a 
value estimate for an individual property.  Each appraisal will have a purpose that 
defines the value to be found.  An appraiser may be seeking market value, insurance 
value, or value for other purposes. 
 
1. Market value is the value that a property has in the marketplace.  Generally, 

this is the price at which a property would sell and is prepared for purposes such 
as obtaining a bank loan that will use the property as collateral. 

 
2. Insurance value is the value of property for insurance purposes, usually the 

replacement value if the property is destroyed. 
 
3. Other purposes include the value of property for such purposes as the estate tax, 

refinancing a loan, or investment. 
 
 

Assessment 
 
Assessment, or mass appraisal, is a process by which all of the taxable property in a 
municipality is valued.  In this process, each property must be equitably valued in 
such a way that each individual property bears its fair share of the expenses of the 
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About this Report 

This research was funded by a community outreach grant from the Greater Portland Board of REALTORS 

and commissioned by the Rental Housing Alliance of Southern Maine. The information and commentary 

provided in this report rely on information and data that are publicly available. While every attempt is made 

to validate their accuracy, there may be errors and inconsistencies that may impact the underlying findings 

of this analysis. Estimates made in this analysis are based on our understanding of the current socioeconomic 

and fiscal conditions of the region, as well as a set of projections and assumptions that we believe are 

reasonable. Results of this report may differ from those used by other parties in evaluating the impact of 

rent control on the distribution of property valuations and burdens. Even if the underlying assumptions are 

realized, the results of the analysis may vary from the actual realized impacts. In no way will Wallace Economic 

Advisers, LLC be held responsible or have any liability or be subject to damages as a result of this analysis 

or information contained in this report.  
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Executive Summary 
Portland is currently completing a comprehensive revaluation as of April 1, 2025 providing the assessment 

basis for fiscal years 2026 through 2030, or until an earlier revaluation takes place. Market values of real 

property provide a basis for tax assessment purposes that are the primary revenue source for a municipality’s 

operations, including the public school system. Maine law requires property valuations to estimate the just 

value, or market value. Income generating properties are valued in large part based on potential revenue 

generation.  

In November 2020, Portland voters approved a rent control ordinance aimed at improving housing 

affordability. This ordinance limits annual rent increases for certain rental properties, including non-owner-

occupied buildings with fewer than five units and multi-unit properties with five or more units that are not 

affiliated with municipal housing authorities or public control. When rental income is capped below market 

levels, the value of these income-producing properties declines, reflecting a lower price buyers are willing to 

pay. Collectively, this reduction in valuation decreases the total taxable value contributed by rental properties 

and shifts the property tax burden onto other property owners, such as single-family homeowners and 

commercial entities. 

While rent control has been studied from various angles, little attention has been given to its effects on 

municipal property tax distribution. This study uses publicly available data and standardized appraisal 

methods to estimate how rent restrictions influence taxable values and redistribute tax burdens across 

property types. The goal is to inform public discussion by addressing this previously unexplored impact of 

rent control policies. Understanding both the intended and unintended consequences of such policies is 

critical for evaluating their overall community benefits and costs.  

Key Findings: 

• Median sale prices have surged since 2019, rising 86% for single-family homes and 69% for two-

unit residential properties. 

• Since 2022, prices for multi-unit buildings with three to four units have diverged, with slight 

declines in sale prices, while single-family and two-unit property prices continued to increase. 

• Rent restrictions are estimated to reduce Portland’s total taxable property valuation by 3.2% to 

5.4% compared to a no-restriction scenario. 

• This decline in taxable value necessitates a higher mill rate to meet the FY 2026 budget 

requirements, resulting in a tax burden shift of $6.3 million to $10.6 million. 
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• About 63% of this tax burden shift falls on single-family and condominium property owners. 

• For the median single-family home (valued at $605,000), this translates to an additional tax of 

$224 to $379 in FY 2026, above increases related to city and school budget growth. 

• In percentage terms, this represents an added 3.3% to 5.7% increase in property tax for single-

family and condominium owners, exclusive of other tax rate increases. 

• Over the five-year period from FY 2026 to FY 2030, the median single-family homeowner can 

expect a cumulative additional tax burden of approximately $1,240 to $2,100 compared to a 

scenario without rent restrictions. 
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Overview and Scope 
Portland has emerged as a highly desirable place to live and work. However, increasing demand has 

contributed to significant housing affordability challenges—especially for families, essential workers who 

sustain the city's appeal, and older homeowners on fixed incomes. High housing costs have also impeded the 

ability of local employers to recruit talent from outside the region. 

In response, Portland voters approved a rent control ordinance in November 2020 aimed at mitigating the 

rising cost of housing. The ordinance establishes a base rent as of June 2020 for regulated units and limits 

annual rent increases to no more than 70% of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the Boston Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (MSA). Notably, there are no corresponding controls on ownership or maintenance costs for 

rental properties. 

Property taxes, based on assessed market values, are the primary source of revenue for municipal services, 

including public education. In the case of rental properties—especially larger complexes with five or more 

units—assessments are primarily income-based. When rental income is capped by regulation, the market 

value, and hence the assessed value, of these properties may decline relative to unrestricted market 

conditions. This results in a reduced share of tax responsibility for rent-controlled properties, effectively 

shifting a greater share of the tax burden to other property types—such as single-family homes, commercial 

properties, and other non-restricted uses. 

Under Maine law, municipalities must conduct a comprehensive property revaluation at least once every ten 

years. Portland’s last revaluation, conducted as of April 1, 2021, relied on data that predated the 

implementation of rent control. As a result, current assessments do not fully reflect the policy’s impact. A 

new citywide revaluation is underway as of April 1, 2025, and will form the assessment basis for the FY2026 

tax year. 

While extensive research exists on the broader economic and social impacts of rent control—including 

effects on rent levels, tenant mobility, housing supply, and ownership—few studies have explored its fiscal 

implications for local governments.1 The limited research available suggests that rent control can reduce tax 

revenues, sometimes by millions of dollars.2 However, no studies to date have examined the redistributive 

effects on property tax burdens across different property types. 

This analysis aims to fill that gap by using publicly available data to simulate the effects of rent control on 

Portland’s tax base valuation and burden distribution. The goal is to inform public discourse around the 

policy’s financial consequences—both intended and unintended. 
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Residential Real Estate Market Trends3  

Single-Family Residence, Condominiums, and Small Multi-Unit Properties (2-4 Units) 

Portland’s residential real estate market has experienced substantial growth over the past decade, with price 

appreciation accelerating notably since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Figure 1 illustrates the 

percentage change in median sale prices for single-family residences (including condominiums), two-unit 

properties, and three- to four-unit buildings since 2019. 

The median sale price of a single-family residence (SFR) increased by 86% from 2019 to 2024, reaching 

$605,000—a 67% increase since 2020 alone. Two-unit properties experienced nearly 70% appreciation 

over the same period, with the median price rising to $729,000. These properties have gained popularity 

among first-time buyers who occupy one unit and rent the other to help offset mortgage payments and 

other costs. 

Figure 1: Median Sales Trends by Type Indexed to 2019 

 

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS), author’s calculations. In nominal dollars. 

Three- and four-unit properties are also attractive to first time home-buyers for similar reasons. However, 

they are more commonly purchased by non-owner-occupied investors and are subject to rent control 

restrictions. While these properties saw a 52% increase in median sale price from 2019 to 2024, a 
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divergence emerged beginning in 2022. Since then, prices have plateaued and slightly declined, breaking 

away from the upward trends seen in smaller residential segments. 

Multi-Units with 5 or More Units 

Market sales data on residential properties with 5 or more units is less reliable when trying to understand 

sales trends because of the limited number of transactions each year, the varying building sizes, and presence 

of mixed-use properties that include both residential units as well as commercial space, such as retail or 

office.  

Figure 2 presents annual sales counts (navy bars) and average price per square foot (orange line) for 

residential properties with five or more units, excluding mixed-use developments. Between 2019 and 2024, 

95 qualifying properties were sold, with 80% comprising 5 to 10 units. Only one transaction involved a 

building with more than 20 units. After a notable spike in both transaction activity and price growth from 

2020 to 2022, the market has cooled. Sales volume has declined, and price per square foot growth has 

slowed accordingly. 

Figure 2: Annual Sales Count and Median Price per Square Foot for 5+ Multi-Units 

Source: MLS. In nominal dollars. 
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Rent Control and Tax Base Revaluation 

Portland’s Rent Control Ordinance 

Various forms of rent control have been used in urban areas across the United States for decades as a 

means to address rental housing affordability for tenants. In 2020, voters in the City of Portland voted in 

favor of enacting protections for residential rental housing tenants to address rapidly increasing costs of 

housing. The rent control ordinance, subsequently revised in 2023, establishes protections for tenants that 

include restrictions on the annual increases in rental prices. 4 The key provisions of Portland’s rent control 

ordinance relevant to this analysis include:  

• Coverage: Applies to all rental units in the city, with exemptions for owner-occupied properties with 

fewer than five units, municipal housing authority properties, and units with publicly controlled or 

subsidized rents. 

• Base Rent: Establishes a “base rent” as of July 2020, used to determine future rent increases. Units 

entering the rental market after that date may establish base rents at prevailing market rates. 

• Annual Increases: Limits annual rent increases to no more than 70% of the Consumer Price Index 

(CPI) for the Boston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), as reported by the U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (BLS). 

• Banked Increases: Allows landlords to "bank" unused allowable increases for future use, capped at a 

maximum increase of 10% in any single year. 

• Vacancy Adjustments: Permits a 5% rent increase upon voluntary tenant vacancy, applied to the 

original base rent. 

• Vacancy Reset Restrictions: Prevents market-rate rent resets unless the unit has remained unrented 

for a continuous 60-month period. 

Assessment Standards in Maine 

Maine law requires municipalities to reassess property values every ten years to ensure assessments reflect 

just value—commonly interpreted by courts as market value: the price a willing buyer and seller would agree 

upon in an arm’s length transaction.5 Portland’s most recent revaluation was effective as of April 1, 2021, 

with a new revaluation underway as of April 1, 2025. 

Appraisers conducting a citywide revaluation must follow the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal 

Practice (USPAP). 6 These standards require the collection and analysis of sufficient market data and the 

use of accepted valuation methods, including: 
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1. Sales Comparison Approach: Uses recent sales of comparable properties to estimate value. 

2. Income Approach: For income-generating properties, estimates value based on net operating income 

and capitalization rates. 

3. Cost Approach: Estimates value based on the cost to reproduce or replace the structure, less 

depreciation. 

Given these standards, it can be reasonably hypothesized that rent-restricted (i.e., rent-controlled) 

properties will generate lower net operating income than comparable market-rate properties, resulting in 

lower assessed values. 

Present Distribution of Portland’s Tax Base 

The Portland Assessor’s Office provided parcel-level assessment data from 2019 through 2025. Parcels are 

categorized into approximately 34 land use types (as of FY2025). Figure 3 illustrates the share of total 

taxable value (net of exemptions) by land use category for FY2021—reflecting values prior to rent control 

and the last revaluation—and FY2025, just prior to the upcoming revaluation. 

Despite some fluctuations from new construction and shifting market conditions, the distribution of the tax 

base has remained largely stable between 2021 and 2025: 

• The 21+ Family category expanded due to a substantial number of new multi-unit developments. 

• Several hotel properties were also added, increasing the taxable base in the Hotel/Motel category. 

• The Office Business category saw a notable decline in assessed value, likely reflecting reduced 

demand stemming from the COVID-19 pandemic and the rise of remote work. 

As of FY2025: 

• Residential parcels (e.g., Single Family, Condominium, Multi-Family) make up 66% of the total 

taxable base. 

• Properties directly affected by rent control (e.g., those with three or more residential units) account 

for nearly 15% of total value. 

• Retail Services (5.6%) and Multi-Use Commercial (4.5%) categories may include rent-controlled 

residential units, but the residential vs. commercial/retail split is not always discernible. 
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Figure 3: Share of Taxable Value by Land Use 2021 and 2025 

 

Source: City of Portland Assessors Office, author’s calculations 
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Estimating Shifts in Portland ‘s Tax Base 

Estimation Overview 

This analysis estimates how Portland’s rent control ordinance affects the city’s taxable base and how tax 

burdens shift across different land uses. Two valuation scenarios are simulated: 

1. Rent Control Scenario – Reflects the existing ordinance, with rent-restricted properties generating 

lower income and thus lower valuations. 

2. Market Value Scenario – Assumes no rent control; rents and valuations are determined by market 

forces. 

Mill (tax) rates are calculated under each scenario using the proposed FY2026 city budget. 7 These mill rates 

are then applied to each land use category to estimate tax burden distribution. 

Because a full parcel-by-parcel revaluation requires detailed, confidential data (e.g., income and expense 

reports, on-site inspections), this analysis instead uses aggregated market data and statistical averages (e.g., 

mean, median, variance) to estimate broader shifts in taxable value. While this exercise may not arrive at 

precise values for each parcel, it does capture aggregated average changes in the valuation of the tax base.  

Procedures and Assumptions 

Categorizing Properties 

Using Portland’s tax commitment database as a base, parcel details were collected, such as units subject to 

rent restrictions, which the City’s rental registration database was the primary source of information. For the 

majority of properties with 5 or more units, parcel specific information was collected such as whether units 

are subject to rent control, the number of units, age of the structure, and other details where relevant.  

Not all residential units are in strictly residential properties. Mixed-use commercial, multi-use residential, 

retail, and other land use categories include income generating properties that have residential units subject 

to rent control that may impact valuations. For these parcels with at least 4 residential units, similar 

information was collected and verified, including whether the units were rent restricted (i.e. reported in the 

rent registration database), number of units, age of structure, and other relevant details. Values of mixed-

use properties with less than 4 residential units were not adjusted between scenarios (i.e. the same value 

was assumed). Though it is likely values are directly impacted (decreased) compared to the market value 

scenario. 
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Estimating Residential Values Using the Sales Approach 

The value of single family, condominium, and 2-4 multi-unit properties were estimated using a generalized 

market (sales) appraisal approach. Market sales data from the Multiple Listing Service (MLS), Zillow, and 

others publicly available. Price per unit and price per square foot metrics were used to imply value by 

respective parcel land use and compared to market growth rates since the last valuation, which were 

relatively consistent.  

Single-Family, Condominium, and Two-Family Parcels 

The value of single family, condominium, and two-family properties are assumed not directly impacted by 

rent restrictions, due to their substitutability as owner-occupied residences, as evidenced in market sales 

trends since 2019. For this reason, it is assumed the value of these property types will not be directly 

impacted by rent restrictions, and therefore the same values for these property types are assumed for both 

scenarios.  

Three- and Four-Family Parcels 

While 3-4 units may also include owner occupied units and thus not subject to Portland’s rent control 

ordinance, most 3-4 multi-family properties are purchased as investment properties and subject to the rent 

control ordinance. Data on which properties are owner occupied is limited making it difficult to meaningfully 

determine which 3 and 4 family properties are subject to rent control. However, there is a sufficient number 

of sales from which to confidently approximate value for 3-4 family properties. Sales trends highlighted in 

Figure 1 suggest values for 3-4 family properties have been impacted by rent control. Given the divergence 

in sale prices from single-family and two-family properties since 2022, values for 3-4 family properties are 

estimated separately for each simulation. Under the Rent Control simulation, sales data on three-four units 

from 2023 and 2024 are used to estimate a mean value. For the Market Value scenario, values for 3-4 family 

properties are estimated using per unit sale prices as if they had followed sales trends in line with two-unit 

properties.   

Estimating Residential Units Using the Income Approach 

As reviewed in a previous section, comparable sales data for multi-unit properties with five or more units is 

limited. In absence of sufficient sales data, a generalized income approach was used to estimate value for 

land use parcels categorized with five or more residential units (5+) and for mixed-use residential and mixed-

used commercial properties. This follows a similar focus used by city assessors in the 2021 valuation.8 Value 

under the income approach is calculated as the net operating income (rents minus expenses) divided by a 

capitalization rate. Inputs are discussed below. 
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Average Rents 

Market rents (under the market Value scenario) were approximated using a sample of rents from non-rent 

restricted properties (i.e. owner-occupied multi-units), from listing services (e.g. Craigslist, Apartments.com, 

etc.), and from new units on the market in the last two years with base rents being set for the first time at 

market rates. A mean value of $2,065 per month was calculated. Average and median rents for non-exempt 

rent restricted properties (under the Rent Control scenario) are calculated from the city’s rent control 

database after eliminating outliers in the distribution.9 A value of $1,706 per month was calculated, 

consistent with the mean rent calculated in the Rent Control Board’s 2023 report inflation-adjusted.  

Expenses 

Average monthly expenses per unit data was calculated from a collection of properties with diverse size, age, 

and location and calculated as $727 per unit. Per unit expenses only include those for property operations 

and valuation purposes and exclude any expenses related to debt service or capital improvements.  

Capitalization Rates 

Capitalization rates10 were determined based on sales (where data was available) form the past two years 

for 5+ properties and data from commercial real estate market analytic firms.11  Average capitalization rates 

for multi-unit residential properties in Portland range from approximately 6% to 9%, under typical market 

conditions. Under the Market Value scenario, a 6% capitalization rate is assumed for all properties. Under 

the Rent Control scenario, two capitalization rates are simulated to provide a range of impacts - 6% (Lower 

End Range) and 9% (Upper End Range).  

Estimating Value in for Other Land Uses 

Market data for other land use classifications, including commercial office, retail, and industrial space were 

culled from publicly available reports and properties listed for sale on relevant websites. 12  Growth rates and 

price per square foot were used to estimate market value across respective land use categories.  

Calculating Mill Rates 

Mill rates are calculated for each scenario to satisfy Portland’s tax revenue requirements stated in the most 

recent proposed budgets for FY 2026 totaling $242,586,161, including $127,155,979 for the proposed 

school budget. The differences in mill rates are applied to the change in share of valuation by land use to 

calculate the shifts in tax burdens.  

Upon completion of the current revaluation as of April 1, 2025, it is assumed that those values will remain 

constant until the next revaluation, expected in five years. This has been the case since the previous valuation 

– parcel valuations remained constant. While there may be parcel level valuations updated in some instances 
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and additions to the valuation from new properties or conversions, it is assumed the relative shares of each 

land use’s contribution to taxable value, and therefore tax revenues, will be consistent. Annual municipal 

revenue requirements are assumed to increase at the average annual increase for the period FY2021 

through proposed FY2026 (5.2% per year) and used to calculate mill rates and tax impacts by land use.   
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The Impact of Rent Control on Shifts in Tax Burden 
Rent control is projected to reduce Portland’s total taxable valuation by approximately 3.2% to 5.4% relative 

to a scenario without rent restrictions (see Table 1). This decline is concentrated in land use categories 

subject to rent control, leading to an increased share of the tax base being absorbed by other property types, 

particularly Single Family and Condominium properties. 

To maintain revenue levels consistent with the FY2026 budget, the lower overall valuation necessitates a 

higher mill rate. This results in an estimated tax burden shift of $6.3 million to $10.6 million in FY2026 

alone. Cumulatively, from FY2026 through FY2030, the total shift in tax burden is expected to range from 

$34.9 million to $58.9 million. 

Roughly 63% of this additional burden is expected to fall on Single Family and Condominium property 

owners. For a median single-family home (valued at $605,000), this translates to an additional $224 to 

$379 in property taxes in FY2026. Over the five-year period, the cumulative impact ranges from $1,242 to 

$2,107. On an annual basis, this equates to a 3.3% to 5.7% increase in taxes for these property types—

exclusive of any future budget-driven increases from the city or schools. 

Table 1: Incremental Shift in Tax Burden Resulting from Rent Control FY2026-2030 
 

Difference from Market Value 

Scenario 

Measure Lower End Range  Upper End Range  

Change in Total Valuation -3.2% -5.4% 

FY2026 Tax Burden Shift $6.3 million $10.6 million 

Total FY2026-30 Tax Burden Shift $34.9 million $58.9 million 
   

Share of Tax Burden Shift to Single Family/Condo 63.0% 63.3% 

FY2026 Tax Impact Median Home Owner $224 $379 

Total FY2026-30 Tax Burden Shift to Median Home Owner $1,242 $2,107 

 

Figure 4 illustrates how the cumulative tax burden shift is distributed across land use categories for FY2026 

through FY2030. Properties subject to rent control, such as multi-unit residential buildings, see a reduction 

in tax burden, while other categories see increases. Single Family homes may experience a $16.5 million to 

$28.0 million increase in tax liability, and Condominium properties may face an additional $5.5 million to 

$9.3 million. 
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These increases are offset by decreases among rent-controlled property types. For instance, 21+ Family 

buildings could see a reduction in tax burden of $9.2 million to $18.6 million, and 5 to 10 Family buildings 

may see reductions between $8.5 million and $17 million. 

Figure 4: Projected Shift in Tax Burden by Land Use Category for FY2026-FY2030 

 

The simulations are based on capitalization rates typical for Portland’s real estate market. However, actual 

cap rates for rent-restricted properties may be higher, which would further reduce assessed values and 

taxable property values—ultimately amplifying the tax burden shift to other properties.  
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Case Studies  

Overview 

As a second component of this analysis, four case studies of multi-unit residential properties in Portland 

were conducted to provide deeper insight into the effects of rent control on property valuation and tax 

burden. The properties were selected from a pool of non-exempt, rent-controlled buildings with at least 10 

units. 

Current rental data for each property was obtained from the City of Portland’s rent registration database. 

Operating expenses were estimated based on comparably sized and aged buildings. Industry-standard 

assumptions were applied for property management fees (7%), vacancy (5%), and reserves/repairs (5%). 

For market-rate comparisons, rents were imputed using prevailing rates based on unit size and publicly 

available market data. 

Using these inputs, valuations under rent restrictions were calculated by capitalizing net operating income 

(NOI) using both lower and upper bound capitalization rates. These were then compared to valuations 

assuming market-rate rents and a 7% capitalization rate. Tax impacts were estimated based on the 

differences in assessed values between rent-restricted and market-rate scenarios. 

Case Study One 

Case subject 1 is a 13-unit property located in the Back Cove neighborhood, consisting of primarily two-

bedroom units. Current annual cashflows from rental revenues total approximately $183 thousand with 

estimated annual expenses of just under $89 thousand for an NOI of approximately $94 thousand per year 

(Table 2). In comparison, if the property units were not subject to rent control, prevailing market rents would 

generate approximately $322 thousand per year in revenue, producing an NOI of approximately $233 

thousand. 

Table 2: Case 1 - Net Operating Income 

 

Based on the NOI for each of these scenarios, the implied just value with prevailing market rate rents is 

estimated to be $3.3 million based on a 7% capitalization rate (Table 3). The estimated value under a lower 

Monthly Annual Monthly Annual

Revenues (Rental Income) $15,285 $183,420 $26,845 $322,140

Expenses $7,399 $88,787 $7,399 $88,787

Net Operating Income (NOI) $7,886 $94,633 $19,446 $233,353

Current Market Rate
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and upper bound capitalization rate and restricted rent rates indicates a value between $1 million and $1.3 

million. Comparing the market rate value to rent restricted value suggests a decrease of between $21 

thousand and $25 thousand in tax revenues from this property in FY 2026. Over the next five years, the 

total decrease in tax revenues from this property will total between $121 thousand and $140 thousand 

compared to property value with prevailing market rents. 

Table 3: Case 1 - Current Valuation and Scenario Comparison 

 

 

Case Study Two 

Case subject two is a 11-unit property located in downtown Portland close to Commercial Street. Current 

annual cashflows from rental revenues total approximately $$170 thousand with estimated annual expenses 

of $61 thousand for an NOI of approximately $46 thousand per year (Table 4). In comparison, if the property 

units were not subject to rent control, prevailing market rents would generate approximately $187 thousand 

per year in revenue, producing an NOI of approximately $126 thousand. 

Table 4: Case 2 - Net Operating Income 

 

Based on the NOI for each of these scenarios, the implied just value with prevailing market rate rents is 

estimated to be $1.8 million based on a 7% capitalization rate (Table 5). The estimated value under a lower 

and upper bound capitalization rate and restricted rent rates indicates a value between $509 thousand and 

$763 thousand. Comparing the market rate value to rent restricted value suggests a decrease of between 

$11 thousand and $14 thousand in tax revenues from this property in FY 2026. Over the next five years, 

the total decrease in tax revenues from this property will total between $64 thousand and $79 thousand 

compared to property value with prevailing market rents. 

Measure Value

 Difference from 

Market Rate

Tax Equivalent 

(FY 2026)

Five Year Tax 

Equivalent 

Market Rate Assessment $3,333,614 - - -

Value at Lower Bound Cap Rate $1,351,900 -$1,981,714 $21,886 $121,419

Value at Upper Bound Cap Rate $1,051,478 -$2,282,137 $25,204 $139,825

Monthly Annual Monthly Annual

Revenues (Rental Income) $8,915 $106,980 $15,620 $187,440

Expenses $5,098 $61,180 $5,098 $61,180

Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,817 $45,800 $10,522 $126,260

Market RateCurrent
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Table 5: Case 2 - Current Valuation and Scenario Comparison 

 

 

Case Study Three 

Case subject 3 is a 37-unit property located in the West End of Portland on peninsula. Current annual 

cashflows from rental revenues total approximately $704 thousand with estimated annual expenses of $280, 

thousand for an NOI of approximately $424 thousand per year (Table 6). In comparison, if the property 

units were not subject to rent control, prevailing market rents would generate approximately $910 thousand 

per year in revenue, producing an NOI of approximately $630 thousand. 

Table 6: Case 3 - Net Operating Income 

 

Based on the NOI for each of these scenarios, the implied just value with prevailing market rate rents is 

estimated to be $9 million based on a 7% capitalization rate (Table 7). The estimated value under a lower 

and upper bound capitalization rate and restricted rent rates indicates a value between $4.7 million and $6 

million. Comparing the market rate value to rent restricted value suggests a decrease of between $32 

thousand and $47 thousand in tax revenues from this property in FY 2026. Over the next five years, the 

total decrease in tax revenues from this property will total between $180 thousand and $263 thousand 

compared to property value with prevailing market rents. 

Table 7: Case 3 - Current Valuation and Scenario Comparison 

 

Measure Value

 Difference from 

Market Rate

Tax Equivalent 

(FY 2026)

Five Year Tax 

Equivalent 

Market Rate Assessment $1,803,718 - - -

Value at Lower Bound Cap Rate $763,338 -$1,040,380 $11,490 $63,744

Value at Upper Bound Cap Rate $508,892 -$1,294,826 $14,300 $79,333

Monthly Annual Monthly Annual

Revenues (Rental Income) $58,654 $703,844 $75,850 $910,200

Expenses $23,319 $279,832 $23,319 $279,832

Net Operating Income (NOI) $35,334 $424,013 $52,531 $630,368

Market RateCurrent

Measure Value

 Difference from 

Market Rate

Tax Equivalent 

(FY 2026)

Five Year Tax 

Equivalent 

Market Rate Assessment $9,005,262 - - -

Value at Lower Bound Cap Rate $6,057,322 -$2,947,941 $32,557 $180,619

Value at Upper Bound Cap Rate $4,711,250 -$4,294,012 $47,423 $263,092
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Case Study Four 

Case subject 4 is a 92-unit property located in central downtown Portland. Current annual cashflows from 

rental revenues total approximately $1.3 million with estimated annual expenses of $756 thousand for an 

NOI of approximately $572, thousand per year (Table 8). In comparison, if the property units were not 

subject to rent control, prevailing market rents would generate approximately $$1.8 million per year in 

revenue, producing an NOI of approximately $1.1 million. 

Table 8: Case 4 - Net Operating Income 

 

Based on the NOI for each of these scenarios, the implied just value with prevailing market rate rents is 

estimated to be $15 million based on a 7% capitalization rate (Table 9). The estimated value under a lower 

and upper bound capitalization rate and restricted rent rates indicates a value between $5.7 million and $7.5 

million. Comparing the market rate value to rent restricted value suggests a decrease of between $85 

thousand and $105 thousand in tax revenues from this property in FY2026. Over the next five years, the 

total decrease in tax revenues from this property will total between $471 thousand and $582 thousand 

compared to property value with prevailing market rents. 

Table 9: Case 4 - Current Valuation and Scenario Comparison 

 

 

Monthly Annual Monthly Annual

Revenues (Rental Income) $110,676 $1,328,112 $151,800 $1,821,600

Expenses $62,946 $755,356 $62,946 $755,356

Net Operating Income (NOI) $47,730 $572,756 $88,854 $1,066,244

Current Market Rate

Measure Value

 Difference from 

Market Rate

Tax Equivalent 

(FY 2026)

Five Year Tax 

Equivalent 

Market Rate Assessment $15,232,057 - - -

Value at Lower Bound Cap Rate $7,536,263 -$7,695,794 $84,992 $471,517

Value at Upper Bound Cap Rate $5,727,560 -$9,504,497 $104,968 $582,335
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Conclusions 
This study evaluates the impact of rent restrictions on the distribution of taxable property value and 

resulting tax burden using appraisal standards consistent with Maine law. The analysis finds that limiting 

annual rent increases below prevailing market rates reduces the city’s total taxable valuation by an estimated 

3.2% to 5.4%. This reduction is primarily driven by the lower assessed values of income-generating 

properties subject to rent control. 

As a result, a higher mill rate is necessary to meet the revenue needs of Portland’s proposed FY2026 budget 

and beyond. Assuming no changes to budget levels, this increase in the mill rate would lead to an additional 

annual tax burden of approximately $220 to $380 (a 3.3% to 5.7% increase) for the median-value 

homeowner. Cumulatively, over the FY2026–FY2030 period, this represents an added tax cost of between 

$1,240 and $2,100. 

This analysis does not assess the broader policy effectiveness of rent control in achieving its intended goals, 

such as housing affordability or tenant stability. Instead, it aims to inform public discourse by addressing a 

previously underexplored area: the fiscal and distributional effects of rent restrictions on Portland’s property 

tax system.  
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https://www.colliers.com/en/news/maine/midyear-me-multifamily#:~:text=The%20average%20cap%20rate%20is,area%20for%20long%2Dterm%20holds
https://www.colliers.com/en/news/maine/midyear-me-multifamily#:~:text=The%20average%20cap%20rate%20is,area%20for%20long%2Dterm%20holds
https://www.dunham-group.com/uploads/2024-southern-maine-industrial-market-survey_digital_.pdf
https://boulos.com/portland-maine-2024-office-market-outlook/
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CURRENT OWNER 

401Neighborhood

Land
Building

Total

Land Information

Type Size Influence Factors Influence % Value

Primary  414,920

04/30/90 Entry & Sign OwnerMWO 1

BLDC2018-0

Purpose

Fy20 Create 4 Units In The Basem

 142,600

 50,000

Date Issued

 Permit Information 

03/27/19

08/20/18

AMBASSADOR LLC
82 HANOVER ST STE 5
PORTLAND ME 04101
33121/297 05/19/2016

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD CITY OF PORTLAND

Situs : 37 CASCO ST PARCEL ID: 037  D007001 Class: 17 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Living Units

Vol / Pg
District
Zoning
Class

92

11885
33121/297
13DD
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS

Property Notes

37-D-7
CASCO ST 33-35
CALLED 37
9661 SF

9,661 

Entrance Information

Date ID Entry Code Source

Total Acres: .2218 
Value Flag

Manual Override Reason
Base Date of Value

Effective Date of Value

Number Price % Complete

Sales/Ownership History

Transfer Date Price Type Validity Deed Reference Deed Type Grantee

05/19/16
08/02/02
05/18/99
06/12/81

7,300,000 Land & Building 33121/297

4798/012

AMBASSADOR LLC
QUIRK SHIRLEY F & JOHN D QUIRK & 
QUIRK JOHN J 
QUIRK JOHN J & SALLY L QUIRK JTS

Assessed Appraised Cost Income Market

 414,900
 8,590,100
 9,005,000

 414,900
 13,480,400
 13,895,300

 414,900
 8,590,100
 9,005,000

 0
 0
 0

INCOME APPROACH

Assessment Information

SF  414,900

 8,590,100
 9,005,000

C

BLDG

01-APR-21
01-APR-21

Inspection Witnessed By _________________________________________________

      2025

Gross Building:
Spot:  Location: 

Alternate ID
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Building Information

Outbuilding Data

Meas1 Meas2 AreaQtyYr Blt Grade Phy Fun Value
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CITY OF PORTLAND

Situs : 37 CASCO ST Parcel Id: 037  D007001 Class: 17 

Year Built/Eff Year
Building #

Structure Type
Identical Units

Total Units
Grade

# Covered Parking
# Uncovered Parking

1900
1

1
92
B-

2

Apartment - Garden
Elevator Electric Pasngr

Carport

Porch, Enclosed

Sprinkler Sys Wet

 1

 1

 1

 1

 1,500

 8

 5

 41,944

 100

 12

 9

 1

 7

Building Other Features

Type Meas1 Meas2 # Stops+/- Ident Units

1

2

2

3

Line

B1

B1

01

02

Wood Frame/Joist/B

Wood Frame/Joist/B

Wood Frame/Joist/B

Wood Frame/Joist/B

 3,000

 2,992

 5,992

 5,992

 186

 186

 372

 372

 100

 100

 100

 100

Interior/Exterior Information

Level From - To

1

2

3

4

Line

B1

B1

01

06

Int Fin Area Perim

 9

 9

 9

 9

None

None

Brick Venee

Brick Venee

Use Type Wall Height Ext Walls Construction Partitions

Normal

Normal

Normal

Normal

Heating Cooling Plumbing Physical Functional

None

Hot Water/Ste

Hot Water/Ste

Hot Water/Ste

None

None

None

None

Normal

Normal

Normal

Normal

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

 629,270

 405,730

 1,099,260

 4,605,930

 3,000

 2,992

 5,992

 5,992

Apartment

Apartment

Apartment

Apartment

Interior/Exterior Valuation Detail

1

2

3

4

Line Area

 81

 81

 81

 81

Use Type % Good % Complete Use Value/RCNLD

Apartment

Apartment

Apartment

Apartment

TypeLine

TypeLine

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD

Meas1 Meas2 # Stops+/- Ident Units

THE 
AMBASSADOR

DBA

/

      2025
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Addtional Property Photos
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Situs : 37 CASCO ST Parcel Id: 037  D007001 Class: 17 

Income Detail (Includes all Buildings on Parcel)

Use

Grp

Mod

Type

Inc

Mod

Model

Description

Units Net Area Income

Rate

Econ

Adjust

Potential

Gross

Income

Vac 

Model

Vac

 Adj

Additional

Income

Effective

 Gross

 Income

Expense

Model %

Expense

Adj %

Other

Expenses

Total

Expenses

Net

Operating

 Income

Apartment Detail - Building 1 of 1

Line Use Type Per Bldg Beds Baths Units Rent Income

Building Cost Detail  - Building 1 of 1

Total Gross Rent Area
Total Gross Building Area

Replace, Cost New Less Depr
Percent Complete

Number of Identical Units
Economic Condition Factor

Final Building Value

Value per SF

Income Summary (Includes all Building on Parcel)

Total Net Income
Capitalization Rate

Residual Land Value
Final Income Value

Sub total

Notes - Building 1 of 1

01 A 004 92  41,944 95  1,371,420 3  1,330,277 32 120  510,8260

Expense

Adj

 510,826  819,451

1

2

011

011

 90

 2

0

1

0

0

\

\

 90

 2

 15,600

 19,800

 1,404,000

 39,600

 41,944

 6,740,190
100

 1
 200

 13,480,380

 819,451

 9,004,960
 0.091000

 
 9,004,960

Apartment

Apartment

38944

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD

 321.39

Apartment/Units

 41,944

Total Gross Building Area  41,944

      2025
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30 Milk Street, Second Floor
Portland, ME 04101

207-747-1515
www.portacompany.com

Property Highlights

16 Unit Apartment Building with highend finishes.
Mix of furninished and non furnished units.
16 On-site parking spaces. 
Sale price of $3,850,000.

MULTI-FAMILY FOR SALE
131 State Street | Portland, ME 
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Property Address:            131 State Street, Portland, Maine

Owner:                               EJH PROPERTIES LLC

Map/Lot:                            045/14/9

Book/Page:                       36829/050

Land Area:                        0.20± Acres

Building Size:                   11,719± SF (Including basement)

Utilities:                            Municipal water and sewer

Parking:                            On Site- 16 spaces

Zoning:                             R-6

Building Class:                Class A    

# Of Stories:                     Three (3)

HVAC:                               Gas-fired heat, Central A/C 

Year Built:                        1900

Showings:                       Contact Broker

NOI:                                  $247,374 / (2024)

Asking Price:                   $3,850,000                                 

Financials:                       Contact Broker

Property Address:            131 State Street, Portland, Maine

Owner:                               EJH PROPERTIES LLC

Map/Lot:                            045/14/9

Book/Page:                       36829/050

Land Area:                        0.20± Acres

Building Size:                   11,719± SF (Including basement)

Utilities:                            Municipal water and sewer

Parking:                            On Site- 16 spaces

Zoning:                             R-6

Building Class:                Class A    

# Of Stories:                     Three (3)

HVAC:                               Gas-fired heat, Central A/C 

Year Built:                        1900

Showings:                       Contact Broker

NOI:                                  $247,374 / (2024)

Asking Price:                   $3,850,000                                 

Financials:                       Contact Broker

Property Details
131 State Street | Portland, ME 
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CITY OF PORTLAND
BOARD OF ASSESSMENT REVIEW

APPLICANT REBUTTAL

15 Bramhall Street - 063-A-005-001, owner West Company, filed by David 
Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 18 Melbourne Street - 014-G-014-001, 
owner Spar Inc, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 28 Preble 
Street - 037-F-005-001, owner Earl Apartments LLC, filed by David 
Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 37 Casco Street - 037-D-007-001, owner 
Ambassador LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 40 
West Street - 063-H-004-001, owner West Street Partners LLC, filed by 
David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 46 Market Street - 032-E-010-
001, owner Market Milk Partners LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with 
Reveler LLC; 55 William Street - 116-A-025-001, owner West Company, 
filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 60 Carleton Street - 063-
D-013-001, owner West Company, filed by David Bergeron, agent with 
Reveler LLC; 61-65 Grant Street - 048-B-016-001, owner Grant Street 
Realty LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 69 Grant 
Street - 048-B-015-001, owner Grant Street Realty LLC, filed by David 
Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 72 Park Avenue - 048-B-008-001, owner 
Spar Inc, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 78 Danforth 
Street - 040-C-002-001, owner West Company, filed by David Bergeron, 
agent with Reveler LLC; 89 Spruce Street - 056-D-010-001, owner Forty 
Nine LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 102 Portland 
Street - 036-H-001-001, owner Forty Nine LLC, filed by David Bergeron, 
agent with Reveler LLC; 117 Preble Street - 033E-001-001, owner 
Schlotterbeck Block LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 
122-124 Brackett Street - 057-D-007-001, owner Spring Street West Corp, 
filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 123 Sherman Street - 048-
C-020-001, owner Sherman Street Properties LLC, filed by David Bergeron, 
agent with Reveler LLC; 125 Grant Street - 048-A-019-001, owner 
Woodford Highland LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 
129 Grant Street - 048-A-018-001, owner Woodford Highland LLC, filed by 
David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 131 Sherman Street - 048-C-018-
001, owner Sherman Street Properties LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent 
with Reveler LLC; 132 Marginal Way - 442-A-001-001, owner West 
Bayside Partners LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 
137-139 Neal Street - 063-D008-001, owner West Company, filed by David 
Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 139 William Street - 081-A-013-001, 
owner Forty Nine LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 
157-159 Grant Street - 053-B-024-001, owner Spar Inc, filed by David 
Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 202 Dartmouth Street - 081-A-010-001, 
owner Forty Nine LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 
204-206 Spring Street - 045-F-024-001, owner Spring Street West Corp, 
filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 286-288 State Street - 
048-B-009-001, owner Spring Street West Corp, filed by David Bergeron, 
agent with Reveler LLC; 341 Cumberland Ave - 033-K-008001, Earl 
Apartments LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 1
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439 Congress Street - 027-B-004-001, Metropolitan Apartments LLC, filed 
by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 638 Congress Street - 045-A-
003-001, owner 638 Congress St Partners LLC, filed by David Bergeron, 
agent with Reveler LLC; 699 Congress Street - 047-C-032-001, owner 
Longfellow Apartments LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler 
LLC; 707 Congress Street -047-C-029-001, owner Longfellow Apartments 
LLC, filed by David Bergeron, agent with Reveler LLC; 304 Eastern Prom - 
015-B-001-002, Eastern Residential Inc, filed by David Bergeron, agent with 
Reveler LLC (together, “Reveler LLC 2025 Consolidated Appeals”)

I. Introduction

              Ambassador, LLC (“Ambassador”) owns the property located at 37 Casco Street in 

Portland, Maine (the “Property”).1 On April 1, 2024, the Property was assessed for the purpose of 

taxation at the value of $9,893,500. Ambassador Exhibit 1, at 2. On November 26, 2024, 

Ambassador sought a tax abatement, seeking to reduce the assessed value to $3,876,960. 

Ambassador Exhibit 1, at 4. On February 28, 2025, the City of Portland Tax Assessor (the 

“Assessor”) revalued the Property at $9,754,800, an adjustment of $138,700. Ambassador Exhibit 

1, at 2. Because this adjustment does not account for the true value of the Property, Ambassador 

appealed the Assessor’s decision to this Board.  Specifically, the Assessor has entirely failed to 

consider the detrimental affect Portland’s rent control ordinance and subsequent even stricter 

amendments has had on property values.  The Assessor has had to rely solely on the income method 

to value larger apartment buildings because there have been zero sales of like property since rent 

1 Ambassador reserves the right to supplement these materials.
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control went into effect. This hearing will focus on the parties’ differences as to the proper 

application of the income method of valuation.

In support of its decision, Assessor makes three principal arguments: (1) Ambassador’s 

Chief Strategy Officer is not qualified to opine on the value of the Property; (2) Ambassador 

impermissibly challenged the Assessor’s methodology; and (3) Ambassador did not provide 

affirmative evidence to demonstrate that the challenged assessment was incorrect. Each of these 

arguments is incorrect and is a complete misunderstanding of the facts and applicable law. There 

is no question that Ambassador’s in-house witness may testify given the evidentiary standards that 

the Board and Maine Courts employ. In addition, Ambassador simply did not challenge the 

Assessor’s methodology. It provided affirmative evidence, through a mathematical analysis of 

Assessor’s valuation, to demonstrate that the capitalization rate utilized, not the methodology 

itself, was inappropriate given market factors. See Ambassador Exhibit 8. Moreover, 

Ambassador’s analysis demonstrates Assessor substantially overvalued the Property. In particular, 

the Assessor primarily relied on inapplicable sales primarily of two-unit buildings which are not 

timely or subject to rent control or factors which affect equity investing. See Ambassador Exhibit 

3. In fact, the value of the Property has decreased significantly since 2020 due to the impact of rent 

regulation, a factor not taken into account by Assessor. Accordingly, this Board should grant 

Ambassador’s appeal and redetermine the value of the Property.

II. Ambassador’s Expert May Provide Evidence Regarding The Value Of The 
Property.

In direct conflict with Maine Law, and without reference to any authority, Assessor 

erroneously contends that David Bergeron, Ambassador’s Chief Strategy Officer, is not permitted 

to provide evidence as to the Property’s value because he is not a certified appraiser.  Maine Rule 
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of Evidence 702 governs the admissibility of expert testimony, and provides, “[a] witness who is 

qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, experience, training, or education may testify in the 

form of an opinion or otherwise if such testimony will help the trier of fact to understand the 

evidence or determine a fact in issue.” M.R. Evid. 702 (emphasis added). The Law Court has 

clarified this rule noting, “generally all that is required is that the expert have skill and knowledge 

superior to that of the general populace.” In re Jon N., 2003 ME. 123, ¶ 8 n. 2, 754 A.2d 346. 

Mr. Bergeron has worked and operated in high-level financial positions for over 27 years, 

becoming a CPA in the process. During that time, he performed numerous business valuations. He 

developed business valuation skills through working on large-scale transactions for employers 

such as Unum and PricewaterhouseCoopers. Most recently, Mr. Bergeron has worked for roughly 

five years at Reveler Development, where he has gained a deep knowledge of the Portland Maine 

multi-family real estate investing from Tom Watson, the largest owner and operator of multi-

family assets in the city. At Reveler development, Mr. Bergeron has performed numerous 

valuations for purchases and sales of commercial real estate—primarily multi-family properties in 

Portland, Maine. These valuations use the same tools and processes as other business valuations, 

but are more keenly impacted by regional factors, which due to his position at Reveler, he is 

intimately acquainted with. In addition, Mr. Bergeron built and manages Reveler’s rent control 

compliance tools, and has spent a large amount of time working with Portland’s Rent Control 

Ordinance and its Rent Control Board. In fact, he has had more applications heard by the Rent 

Control Board than any other person or entity in the city. Therefore, he is uniquely qualified to 

discuss the impact of Rent Control Ordinance on the value of multi-family assets in Portland. 

Accordingly, Mr. Bergeron’s ability to understand and opine on project financing and property 

valuation is “superior to that of the general populace.” See In re Jon N., 2003 ME. 123, ¶ 8 n. 2, 
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754 A.2d 346. Therefore, Mr. Bergeron is qualified to lend his opinion as to the value of the 

Property, as well as the conditions, namely financing considerations, that support said valuation. 

Moreover, even if Mr. Bergeron did not possess the wealth of information necessary to 

qualify as an expert witness—which he does—his testimony regarding the valuation of Property, 

and the factors underlying this valuation, should be admitted given the procedural posture of this 

dispute. While Maine Courts are guided by the Maine Rules of Evidence, administrative hearings 

are not. The Law Court has made clear that, “[i]t is a widely accepted proposition that the highly 

technical rules of evidence are not, and should not, be applicable to administrative proceedings.” 

In re Maine Clean Fuels, Inc., 310 A.2d 736, 748 (Me. 1973). More specifically, the Law Court 

has held with respect to administrative hearings that “[e]vidence shall be admitted if it is the kind 

of evidence upon which reasonable persons are accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious 

affairs.” 5 M.R.S. § 9057(2). As mentioned, Mr. Bergeron has practiced in the field of property 

acquisition, financing, and development for 27 years. In this time, he has been part of innumerable 

projects involving hundreds of millions of dollars. These “serious affairs” regularly rely on the 

exact analysis related to market capitalization, investor expectations, and regulatory constraints 

that Ambassador seeks to provide to the Board. Accordingly, barring admission of Mr. Bergeron’s 

analysis would run  afoul of the Law Court’s holdings.

Last, and perhaps most importantly, the Board’s own Rules of Procedure note that “the 

Board may receive any oral or documentary evidence…Every party has the right to present his or 

her case or defense by oral or documentary evidence, to submit rebuttal evidence, and to conduct 

any cross-examination that is required for a full and true disclosure of facts.” Portland Board of 

Assessment Review, Rules of Procedure, at 2 (Feb. 17, 2023). These rules’ broad acceptance of 
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testimony, and silence on matters of expert opinion, make clear that Mr. Bergeron must be allowed 

to present testimony as to the value of the Property. 

III. Ambassador Does Not Challenge The Methodology Employed.

Despite Assessor’s assertion, in the absence of comparable sales, all parties agree that the 

“income method” is the appropriate methodology to employ in determining the Property’s value.2 

Assessor conflates, however, the concepts of “methodology” and “variable.” Simply put, a 

“methodology” is the equation within which variables are inserted to arrive at a valuation. In its 

submission to the Board, the Assessor clearly outlines the equation/methodology used in the 

agreed upon “income method” noting, “Market Value = Net Operating Income ÷ Capitalization 

Rate.” Assessor’s Board of Assessment Review Submission, at 3 (June 18, 2025). In Assessor’s 

equation/methodology, “net operating income” and “capitalization rate” are the variables. As these 

variables shift, the market value of a property shifts. In its application, Ambassador exclusively 

challenged one variable, the capitalization rate, utilized in the agreed upon methodology above. 

Ambassador challenges this variable, in part, because Assessor has never provided any information 

as to how the capitalization rate in the assessment was calculated.  In fact, the only support 

provided for the calculation of the capitalization rate is a circular argument, noting that 

“Capitalization Rate = Net Operating Income ÷ Market Value,” implying that the capitalization 

rate is the product of value, rather than a variable used in determining value. Id.

 Moreover, Assessor’s position that Ambassador may not challenge the utilized 

capitalization rate, a variable, defies logic. As noted, it is settled that the methodology, or equation 

employed, cannot be challenged. But if the variables that impact the ultimate outcome of that 

methodology also cannot be questioned—as Assessor’s objection to Ambassador’s alternate 

2 It is well settled that abatement applicants may not succeed through challenging an accessor’s choice of 
methodology. See Yusem v. Town of Raymond, 2001 ME 21, ¶ 8, 769 A.2d 865.
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capitalization rate suggests—then no factors remain for a taxpayer to challenge an assessed 

valuation. This is squarely at odds with Maine Law which allows taxpayers to challenge assessed 

values. See e.g. 36 M.R.S. § 841 et. seq.

Last, Assessor attempts to obfuscate the true nature of Ambassador’s appeal application 

through arguing that Ambassador’s calculations produce an “investment value” rather than a 

“market value.” Assessor’s Board of Assessment Review Submission, at 2 (June 18, 2025). 

Investment value is just another way of stating income method—determining value by looking at 

costs and investment return. In the context of the Property, these values are the same. The Property 

is a 92-unit multi-family building. Assessor’s Final Exhibits, at 3 (June 18, 2025). The only 

feasible owners of such a property are investors. Accordingly, every market valuation of the 

Property is viewed as an investment valuation. As such, Assessor’s attempt to discredit 

Ambassador’s analysis by arguing over nomenclature is a red herring and must be ignored.

IV. The Assessor’s Capitalization Rate Does Not Reflect The Current Market. 

A capitalization rate is a metric that estimates the potential rate of return on an investment 

property. With residential housing investments, a large factor in determining rate of return is the 

primary revenue source of the investment—rental income. In 2020, the City of Portland passed a 

rent control ordinance which, as amended in 2023 in part, restricted rent increases to 70% of the 

inflation rate. Portland Code, §§ 6-232, 6-234. The ordinance, as amended, also eliminated rent 

adjustments related to property taxes, instituted fees for converting rental units into condominiums, 

and created numerous other rules that limit the profitability of a multi-family commercial real 

estate investment, such as the Property. Portland Code, § 6-230 et seq. Accordingly, capitalization 

rates increased, following both the adoption of the rent control ordinance and subsequent 

amendments, because profitability is on a declining curve. See Ambassador Exhibits 4. It is telling 
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that the “income method” alone was used to determine the value of the Property.3 Traditionally, 

large commercial multi-family properties are valued using both the income method as well as 

through comparable property sales. Here, however, only the income method was used. A dearth of 

comparable sales indicates that, as Ambassador asserts, rent control provisions have severely 

impacted the profitability of these types of projects, chilling comparable sales. Simply put, the 

normal incentives and profit margins for large commercial multi-family real estate projects are not 

present. Investors have no incentive to purchase and renovate properties because they cannot 

recover much of their investment in increased rents. Evidence will be presented to the Board that 

the complete lack of comparable sales is a direct result of the limitations on profitability established 

by rent control.  Large properties are being listed; they just are not selling.

To this end, Assessor does not provide meaningful evidence regarding current, comparable, 

market factors. See Ambassador Exhibit 3. For example, Exhibit 4 provided by Assessor purports 

to show multifamily property sales in Portland from April 1, 2023 to April 1, 2024. Assessor’s 

Final Exhibits, at 69-72 (June 18, 2025). This list contains 60 sales—only two of which involved 

properties with ten (10) units or more, one of which contained only twelve and is actually two six 

unit buildings plus a buildable lot. (12). Id.  The second large building is a subsidized housing 

property which is not subject to rent control. The Property, however, contains 92 units. 

Significantly, the Assessor uses data from properties not subject to Portland’s rent control 

provisions, which exempts small (four units or less), owner occupied, buildings.4 Portland Code, 

§ 6-231. Accordingly, the factors that increase the capitalization rate on the Property, do not impact 

3 As explained previously, Ambassador is not seeking to challenge the methodology employed. It agrees that the 
“income method” is an appropriate methodology to value the Property. However, it contends that the notable 
absence of any comparable sales is exemplative of the market and financial impact rent control has had on similar 
properties in Portland.
4 Ambassador is prepared to provide evidence that there are no actual sales of comparable properties containing 
twelve (12) or more units.
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almost all of the units included in Assessor’s Exhibit 4.  Moreover, the financing of small owner-

occupied properties is distinctly different than financing for large projects such as the Property. 

This fact renders many other properties listed in Assessor’s Exhibit 4 inapplicable for determining 

an appropriate capitalization rate for the Property. Similarly, Assessor’s Exhibit 13 outlines multi-

family property sales between 2018 and 2020. Assessor’s Final Exhibits, at 118-120 (June 18, 

2025). Critically, however, this period is before the rent control ordinance was adopted, rendering 

Assessor’s Exhibit 13 irrelevant for determining an appropriate capitalization rate for the Property.

Similarly, where Assessor does identify capitalization rates, Assessor’s Exhibits 7 and 10, 

such figures are inapplicable to the matter at hand. See Ambassador Exhibit 3. Assessor’s Exhibit 

7 contains “actual average cap rate” in 2021. Assessor’s Final Exhibits, at 75 (June 18, 2025). 

These numbers, however, are derived from sales before all current provisions of the rent control 

ordinance that impact a capitalization rate came into effect.5 Moreover, they all involve properties 

significantly smaller than the Property, which impacts the required financing, and thus 

capitalization rate, as well. Further, there is no indication of what net revenues are for these 

properties—a key element of determining value under the income method. See Assessor’s Final 

Exhibits, at 75 (June 18, 2025). Similarly Assessor’s Exhibit 10, contains data that is wholly 

inapplicable to the current regulatory framework. Assessor’s Final Exhibits, at 78 (June 18, 2025).

Perhaps most importantly, despite providing alleged “comparable” capitalization rates in 

Assessor’s Exhibits 7 and 10, Assessor fails to provide any substantiation for its asserted figures. 

Assessor’s Final Exhibits, at 75, 78 (June 18, 2025); see Ambassador Exhibit 3. Presumably, 

Assessor fails to provide substantiation for its asserted 2024 capitalization rates because these rates 

5 Ambassador has been unable to access the USPAP guidelines referenced by Assessor. Research indicates, 
however, that USPAP guidelines suggest including rent control in any property valuation. Assessor failed to include 
all of the USPAP standards in its analysis or reference them in its submission.
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did not reflect actual market conditions at the time. Indeed, there is no indication that the 2024 

capitalization rate propounded by Assessor takes into account the original rent control ordinance 

or subsequent amendments. 

Moreover, the in dispute 2024 valuation was derived from the 2021 revaluation. This 

revaluation was based on data collected between 2018 and 2019—long before rent control 

regulations were adopted. Accordingly, the data that undergirds the challenged 2024 valuation is 

woefully out of date and misaligned with the relevant market and regulatory realities.

Tellingly, the City of Portland substantially increased capitalization rates during its recent 

2025 property reevaluation—finally incorporating rent regulation into its analysis. Ambassador 

Exhibit 5. The value for the Ambassador decreased to $7,601,600 and the capitalization rate as 

calculated by the use of net profitability increased to 9.10%. Id.  However, no meaningful market 

changes, such as a rent control amendment, occurred between 2024 and 2025. Accordingly, it is 

illogical for the Assessor to apply significantly lower capitalization rates to the challenged tax 

assessment than it determined was appropriate for the Property one year later.  The 2025 

revaluation numbers should be a floor for the consideration by this Board of actual value in 

2024.

V. The Assessed Value is Manifestly Wrong. 

Assessor’s use of outdated and not comparable data to generate an inappropriately low 

capitalization rate is exemplified in Ambassador’s abatement application. There, to show the 

inadequacy of Assessor’s capitalization rate, Ambassador used said rate to demonstrate the 

potential rate of return for investors. Ambassador Exhibit 8. Ambassador determined that, if the 

Property were purchased for the assessed price, the venture would generate roughly $748,000 less 

per year than would be needed to incentivize all required investors. Id. 
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This analysis assumed several factors, all of which Ambassador based on supportive data. 

First, it utilized an operating cash follow reflecting the Property’s actual 2023 performance. Id. 

Second, the analysis incorporated an interest rate of 7.5% for assumed debt, which Ambassador 

based upon actual conversations with local bankers. Id. Third, Ambassador determined a loan 

amount of $4,442,637.00. Id. It did so by employing the commonly accepted debt service coverage 

ratio, which requires that the net operating income be 1.25 times the debt service payment on a 

borrowed amount. Last, Ambassador’s analysis factored in a 15% market return for equity 

investors for the remaining purchase cost of the Property. Id. Ambassador based this figure on the 

average rate offered for multi-family real estate equity offerings across the United States. 

Examples of available investments that were marketed publicly during the relevant period are 

included in Ambassador’s Exhibit 7.  These listings show projected internal rates of return between 

14% and 20%--demonstrating that Ambassador’s use of a 15% rate is conservative.

In sum, Assessor’s valuation would render purchasing the Property impossible. See id. 

Typical bank financing only covers 60% of the value of a property and equity financing is 

necessary to cover the remaining 40%. At the assessed price the Property would generate enough 

income to pay the bank, but not enough to deliver a market return to equity investors or to provide 

any return to Ambassador. See id. Accordingly, the challenged assessment values the Property 

such that no investors would be willing to invest capital because of the lack of return and the 

declining profitability due to rent control.

VI. Ambassador Provided Affirmative Evidence Of Just Value

Maine law requires that a taxpayer demonstrate that a property was valued at more than its 

fair market value. To do so, the taxpayer must come forward with credible, affirmative evidence 

of just value. Yusem v. Town of Raymond, 2001 ME 61, ¶ 8, 796 A.2d 865. As described above, 
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Ambassador provided credible, affirmative evidence that Assessor vastly inflated the value of the 

Property. Ambassador also, however, provided credible, affirmative evidence of what it believed 

a fair valuation was. Ambassador Exhibit 1 at 6-9.

In support of its proposed valuation, Ambassador utilized the same methodology, the 

income approach, utilized by Assessor. To do so, Ambassador first input an operating income 

based on the 2023 actual income of the Property adjusted for inflation. Id. at 6. This figure also 

took into account a 4% new tenancy adjustment, and a 20% turnover rate—a trend witnessed in 

past years. Id. Second, Ambassador factored in 2023’s actual operating expenses, adjusted for 

inflation, and average capital expenditures. Id. Third, regarding financing, Ambassador assumed 

a 7.5% interest rate—the prevailing standard—and a 25-year amortization schedule. Id. at 7. It 

also based its equity investor return schedule on market trends, resulting in a 15% rate of return 

for equity investors. Id. at 7. Last, Ambassador adjusted for prevalent market risks. Id. at 7-8. 

These risks included: (1) decrease in rental rates due to increased supply, economic downturn, and 

changing consumer preferences; (2) expense growth areas—the assumption that expenses will 

grow in line with inflation may be materially incorrect as Ambassador observed an 11.6% increase 

in expenses beyond inflation; (3) regulatory changes including additional local rent control 

provisions as well as state and federal legislation which may require expensive new physical 

building requirements or devotion of additional space to low income housing. Id. Using these 

factors, Ambassador arrived at a just value of $3,876,960 for the Property, satisfying the 

requirement to provide credible, affirmative evidence of just value. See Yusem v. Town of 

Raymond, 2001 ME 61, ¶ 8, 796 A.2d 865.
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VII. Conclusion

To prevail in its appeal before the Board, Ambassador must demonstrate that “the assessed 

value of the property is manifestly wrong.” Ram’s Head Partners, LLC v. Town of Cape Elizabeth, 

2003 ME 131, ¶ 9, 834 A.2d 916. Ambassador may do so by demonstrating that the Property is 

“substantially overvalued.” Id. In addition, Ambassador is required to provide credible, affirmative 

evidence of just value. Yusem v. Town of Raymond, 2001 ME 61, ¶ 8, 796 A.2d 865. As described 

in Sections V and VI above, Ambassador’s analysis of the Assessors valuation, as well as the 

justification of its own valuation, meets these requirements. 

Therefore, because Ambassador has met its burden to demonstrate the gross overevaluation 

of the Property, this Board should redetermine the just value of the Property. See Quoddy Realty 

Corp. v. City of Eastport, 1998 ME 14, ¶ 4, 704 A.2d 407.

Dated at Augusta, Maine this 25th day of June, 2025

Stephen E.F. Langsdorf, Esq.
Preti Flaherty Beliveau & Pachios, LLP
45 Memorial Circle, P.O. Box 1058
Augusta, ME 04332-1058
207-623-5300
slangsdorf@preti.com
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EXHIBIT 1 
BOARD OF ASSESSMENT REVIEW 

APPLICATION FOR APPEAL OF 
ASSESSOR'S DECISION ON 

ABATEMENT OF MUNICIPAL PROPERTY TAXES 
(36 M.R.S.A. Section 843) 

This application must be filed with your municipal Board of Assessment Review. A separate application 
should be filed for each separately assessed parcel of real estate claimed to be overvalued. 

1. Name: Ambassador LLC 

2. Mailing address: 511 Congress Street, Suite 601, Portland Maine 04101 

3. Physical address: 37 Casco Street - 037-D-007-001 

4. Phone: (207) 239-1278 Email: dbergeron@reveler.com 

5. Tax year for abatement: 2025 

6. Assessed value of real estate: $9,893,500 

7. Reduction of real estate value requested: $6,016,560 

8. Assessed value of personal property: NA 

9. Reduction of personal property value requested: NA 

10. Reasons for requesting abatement (please be specific about the reason(s) you believe the 

assessment is illegal, erroneous, or that the property is overvalued for tax purposes, and include 

supporting documentation such as comparable sales/deed reference. Please see the instructions 

on the following page: 

See Attached 

APPLICATION FOR ABATEMENT AND CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH 36 M.R.S.A. § 
843(4) Pursuant to 36 M.R.S.A. § 843(4), the applicant hereby certifies that he or she has paid, by 
the due date, either the amount of taxes not in dispute for the current tax year or an amount equal to 
the amount of taxes paid in the previous tax year, whichever is greater. The statements contained in 
this application are correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Signature of applicant Z7'ce.?i,ed Date 4/15/25 

 

 

BOARD OF ASSESSMENT REVIEW  
APPLICATION FOR APPEAL OF  

ASSESSOR'S DECISION ON 
ABATEMENT OF MUNICIPAL PROPERTY TAXES 

(36 M.R.S.A. Section 843) 
 

This application must be filed with your municipal Board of Assessment Review. A separate application 

should be filed for each separately assessed parcel of real estate claimed to be overvalued.  

1. Name: Ambassador LLC 

2. Mailing address:   511 Congress Street, Suite 601, Portland Maine 04101   

3. Physical address:   37 Casco Street - 037-D-007-001 

4. Phone:   (207) 239-1278     Email:    dbergeron@reveler.com   

5. Tax year for abatement:                2025  

6. Assessed value of real estate: $9,893,500 

7. Reduction of real estate value requested:  $6,016,560 

8. Assessed value of personal property:  NA  

9. Reduction of personal property value requested:  NA  

10. Reasons for requesting abatement (please be specific about the reason(s) you believe the 

assessment is illegal, erroneous, or that the property is overvalued for tax purposes, and include 

supporting documentation such as comparable sales/deed reference. Please see the instructions 

on the following page:      

See Attached  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
APPLICATION FOR ABATEMENT AND CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH 36 M.R.S.A. §  
843(4) Pursuant to 36 M.R.S.A. § 843(4), the applicant hereby certifies that he or she has paid, by 
the due date, either the amount of taxes not in dispute for the current tax year or an amount equal to 
the amount of taxes paid in the previous tax year, whichever is greater. The statements contained in 
this application are correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.  

  
  
  

  

Signature of applicant       Date     4/15/25  
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Assessor's Office 
Elisa A. Marr, CMA- 2 

City 
Gi•if porti

- 

FEBRUARY 28, 2025 

AMBASSADOR LLC 
82 HANOVER ST, STE 5 
PORTLAND, ME 04101 

NOTICE OF ACTION ON ABATEMENT OF REAL ESTATE TAX 

Re: 37 Casco St, Portland, Maine - Parcel ID: 037 D007001-Downtown Improvement District 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Your request/application for abatement of property taxes for FY2025 on the above-described 
properties has been granted on February 28, 2025. The value adjustment reflects a correction to 
the property information data. 

Where an abatement has been granted in whole or in part, we have included a computation 
showing your new valuation and tax liability below: 

Original Valuation: $9,893,500 Original Tax: $7,024.39 
New Valuation: $9,754,800 New Tax: $6,925.91 
Abated Value (Difference): $ 138,700 Abated Tax (Difference): $ 98.48 

If this was a formal application and you wish to appeal this decision, you have 60 days from the 
date you receive this notice to do so. An appeal may be taken to the Board of Assessment 
Review. To request an application, please call 207-874-8480 or write to Portland Board of 
Assessment Review, 389 Congress St, Room 211, Portland, ME 04101. 

If you have any further assessing questions, please contact the Assessor's Office. 
For any tax payment questions, please contact the Treasury Division at 207-874-8490 or 
portlandmaine.gov/selfservice. A refund is issued only when a credit exists on the full-year tax 
amount; otherwise, a credit will be applied towards the next payment due. 

Sincerely, 

Elisa A. Man, CMA-2 
City of Portland Assessor 

389 Congress Street, Room 115 • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 
assessors@portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov 
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Assessor's Office 
Elisa A. Marr, CMA- 2 

GitY 
aiif por tt d 

FEBRUARY 28, 2025 

AMBASSADOR LLC 
82 HANOVER ST, STE 5 
PORTLAND, ME 04101 

NOTICE OF ACTION ON ABATEMENT OF REAL ESTATE TAX 

Re: 37 Casco St, Portland, Maine - Parcel ID: 037 D007001 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Your request/application for abatement of property taxes for FY2025 on the above-described 
properties has been granted on February 28, 2025. The value adjustment reflects a correction to 
the property information data. 

Where an abatement has been granted in whole or in part, we have included a computation 
showing your new valuation and tax liability below: 

Original Valuation: $9,893,500 Original Tax: $148,501.41 
New Valuation: $9,754,800 New Tax: $146,419.55 
Abated Value (Difference): $ 138,700 Abated Tax (Difference): $ 2,081.89 

If this was a formal application and you wish to appeal this decision, you have 60 days from the 
date you receive this notice to do so. An appeal may be taken to the Board of Assessment 
Review. To request an application, please call 207-874-8480 or write to Portland Board of 
Assessment Review, 389 Congress St, Room 211, Portland, ME 04101. 

If you have any further assessing questions, please contact the Assessor's Office. 
For any tax payment questions, please contact the Treasury Division at 207-874-8490 or 
portlandmaine.gov/selfservice. A refund is issued only when a credit exists on the full-year tax 
amount; otherwise, a credit will be applied towards the next payment due. 

Sincerely, 

144,4,01))e,, 
Elisa A. Man, CMA-2 
City of Portland Assessor 

389 Congress Street, Room 115 • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 
assessorva portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov „if Page 199



APPLICATION FOR ABATEMENT OF PROPERTY TAXES 
UNDER TITLE 36 SECTION 841 MRSA 

Name(s) of Applicant(s) AmbaSSador LLC 

Address of Applicant(s) 82 Hanover St. Suite 5 Portland, ME 04101 

Daytime Telephone #  (207) 239-1278 

Property Identification (Chart, Block, Lot and/or Tax ID #)  037-D-007-001

Tax Year for which Abatement is Requested  2025

Assessed Value of Real Estate $9,893,500 

Abatement Requested in Real Estate Value $6,016,560 

Assessed Value of Personal Property (if applicable)  NA

Abatement Requested in Personal Property Value (if applicable)  NA

Reason(s) for requesting abatement (please be specific, stating grounds for belief that property is 

See attached overvalued for tax purposes) 

Please attach a separate sheet as needed. 

To the Tax Assessor, City of Portland, Maine 
In accordance with provisions of Title 36 Section 841 MRSA, I hereby make written application 

for abatement of property taxes as noted above. The above statements are correct to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

11/26/2024 
Date 

THIS APPLICATION MUST BE SIGNED. 

P'a-O,ed 5 i-i 
T j'-€9'Signature of Appli ant 

SEPARATE APPLICATION SHOULD BE FILED FOR EACH SEPARATELY ASSESSED 
PARCEL OF REAL ESTATE CLAIMED TO BE OVERVALUED. 

APPLICATION FOR ABATEMENT OF PROPERTY TAXES 
UNDER TITLE 36 SECTION 841 MRSA 

 

Name(s) of Applicant(s) 

 

Address of Applicant(s) 

Ambassador LLC 

82 Hanover St. Suite 5 Portland, ME 04101 
 

 

Daytime Telephone # (207) 239-1278 
 

Property Identification (Chart, Block, Lot and/or Tax ID #)  037-D-007-001  

 

Tax Year for which Abatement is Requested  2025  

Assessed Value of Real Estate  $9,893,500  
 

Abatement Requested in Real Estate Value $6,016,560 
 

Assessed Value of Personal Property (if applicable)  NA  

Abatement Requested in Personal Property Value (if applicable)  NA  

Reason(s) for requesting abatement (please be specific, stating grounds for belief that property is 

overvalued for tax purposes) See attached 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Please attach a separate sheet as needed. 

 

 

To the Tax Assessor, City of Portland, Maine 

In accordance with provisions of Title 36 Section 841 MRSA, I hereby make written application 

for abatement of property taxes as noted above. The above statements are correct to the best of my 

knowledge and belief. 

_11/26/2024    
Date Signature of Applicant 

THIS APPLICATION MUST BE SIGNED. 

SEPARATE APPLICATION SHOULD BE FILED FOR EACH SEPARATELY ASSESSED 

PARCEL OF REAL ESTATE CLAIMED TO BE OVERVALUED. 
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Attachment to Application for Abatement of Property Taxes 

Under Title 36 Section 841 MRSA 

Applicant: Ambassador LLC 

Property Identification: 037-D-007-001 

Reason for requesting abatement. 

According to Maine Taxation law, a property's assessed value is considered reasonable if it falls 

within 10% of its most probable selling price, also known as its "just value". According to Maine 

Revenue Services Property Tax Division Bulletin 10, "Just value" means "market value, i.e. the 

amount in cash that could reasonably be expected to be paid by an informed buyer to an informed 

seller for a property, each acting without compulsion in an arm's-length transaction". 

This property is a multi-family commercial property. The selling price for multi-family commercial 

real estate ("MFCRE") is arrived at using an "income approach" which estimates value based on the 

potential income of a property. The use of this approach is essential for a potential buyer to 

rationalize a purchase because once they buy the property, that property will need to generate 

rental revenue sufficient to pay operating expenses and upkeep and to make payments on the 

associated financing (debt and equity) required to fund the purchase. 

Historically, MFCRE values were somewhat difficult to determine with precision because a 

purchaser would often establish a value with the intention of increasing rents after the purchase, 

with or without renovating the building. The potential for rent increases would allow for a higher 

purchase price, but the uncertainty about what rents could be achieved made the valuation 

somewhat challenging. Portland passed a rent control ordinance in 2020, amended in 2023, which 

eliminated the potential for such increases. As such, the value of properties can now be accurately 

assessed using current rents. In fact, since Portland's ordinance limits rent increases to 70% of CPI 

(inflation), it is almost assured that the rents charged will grow at a rate below the growth of 

expenses, so a valuation using current rents represents the maximum value. 

The City Assessor has assessed the property at 37 Casco Street (the Ambassador) at a value of 

$9,893,500.00. The attached calculations will demonstrate; 

1. That with the current rents, as restricted by Portland's rent control ordinance, a purchaser 

would not be able to pay the amount that the city has identified and manage the property as 

a viable business enterprise, and 

2. What a willing purchaser would be willing to pay for this property using standard industry 

approaches to underwriting and financing such a purchase. 

Discussion of the Multi-Family Commercial Real Estate Business Model 

To understand the valuation of MFCRE, it is important to understand how this business operates. 

While models differ slightly from company to company, the vast majority of large-scale MFCRE 
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Property Identification: 037-D-007-001 
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real estate (“MFCRE”) is arrived at using an “income approach” which estimates value based on the 
potential income of a property. The use of this approach is essential for a potential buyer to 
rationalize a purchase because once they buy the property, that property will need to generate 
rental revenue sufficient to pay operating expenses and upkeep and to make payments on the 
associated financing (debt and equity) required to fund the purchase. 

Historically, MFCRE values were somewhat difficult to determine with precision because a 
purchaser would often establish a value with the intention of increasing rents after the purchase, 
with or without renovating the building.  The potential for rent increases would allow for a higher 
purchase price, but the uncertainty about what rents could be achieved made the valuation 
somewhat challenging.  Portland passed a rent control ordinance in 2020, amended in 2023, which 
eliminated the potential for such increases.  As such, the value of properties can now be accurately 
assessed using current rents.  In fact, since Portland’s ordinance limits rent increases to 70% of CPI 
(inflation), it is almost assured that the rents charged will grow at a rate below the growth of 
expenses, so a valuation using current rents represents the maximum value. 

The City Assessor has assessed the property at 37 Casco Street (the Ambassador) at a value of 
$9,893,500.00.  The attached calculations will demonstrate; 

1. That with the current rents, as restricted by Portland’s rent control ordinance, a purchaser 
would not be able to pay the amount that the city has identified and manage the property as 
a viable business enterprise, and 

2. What a willing purchaser would be willing to pay for this property using standard industry 
approaches to underwriting and financing such a purchase. 

Discussion of the Multi-Family Commercial Real Estate Business Model 

To understand the valuation of MFCRE, it is important to understand how this business operates.  
While models differ slightly from company to company, the vast majority of large-scale MFCRE 
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operates in a standard way. There are three parties involved: a sponsor, a lender/bank and equity 
investors. To make a purchase viable, each of these parties needs appropriate incentives. 

The Sponsor -The sponsor (aka developer) is the initiator and administrator of a 

transaction. It is their role to identify a property and determine whether it could become a 
profitable business investment. This analytical role is known as underwriting. In this process, the 
sponsor will assess the property's operating earnings potential, and then determine whether the 

property can create a profit for the sponsor after meeting the needs of the parties that provide the 
funds. Once the sponsor has performed their underwriting and determined that a profitable deal is 

possible, they need to find partners to provide the money to fund the purchase. These parties are 
known as capital partners, and they include the lender/bank and equity investors. 

Once a transaction is identified and capital partners have agreed to provide funds, it is the 
sponsor's role to execute the transaction and ensure that the property becomes operational. The 

sponsor's incentives to initiate such a process generally come in two forms; 

• Fees - Certain fees are charged at the inception of the deal to compensate the sponsor for 
the time, effort and expertise required to plan and execute a transaction. 

• Promoted Interest- Deals usually include incentives which allow the sponsor to share in 
the operating cash flow of a property if that property performs above some established 

threshold. These are the least certain of all payouts because they only pay if the property 
performs very well and only after the bank debt has been paid and the equity investors have 
received targeted returns. 

The Lender - Most MFCRE purchases get the majority of their funding from banks. We will focus 

on banks for simplicity, and because it is the most likely lender for an asset of this type. The bank 
will review the sponsor's underwriting and determine whether they are willing to lend funds, and 
how much they are willing to lend. Banks are generally conservative, and their focus is minimizing 

their risk. To avoid taking too much risk, banks have strict requirements, including but not limited 
to; 

• "Securing" the loan with the underlying property. This is a contractual agreement which 

states the bank can foreclose upon (seize) the property and sell it to repay the loan if the 
sponsor fails to make required payments. 

• "Personal guarantees" from the sponsor. These are legally binding commitments from the 
sponsor giving the bank the right to seize the sponsor's personal assets if the sponsor fails 
to make payment and foreclosure does not generate funds sufficient to repay the loan. 

• "Priority position", meaning that operating profits must be paid to meet the banker 
obligation before anything can be paid to equity partners or the sponsor. 

• "Lending limits" limiting the amount they will lend to only a portion of the property's value. 
By doing this, and given their priority position, the bank will generally get their money back 

even if the property has to be foreclosed upon and/or sold at less than the purchase price. 

Because the bank carefully manages risks, the bank is able to provide funds at a relatively 
reasonable rate. 
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While the bank is protected against losses if a deal goes poorly, their gains are limited to the stated 
interest rate, even if the deal performs better than expected. 

The Equity Investors - Equity investors provide the remainder of the funds needed to 

acquire a property. The equity investors put their funds into a deal with significant risk and, as such, 
they are legally required to attest in writing to their financial capacity to handle potential losses. 
This is because of the inherent risk of the MFCRE industry, and the fact that their financial rights are 

subordinate to the banker. This means that equity investors get nothing until after the bank 
obligations have been paid. In the event that a property does not perform well, the bank could 

foreclose and the equity investor would lose some or all of their investment. Given the associated 
risk, equity investors demand high return targets for their funds. 

It should be noted that equity investors have a vast array of investment opportunities, and the 
sponsor needs to offer a return that is competitive with other investments with similar risk profiles. 

To identify an appropriate return target, the sponsor will generally look at the availability of 
investment opportunities in other MFCRE projects across the country. Given the fact that most 
cities in the US do not have rent control restrictions, future rents and projected equity returns can 
be quite high. The only way to achieve competitive returns in a city like Portland, with strict limits 
on rent increases, is to reduce the purchase price. 

Unlike the bank, which limits its loss exposure but has a maximum return, the equity investor is 

highly exposed to losses but also has unlimited potential for upside performance if a project 
performs well. 
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obligations have been paid.  In the event that a property does not perform well, the bank could 
foreclose and the equity investor would lose some or all of their investment.  Given the associated 
risk, equity investors demand high return targets for their funds.   

It should be noted that equity investors have a vast array of investment opportunities, and the 
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Analysis of a Purchase Using the City's Valuation 

To demonstrate that the value derived by the assessor's office is not an "amount in cash that could 

reasonably be expected to be paid by an informed buyer to an informed seller for a property, each 

acting without compulsion in an arm's-length transaction", we have provided a simple calculation 

which demonstrates that at this price, the property would generate enough income to pay the bank, 

but not enough to deliver a market return to equity investors or provide any return at all to the 

sponsor. 

Annual Cash Flow 
Income 1,322,101.00 

Expense 755,356.00 
Net Operating Income 566,745.00 

Capital Expenditures/Other 68,551.00 

Cash flow available for debt and equity payments 498,194.00 

Total required debt payments 398,555.20 
Remaining funds for equity investor 99,638.80 

Return % for equity investor 1.8% 

Available to compensate sponsor $ 

Total Cost to Purchase 
Purchase price 

Other Costs 
Total Cost to Purchase 

9,893,500 
197,870 

10,091,370 

Debt and Equity Payments 
Interest Rate 7.5% 

Loan proceeds using a Loan to Cost Ratio of 65% 6,559,391 (A) 

Loan proceeds using a 1.25x Debt Service Coverage Ratio 4,442,673 (B) 
Loan amount (lesser of A or B) 4,442,673 
Amortizing Mortgage Payment 398,555.20 

Equity Required 5,648,697 
Market Return Required on Equity 15% 

Equity Return in dollars (target) 847,304.51 

Total debt and equity payments 1,245,859.71 

4 4 
 

Analysis of a Purchase Using the City’s Valuation 

To demonstrate that the value derived by the assessor’s office is not an “amount in cash that could 
reasonably be expected to be paid by an informed buyer to an informed seller for a property, each 
acting without compulsion in an arm’s-length transaction”, we have provided a simple calculation 
which demonstrates that at this price, the property would generate enough income to pay the bank, 
but not enough to deliver a market return to equity investors or provide any return at all to the 
sponsor.   
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It is not reasonable to assume that a sponsor would initiate the purchase of a business asset at a 
price that will not allow them to appropriately compensate equity partners, or to compensate 

themselves AT ALL. We used the following assumptions; 

• Operating Cash Flow -These numbers reflect the property's actual performance for the 
2023 calendar year, as reported to the city in our 2024 Annual Real Estate Property 
Declaration. 

• Interest Rate -This rate is based upon actual conversations with local bankers at the 
valuation date. 

• Loan Amount -This is determined using a standard method used by most lenders. The 
bank calculates a % of total cost they are willing to loan (LTC test), and an amount they 

could loan based upon the cash flow of the property (DSCR test). They will then lend based 
upon the lower of these two tests. In this case, the debt proceeds are limited by the need to 

maintain a 1.25x Debt Service Coverage Ratio (DSCR). A DSCR requirement of 1.25x means 
that the net operating income of the property is sufficient to pay 1.25 times the debt service 

payment. 

• Equity Required -This is simply the amount of the purchase for which the bank is not willing 

to lend. A developer must source this capital from "equity investors". The equity investor 
demands a larger return than the lender/bank because their investment is not guaranteed, 

and they receive payment only after the bank has been paid. 

• Market Return on Equity -This rate an equity investor would expect. It is based upon an 

average rate offered for multi-family real estate equity offerings across the US. 

This analysis shows that if this property were purchased for the City's assessed price, the venture 

would generate roughly $748k less per year than would be needed to incentivize all parties, 
assuming the asset continued to perform at its current level (a reasonable assumption, given the 

restrictions on rent increases). Given this projected under-performance, a sponsor would not 
market such a deal, equity investors would not invest in it, and a banker would not lend money to 
fund it. 
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Industry Standard Valuation 

To derive what we believe to be an "amount in cash that could reasonably be expected to be paid by 

an informed buyer to an informed seller for a property, each acting without compulsion in an arm's-

length transaction", we performed a full underwriting analysis of the property and identified a 

purchase price that would allow a sponsor to acquire debt from a bank and incentivize equity 

investors to fund a transaction. 

The model depicts the financial result of purchasing the property, managing it for 10 years, and then 

selling it and distributing the proceeds. This is a common industry modeling technique because it 

captures the annual performance expectations (Cash on Cash Returns), and the total return 

combining annual cash flow with sales proceeds associated with growth in the value of the asset 

(Internal Rate of Return, or IRR). 

We used the following assumptions in our model; 

Operating Income 

We started with 2023 actual income and assumed that it would increase annually based upon the 

provisions of Portland's rent control ordinance. We assumed a 3% inflation rate. To turn this into a 

rental income growth rate we assumed that all units would get the approved adjustment (70% of 

CPI or 2.10/0). We also assumed that some of the units would qualify for new tenancy adjustments. 

We used a 4% new tenancy adjustment because this adjustment is calculated at 5% of the base 

rent, making it smaller each year as a percentage of prior-year rent. We assumed 20% of units 

would have new tenants each year, a trend recently witnessed. 

The combination of these adjustments yielded an assumption of 2.9% income growth per year. 

Rent growth rate 

I Rate I % of Units I Impact

Inflation Assumption 3.0% 

Approved Increase @70% of Inflation 2.1% 100% 2.100% 

New Tennancy Increase 4% 20% 0.800% 

Total Annual Rent Growth Assumption 2.900% 

Operating Expenses 

We started with 2023 actual expenses and assumed that these would grow in-line with our inflation 

assumption, 

Capital Expenditures 

For this item we assumed that a purchaser would want to put enough aside every year to cover 

average expenditures. We looked at the capital expenditures for 2021-2023 and took the average as 

our starting point. This amount was adjusted upward each year in-line with our inflation 

assumption. 
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Operating Expenses 

We started with 2023 actual expenses and assumed that these would grow in-line with our inflation 
assumption, 

Capital Expenditures 

For this item we assumed that a purchaser would want to put enough aside every year to cover 
average expenditures.  We looked at the capital expenditures for 2021-2023 and took the average as 
our starting point.  This amount was adjusted upward each year in-line with our inflation 
assumption. 

Rate % of Units Impact

Inflation Assumption 3.0%
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New Tennancy Increase 4% 20% 0.800%

Total Annual Rent Growth Assumption 2.900%

Rent growth rate
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Avg Annual Capex 

2021 142,866 

2022 159,325 

2023  68,551

Average 123,581 

Debt Service 

This represents the required payment to the bank. The amount that the bank would be willing to 

lend was determined using a standard "lessor of" test, using a 65% Loan to Cost test and a 1.25 

debt service coverage ratio test. 

The annual payment was derived assuming an amortizing loan with a 7.5% interest rate and a 25-

year amortization schedule. The rate and terms align with commonly offered rates for similar loans 

at the valuation date. 

Equity Investor Return Structure 

We assumed a common structure for the equity investor returns. Of the cash flow of the project 

(after paying the bank) the equity investor would be entitled to an annual preferred return of 8% (of 

their investment amount). Amounts that exceed this 8% threshold would be split between the 

equity investors and the sponsor 75%/25% respectively. 

In the assumed sale in year-10, the proceeds of the sale would first go towards repaying the equity 

investors initial investment balance and amounts in excess of that would be split between the 

equity investors and the sponsor 75%/25% respectively. 

Preliminary Purchase Price Target 

To arrive at an appropriate purchase price, we used all of the assumptions noted above and then 

extrapolated a price at which the internal rate of return (IRR) for the equity investor would be 15%. 

Risk Adjusted Purchase Price (Just Value) 

The preliminary Purchase Price Target is calculated under the assumption that business conditions 

continue with no material disruption. Buyers understand that this is highly unlikely, and they will 

generally adjust their calculated purchase price target down in order to create a buffer for risk. 

Some clear and material risks to this model include, but are not limited to; 

• Rent increase rates -The model assumes that the buyer will be able to achieve the 

maximum legally allowable rent increases under Portland's rent control ordinance. This is a 

highly aggressive assumption. Numerous factors (increased supply of apartments in 

Portland or neighboring towns, economic downturn, changing consumer preferences, 
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inability to source quality property management, etc.) could make such increases 

impossible, and it is also possible that rents could go down. 

• Expense growth rates -The assumption that expenses will grow in-line with CPI is impactful 

to the valuation, and it could be materially incorrect. During the period from 2021-2023, 

expense growth for the properties we manage in Portland was over 30%, significantly 

exceeding inflation of 11.6% (calculated using the Statutory CPI-based measure). It should 

be noted that this difference will be exacerbated by the amended ordinance which limits 

rent growth to 70% of inflation for future periods. 

• Regulatory change -This model assumes that the property will be managed under current 

regulations, however recent history has shown that to be an aggressive assumption. In just 

the last 4 years, Portland has passed several new laws which limit the profitability of MFCRE 

assets, and based upon Portland's loose citizen initiative requirements, it seems more likely 

than not that additional legislation will be forthcoming. Potential buyers are now extremely 

nervous to invest in Portland due to the volatile regulatory environment. Examples of recent 

changes include; 

o The green new deal-this 2020 ordinance added new and expensive building 

requirements and increased inclusionary zoning requirements, making sponsors 

allocate more units to low-return affordable housing. 

o Rent control- this 2020 ordinance limited rent growth on existing tenants to the rate 

of inflation, limited turnover adjustments to 5%, and added numerous other 

restrictions on landlords. 

o Rent control amendment - in 2023, the city's rent control ordinance was amended, 

limiting rent increases further (to 70% of inflation), banning application fees, 

eliminating rent adjustments related to property tax increases, instituting fees for 

converting units to condos, and creating numerous other rules that limit the 

profitability of MFCRE investment. 

• Capital Expenditures -We assumed that the building would require an "average" amount of 

improvement on an annual basis. However, based on the age of the property, it is altogether 

possible that some large unforeseen repair could come up. 

Risk based adjustments are, by definition, estimates. It is impossible to precisely quantify the 

likelihood or severity of future risk events. Our experience, as buyers in this and other markets, has 

been to apply a price reduction as a contingency for risk. In this instance we are using a 10% 

discount, a standard commonly applied by ourselves and our competitors. 

Risk Adjusted Purchase Price (Just Value) 

Preliminary Purchase Price Target 4,307,711 

10% discount to account for risks (430,771) 

Risk Adjusted Purchase Price 3,876,940 

8 8 
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10-year hold - cash flow projection 

Purchase 2gn 2O1 2 224. 2027 2an tga DX MA Ma fl
Income 1,322,101 1,360,442 1,399,895 1,440,492 1,432,266 1,525,252 1,569,484 1,614,999 1,661,834 1,710,027 1,759,618 

Expense 755,356 778,017 801,357 825,398 850,160 875,665 901,935 928.993 956,862 985,568 1,015,135 

Net Operating Income 566,745 582,425 598,538 615,094 632,106 649,587 667,549 686,006 704,972 724,459 744,483 

Capital Expenditures/Other 1.23,581 127,288 131,107 1.35,040 139,091 143,264 147,562 151,989 156,548 161,245 166,082 

Cash flow available for debt and equity payments 443,1.64 455,137 467,431 480,054 493,01.5 506,323 519,988 534,01.8 548,423 563,214 578,401 

Debt Service 258,234 258,234 258,234 258,234 258,2.34 258.234 258,234 258,234 258,234 258,234 258,234 

Sale 2,542,569 

Annual Cash Flow (1,568.007) 1.84,930 196,903 209,197 221,820 234,781 243,059 261,753 275,784 290,189 304,980 2,362,736 

Deal IRP. 17% 

Preferred Return 8% 125,441 125,441. 125,441 1.25,441 1.25,441 125,441 1.25,441 125,441 125,441 125,441 125,441 

'Excess' cash flow - Above Preferred Return 59,4PD 71,462 83,756 96,379 109,340 122,648 136,313 1.50,343 164,749 179,539 2,737,295 

Return of Capital (on sale) 1,568,007 

"Excess" cash flow - Above Preferred Return and Return of Capital 59,490 71,462 83,756 96,379 109,340 122,648 136,313 150,343 164,749 179,539 1,1.69,288 

Excess Paid to Equity Investors (75%) 44,61.7 53,597 62,817 72,284 82,005 91,986 102,235 112,757 123,561. 134,655 876,966 

Excess Paid to Developer (25%l 14,872 17,866 20,939 24,095 27,335 30,662 34,078 37,586 41,187 44,885 292,322 

Tbtal Cashflow to Equity Investors (1,568,007) 1.70,058 179,037 183,253 197,725 207,446 217.427 227.675 238,198 249,002 260,095 2.570,414 

IRR Cash on Cash 

Eq, ity neestor's Return Measures 15.0% 10.8% 11.4% 12.0% 12.6% 15.2% 13.9% 14.5% 15.2% 15.9% 16.6% 163.9% 

Preliminary Purchase Price Target Avg Annual Capin Assumed year-10 sale 

Purchase price 4,307,71.1 2021 1.42,866 Sale Price using a 15% Cap rate 4,963,218 

Acquisition fee 86,1.54 2022 1.59,325 Costs of sale 99,264 

Other Costs of Purchase (Legal etc) 86,154 2023 68,551 Principal Balance 2,321,384 

—otal Cost to Purchase 4,480 019 Average 123,581 Sale Proceeds 2,542 569 

Debt 

Interest Rate 

Loan proceeds using a Loan to Cost Ratio of 65% 

Loan proceeds using a 125x Debt Service Coverage Ratio 

Loan amount (lesser cf A or B) 

Amortizing Mortgage Payment 

7.5% 

2,912,013 (A) 

3,951,943 (B) 

2,912,013 

258,234 

Equity Required (Total cost minus loan aniounti 1,568,007 
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Ambassador LLC - 037-D-007-001 
Annual Statement 

Book = Accrual 

EXHIBIT 2 

EOY 
Dec 2024 

4002 

4300 

INCOME 

RENT OR FEE INCOME 
4400 Gross Potential Rent 975,406 
4500 Rent Residential 430,573 
4550 Subsidy Rent 31,007 
4700 Less: Loss to Lease -36,567 
4712 Less: Concessions Tenant -766 
4715 Less: Bad Debt - Past Tenant Deliquency 1,241 
4716 Less: Bad Debt - Housing Subsidy 300 
4730 Less: Vacancy Residential -18,241 
4999 TOTAL RENT OR FEE INCOME 1,382,953 

5000 OTHER INCOME 
5550 Parking - On Site 1,415 
5560 Parking - Off Site -4,023 
5595 Electrical Billback 3,285 
5615 Pet Fee 17,517 
5625 Replacement Laundry Card Fee -3 
5640 NSF Charge 400 
5650 Move Out Charges 10,795 
5660 Forfeited Deposit Income 3,134 
5670 Legal Reimbursements 388 
5675 Renters Insurance Income 1,540 
5710 Vending Machine Income 13,940 
5720 Interest on Bank Accounts 205 
5800 Late Fee 464 
5801 Maintenance Reimbursements 1,045 
5998 TOTAL OTHER INCOME 50,103 

5999 TOTAL INCOME 1,433,056 

6000 OPERATING EXPENSES 

6100 TURNOVER 
6105 Turnover (Cleaning) 9,234 

EXHIBIT 2

CONFIDENTIAL
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Exhibit 3 

Assessor's Exhibits 1-3 

These are simply documentation of our initial assessment and abatement request. Oddly, 

Assessor's Exhibit 2 does not include our responses to the city's information request. 

Assessor's Exhibit 4 

This exhibit provides very little relevant data, largely because no comparable sales have 

taken place since the implementation of the amended rent control ordinance. 

Ambassador contends that the lack of sales is the result of the value erosion cause by rent 

control. 

Assessor's Exhibit 4 also lacks relevance, because it does not provide net operating 

income, which are necessary to extrapolate capitalization rates. A dispute over 

capitalization rates are at the heart of the instant dispute. 

In addition, the vast majority of the recorded sales listed in this exhibit are for properties 

with 2, 3 or 4 units. Properties in this subcategory have an exemption from rent control if 

they are "owner occupied". This exemption allows a purchaser to charge market rents, or 

even renovate and demand higher rent. Given the supply shortage in Portland, which is 

being exacerbated by rent control, these rents are achievable. As such, these types of 

properties have maintained or even gained value—unlike the Property. 

Next, there are a small number of sales for 5-10 unit properties. Ambassador contends 

that these properties are not comparable because they have a different universe of 

potential buyers. Zoning regulations in Portland are distinctly different for properties 

containing over 11 units, requiring more high-end professional management. These 

smaller properties are often purchased by amateur property managers. 

The data below focuses on the properties applicable to rent control (i.e. properties with 

over 4 units). The majority of the properties in the table provided in Assessor's Exhibit 4 

were four or fewer unit properties and would not be subject to rent control. For the 

properties below, we then estimated the 2024 NOI by using the average per unit NOI for the 

Portland, ME MSA retrieved from CoStar. This yielded an average cap rate, using the FY25 

Assessment Amount, of 11.30%. 

Assessor’s Exhibits 1-3 

These are simply documentation of our initial assessment and abatement request.  Oddly, 
Assessor’s Exhibit 2 does not include our responses to the city’s information request.  

Assessor’s Exhibit 4 

This exhibit provides very little relevant data, largely because no comparable sales have 
taken place since the implementation of the amended rent control ordinance.  
Ambassador contends that the lack of sales is the result of the value erosion cause by rent 
control. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 4 also lacks relevance, because it does not provide net operating 
income, which are necessary to extrapolate capitalization rates. A dispute over 
capitalization rates are at the heart of the instant dispute. 

In addition, the vast majority of the recorded sales listed in this exhibit are for properties 
with 2, 3 or 4 units.  Properties in this subcategory have an exemption from rent control if 
they are “owner occupied”. This exemption allows a purchaser to charge market rents, or 
even renovate and demand higher rent. Given the supply shortage in Portland, which is 
being exacerbated by rent control, these rents are achievable. As such, these types of 
properties have maintained or even gained value—unlike the Property. 

Next, there are a small number of sales for 5-10 unit properties.  Ambassador contends 
that these properties are not comparable because they have a different universe of 
potential buyers.  Zoning regulations in Portland are distinctly different for properties 
containing over 11 units, requiring more high-end professional management.  These 
smaller properties are often purchased by amateur property managers.  

The data below focuses on the properties applicable to rent control (i.e. properties with 
over 4 units). The majority of the properties in the table provided in Assessor’s Exhibit 4 
were four or fewer unit properties and would not be subject to rent control. For the 
properties below, we then estimated the 2024 NOI by using the average per unit NOI for the 
Portland, ME MSA retrieved from CoStar. This yielded an average cap rate, using the FY25 
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PARCEL ID LAND USE LOCATION UNITS ACRE SALE DATE SALE PRICE FY25 ASSESS 

SALES 

RATIO NOI (2024) 

CAP RATE (SALE 

PRICE) 

CAP RATE 

(ASSESSMENT) 

047 CO13001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 44 DEERING ST 
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0.0673 3/28/2024 $1,245,000 $818,400 0.66 $85,156 6.84% 10.41% 

036 E021001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 1 SHERMAN ST 0.0011 1/30/2024 $1,250,000 $1,200,600 0.96 $136,249 10.90% 11.35% 

048 D012001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 272 STATE ST 0.1234 1/10/2024 $1,300,000 $892,800 0.69 $102,187 7.86% 11.45% 

040 A021001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 63 DANFORTH ST 0.1302 8/11/2023 $910,000 $721,000 0.79 $119,218 13.10% 16.54% 

040 A021001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 67 DANFORTH ST 0.1649 8/11/2023 $1,430,000 $1,101,400 0.77 $119,218 8.34% 10.82% 

040 A019001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 71 DANFORTH ST 0.1818 8/11/2023 $1,560,000 $1,230,300 0.79 $119,218 7.64% 9.69% 

014 A024001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 15 CUMBERLAND AVE 0.1265 7/31/2023 $1,300,000 $1,001,300 0.77 $85,156 6.55% 8.50% 

1301005001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 29 PLEASANT AVE 0.3518 6/13/2023 $1,300,000 $1,098,200 0.84 $136,249 10.48% 12.41% 

064 E019001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 16 GILMAN ST 0.1324 6/13/2023 $1,021,000 $971,500 0.95 $102,187 10.01% 10.52% 

Avg 7 $1,257,333 $1,003,944 0.80 $111,648 9.08% 11.30% 
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UNIT COUNT 

The two buildings over ten units can easily be distinguished from the property. 523 

Washington Ave is listed as a 12-unit but it is, in fact, two 6-unit buildings and a significant 

buildable lot. It was also marketed with specific reference to it's high number of subsidized 

units which have not established base-rents under rent control. The value of this property 

is driven by the potential for additional building and the fact that it isn't fully subject to rent 

control. As such, this is not a comparable property. Similarly 284 Danforth Street is a 120-

unit property, making it the only building of comparable size. However, 284 Danforth Street 

is a subsidized housing property and part of the Portland Housing Alliance. As such, it is 

exempt from rent control, and therefore not a comparable property. 

 

 

The two buildings over ten units can easily be distinguished from the property. 523 
Washington Ave is listed as a 12-unit but it is, in fact, two 6-unit buildings and a significant 
buildable lot.  It was also marketed with specific reference to it’s high number of subsidized 
units which have not established base-rents under rent control.  The value of this property 
is driven by the potential for additional building and the fact that it isn’t fully subject to rent 
control. As such, this is not a comparable property. Similarly 284 Danforth Street is a 120-
unit property, making it the only building of comparable size. However, 284 Danforth Street 
is a subsidized housing property and part of the Portland Housing Alliance. As such, it is 
exempt from rent control, and therefore not a comparable property. 

 

PARCEL ID LAND USE LOCATION UNITS ACRE SALE DATE SALE PRICE FY25 ASSESS
SALES 
RATIO NOI (2024)

CAP RATE (SALE 
PRICE)

CAP RATE 
(ASSESSMENT)

047 CO13001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 44 DEERING ST 5 0.0673 3/28/2024 $1,245,000 $818,400 0.66 $85,156 6.84% 10.41%
036 E021001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 1 SHERMAN ST 8 0.0011 1/30/2024 $1,250,000 $1,200,600 0.96 $136,249 10.90% 11.35%
048 D012001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 272 STATE ST 6 0.1234 1/10/2024 $1,300,000 $892,800 0.69 $102,187 7.86% 11.45%
040 A021001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 63 DANFORTH ST 7 0.1302 8/11/2023 $910,000 $721,000 0.79 $119,218 13.10% 16.54%
040 A021001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 67 DANFORTH ST 7 0.1649 8/11/2023 $1,430,000 $1,101,400 0.77 $119,218 8.34% 10.82%
040 A019001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 71 DANFORTH ST 7 0.1818 8/11/2023 $1,560,000 $1,230,300 0.79 $119,218 7.64% 9.69%
014 A024001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 15 CUMBERLAND AVE 5 0.1265 7/31/2023 $1,300,000 $1,001,300 0.77 $85,156 6.55% 8.50%
130 I005001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 29 PLEASANT AVE 8 0.3518 6/13/2023 $1,300,000 $1,098,200 0.84 $136,249 10.48% 12.41%
064 E019001 15:5 TO 10 FAMILY 16 GILMAN ST 6 0.1324 6/13/2023 $1,021,000 $971,500 0.95 $102,187 10.01% 10.52%

Avg 7 $1,257,333 $1,003,944 0.80 $111,648 9.08% 11.30%
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Assessor's Exhibit 5 

This exhibit provides no relevant data. The sales discussed are for 2021, and in cities 

without rent control. In 2021, interest rates were still at historic lows and rent growth 

expectations were extremely high. Simply being on the east coast does not imply that these 

are comparable, even directionally. 

Assessor's Exhibit 6 

Exhibit 6 is a projection of expected cap rates, performed in 2021, a time when interest 

rates were at historic lows and Portland's rent control was not yet in effect. It has virtually 

no predictive or analytical value to what actual implied cap rates should be in 2024. It is, 

however, telling that despite these inadequacies, it still projected significant increases in 

cap rates by 2024. 

Assessor's Exhibit 7 

Similar to Assessor's exhibit 6, this data is not useful because it is dated. The analysis 

performed in 2021, a time when interest rates were at historic lows and Portland's rent 

control was not yet in effect. It has virtually no predictive or analytical value to what actual 

implied cap rates should be in 2024. 

Assessor's Exhibit 8 

This exhibit provides no evidence, just a record of our proposed values and how they 

compare to the assessor's valuation. 

Assessor's Exhibit 9 

Assessor's Exhibit 9 is flawed in that it does not provide the underlying data, and it is 

therefor impossible to determine whether these are truly comparable sales. As noted 

previously, most sales that have taken place in Portland have either been in small buildings 

(under 5 Units) or subsidized housing units, both of which are exempt from rent control. 

The value erosion created by rent control has essentially eliminated the sale of impacted 

properties, especially in the case of larger properties which would normally be purchased 

by professional operators for investor groups. 

Assessor's Exhibit 10 

See Ambassador's objection to Assessor's Exhibit 9. Once again, the lack of underlying 

detail makes this Assessor's Exhibit 10 useless. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 5 

This exhibit provides no relevant data.  The sales discussed are for 2021, and in cities 
without rent control.  In 2021, interest rates were still at historic lows and rent growth 
expectations were extremely high. Simply being on the east coast does not imply that these 
are comparable, even directionally. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 6 

Exhibit 6 is a projection of expected cap rates, performed in 2021, a time when interest 
rates were at historic lows and Portland’s rent control was not yet in effect.  It has virtually 
no predictive or analytical value to what actual implied cap rates should be in 2024.  It is, 
however, telling that despite these inadequacies, it still projected significant increases in 
cap rates by 2024.  

Assessor’s Exhibit 7 

Similar to Assessor’s exhibit 6, this data is not useful because it is dated. The analysis 
performed in 2021, a time when interest rates were at historic lows and Portland’s rent 
control was not yet in effect.  It has virtually no predictive or analytical value to what actual 
implied cap rates should be in 2024.   

Assessor’s Exhibit 8 

This exhibit provides no evidence, just a record of our proposed values and how they 
compare to the assessor’s valuation. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 9 

Assessor’s Exhibit 9 is flawed in that it does not provide the underlying data, and it is 
therefor impossible to determine whether these are truly comparable sales. As noted 
previously, most sales that have taken place in Portland have either been in small buildings 
(under 5 Units) or subsidized housing units, both of which are exempt from rent control.  
The value erosion created by rent control has essentially eliminated the sale of impacted 
properties, especially in the case of larger properties which would normally be purchased 
by professional operators for investor groups. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 10 

See Ambassador’s objection to Assessor’s Exhibit 9. Once again, the lack of underlying 
detail makes this Assessor’s Exhibit 10 useless. 
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Assessor's Exhibits 11 and 12 

These are simply documents from the city including the rent control ordinance (as 

amended) and the results of the 2021 citywide assessment. They do not seek to support an 

argument. 

Assessor's Exhibit 13 

This is a listing of sales between 2018 and 2020. This is a period before the passage of even 

the original rent control ordinance. At that time, Portland was seen as a very attractive 

place for investors to purchase multi-family properties. These values are irrelevant to an 

assessment of 2024 value. 

Assessor's Exhibit 14 

This exhibit has a number of sales which take place before the current rent control 

ordinance was effective (pre-2023). These should be ignored. Of the remaining properties, 

only one is of a size to be compared with 37 Casco. This property (36-38 State Street) is an 

outlier for several reasons. First and foremost, the price per unit of $190,476 is dramatically 

higher than most older properties in Portland. While we have found no specific evidence 

that this property has an exemption from rent control, we believe it must have something, 

or that the owner does not fully understand the restrictions for rent increases. 

Another area of concern for this exhibit is the fact that it does not align with Assessor's 

Exhibit 4, which also purports to show Portland sales during a similar time period. Without 

reconciling the completeness of these displays is called into question. 

Assessor's Exhibit 15 

It is unclear what relevant information Assessor's Exhibit 15 is meant to convey, as it does 

not include pricing or capitalization rates. It seems to be an effort to show that there are, in 

fact, sales of large buildings in Portland. The exhibit seems to support Ambassador's 

position because the vast majority of transactions are affordable or subsidized and the 

remainder are new construction. While these market rate new construction examples will 

technically be subject to rent control, most of them were planned and marketed before 

rent control. Also, since they are new, they are allowed to establish their "base rent" at 

whatever level the market will bear. 

Assessor's Exhibit 16 

Exhibit 16 is simply a listing of the properties for which we have requested abatements. 

Assessor’s Exhibits 11 and 12 

These are simply documents from the city including the rent control ordinance (as 
amended) and the results of the 2021 citywide assessment. They do not seek to support an 
argument. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 13 

This is a listing of sales between 2018 and 2020. This is a period before the passage of even 
the original rent control ordinance. At that time, Portland was seen as a very attractive 
place for investors to purchase multi-family properties. These values are irrelevant to an 
assessment of 2024 value. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 14 

This exhibit has a number of sales which take place before the current rent control 
ordinance was effective (pre-2023). These should be ignored. Of the remaining properties, 
only one is of a size to be compared with 37 Casco. This property (36-38 State Street) is an 
outlier for several reasons. First and foremost, the price per unit of $190,476 is dramatically 
higher than most older properties in Portland. While we have found no specific evidence 
that this property has an exemption from rent control, we believe it must have something, 
or that the owner does not fully understand the restrictions for rent increases. 

Another area of concern for this exhibit is the fact that it does not align with Assessor’s 
Exhibit 4, which also purports to show Portland sales during a similar time period.  Without 
reconciling the completeness of these displays is called into question. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 15 

It is unclear what relevant information Assessor’s Exhibit 15 is meant to convey, as it does 
not include pricing or capitalization rates. It seems to be an effort to show that there are, in 
fact, sales of large buildings in Portland. The exhibit seems to support Ambassador’s 
position because the vast majority of transactions are affordable or subsidized and the 
remainder are new construction.  While these market rate new construction examples will 
technically be subject to rent control, most of them were planned and marketed before 
rent control. Also, since they are new, they are allowed to establish their “base rent” at 
whatever level the market will bear. 

Assessor’s Exhibit 16 

Exhibit 16 is simply a listing of the properties for which we have requested abatements. 
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EXHIBIT 4 

Establishing Cap Rates 
Today's Cap Rate is Based on Assumed Future Cash Flows 

Establishing Cap Rates
Today’s Cap Rate is Based on Assumed Future Cash Flows
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Cap Rates Are Based on Future Income Growth Expectations 
• An investor in commercial real estate bases their investment 

decision on future cash flows  more than today's. 
• It isn't uncommon for an investment to have negative net cash flow 

(NOI won't cover debt service) at the time of purchase IF the investor 
believes that future income will grow quickly (Cash Flow A). 

• This would be reflected by a low cap rate. 
• Rent control in Portland severely restricts future cash flows, so a 

purchase price that does not cover the debt service may stay that 
way for years (Cash Flow B) 

• To achieve the same returns after adjusting for the growth 
restrictions of rent control, an investor would have to pay less for the 
asset. 

• This would be reflected by a higher cap rate. 
• This demonstrates that setting a cap rate for valuation purposes 

needs to take into account the rental growth rate expectation. 
• Limiting future rent growth to inflation, as in Portland's original RC 

ordinance, should have driven a change in the assumed cap rate. 
• Limiting future rent growth to 70% of inflation, as in Portland's 

amended RC ordinance, should have driven another change in the 
assumed cap rate. 

350,000 

300,000 

250,000 

200,000 

150,000 

100,000 

50,000 

(50,000) 

(100,000) 

(150,000) 
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

I
Cash Row A Cash Row B 

Equal income in 
year 1 Differences in 

rental growth 
assumptions 

Cap Rates Are Based on Future Income Growth Expectations
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• An investor in commercial real estate bases their investment 
decision on future cash flows more than today’s.

• It isn’t uncommon for an investment to have negative net cash flow 
(NOI won’t cover debt service) at the time of purchase IF the investor 
believes that future income will grow quickly (Cash Flow A).

• This would be reflected by a low cap rate.
• Rent control in Portland severely restricts future cash flows, so a 

purchase price that does not cover the debt service may stay that 
way for years (Cash Flow B)

• To achieve the same returns after adjusting for the growth 
restrictions of rent control, an investor would have to pay less for the 
asset.

• This would be reflected by a higher cap rate.
• This demonstrates that setting a cap rate for valuation purposes 

needs to take into account the rental growth rate expectation.
• Limiting future rent growth to inflation, as in Portland’s original RC 

ordinance, should have driven a change in the assumed cap rate.
• Limiting future rent growth to 70% of inflation, as in Portland’s 

amended RC ordinance, should have driven another change in the 
assumed cap rate.
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Impacts of Future Rent Growth LIMITATIONS 
• A real estate developer will generally seek to take positive steps which would create rent growth in excess of inflation, similar to ANY 

OTHER business venture. 
• Portland's original ordinance limited rent growth to inflation. The table below shows how such a limitation reduces the net present value 

of the property's cash flows by at least 16% in a 3% inflation scenario. 
• Portland's amended ordinance limited rent growth to 70% of inflation. The table below shows how such a limitation reduces the net 

present value of the property's cash flows by an additional 22.1% in a 3% inflation scenario. 
• The combined impact of these simple provisions should be reducing the value of such a property by 38.1% 
• A reduction in value of 32.1% would imply increasing cap rates by roughly 50% 

Inflation 

Rent 

Expenses 

Debt Service 

$5,403,525.44 

Rent 

Expenses 

Debt Service 

$4,540,059.26 

Rent 

Expenses 

Debt Service 

$3,343,757.02 

3% 

Projected Cash Flows With Rent Growth 200/0 over Inflation and Expense Growing at Inflation Rate 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

1,474,464 1,527,545 1,582,536 1,639,508 1,698,530 1,759,677 

699,414 720,396 742,008 764,269 787,197 810,813 

504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 

270,440 302,538 335,918 370,629 406,723 444,254 

Year 7 

1,823,025 

835,137 

504,610 

483,278 

Year 8 

1,888,654 

860,191 

504,610 

523,853 

Year 9 

1,956,646 

885,997 

504,610 

566,039 

Year 10 

2,027,085 

912,577 

504,610 

609,898 

Year 11 

2,100,060 

939,954 

504,610 

655,496 

Year 12 

2,175,662 

968,153 

504,610 

702,900 

Year 13 

2,253,986 

997,197 

504,610 

752,179 

Year 14 

2,335,130 

1,027,113 

504,610 

803,407 

Year 15 

2,419,194 

1,057,926 

504,610 

856,658 

Year 16 

2,506,285 

1,089,664 

504,610 

912,011 

Year 17 

2,596,512 

1,122,354 

504,610 

969,547 

Year 18 

2,689,986 

1,156,025 

504,610 

1,029,351 

Year 19 

2,786,825 

1,190,706 

504,610 

1,091,510 

Year 20 

2,887,151 

1,226,427 

504,610 

1,156,115 

Projected Cash Flows With Rent and Expense Growing at Inflation Rate 

Year 1 

1,474,464 

699,414 

504,610 

270,440 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

1,518,698 

720,396 

504,610 

293,692 

1,564,259 

742,008 

504,610 

317,641 

1,611,187 

764,269 

504,610 

342,308 

Year 5 Year 6 

1,659,522 

787,197 

504,610 

367,716 

1,709,308 

810,813 

504,610 

393,885 

Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 

1,760,587 

835,137 

504,610 

420,840 

1,813,405 

860,191 

504,610 

448,604 

1,867,807 

885,997 

504,610 

477,200 

1,923,841 

912,577 

504,610 

506,654 

Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 

1,981,556 

939,954 

504,610 

536,992 

2,041,003 

968,153 

504,610 

568,240 

2,102,233 

997,197 

504,610 

600,426 

2,165,300 

1,027,113 

504,610 

633,577 

2,230,259 

1,057,926 

504,610 

667,723 

2,297,167 

1,089,664 

504,610 

702,893 

2,366,082 

1,122,354 

504,610 

739,118 

2,437,064 

1,156,025 

504,610 

776,430 

2,510,176 

1,190,706 

504,610 

814,861 

2,585,482 

1,226,427 

504,610 

854,445 

Projected Cash Flows With Rent Growing at 70% of Inflation and Expense Growing at Inflation Rate 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

1,474,464 1,505,428 1,537,042 1,569,320 1,602,275 1,635,923 

699,414 720,396 742,008 764,269 787,197 810,813 

504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 

270,440 280,421 290,423 300,441 310,469 320,501 

16.0% Variance from no rent control 

22.1% Variance from amended (70% of CPI) 

Year 7 

1,670,277 

835,137 

504,610 

330,531 

Year 8 

1,705,353 

860,191 

504,610 

340,552 

Year 9 

1,741,166 

885,997 

504,610 

350,559 

Year 10 

1,777,730 

912,577 

504,610 

360,544 

Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20 

1,815,063 1,853,179 1,892,096 1,931,830 1,972,398 2,013,818 2,056,109 2,099,287 2,143,372 2,188,383 

939,954 968,153 997,197 1,027,113 1,057,926 1,089,664 1,122,354 1,156,025 1,190,706 1,226,427 

504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 504,610 

370,499 380,416 390,288 400,107 409,862 419,544 429,144 438,652 448,056 457,346 

3 38.1% Total variance 

Impacts of Future Rent Growth LIMITATIONS
• A real estate developer will generally seek to take positive steps which would create rent growth in excess of inflation, similar to ANY 

OTHER business venture.
• Portland’s original ordinance limited rent growth to inflation. The table below shows how such a limitation reduces the net present value 

of the property’s cash flows by at least 16% in a 3% inflation scenario.
• Portland’s amended ordinance limited rent growth to 70% of inflation. The table below shows how such a limitation reduces the net 

present value of the property’s cash flows by an additional 22.1% in a 3% inflation scenario.
• The combined impact of these simple provisions should be reducing the value of such a property by 38.1%
• A reduction in value of 32.1% would imply increasing cap rates by roughly 50%

3

Inflation 3%

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20
Rent 1,474,464 1,527,545 1,582,536 1,639,508  1,698,530  1,759,677 1,823,025 1,888,654 1,956,646 2,027,085 2,100,060    2,175,662 2,253,986 2,335,130 2,419,194 2,506,285 2,596,512 2,689,986 2,786,825 2,887,151 
Expenses 699,414     720,396     742,008     764,269     787,197     810,813     835,137     860,191     885,997     912,577     939,954       968,153     997,197     1,027,113 1,057,926 1,089,664 1,122,354 1,156,025 1,190,706 1,226,427 
Debt Service 504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610       504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     

$5,403,525.44 270,440     302,538     335,918     370,629     406,723     444,254     483,278     523,853     566,039     609,898     655,496       702,900     752,179     803,407     856,658     912,011     969,547     1,029,351 1,091,510 1,156,115 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20
Rent 1,474,464 1,518,698 1,564,259 1,611,187  1,659,522  1,709,308 1,760,587 1,813,405 1,867,807 1,923,841 1,981,556    2,041,003 2,102,233 2,165,300 2,230,259 2,297,167 2,366,082 2,437,064 2,510,176 2,585,482 
Expenses 699,414     720,396     742,008     764,269     787,197     810,813     835,137     860,191     885,997     912,577     939,954       968,153     997,197     1,027,113 1,057,926 1,089,664 1,122,354 1,156,025 1,190,706 1,226,427 
Debt Service 504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610       504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     

$4,540,059.26 270,440     293,692     317,641     342,308     367,716     393,885     420,840     448,604     477,200     506,654     536,992       568,240     600,426     633,577     667,723     702,893     739,118     776,430     814,861     854,445     

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Year 18 Year 19 Year 20
Rent 1,474,464 1,505,428 1,537,042 1,569,320  1,602,275  1,635,923 1,670,277 1,705,353 1,741,166 1,777,730 1,815,063    1,853,179 1,892,096 1,931,830 1,972,398 2,013,818 2,056,109 2,099,287 2,143,372 2,188,383 
Expenses 699,414     720,396     742,008     764,269     787,197     810,813     835,137     860,191     885,997     912,577     939,954       968,153     997,197     1,027,113 1,057,926 1,089,664 1,122,354 1,156,025 1,190,706 1,226,427 
Debt Service 504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610       504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     504,610     

$3,343,757.02 270,440     280,421     290,423     300,441     310,469     320,501     330,531     340,552     350,559     360,544     370,499       380,416     390,288     400,107     409,862     419,544     429,144     438,652     448,056     457,346     

16.0% Variance from no rent control
22.1% Variance from amended (70% of CPI)
38.1% Total variance

Projected Cash Flows With Rent and Expense Growing at Inflation Rate

Projected Cash Flows With Rent Growth 20% over Inflation and Expense Growing at Inflation Rate

Projected Cash Flows With Rent Growing at 70% of Inflation and Expense Growing at Inflation Rate
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Establishing Cap Rates 
(w/ Impacts of Portland's Rent Control Ordinance) 

When a buyer purchases commercial real estate at a low cap rate they're paying more for each dollar of current income. This might sound like a bad deal, but the 

cap rate and resulting purchase price might make sense depending on the level of rent growth in the future. The Portland rent control ordinance severely restricts 

rent growth expectations, driving cap rates up dramatically. 

■ Future Income Growth: A low cap rate often signals that the buyer believes the property's income (from rents) will grow in excess of inflation over time. If rents 
increase, the property's NOI will rise, making the investment more profitable in the future. For example, a property bought at a 4% cap rate today could effectively 
yield a much higher return in a few years if rents grow due to high demand in the area. 

■ In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth. 

■ Prime Location or High-Quality Property: Properties with low cap rates are often in desirable locations (like downtown areas) or are top-tier buildings (like 
modern office spaces or luxury retail). These properties tend to have long term stable tenants and strong potential for rent increases. Buyers are willing to accept 
a lower initial return because they expect the property to appreciate in value and generate higher rents as the area grows. 

■ In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth. External factors like location have no impact on future 
earnings, and therefore future value, under such a regime. 

■ Long-Term Investment Strategy: Buyers who purchase at low cap rates are often thinking long-term. They're not just looking at today's income but at the 
property's value and cash flow 5, 10, or 20 years from now. Year over year rent growth can turn a low cap rate purchase into a high-return investment over time, 
especially if the property's value also rises. 

■ In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth. Property value appreciation is permanently linked to income 
and will therefore fall in relation to inflation due to the 70% of inflation rent growth cap. 

■ Market Confidence: A low cap rate can reflect optimism about the economy or the specific market. If buyers expect low interest rates, a strong economy, or a 
booming local area (like a city attracting new businesses), they're more comfortable paying a premium for a property because they believe rents and property 
values will climb. 

■ In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth. External factors like economic conditions have a muted 
impact on future earnings, and therefore future value, under such a regime. 
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Establishing Cap Rates 
(w/ Impacts of Portland’s Rent Control Ordinance)

When a buyer purchases commercial real estate at a low cap rate they’re paying more for each dollar of current income. This might sound like a bad deal, but the 
cap rate and resulting purchase price might make sense depending on the level of rent growth in the future. The Portland rent control ordinance severely restricts 
rent growth expectations, driving cap rates up dramatically.

 Future Income Growth: A low cap rate often signals that the buyer believes the property’s income (from rents) will grow in excess of inflation over time. If rents 
increase, the property’s NOI will rise, making the investment more profitable in the future. For example, a property bought at a 4% cap rate today could effectively 
yield a much higher return in a few years if rents grow due to high demand in the area.
 In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth.

 Prime Location or High-Quality Property: Properties with low cap rates are often in desirable locations (like downtown areas) or are top-tier buildings (like 
modern office spaces or luxury retail). These properties tend to have long term stable tenants and strong potential for rent increases. Buyers are willing to accept 
a lower initial return because they expect the property to appreciate in value and generate higher rents as the area grows.
 In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth. External factors like location have no impact on future 

earnings, and therefore future value, under such a regime.

 Long-Term Investment Strategy: Buyers who purchase at low cap rates are often thinking long-term. They’re not just looking at today’s income but at the 
property’s value and cash flow 5, 10, or 20 years from now. Year over year rent growth can turn a low cap rate purchase into a high-return investment over time, 
especially if the property’s value also rises.
 In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth. Property value appreciation is permanently linked to income 

and will therefore fall in relation to inflation due to the 70% of inflation rent growth cap.

 Market Confidence: A low cap rate can reflect optimism about the economy or the specific market. If buyers expect low interest rates, a strong economy, or a 
booming local area (like a city attracting new businesses), they’re more comfortable paying a premium for a property because they believe rents and property 
values will climb.
 In Portland, this incentive is removed due to rent control that severely restricts income growth. External factors like economic conditions have a muted 

impact on future earnings, and therefore future value, under such a regime.
4
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Comparisons to Other Jurisdictions 
• Cap rates in Portland cannot be derived through comparisons to other jurisdictions with Rent Control 

provisions. 

• The differences are created by unusual and extreme provisions of Portland's ordinance which make it 
the most extreme regime in the country. 

• Vacancy Control-While most rent control systems allow for resetting rents to a market rate when one tenant moves 
out and a new tenant moves in, Portland does not. The rent restrictions stay with the unit in perpetuity. This is arguably 
the most critical difference between Portland and other jurisdictions. While there is a provision for a slight increase at 
the time of a new tenancy, this adjustment is offset by turnover costs. 

• 70% of Inflation Standard - The provision that limits rent growth (revenue) to 70% of inflation is a formula for eventual 
bankruptcy as expense growth outpaces revenue growth. This severe provision is not seen in any other jurisdiction in 
the with vacancy control. 

• Capital Expenditures - Portland does not provide an effective provision for recouping capital expenditures. Amounts 
invested in improvements can only be recovered, with no returns, over a long period. As such, the return on capital 
expenditures is generally negative net present value. Still, repairs must be made, and this will be done at a loss to the 
landlord 

• Risk -The activist nature of certain groups in Portland and the liberal utility of the citizen's referendum process suggest 
that the rent control regime is likely to become increasingly antagonistic to landlords. The primary group driving these 
changes has a stated public goal to eliminate private landlords and "democratize public housing". 

Comparisons to Other Jurisdictions
• Cap rates in Portland cannot be derived through comparisons to other jurisdictions with Rent Control 

provisions. 

• The differences are created by unusual and extreme provisions of Portland’s ordinance which make it 
the most extreme regime in the country.

• Vacancy Control – While most rent control systems allow for resetting rents to a market rate when one tenant moves 
out and a new tenant moves in, Portland does not. The rent restrictions stay with the unit in perpetuity. This is arguably 
the most critical difference between Portland and other jurisdictions.  While there is a provision for a slight increase at 
the time of a new tenancy, this adjustment is offset by turnover costs.

• 70% of Inflation Standard – The provision that limits rent growth (revenue) to 70% of inflation is a formula for eventual 
bankruptcy as expense growth outpaces revenue growth. This severe provision is not seen in any other jurisdiction in 
the with vacancy control.

• Capital Expenditures – Portland does not provide an effective provision for recouping capital expenditures. Amounts 
invested in improvements can only be recovered, with no returns, over a long period. As such, the return on capital 
expenditures is generally negative net present value. Still, repairs must be made, and this will be done at a loss to the 
landlord.

• Risk – The activist nature of certain groups in Portland and the liberal utility of the citizen’s referendum process suggest 
that the rent control regime is likely to become increasingly antagonistic to landlords. The primary group driving these 
changes has a stated public goal to eliminate private landlords and “democratize public housing”.
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EXHIBIT 6 
PARCEL DATA ASSESSOR REPORTED 

PID # STREET OWNER UNIT COUNT PGI NOI CAP RATE VALUE PGI2 NOI2 PGI DIFFERENCE NOI DIFFERENCE NOTES 
014 G014001 18 MELBOURNE ST SPAR INC $ 15,180 $ 103,017 8.00% $ 111 11 163,460 $ 101,718 -4% 1% 
015 B001002 304 EASTERN PROMENADE EASTERN RESIDENTIAL INC 58 $ 1,096,200 $ 723,054 8.00% $ 9,038,200 $ 1,161,299 $ 820,554 -6% -12% 
027 B004001 439 CONGRESS ST METROPOLITAN APARTMENTS LLC 81 $ 1,625,525 $ 1,034,721 9.10% $ 11,370,600 $ 1,474,464 $ 955,272 1y% 8% 
032 E010001 46 MARKET ST MARKET MILK PARTNERS LLC 5 $ 289,952 $ 201,227 9.10% $ ,211,300 $ 213,124 $ 146,891 3,1% 37% REPORTED NOI DECREASED BY 19% FOR 2024? 
033 E001001 117 PREBLEST SCHLOTTERBECK BLOCK LLC 56 $ 1,233,266 $ 73,334 9.00% $ 8,181,500 $ 1,226,365 $ 800,224 1k, -8% 
033 K008001 341 CUMBERLAND AVE EARL APARTMENTS LLC 29 $ 645,120 $ 365,447 9.00% $ 4,060,500 $ 546,759 $ 338,420 1$% 8% 
036 H001001 102 PORTLAND ST FORTY NINE LLC 7 $ 18,077 $ 11,856 9.50% $ 1,18,000 $ 171,459 $ 106,583 eV 6% 
037 D007001 37 CASCO ST AMBASSADOR LLC 92 $ 1,371,420 $ 691,744 9.10% $ 7,601,600 $ 1,433,056 $ 869,807 -4% -20% 
037 F005001 28 PREBLE ST EARL APARTMENTS LLC 64 $ 1,080,860 $ 651,911 9.10% $ 7,163,900 $ 1,201,819 $ 744,370 -1 po, -12% 
040 C002001 78 DANFORTH ST WEST COMPANY 8 $ 163,800 $ 10,958 8.10% $ 1,271,100 $ 170,122 $ 120,029 -4% -14% 
045 A003001 638 CONGRESS ST 638 CONGRESS STREET 101 $ ,384,749 $ 1,518,086 9.10% $ 1,68,300 $ ,524,873 $ 1,740,924 -6% -13% 
045 F024001 204 SPRING ST SPRING STREET WEST CORP 8 $ 165,780 $ 109,349 8.00% $ 1,36,900 $ 17,054 $ 124,999 -4% -13% 
047 C029001 707 CONGRESS ST LONGFELLOW APARTMENTS LLC 5 $ 84,660 $ 55,842 8.00% $ 698,000 $ 84,953 $ 4,787 0% 31% REPORTED NOI DECREASED BY 20% FOR 2024? 
047 C032001 699 CONGRESS ST LONGFELLOW APARTMENTS LLC 6 $ 103,140 $ 55,225 8.00% $ 690,300 $ 101,605 $ 6,262 2% -13% 
048 A018001 129 GRANT ST WOODFORD HIGHLAND LLC 19 $ 37,890 $ 195,952 8.50% $ ,305,300 $ 393,841 $ 253,497 -4% -23% 
048 A019001 125 GRANT ST WOODFORD HIGHLAND LLC 13 $ 247,350 $ 14,958 8.00% $ 1,799,500 $ 256,095 $ 17,986 -3% -17% 
048 B008001 72 PARK AVE SPAR INC 12 $ 237,600 $ 156,721 8.00% $ 1,959,000 $ 228,710 $ 150,803 4% 4% 
048 B009001 286 STATE ST SPRING STREET WEST CORP 26 $ 551,820 $ 321,159 9.00% $ 3,56,400 $ 573,707 $ 395,690 -4% -19% 
048 B015001 69 GRANT ST 1FGRANT STREET REALTY 6 $ 11,860 $ 77,945 8.00% $ 974,300 $ 117,059 $ 81,225 -4% -4% 
048 B016001 65 GRANT ST GRANT STREET REALTY 18 $ 356,400 $ 218,487 8.50% $ ,570,400 $ 324,957 $ 215,486 10% 1% 
048 C018001 131 SHERMAN ST SHERMAN STREET PROPERTIES LLC 6 $ 149,340 $ 98,505 8.00% $ 1,231,300 $ 148,628 $ 97,372 0% 1% 
048 C020001 123 SHERMAN ST SHERMAN STREET PROPERTIES LLC 13 $ 303,810 $ 200,393 8.00% $ ,504,900 $ 308,700 $ 210,811 -2% -5% 
053 B024001 157 GRANT ST SPAR INC 26 $ 499,500 $ 251,948 9.00% $ ,799,400 $ 52,127 $ 351,322 -4% -28% 
056 D010001 89 SPRUCEST FORTY NINE LLC 12 $ 269,400 $ 177,696 8.00% $ ,221,200 $ 25,215 $ 174,877 5% 2% 
057 D007001 122 BRACKETT ST SPRING STREET WEST CORP 6 $ 204,240 $ 134,717 8.00% $ 1,684,000 $ 21,788 $ 17,244 -4% -22% 
063 A005001 15 BRAMHALL ST WEST COMPANY 10 $ 209,760 $ 131,847 8.00% $ 1,648,100 $ 211,139 $ 158,471 -1% -17% 
063 D008001 137 NEAL ST WEST COMPANY 12 $ 25,000 $ 166,219 8.00% $ ,077,700 $ 278,409 $ 20,204 -1% -18% 
063 D013001 60 CARLETON ST WEST COMPANY 4 RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY- VALUED USING COST APPROACH 
063 H004001 40 WEST ST WEST STREET PARTNERS LLC 12 $ 203,490 $ 134,222 8.00% $ 1,677,800 $ 199,614 $ 117,952 * 14% 
081 A010001 202 DARTMOUTH ST FORTY NINE LLC 12 $ 236,640 $ 156,088 8.00% $ 1,951,100 $ 258,118 $ 161,030 -4% -3% 
081 A013001 139 WILLIAMST FORTY NINE LLC 8 $ 180,120 $ 110,421 8.00% $ 1,380,300 $ 187,425 $ 12,911 -4% -10% 
116 A025001 55 WILLIAM ST WEST COMPANY 12 $ 229,500 $ 151,378 8.00% $ 1,89,200 $ 226,963 $ 145,291 1k 4% 
442 A001001 132 MARGINAL WAY WEST BAYSIDE PARTNERS LLC 196 $ 5,225,475 $ 2965,261 9.00% $ 3,947,300 $ 5,064,252 $ ,465,640 *0 -14% 

PID # STREET OWNER UNIT COUNT PGI NOI CAP RATE VALUE PGI2 NOI2 PGI DIFFERENCE NOI DIFFERENCE NOTES

014  G014001 18 MELBOURNE ST SPAR INC 7 156,180$          103,017$          8.00% 1,287,700$       163,460$          101,718$          -4% 1%

015  B001002 304 EASTERN PROMENADE EASTERN RESIDENTIAL INC 58 1,096,200$       723,054$          8.00% 9,038,200$       1,161,299$       820,554$          -6% -12%

027  B004001 439 CONGRESS ST METROPOLITAN APARTMENTS LLC 81 1,625,525$       1,034,721$       9.10% 11,370,600$     1,474,464$       955,272$          10% 8%

032  E010001 46 MARKET ST MARKET MILK PARTNERS LLC 5 289,952$          201,227$          9.10% 2,211,300$       213,124$          146,891$          36% 37% REPORTED NOI DECREASED BY 19% FOR 2024?

033  E001001 117 PREBLE ST SCHLOTTERBECK BLOCK LLC 56 1,233,266$       736,334$          9.00% 8,181,500$       1,226,365$       800,224$          1% -8%

033  K008001 341 CUMBERLAND AVE EARL APARTMENTS LLC 29 645,120$          365,447$          9.00% 4,060,500$       546,759$          338,420$          18% 8%

036  H001001 102 PORTLAND ST FORTY NINE LLC 7 185,077$          112,856$          9.50% 1,188,000$       171,459$          106,583$          8% 6%

037  D007001 37 CASCO ST AMBASSADOR LLC 92 1,371,420$       691,744$          9.10% 7,601,600$       1,433,056$       869,807$          -4% -20%

037  F005001 28 PREBLE ST EARL APARTMENTS LLC 64 1,080,860$       651,911$          9.10% 7,163,900$       1,201,819$       744,370$          -10% -12%

040  C002001 78 DANFORTH ST WEST COMPANY 8 163,800$          102,958$          8.10% 1,271,100$       170,122$          120,029$          -4% -14%

045  A003001 638 CONGRESS ST 638 CONGRESS STREET 101 2,384,749$       1,518,086$       9.10% 16,682,300$     2,524,873$       1,740,924$       -6% -13%

045  F024001 204 SPRING ST SPRING STREET WEST CORP 8 165,780$          109,349$          8.00% 1,366,900$       172,054$          124,999$          -4% -13%

047  C029001 707 CONGRESS ST LONGFELLOW APARTMENTS LLC 5 84,660$            55,842$            8.00% 698,000$          84,953$            42,787$            0% 31% REPORTED NOI DECREASED BY 20% FOR 2024?

047  C032001 699 CONGRESS ST LONGFELLOW APARTMENTS LLC 6 103,140$          55,225$            8.00% 690,300$          101,605$          63,262$            2% -13%

048  A018001 129 GRANT ST WOODFORD HIGHLAND LLC 19 376,890$          195,952$          8.50% 2,305,300$       393,841$          253,497$          -4% -23%

048  A019001 125 GRANT ST WOODFORD HIGHLAND LLC 13 247,350$          143,958$          8.00% 1,799,500$       256,095$          172,986$          -3% -17%

048  B008001 72 PARK AVE SPAR INC 12 237,600$          156,721$          8.00% 1,959,000$       228,710$          150,803$          4% 4%

048  B009001 286 STATE ST SPRING STREET WEST CORP 26 551,820$          321,159$          9.00% 3,568,400$       573,707$          395,690$          -4% -19%

048  B015001 69 GRANT ST GRANT STREET REALTY 6 112,860$          77,945$            8.00% 974,300$          117,059$          81,225$            -4% -4%

048  B016001 65 GRANT ST GRANT STREET REALTY 18 356,400$          218,487$          8.50% 2,570,400$       324,957$          215,486$          10% 1%

048  C018001 131 SHERMAN ST SHERMAN STREET PROPERTIES LLC 6 149,340$          98,505$            8.00% 1,231,300$       148,628$          97,372$            0% 1%

048  C020001 123 SHERMAN ST SHERMAN STREET PROPERTIES LLC 13 303,810$          200,393$          8.00% 2,504,900$       308,700$          210,811$          -2% -5%

053  B024001 157 GRANT ST SPAR INC 26 499,500$          251,948$          9.00% 2,799,400$       522,127$          351,322$          -4% -28%

056  D010001 89 SPRUCE ST FORTY NINE LLC 12 269,400$          177,696$          8.00% 2,221,200$       256,215$          174,877$          5% 2%

057  D007001 122 BRACKETT ST SPRING STREET WEST CORP 6 204,240$          134,717$          8.00% 1,684,000$       212,788$          173,244$          -4% -22%

063  A005001 15 BRAMHALL ST WEST COMPANY 10 209,760$          131,847$          8.00% 1,648,100$       211,139$          158,471$          -1% -17%

063  D008001 137 NEAL ST WEST COMPANY 12 252,000$          166,219$          8.00% 2,077,700$       278,409$          202,204$          -9% -18%

063  D013001 60 CARLETON ST WEST COMPANY 4 RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY- VALUED USING COST APPROACH

063  H004001 40 WEST ST WEST STREET PARTNERS LLC 12 203,490$          134,222$          8.00% 1,677,800$       199,614$          117,952$          2% 14%

081  A010001 202 DARTMOUTH ST FORTY NINE LLC 12 236,640$          156,088$          8.00% 1,951,100$       258,118$          161,030$          -8% -3%

081  A013001 139 WILLIAM ST FORTY NINE LLC 8 180,120$          110,421$          8.00% 1,380,300$       187,425$          122,911$          -4% -10%

116  A025001 55 WILLIAM ST WEST COMPANY 12 229,500$          151,378$          8.00% 1,892,200$       226,963$          145,291$          1% 4%

442  A001001 132 MARGINAL WAY WEST BAYSIDE PARTNERS LLC 196 5,225,475$       2,965,261$       9.00% 32,947,300$     5,064,252$       3,465,640$       3% -14%

PARCEL DATA ASSESSOR REPORTED

EXHIBIT 5 
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EXHIBIT 7 

PPM Buildings by Corporation 

Corporation/Address Portfolio Property lists Yardi Code # Units 

GNY 8118M96556 

Patrons Oxford 

BO502615 

638 Congress Street Partners LLC Portland, ME 04101 112 
638 Congress St * 638all 638con 101 

638 Congress St (Commercial) 638conc 11 

Ambassador, LLC Portland, ME 04101 

9237 Casco Street BP I 37cas I 92

Earl Apartments LLC Portland, ME 04101 [Resi Only 93 
30 Preble Street (The Wadsworth) 

BP 
30all earl lc 30pre 64 

30 Preble Street (Commercial) 30prec 2 

341 Cumberland Avenue 341cum 29 

Eastern Residential, Inc. (ERI) Portland, ME 04101 lOwal 58 
10 Walnut Street"' 

BP .erlinc 

lOwal 8 

16 Walnut Street 16wal 9 

13 Montreal Street 13mon 8 

19 Montreal Street 19mon 9 

25/27 Montreal Street 25mon 8 

304 Eastern Promenade 304eas 8 

310 Eastern Promenade 310eas 8 

Forty Nine, LLC Portland, ME 19 
105 Forest Avenue 04101 

LF 

105all 

fnllc 

105f or 7 

105 Forest Avenue * Commercial 105forc 2 

139 William Street 04103 139\M I 8 

19 Parris Street 04101 19par 9 

202 Dartmouth Street 04103 202dar 

89 Spruce Street 04102 8.pr 12 

Grant Street Realty Group LLC Portland, ME 04101 1 4
61 Grant Street"' 

BP .gsrglIc 

6 

63 Grant Street 63g ra 6 

65 Grant Street 65g ra 6 

69 Grant Street 69g ra 6 

Longfellow Apartments, LLC Portland, ME 04101 11 
699 Congress Street 

BP .Ifallc 
699con 6 

707 Congress Street 707con 5 

699 Congress Street Parking Lot (95-spots) 699park 0 

Market Milk Partners LLC Portland, ME 04101 7 
46 Mark. Street (Commercial) 

LF  
.46all 

 46marc  2 

46 Market Street 46mar 5 

Metropolitan Apartments LLC Portland, ME 04101 85 
439 Congress St (Commerical) 

LF .439all 
 

 439conc  4 

439 Congress Street (Metropolitan) 439con 81 

Schlotterbeck Block, LLC ( Lofts) Portland, ME 04101 59 
117 Preble Street (the Lofts) BP  .sbIclIc  117pre  57 

195/197 Lancaster Street (98 Elm Street) 195lanc 2

Shepley, LLC Portland, ME 04101 62 
18 Casco Street LF 18cas I 62

Sherman Street Properties, LLC id= Portland, ME 04101 1 9
123 Sherman Street BP .ssplIc 123she 13 

131 Sherman Street"' 131she 

SPAR, Inc. 
157-159 Grant Street P04101 

LF 

Portland & S Portland, ME 96 
157g ra 26 

20 Melbourne Street P 04101 20mel 7 

72 Park Avenue P 04101 72par 12 

Spring Street West Corp. (sswc) Portland, ME 40 
122-124 Brackett Street 04102 

LF 

.SSWC 122bra 6 

204-206 Spring Street 04102* 20.pr 8 

286-288 State Street 04101 286.a 26 

West Company (WC) Portland, ME 46 
137/139 Neal Street * 04102 

LF 

.wcnc .WC 137nea 12 

60 Carleton Street 04102 60car 4 

15 Bramhall Street 04102 15bra 10 

78 Danforth Street 04101 78dan 8 

55 William Street 04103 55wil 12 

West Street Partners, LLC Portland, ME 04102 12 

2021 Assessment 2025 Assessment 

Value per City 2020 NOI CaPex .s Total 
Implied Cap 

Rate
2025 

Reassessment 2024 NOI Capex Res Total 
Implied Cop Cap Rate 

Change 

400 500 

14,389,400 1,064,969 40400 1,105,369 7.68% 16,682,300 1,518,355 50,500 1,568,855 9.40% 1.72% 

3.42% 9,893,500 675,981 36800 712,781 7.20% 7,186,700 717,299 46,000 763,299 10.62% 

7,075,600 531,476 25600 557,076 7.87% 7,163,900 634,956 32,000 666,956 9.31% 1.44% 

3,227,000 256,560 11600 268,160 8.31% 4,060,500 290,647 14,500 305,147 7.52% -0.79% 

8,263,500 587,503 23200 610,703 7.39% 9,038,200 680,122 29,000 709,122 7.85% 0.46% 

.77
1,123,800 86,755 2800 89,555 7.97% 

1,424,700 89,724 3200 92,924 6.52% 

1,339,300 95,701 3600 99,301 7.41% 

1,951,100 130,932 4400 135,332 6.94% 

1,939,200 122,517 4800 127,317 6.57% 

IMP 
2,678,500 169,018 2400 171,418 6.40% 

950,000 61,095 2400 63,495 6.68% 

580,300 30,704 2400 33,104 5.70% 

595,200 38,645 2000 40,645 6.83% 

1,920,400 152,803 2800 155,603 8.10% 

8,902,600 662,077 34000 696,077 7.82% 

8,150,600 731,832 22800 754,632 9.26% 

6,187,100 401,172 24800 425,972 6.88% 

2,280,900 150,371 5200 155,571 6.82% 

1,108,100 73,110 2400 75,510 6.81% 

3,756,100 241,808 10400 252,208 6.71% 

1,175,400 82,108 2800 84,908 7.22% 

1,785,700 118,850 4800 123,650 6.92% 

1,345,600 95,301 2400 97,701 7.26% 

1,424,700 87,291 3200 90,491 6.35% 

4,843,100 297,682 10400 308,082 6.36% 

1,978,800 145,150 4800 149,950 7.58% 

768,400 42,461 1600 44,061 5.73% 

1,579,100 101,937 4000 105,937 6.71% 

1,124,800 72,185 3200 75,385 6.70% 

1,709,700 112,745 4800 117,545 6.88% 

1,188,000 

1,380,300 

1,349,800 

1,951,100 

2,221,200 

V 

89,434 3,500 92,934 7.82% -0.15% 

Mal 
101,936 4,000 105,936 7.67% 1.15% 

89,466 4,500 93,966 6.96% -0.45% 

132,256 5,500 137,756 7.06% 0.12% 

146,268 6,000 152,268 6.86% 0.29% 

0.56% 175,983 3,000 178,983 6.96% 

67,231 3,000 70,231 7.21% 0.52% 

54,718 3,000 57,718 8.36% 2.66% 

34,024 2,500 36,524 5.23% -1.60% 

-2.64% 117,291 3,500 120,791 5.46% 

-0.26% 817,549 42,500 860,049 7.56% 

679,883 28,500 708,383 8.66% -0.60% 

2.25% 526,346 31,000 557,346 9.14% 

177,177 6,500 183,677 7.33% 0.51% 

79,294 3,000 82,294 6.68% -0.13% 

295,916 13,000 308,916 11.04% 4.32% 

83,911 3,500 87,411 6.79% -0.44% 

125,464 6,000 131,464 6.71% -0.21% 

153,433 3,000 156,433 9.29% 2.03% 

104,024 4,000 108,024 7.90% 1.55% 

324,172 13,000 337,172 9.45% 3.09% 

172,989 6,000 178,989 8.61% 1.04% 

44,240 2,000 46,240 4.82% -0.91% 

135,223 5,000 140,223 8.51% 1.80% 

102,692 4,000 106,692 8.39% 1.69% 

120,038 6,000 126,038 6.66% -0.21% 

2,570,400 

974,300 

690,300 

698,000 

2,211,300 

11,370,600 

8,181,500 

6,098,000 

2,504,900 

1,231,300 

2,799,400 

1,287,700 

1,959,000 

1,684,000 

1,366,900 

3,568,400 

2,077,700 

958,400 

1,648,100 

1,271,100 

1,892,200 

 Value per City 2020 NOI Capex Res Total Implied Cap 
Rate

2025 
Reassessment

2024 NOI Capex Res Total Implied Cap 
Rate

Cap Rate 
Change

Corporation/Address Portfolio Yardi Code # Units 400 500

GNY 8118M96556 638 Congress Street Partners LLC Portland, ME 04101 112
638 Congress St * BP .638all 638con 101 14,389,400           1,064,969          40400 1,105,369        7.68% 16,682,300          1,518,355      50,500        1,568,855   9.40% 1.72%

Patrons Oxford 638 Congress St (Commercial) 638conc 11

BO502615

Ambassador, LLC Portland, ME 04101 92
Travelers 37 Casco Street BP 37cas 92 9,893,500             675,981             36800 712,781           7.20% 7,186,700            717,299         46,000        763,299      10.62% 3.42%

Y-630-A7757234-TIL-25

Earl Apartments LLC Portland, ME 04101 [Resi Only > ] 93
30 Preble Street  (The Wadsworth) .30all .earllc 30pre 64 7,075,600             531,476             25600 557,076           7.87% 7,163,900            634,956         32,000        666,956      9.31% 1.44%

30 Preble Street (Commercial) 30prec 2

341 Cumberland Avenue 341cum 29 3,227,000             256,560             11600 268,160           8.31% 4,060,500            290,647         14,500        305,147      7.52% -0.79%

Eastern Residential, Inc. (ERI) Portland, ME 04101 10wal 58
10 Walnut Street* 10wal 8 8,263,500             587,503             23200 610,703           7.39% 9,038,200            680,122         29,000        709,122      7.85% 0.46%

16 Walnut Street 16wal 9

13 Montreal Street 13mon 8

19 Montreal Street 19mon 9

25/27 Montreal Street 25mon 8

304 Eastern Promenade 304eas 8

310 Eastern Promenade 310eas 8

Forty Nine, LLC Portland, ME 49
105 Forest Avenue 04101 105for 7 1,123,800             86,755               2800 89,555             7.97% 1,188,000            89,434           3,500          92,934        7.82% -0.15%

105 Forest Avenue * Commercial 105forc 2

139 William Street 04103 139wil 8 1,424,700             89,724               3200 92,924             6.52% 1,380,300            101,936         4,000          105,936      7.67% 1.15%

19 Parris Street 04101 19par 9 1,339,300             95,701               3600 99,301             7.41% 1,349,800            89,466           4,500          93,966        6.96% -0.45%

202 Dartmouth Street 04103 202dar 11 1,951,100             130,932             4400 135,332           6.94% 1,951,100            132,256         5,500          137,756      7.06% 0.12%

89 Spruce Street 04102 89spr 12 1,939,200             122,517             4800 127,317           6.57% 2,221,200            146,268         6,000          152,268      6.86% 0.29%

Grant Street Realty Group LLC Portland, ME 04101 24
61 Grant Street* 61gra 6

63 Grant Street 63gra 6

65 Grant Street 65gra 6 2,678,500             169,018             2400 171,418           6.40% 2,570,400            175,983         3,000          178,983      6.96% 0.56%

69 Grant Street 69gra 6 950,000                61,095               2400 63,495             6.68% 974,300               67,231           3,000          70,231        7.21% 0.52%

Longfellow Apartments, LLC Portland, ME 04101 11
699 Congress Street 699con 6 580,300                30,704               2400 33,104             5.70% 690,300               54,718           3,000          57,718        8.36% 2.66%

707 Congress Street 707con 5 595,200                38,645               2000 40,645             6.83% 698,000               34,024           2,500          36,524        5.23% -1.60%

699 Congress Street Parking Lot (95-spots) 699park 0

Market Milk Partners LLC Portland, ME 04101 7
   46 Market Street (Commercial) 46marc 2 1,920,400             152,803             2800 155,603           8.10% 2,211,300            117,291         3,500          120,791      5.46% -2.64%

46 Market Street 46mar 5

Metropolitan Apartments LLC Portland, ME 04101 85
   439 Congress St (Commerical) 439conc 4 8,902,600             662,077             34000 696,077           7.82% 11,370,600          817,549         42,500        860,049      7.56% -0.26%

439 Congress Street (Metropolitan) 439con 81

Schlotterbeck Block, LLC ( Lofts) Portland, ME 04101 59
117 Preble Street (the Lofts) BP .sblcllc 117pre 57 8,150,600             731,832             22800 754,632           9.26% 8,181,500            679,883         28,500        708,383      8.66% -0.60%

195/197 Lancaster Street (98 Elm Street) 195lanc 2

Shepley, LLC Portland, ME 04101 62
18 Casco Street LF 18cas 62 6,187,100            401,172             24800 425,972           6.88% 6,098,000            526,346         31,000        557,346      9.14% 2.25%

Sherman Street Properties, LLC Portland, ME 04101 19
123 Sherman Street BP .sspllc 123she 13 2,280,900            150,371             5200 155,571           6.82% 2,504,900            177,177         6,500          183,677      7.33% 0.51%

131 Sherman Street* 131she 6 1,108,100            73,110               2400 75,510             6.81% 1,231,300            79,294           3,000          82,294        6.68% -0.13%

SPAR, Inc. Portland & S Portland, ME 96
157-159 Grant Street P 04101 157gra 26 3,756,100            241,808             10400 252,208           6.71% 2,799,400            295,916         13,000        308,916      11.04% 4.32%

20 Melbourne Street P 04101 20mel 7 1,175,400            82,108               2800 84,908             7.22% 1,287,700            83,911           3,500          87,411        6.79% -0.44%

72 Park Avenue P 04101 72par 12 1,785,700            118,850             4800 123,650           6.92% 1,959,000            125,464         6,000          131,464      6.71% -0.21%

Spring Street West Corp. (SSWC) Portland, ME 40
122-124 Brackett Street 04102 .sswc 122bra 6 1,345,600            95,301               2400 97,701             7.26% 1,684,000            153,433         3,000          156,433      9.29% 2.03%

204-206 Spring Street 04102* 204spr 8 1,424,700            87,291               3200 90,491             6.35% 1,366,900            104,024         4,000          108,024      7.90% 1.55%

286-288 State Street 04101 286sta 26 4,843,100            297,682             10400 308,082           6.36% 3,568,400            324,172         13,000        337,172      9.45% 3.09%

West Company  (WC) Portland, ME 46
137/139 Neal Street * 04102 .wcnc .wc 137nea 12 1,978,800            145,150 4800 149,950           7.58% 2,077,700            172,989         6,000          178,989      8.61% 1.04%

60 Carleton Street 04102 60car 4 768,400                42,461               1600 44,061             5.73% 958,400               44,240           2,000          46,240        4.82% -0.91%

15 Bramhall Street 04102 15bra 10 1,579,100            101,937             4000 105,937           6.71% 1,648,100            135,223         5,000          140,223      8.51% 1.80%

78 Danforth Street 04101 78dan 8 1,124,800            72,185               3200 75,385             6.70% 1,271,100            102,692         4,000          106,692      8.39% 1.69%

55 William Street 04103 55wil 12 1,709,700            112,745             4800 117,545           6.88% 1,892,200            120,038         6,000          126,038      6.66% -0.21%

West Street Partners, LLC Portland, ME 04102 12

BP

2021 Assessment 2025 Assessment

PPM Buildings by Corporation

Property lists

BP .eriinc

LF

.105all

.fnllc

LF

BP .gsrgllc

BP .lfallc

LF

LF

LF .46all

LF .439all
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1,241,100 54,950 4800 59,750 4.81% 1,677,800 99,598 6,000 105,598 6.29% 1.48% 40-42 West Street LF 40wes I 12 

Woodford Highlands, LLC Portland, ME 04101 51 

125 Grant Street BP woodllc 125g ra 13 1,967,100 127,234 5200 132,434 6.73% 1,799,500 143,972 6,500 150,472 8.36% 1.63% 

129 Grant Street 129g ra 19 2,924,600 195,052 7600 202,652 6.93% 2,305,300 210,364 9,500 219,864 9.54% 2.61% 

133 Grant Street"' 133g ra 19 2,770,600 176,085 7600 183,685 6.63% 2,287,200 200,274 9,500 209,774 9.17% 2.54% 

West Bayside Partners, LLC Portland, ME 04101 169 

132 Marginal Way 132all 132mar 167 27,802,600 421,084 67600 488,684 1.76% 32,947,300 3,050,240 84,500 3,134,740 9.51% 7.76% 

132 Marginal Way (Commercial) 132mar 2 

142,178,200 150,282,600 

   40-42 West Street LF 40wes 12 1,241,100            54,950               4800 59,750             4.81% 1,677,800            99,598           6,000          105,598      6.29% 1.48%

Woodford Highlands, LLC Portland, ME 04101 51
125 Grant Street BP .woodllc 125gra 13 1,967,100            127,234             5200 132,434           6.73% 1,799,500            143,972         6,500          150,472      8.36% 1.63%

129 Grant Street 129gra 19 2,924,600            195,052             7600 202,652           6.93% 2,305,300            210,364         9,500          219,864      9.54% 2.61%

133 Grant Street* 133gra 19 2,770,600            176,085             7600 183,685           6.63% 2,287,200            200,274         9,500          209,774      9.17% 2.54%

West Bayside Partners, LLC Portland, ME 04101 169
132 Marginal Way * CS .132all 132mar 167 27,802,600         421,084            67600 488,684           1.76% 32,947,300          3,050,240      84,500        3,134,740   9.51% 7.76%

132 Marginal Way (Commercial) 132mar 2

142,178,200       150,282,600     

Page 222



EXHIBIT 8 

Debt Equity 

Rent Control Implications Banking Implications Equity Implications Zoning Implications Business Structure Suggested Cap Rate 60% 40% 

1-4 Units 

Potentially exempt if owner occupied. Valued 

like single-family 

Treated like single family. Mortgages 

can be easily sold on the secondary 

market. 

Often funded directly by buyer. Return expectations exceed 

those of standard investment type due to heightened effort 

and higher risk profile. 

Essentially treated like single family Often owned directly by buyer or in a single 

member Special Purpose Vehicle for risk 

mitigation 
Value like single family 

5-11 Units 

Fully subject to rent control unless subsidized or 

owned/operated by educational entity 

Portfolio loans. Mortgages cannot 

easily be sold by the bank on the 

secondary market. Banks will only 

lend to a professional operator. Often 

requires sponsor guarantees. 

Funded by buyer and investors. Must be "accredited 

investors". Return expectations exceed those of standard 

investment type due to heightened effort and higher risk 

profile. 

Essentially treated like single family Generally owned by a special purpose 

vehicle (often an LLC) with limited 

partners/investors and a general 

partner/sponsor who organizes the deal 
9.30% 7.50% 12% 

12+units 

Fully subject to rent control unless subsidized or 

owned/operated by educational entity 

Portfolio loans. Mortgages cannot 

easily be sold by the bank on the 

secondary market. Banks will only 

lend to a professional operator. Often 

requires sponsor guarantees. 

Funded by buyer and investors. Must be "accredited 

investors". Often including professional and institutional 

investors. Return expectations exceed those of standard 

investment type due to heightened effort and higher risk 

profile, particularly due to loan guarantees. 

Increased requirements in numerous areas including 

design, fire and life safety, parking, ingress/egress 

etc. These requirements rule out smaller operators 

without professional property management staff. 

Generally owned by a special purpose 

vehicle (often an LLC or a REIT) with limited 

partners/investors and a general 

partner/sponsor who organizes the deal 10.50% 7.50% 15% 
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Debt Equity
Rent Control Implications Banking Implications Equity Implications Zoning Implications Business Structure Suggested Cap Rate 60% 40%

1-4 Units

Potentially exempt if owner occupied. Valued 
like single-family

Treated like single family. Mortgages 
can be easily sold on the secondary 
market.

Often funded directly by buyer. Return expectations exceed 
those of standard investment type due to heightened effort 
and higher risk profile.

Essentially treated like single family Often owned directly by buyer or in a single 
member Special Purpose Vehicle for risk 
mitigation

Value like single family

5-11 Units

Fully subject to rent control unless subsidized or 
owned/operated by educational entity

Portfolio loans. Mortgages cannot 
easily be sold by the bank on the 
secondary market. Banks will only 
lend to a professional operator. Often 
requires sponsor guarantees.

Funded by buyer and investors. Must be "accredited 
investors". Return expectations exceed those of standard 
investment type due to heightened effort and higher risk 
profile.

Essentially treated like single family Generally owned by a special purpose 
vehicle (often an LLC) with limited 
partners/investors and a general 
partner/sponsor who organizes the deal

9.30% 7.50% 12%

12+units

Fully subject to rent control unless subsidized or 
owned/operated by educational entity

Portfolio loans. Mortgages cannot 
easily be sold by the bank on the 
secondary market. Banks will only 
lend to a professional operator. Often 
requires sponsor guarantees.

Funded by buyer and investors.  Must be "accredited 
investors". Often including professional and institutional 
investors. Return expectations exceed those of standard 
investment type due to heightened effort and higher risk 
profile, particularly due to loan guarantees.

Increased requirements in numerous areas including 
design, fire and life safety, parking, ingress/egress 
etc.  These requirements rule out smaller operators 
without professional property management staff.

Generally owned by a special purpose 
vehicle (often an LLC or a REIT) with limited 
partners/investors and a general 
partner/sponsor who organizes the deal 10.50% 7.50% 15%
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92
Total Per Unit

Expenses per city assessor 510,826.00   5,552.46        Based on a 38% expense ratio assumption

Actual Expenses 715,756.96   7,779.97        Actual

Average expenses Portland 8,724.00        Per Assessor's Exhibit 22 (727*12)
Average expenses Portland MSA 9,553.68        Costar
Average expenses Boston 11,825.72 Per IREM Boston 2023
Average expenses National 8,420.00        Per IREM 2023 National Survey

Ambassador expenses would likely be higher than average because;
- It includes all utilities
- The building is old and not recently renovated
- The building has an old elevator

Analysis of 2024 Expenses for 2025 Assessment

EXHIBIT 8
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Analysis of a Purchase Using the City's Valuation 

To demonstrate that the value derived by the assessor's office is not an "amount in cash that could 
reasonably be expected to be paid by an informed buyer to an informed seller for a property, each 

acting without compulsion in an arm's-length transaction", we have provided a simple calculation 

which demonstrates that at this price, the property would generate enough income to pay the bank, 

but notenough to deliver e market return to equity investors or provide any return at all to the 

sponsor. 

Annual Cash Flow 
Income 1,322,101 00 

Expense  755,356 00 
Net Operating Income 566,745 00 

Capital Expenditures/Other 68,551.00 

Cash flow available for debt and equity payments  498,194.00

Total required debt payments 
Remaining funds for ecuity investor 

Return %for cam Investor 

Available to compensate sponsor  S

398,555.20 
99,638.80 

1.8% 

Total Cost to Purchase 
Purchase price 

Other Costs 
Total Cost to Purchase 

9,593,500 
197,870 

10,031,370 

Debt and Equity Payments 
Interest Rate 

Loan proceeds using a Loan to Cost Ratio of 65% 
.oan proceeds using a 1.25x Debt Service Coverage Ratio 

Loan amount (lesser of A or 6) 
Amortizing Mortgage Payment 

Equity Required 

Market Return Required on Equity 

Equity Return in dollars (target) 

7.5% 
6,559,391 (A) 
4,442,673 (8) 
4,442,673 

398,555.20 

5,848,697 
15% 

847,304 51 

EXHIBIT 9 

Total debt and equity payments 1,245,859.71 

EXHIBIT 9
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2020 2023 % Change
Per unit expenses 6,092             8,420              38% National Average (IREM) CAGR 11.7%

Per unit rents 14,461           20,421           41% National Average (IREM) CAGR 12.2%
Per unit rents 12,282           14,444           18% Ambassador (rent controlled) CAGR 5.56%

Per unit rents 1,000             1,116              12% Portland RC Allowed Adjustments -  no new tenancy
Per unit rents 1,000             1,170              17% Portland RC Allowed Adjustments - 1 new tenancy

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10

Rent 1,000.00       1,056.00        1,115.14       1,177.58       1,243.53         1,313.17 1,386.70     1,464.36 1,546.36      1,632.96  growing at 5.56%
Expense 380.00           423.21           471.32          524.91          584.60            651.07            725.09 807.53        899.35 1,001.61 growing at 11.7% nat avg
Expense Ratio 38.0% 40.1% 42.3% 44.6% 47.0% 49.6% 52.3% 55.1% 58.2% 61.3%

NOI 620.00           632.79           643.81          652.67          658.93            662.10            661.61 656.82        647.01 631.35       
NOI Growth 2.06% 1.74% 1.38% 0.96% 0.48% -0.07% -0.72% -1.49% -2.42%
Inflation adjusted value* 620.00           602.66           583.96          563.80          542.10            518.77            493.70 466.79 437.92 406.97 

*Assumes 5% inflation

Market Data on Expense and Rent Growth

Illustrative example of impacts from capped rent growth
Represents 2020-2024 under rent control Represents next five years if trends continue

Allowed increases under Portland's Rent Control Ordinance

EXHIBIT 10
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Income Year Assessment year NOI Capex Total Value Cap Rate NOI Basis Purpose
1* 2023 2024 566,745      566,745      9,893,500    5.73% Actual revenue, actual opex Cap rate implied by the city 2024 Assessment

2 2023 2024 819,703      819,703      9,007,725    9.10% Actual revenue, 38% opex Implied value at 2024 using 2025 9.1% cap rate
3 2023 2024 566,745      46,000     520,745      5,722,473    9.10% Actual revenue, actual opex Implied value at 2024 using 2025 9.1% cap rate
4 2023 2024 566,745      46,000     520,745      5,207,450    10.00% Actual revenue, actual opex Implied value at 2024 using 2025 9.1% cap rate
5 2023 2024 566,745      46,000     520,745      4,734,045    11.00% Actual revenue, actual opex Implied value at 2024 using 2025 9.1% cap rate

* We do not have a tax card for 2024 so we cannot tell how the calculation was done. The cap rate shown is implied by the value and the actual NOI.

Notes

Analysis of Direct-Capitalization Values and Cap Rates Using Various Approaches to the NOI Assumption

EXHIBIT 11
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