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Tax Docket No- 4OB2-88

FINDTNGS OF FACT, CONCLUSTONS OF I,AW. AND JI]DGMENT

This matter came before the Court for trial on petitioner's

appeal from an assessment for real property taxes for tax year

1988. The part ies f i led st ipulations pursuant to Super. Ct. Tax R.

i- l-  (b) . Upon consideration of the stipulations, the evidence

adduced at tr ial,  and having resolved al l  questions of credibi l i ty '

the Court makes the following:

F'INDINGS OF FACT

l - .  The subject property is owned by 1111 l-9th Street Associates,

a linited partnershi-p organized and existing under the laws of the

Distr j-ct of Columbia. Petit ioner, 1l-11 19th Street Associates, j-s

obligated to pay al l  real estate taxes assessed against the subject

property.

2.  The subject  proper ty  is  located at  1111 19th Street ,  N.W.,

Square L4O,I -ot  90,  in  the Dis t r ic t  o f  Columbia.  I t  is  a  12-story

of f ice bui ld ing,  bu i l t  in  L979,  wi th  three levels  of  underground



parking. The property has 375,843 gross sguare feet.  r t  has

235r30o square  fee t  o f  g ross  leasab le  o f f i ce  space,  and.  L4 ,4 js

square feet of  g 'ross leasab]e retai t  space. The property also has

3t74o square feet of  storage space and 25o parking spaces. The

property is zoned C-4 and developed to a 1O.O FAR.

3-  For  tax year  1988,  the varuat ion date being January 1,  LgB7,

the Dis t r ic t 's  proposed assessment  was $41r  607,OOO. Pet i t ioner

t imely f i led a complaint with the Board of Equalization and Review

(BER).  On May 11,  L987,  the BER held a hear ing and susta ined the

proposed assessnent for tax year l-989. At tr iar, the Distr ict

sought to uphold the assessment of $4tr 607,000 even though its

exper t  appra iser  va lued the proper ty  at  $37,ooorooo for  tax year

19B8 .

4. Petit ioner paid the real estate taxes in ful l ,  as required by

1aw, and t imely f i led this petit ion for reduction of assessment and

refund of payment. In its petition, petitioner asserted that the

fair market value of the property for tax year 1988 r{as

$2r ,4o0,ooo.  At  t r ia l ,  pet i t ioner  changed i ts  c la im as to  the

value of  the proper ty  to  $26,500,000.  This  f ignrre ref rects  the

value set by i ts expert appraiser.

5.  The tax assessor  for  tax year  19BB was phi l l ip  s .  Appelbaum.

Mr- Appelbaum is a commercial assessor with the Department of

Finance and Revenue of the Distr i-ct of columbia. For tax year

1988,  Mr.  Appelbaum used the mass appra isa l  technique and



ultiurately applied the income approach to value in assessing the

property.

6. Based on his opinion that the reported incone for the subject

property was substantial-Iy below current market rates and that 50?

of the leases would expire within 2 years of the valuation date,

Mr. Appelbaum deternined the potential net operating income of the

proper ty  to  be $4,838,884.  fn  contrast ,  t t re  repor ted (actual )  net

ope ra t i ng  i ncome o f  t he  p rope r t y  was  $2 t7O2 ,356 ,  $2 ,928 r52g ,  and

$2  t933 ,59O fo r  t he  yea rs  L984 ,  L985 ,  and  1986  respec t i ve l y .  Mr "

Appelbaum arrj-ved at his figure for net operating income by

conducting an economic income expense study of buildings built in

the 1970's. Mr. .Appelbaurn examined the expense and income figures

of these buildings as reported to the Dj-strict. He then averagred

the expense and income figiures and applied then to the subject

property as the net operating income. Without making any

adjustments to the potential net operating income t Y[T. Appelbaum

divided his net j-ncome figure by a capital ization rate of 11.63e.

Mr. Appelbaum stated that this was the proper rate for buildings in

that age category. Based on these figUres, Mr. Appelbaum

calcu lated the fa i r  market  va lue of  the proper ty  to  be $41,607,OOO.

7. At tr ial,  Mr- Appelbaum testi f ied that the actual net operating

income may or may not be similar to the potential (market) net

operating income when usi-ng the mass appraisal technique. He also

stated that he did not rnake any adj ustrnents f or actual income ,



actual expenses, Iease-up costs, improvement costs, rent

concessions or vacancy and collection J-osses. By not taking into

account the experience of the property, Mr. Appelbaurn's income

figure is not relevant to the subject property and cannot be very

reIiabIe. As a result,  his assessment cannot be very rel iable

ei ther .

8. Both sides offered expert  test imony. Ms. Michel le Saad

test i f ied for the pet i t ioner,  and Mr. Ryland MitchelJ- f f l ,

testified for the respondent. The Court accepted each as an expert

w i tness .

9- Both Ms. Saad and Mr. Mitchell  arr ived at the land value by

considering comparable sales and adjusting for dissimilari t ies with

the subject property. Even though Ms. Saad originally valued the

land at  $85 per  FAR foot  or  $22r3ooro0o,  for  purposes of  t r ia l ,  she

adopted the assessor 's  va luat ion of  $201929,8o5.  Mr.  Mi tchel l

valued the land at $75 per FAR foot for a total value of

$19,650,O00.  Since nei ther  pet i t ioner  nor  respondent  chal lenged

the Distr ict 's valuation of the land, the Court accepts the value

o f  t he  l and  to  be  $2Or929 ,8O5  as  se t  by  the  D is t r j - c t ' s  assesso r .

10. In calculating the value of the improved property, both

experts rel ied on the income approach and rejected the cost

approach.  Mr.  Mi tchel l  a lso ut i l - ized the sa les compar ison

approach.  Ms.  Saad used the sa les compar ison approach but  on ly  to



support her valuation of the subject property by the incone

capiLatization approach. fn addit ion, both experts agrreed that the

highest and best use of the property was as developed.

1l-. Using different approaches, the experts calculated the net

operating income of the property. Ms. Saad mad.e a detailed

examination of the property's operating history. She considered

that the building was 1OOA leased, had an average rent of $17 per

square foot, that 5O? of the leases would expire in 1-989, and that

only leases relating to 2,OOO sguare feet were to expire in L9A7.

Ms. Saad then examined comparable rentals for offj-ce space and

retai l  space. Rents for off ice space ranged from $17.50 to $26 per

square foot and, for retai l  space, rents ranged froln $14 to $25.

Ms. Saad testified that after considering the agie and condition of

the inprovements, location, Ieasing terms, and the demand for space

in the area, it was her opinion that the average fair economic rent

was $25 per square foot. After reducing the rent for concessions,

Ms. Saad estimated the effective market rent for the property to be

$20 per sguare foot. Usj-ng these f igures and projections,

petitioner's expert calculated the gross potential annual income

for  the proper ty  as of  the va luat ion date to  be $4t426,3O4.  Ms.

Saad adjusted this f igure for a 52 vacancy and collection loss,

resul t ing in  a gross annual  income of  54,2O4,989.

1-2. Mr. Mitchell  calculated the value of the property usingr the

income capi ta l izat ion approach basing h is  ca lcu lat ions f i rs t  on



exj-sting leases and then on market rents. For income based on

exis t ing leases,  Mr.  Mi tchel l  examj-ned the 1984-1986 repor ted

operating history of the property and determined the gross

operat ingr  income to be $41285,oo0.  Mr.  Mi tcheJ-J-  ad justed th is

f igure for a 28 vacancy. and collection loss, result ing in a gross

annua l  i ncome o f  $4 ,2OO,OOO.

13. After subtracting.estimated expenses, the experts arrived at

the net operating income of the subject property. Ms. Saad

determined the net operating income to be 52,9L9 t389, and Mr-

Mitchell  computed the net operati-ng incone to be $2,94OrOOO. The

exper ts '  respect ive f igures d i f fer  by only  $2O,611.

Based on their appraisal reports, i t  appears that Ms. Saad

considered both exist ing leases and market condit ions in

determining the net operating income of the property. However, Mr.

Mitchell  only considered exist ing leases or narket condit ions, but

never both. This results in Ms. Saad's valuation bej-ng supported

by more credible evidence- The Court wit1 take into account both

exist ing J.eases and market condit ions since both affect the abil i ty

of the property to generate income. Accordingly, the Court adopts

Ms.  Saadts determinat ion of  the net  operat ing incorne,  $2,9L9,389.

14. To arrive at the overal l  capital ization rate of the property,

Ms. Saad examined market att i tudes and economic indicators as wel-1

as other factors related to the property (Iease terms, expense

rat ios,  locat ion) .  Ms.  Saad a lso considered bank rates and bond



yield rates. Due to the greater r isk and non-l iquidity of real

estate investments, petitioner's expert determined that the higher

rates of Corporate Baa and A bonds provided ttre most relevant basis

for risk as compared to other bank rates and bond yields.

Corporate Bonds Baa

Corporate Bonds A

Jan.

1 9 a 7

9 . 7 6

9 . 2 3

JuIy

1 9 8 6

1 0 . 1 6

9 . 7 6

J a n .

1 9 8 6

L L . 4 4

1 1 .  0 4

Jan.

1 9 8 5

L 3 . 2 6

1 2 . 8 0

Ms. Saad obtained these figures from Moody's Bond Survey.

Ms. Saad exanined new mortgage commitments and the average

capital ization rate, bottr for the fourth quarter of 1986. The

averag'e capital ization rate was 9.82 for that quarter. Moreover,

based on economic indicators, f inancj-al indicators, real estate

investment cri teria, and the Washington, D.C. market, Ms. Saad

determined real estate yieJ-d ratesr ds of January J-, L987,

strati f ied by property specif ics and locational characterist ics.

For the subject property tlpe and location, the rangte of yield

ra tes  was  L2 .OZ  to  13 .0? .

Ms. Saad also calculated a range of capital ization rates using

the band of investment technique, a traditional method of

capital ization often used when suff icient market data is available.

Under the band of investment technique, the appraiser develops a

weighted component of the mortqagre and equity to develop the

overa l l  ra te.  fn  apply ing the band of  investment  technique,  Ms.



Saad considered t lpical  loan to value rat ios, debt service, equity

dividend rates, and points paid in the mortg'ag'e process. Using

this fornula, MS. Saad deterrnined a range of capj- tal j -zat ion rates

o f  I O . O U  t o  1 0 . 5 2 .

Considering all of the above information and calculations

along with factors affect ing buyer not ivat ion, Ms. Saad decided on

a formula for calculating the overaJ-l capitalization rate of the

subject property:  overal l  capital izat ion rate :  overal l  y ield

minus annual ized increase in value and incone. Based on a yie1.d of

1 -2 .52  and an  annua l ized  inc rease in  va lue  and income o f  3 .439221

Ms. Saad calcuJ-ated the capital izat ion rate to be 9.062 before

adding the real estate tax rate of 2.O32. Therefore, the

capital izat j -on rate was IL.O9Z or 11?. After div iding the net

operat ingr income by a capital izat ion rate of 1,L2, Ms. Saad valued

t h e  p r o p e r t y  a t  $ 2 6 , 5 O O , O O O .

Ms. Saad's capital izat ion rate is strongly supported by the

evj-dence as so many factors were considered. AIso, it should be

noted that Ms. Saad's capital izat ion rate is very close to the

capitalization rate used by l{r. Appelbaum.

15. For the incorue capital ization approach based on exist ing

leases,  Mr.  Mi tchel l  ca lcu lated a capi ta l izat ion rate of  72 based

on the market sales data of 4 irnproved comparable propert ies.

Af ter  adding 2-O3Z for  the tax rate,  respondent 's  capi ta l izat ion

rate was 92-  Apply ing the 9Z overa l l  capi ta l izat ion rate to

respondent's estimated effective gross annual income, the property

o



w a s  v a l u e d  a t  $ 3 2 , 6 6 7 , O 0 O .

S a a d ' s  v a 1 u e .

T h i s  w a s  $ 6 , L 6 7 , O 0 O  h i g h e r  t t r a n  M s .

16. An examinatj-on of the comparable properties revealed a problem

with the comparability of the 4 properties and the subject

property. Mr. MitchelJ- used 2 properties from his comparable sales

analysis and 2 other properties to determine the capitalization

rate based on market rents. The propertS-es had capitalization

ra tes  rang ing  f rom 7 .32  to  8 .O2 .

fnproved Comparable Sa1.e No. 4 located at 1101 Vermont Avenue,

N.w., was of similar age to the subject property and in a desirable

Iocat ion-  This  proper ty  had a capi ta l izat ion rate of  8 .O8.

However, Comparable Sale No. 4 involved a sale of the property

where the seJ-ler, the major occupant of the property, leased the

property back from the new ovrner following the sa1e. Because of

the lessor/Iessee relationship

Court has doubts that the sale

lengthrr transaction.

of the seller and purchaser, the

of the property was a true rrarm's

Improved Comparable Sale No. 6 was located at 1015 1-8th

Street ,  N.W.,  and had a capi ta l izat ion rate of  7 .332.  Mr.  Mi tchel t

acknowledged that this property was older than the subject

property, 9 years older, but he did not make any adjustment for

this or explain why no adjustnent was necessary.

Capi ta l izat ion Rate Comparable No.  1 was located at  114O 19th

Street ,  N.W.,  across the s t reet  f rom the subject  proper ty .  Mr.

Mitchell  calculated the capital i-zation rate for this property based



on past history and arrived at 7.62. This property was zoned

differently and was much smaller than the subject property. rt

also involved a transaction that was too old for the property to be

considered in the Market Data Approach to Varuation. Again, Mr.

Mitchell  did not discuss the effect that these facts would have on

the property,s uti l i ty as a comparable property.

Capital ization Rate Comparable No. 2 r^ras located at the

northeast corner of 19th and L Streets, N.W., irnmediately south of

the subject property. Though this property was similar in age to

the subject property, the sale as with the previous property was

too old to be used in the Market Data Approach. yet, Mr. Mitchell

did not address what inpact, i f  atry, this wourd have on the

property's comparabil i ty. This property had a capital ization rate

o f  7  . 32 .

This capital ization rate based on market sales data cannot be

given much credibility, because without further explanation or

adjustment, the properties do not appear to be conparabre to the

subject property.

L7. For the incone capital izati-on approach based on market rents,

Mr. Mitchell  calculated that the gross potential income based on

market  rents  wourd be $5r91o,ooo.  To arr ive at  th is  f ig :ure,  Mr.

Mitchell  igrnored exist ing Leases and assurned. that 1o0U of the

property would be available for leasi-ng at current market rents.

Mr. Mitchell  then determined current market rents and applied them

to the subject  proper ty .  Respondentrs  exper t  a lso increased the

1 0



vacancy rate from 2e" Xo 9& to account for an increased vacancy and

collection loss. Mr. Mitchell  then subtracted projected expenses

from the gross potential income. This resulted. j-n a net operating

incone before taxes and after a deduction for vacancy and

co l l ec t i on  l oss  o f  $4 rOBO,OOO.

Based on the appraiser's knowledge and experience, he selected

an overall capitalj-zation rate of 92 for use in applying the income

capitarization approach based on market rents. Mr. Mitchel]

increased the capital ization rate by 2Z from the 7e. raXe used for

existing leases because of the g'reater risk regarding uncertain

narket conditions j-n the future. with an additional 22 adjustnent

for the tax burden, the total capital ization rate is LLz.

Applying the capital ization rate to an estimated projected

income of  $5,91o,ooo,  which might 'be achieved upon totar  re-

leas ing,  the proper ty  was varued at  $37,o9orooo as of  January L,

I9a7 -  This  f igrure is  $1O,5g} ,ooo h igher  than Ms.  Saadrs est inate

for the value of the property.

However, the income on which this property estimate is based

required unrealistic assumptions. rf someone were to buy the

property today, he or she may not be abLe to achieve the income

which l ' Ir- Mitchell  projects, because it  is speculative that the new

ovrner would be abre to immediatety rent 1oo? of the property at

market rents- The new owner would have to wait for current leases

to expj-re and then as the ol-d leases expire sign new ones at market

rents- This wourd take t ime and cost money- rn addit ion,

i-mprovements to the property and rent concessions may be necessary.

l 1



These costs would further reduce the property's potential net

operat ing income.

18. Both experts also calculated the value of the property by

applying the sales comparison approach, also called the market data

approach. Under this approactr, the subject property was valued by

courparingT it with similarly inproved properties which had been

recently sold or were in the process of being sold. Uti l izing this

approach,  Ms.  Saad valued the proper ty  at  $26,5OO,OOO, and Mr.

Mi tche1l  va lued the proper ty  at  $38,720,OOO.

19. fn his f  inal  analysis ,  YIy.  Mitchel l  gave rrrel-at ively simi lar

weiqhtrt  to each valuat ion approach. (Mr. Mitchel l 's appraisal

report ,  p.  4O). After considering the values achieved by each

approach, al l  other avai lable information, and his own experience

as an appraiser, Mr. MitchelJ- determined the market value of the

s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  t o  b e  $ 3 7 , O O O , O O O .

20. Ms. Saad used the sales comparison approach as a check, giving

it very l i t t le weight. She rel ied on the income capital ization

approach for determining the value of the property. Thus, Ms- Saad

found the market  va lue of  the proper ty  to  be $26,5OO,OOO.

2I .  A cash f low analys is

income and expense figrures

the  p rope r t y ,  $37 ,  OOO,OOO

of  the  proper ty  us ing  Mr .  Mi tche l l , s

ind i -ca ted  tha t  Mr .  Mi tche l l , s  va lue  o f

was not the fair  market value of the

I 2



property. At tr ial,  Mr. Mitchell  applied his f igures to the

subject property. The result was a negative cash f low after debt

service. It  is not l ikeIy that a prospective purchaser would buy

the property when market rents yield a negTative cash flow after

debt service. This is very strong evj-dence that Mr. Mitctrel l 's

valuatlon does not reflect market va1ue. However, a cash flow

analysis of Ms. Saad's f igures yielded a posit ive cash f low after

debt service

Conclusions of Law

This Court has jurisdict ion over this appeal pursuant to D.C.

Code SS 47-a25 and 47-3303 (1990 Repl .  ) .  The Super ior  Cour t 's

review of a tax assessment is de novo, therefore requiring

competent evidence to prove the issues. Wlmer v. Distrj-ct of

Colunbia,  47- I  A.2d 59 t  60 (D.C.  l -98O).  Pet i t ioner  bears the burden

of provinq that the assessment appealed from is incorrect. Safewav

S to res .  f nc .  v .  D i s t r i c t  o f  Co1umb ia ,525  A .2d  2O7 ,  2LL  (D .C .

L987'). However, petitioner is not required to establish the

correct value of the property. Brisker v. Distr ict of Columbia,

s1o  A .2d  ro37 ,  LO39  (D .C .  1986 ) .

Petitioner has met the burden of proving the incorrectness of

the assessment. A1so, there is suff icient competent evidence on

the record for the Court to determine the fair market value of this

property. When a taxpayer appeals an assessment to this Court, the

CourL can af f i rm,  cancel ,  reduce or  increase the assessment .  D.C.

I 3



Code  S  47 -3303  (1990  Rep1 .  ) .

rn  assessing th is  proper ty  for  tax year  1988,  the Dis t r ic t rs

assessor, Mr. Appelbaum, used a net operating income based on the

average incorne and expense figrures for properties built in the

7-970's, but he admitted not taking into consideration the actual

income, actual expenses, current reases, ot lease-up costs of the

subject property. These factors affect the abil i ty of the property

to achieve market rents today and in the future. without

consideration of these factors, ut i l izj-ng the average, net operating

income of buildingrs in a particular age grroup is an arbj-trary and

impracticar nethod for determining a property's net operating

income for purposes of valuation

In Dis t r ic t  o f  Columbia v .  Washington Sheraton Corp.  ,  499 A.2d

Lo9,  115 (D.c.  1985) ,  the cour t  s tated that  ' r fw] t ren an income-

producing property has been in operation for a period of time, its

past earning's assist the assessor in projecting future earningr

abiliLy. 't The Court also stated that the market value of an

incone-producing property includes the present varue of the

property's future income. washington .sheraton corp. , supra , 49g

A.2d at 115. Therefore, to arrive at a rel iable estimate for the

net operating income of the property, the District must consider

not onry market condit ions, but the experience of the property as

we l l - .

The Distr ict fai l-ed to take into account the property's actual_

income. This resulted i-n a substantial increase in va]ue as

r {+



deternined by the Distr ict. Moreover, dt tr ial,  the Distr ict 's

exper t  re jected the Tax Year  1988 assessment  of  $41r607.OOO.

Rather, the respondent's expert rel ied on a lower f ignrre; a f igrure

that was $4,607,OOO lower than the f igiure that the Distr ict

reguests the Court to uphold.

The Court must weigh all the evidence to determine which

property valuation is the most credible. For the reasons already

stated in the findings of fact, the Court rejects the property

valuatj-on proposed by Mr. Mitchell and accepts the property

valuation proposed by Ms. Saad. Having considered the testinony

and the appraisal reports, the Court sets forth the reasons for the

different operating incomes and capital ization rates.

The reason for the different net operating incomes was the

failure of Mr. MitcheJ-l to consider both existing leases and market

conditions. A prospective purctraser would consider both in

estimating'current and future income, and therefore, Mr. Mitchell

must too. The reason for the difference in the capital ization

rates was that Mr. Mitchell did not make the necessary adjustments

for differences between the comparable properties and the subject

property. Therefore, based on the above conclusions, the Court

finds that a preponderance of the evidence supports a figrure of

$26,500,000 as the market  va lue for  the subject  proper ty  as

proposed by Ms. Saad. This f igure adequately represents the value

of  the proper ty  as of  the va luat ion date,  January a,  L987.

The Court has generally recognized 3 approaches to value and

it has been held that al- l  3 must be consi-dered. Distr ict of

l 5



Columbj -a  v .  Wash ingr ton  Shera ton  Corp .  ,  499 A.2d  7-O9,  113 (D.C.

1 9 8 5 ) ;  S a f e w a y  S t o r e s ,  I n c .  v -  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a ,  5 2 5  A . z d  2 O 7 ,

2O9 (D.C.  1 -987) .  Both  exper ts  and the  D is t r i c t ' s  assessor  examined

alt  3 approactres and alJ- 3 rejected the cost approach. Mr.

Appelbaum,rejected the sales comparison approach whi le the 2

experts rel ied on i t  to di f ferent degrees-

Both experts and the Distr ict 's assessor qave considerable

weight to the incorne capital izat ion approach. of the 3 recognized

approaches, the income capital izat ion approach is the preferred

method for valuing incone-producing propert ies. 1O15 15th Street, '

N .W. ,  Assoc ia tes  L imi ted  Par tnersh ip  v -  D is t r i c t  o f  Co lumbia ,  Tax

Docket No. 3266-83 (Sup. Ct.  November 13 ,  1984).  Under the income

capj- tal izat ion approach, the stabj- I ized net operat ing'  income is

divided by a capital izat ion rate ref lect ing the rate the taxpayer

must recover annualJ-y Lo pay the rnortgage, to obtain a fair return

on equity,  and to pay real estate taxes. Rock Creek Plaza-Woodner,

L t d .  v .  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u r n b i a ,  4 6 6  A . 2 d  8 5 7 ,  B 5 B  ( D . C .  1 9 8 3 ) .

For the reasons already stated, there were differences in the

experts '  opinions. The Court  exarnined the reasons for these

dif ferences and determined that the evidence supported Ms. Saad's

opinion as she considered both exist ing leases and rnarket

condit i -ons as compared to the respondentrs expert  who did not.

Moreover,  respondent 's expert  rel ied on propert ies that were not

suff ic ient ly comparable to the subject property.

fn  assess ing  rea l  p roper ty ,  the  va lue  o f  the  land and

i - m p r o v e m e n t s  m u s t  b e  i d e n t i f i e d  s e p a r a t e l y .  D . C .  C o d e  S  4 7 - B 2 I  ( a )

1 6



(1990 RepI.  ) .  The part ies did not contest the value that the

Distr ict ,s assessor assigrned to the land. Therefore, as stated

previously,  the Court  adopts $2O,929,8O5 as t t re value of the land.

The remaining portion of the assessnent is allocated to the

bu i ld ing .  
-

It is therefore by the Court this A/f u ŷ o f

ORDERED, that the assessed value for the subject property is

determined to be as fol lows for ttre tax year L9B8:

Land

Improvenents

TotaI

$ 2 O , 9 2 9  t B O 5

s  s ,s70 .19s

$ 2 6  , 5 O O ,  O O O

It is further

ORDERED, that the assessment record card for the property

maintained by the District sha1l be adjusted to reflect the value

determined by this order.

It is further

ORDERED, that the petitioner shall submit a proposed order

providing for a refund of the overpaynent of taxes due to the

petit ioner, along with interest as al lowed by law. A copy of the

proposed order shall  be served on respondent and f i led with the

Court  by no la ter  than 3/ I7 /92.
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Emmet G. Su11ivan, Judge

(si-gned in charnbers)

Cop ies  mai led  to :

Joseph F .  Ferg .uson,  J r . ,  Esq.
Assistant Corporation Counsel
D.C. Off ice of Corporat ion Counsel
4th Floor
1133 Nor th  Cap i to l  S t ree t ,  N .E.
Wash ing ' ton ,  D.  C.  2OOO2

G i l b e r t  H a h n ,  J r . ,  E s q .
Tan ja  H.  Cast ro ,  Esq.
Amram and Hahn, p.C.
1 1 5 5  l s t h  S t r e e t ,  N . W -
Su i te  11OO
Wash ing ' ton ,  D.C.  2OOO5
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