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APPRAISAL REPORT

Owner_ Nichol=s snd Victoriz Rsisd
Owners’ Address__ 2/ Pear]l Street nbury eanscticut
Property Appraised_2 ¢ 82 Biver | e snb e
lot 12 blocel on Eedevelopment Map (fax papgel 5 S4 side Hiver
Street), consisting of a 4 family fpg dwelll 4nductnial
1 . 2 7» E e = - - Vi AGA
Recording Information_Val, 227 P, 122 st, of Ssleem Abboyd (by order of
Probatse rt to Nichclas snd Victoris RBei : ) 1214 /co
= = 7 ' Bdiadiadl 4 = LT 7§
Assessment: Land . . . . . . . . _ §2 400 Tax Rate _ e
Building Improvements 1,690 Taxes _$163,60
Total Assessment o4 , 090
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Market Yalue (Appraisers Final Valuation)
Land : 2,500 RESH
Land Improvements L
Building Improvements 4,000
/, £Q0
Total S
Certification: | certify that | inspected the property on_ JT-niopy 11 and that this appraisal

has been made in accordance with standards of ethics and practice of The American Institute of Real Estate

Appraisers.

Date of Appraisal 7.
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NEIGHBORHOOD DESCRIPTION
Zoning__Tnd..strial
Boundaries_ o4 chborhesd bounda

==t e ca

whioh liog wooi
Character and Trend___.

|

8, W& shiouses,
- ,i»;f-;;;z.‘l.ul

Size [ 1 L e 5 Frontage 48 Axt Area_ LLgo
Giae | TH ) A L3 © L) - 7
Description_ 77 12 1 4 treat loyel 4n th pont ris

-5 the rear,

[

Enilding 1c locnted pight closs to the strest

Highest and Best Use of ProperfY—&S-i%—f;a:&i—l—y—pes—iéeﬁee_—————rﬁ

LAND VALUATION Please refer to Market Data - on page 4.

Land Value = .30 Der .fr‘ f -E2LL3'; ‘ ;‘1 per 8q. f‘t')
5 . . . inel

Land Improvements

Totalland . In Round Fisures®?
BUILDING DESCRIPTION AND' COST APPROACH ~ = =¥ 0 &
Occupancy I RPeamilvw Building Class D
Quality Poor ; Age s yor 70 Condition Daayp
Number of Rooms 14 Number of Baths L Number of Lay. none
Number of Stories 2 Total Height 20' apx 1oggAverage Story Height 101 0 1 occ
Single Floor Area 973 Total Area 1733
Shape: Approximate Square Rectangle or Slightly Irregular__ Long Rectangle or Irregular
Very Irregular

Total Unit Cost Per Square Foot . . . . . (From Page 3) 573
Correct for Size and Shape. . . . . . . 1,04

Height . SRR

Dist. Multiplier. . . . . . . .S 1.33
Total Adjusted Cost Per Square Foot

Total Area _ 1733 X_$9 642 Per Square Foot
Replacement Cost

Less Depreciation . . . . . . . . . 9 24N

Physical =« Functional_ 1« Economic (201)
— o A b
Building Value By Cost Approach . . . . G0 e Cafuan 3,952 \
A :
Value of other Building Improvements ., wnohes {front =nd-:rean) 140
Add Land Value (include land improvements) : ! PR D 2 =00
25500
TOTAL VALUE BY COST APPROACH - . 402
55 <
In Hound Figures » 000
Comments: AL MU N amon. BB e A 1. 3 2 12 beefingh? H0
+ - v = s ¥ 3 = - J £ .
dowowver oponepbo 1o v comesnally seom o comadtden oo cubdeed o ol
ot +4 -1 huodnal lornrmond b8 o and oo Loyt 1 dommcoanlt o4 ‘
ad TE—= J o= 73 = L IE% JIias L3 =g e T £ = AU e
Caty—sce=es to reaomd floce fe fheaor b odde ot b4 Troperty
5237138 T enwedomaaad Ao .o N 3 o and £ 4 e &
TR CoTIaT 3 |” 39 E> 8 ¥ ACUGRL DU AL UD L 4115 s U AUl
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BUILDING DESCRIPTION — Component Part Check List

1. FOUNDATION: Unit Cost
Concrete Conc. Post  MasonryStone Wood Blocking.
. Other <18
2. EXTERIOR WALL: Conc. Block Stone
Asbestos Siding Masonry & Steel Sash_~ Stucco
Brick Common Masonry Veneer Tile;Clayas. ¢*° L= .
Brick Face Metal Clad Tilt-up Conc.
Conc. Metal Panel Wood_
Other 1l.49
3. ROOF STRUCTURE:
Conc. Conc. & Tile Wood Frame with Wood Sheathing X
Other
j (Divide Cost by Number of Stories) 3 /2 e 31
4. ROOF COVER:
Asbestos Shingle Galv. Iron Shakes
i Built-up Composition Roll . 4 Tile
Composition Shingle Slate Wood Shingle
Other
(Divide by Number of Stories) 09/2 05
5. FRAME: Conc. Reinf. Steel Fireproofed
Cast Iron Columns Steel Open Wood
Other
Decrease % for bearing wall. 14
6. FLOOR: Conc. on Ground Hardwood
Brick on Ground Reinf. Conc. Softwood ¥
Other 53
7. FLOOR COVER: Linoleum Softwood on Conc. URRCN R -
. Asphalt Tile Marble Tenazzo
Cork Tile Rubber Tile Tile, Ceramic
Hardwood on Conc. Slate Vinyl Tile
Other
8. CEILING:
On Wood Structure v On Steel or Conc. Structure
Other 16
9. INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION:  Single Res. Other
Min.___ v Few Ave. Many 1.30
10. HEATING and COOLING: Grayity Furnace Steam with Boiler
Forced Air Heaters Steam without
Furnace Floor or Wall Hot Water Radiators Boiler
Gas Steam Radiators Radiant Floor
{ B Other Combined Heat & Air Conditioning 0
{ E 11. ELECTRICAL: Min._y Few Ave. Many 14
g 12. PLUMBING: Min. Few Ave. Many <,
g BASEMENT: Unit Cost $1, 50 X Area_ 740 Divided by Total Area 177 66
% Total Unit Cost / Square Feot 5.73
‘ Porches: Area 2c2n a~ £+ X Unit Cost_"1 _LQ Value_ 2350 less €07 denreciation
» Garage 5 ? s 210
z Outbuildings S150.
-
§ Lump Sum Additions
3

Page 3




MARKET DATA APPROACH (Please refer to MARKET DATA BOOK for complete
detalls for the traisations used below),

e AdadtiN i ’
The following land sales were considered in comperison: ‘
Land 1. 150 per fr. £t:. $1.50 2r 8. ft. Altho this 1s an industrial
lot locat d on Hose St. 1t has a speelal valu the purchaser asg 1t
g him & bac 1trance from hi in otreet property. 1180 1s
close to zin Street end takes on business value,
Land 2, ;40 per front ft., £.30 sq. ft. Thie is = fairly good comparison

and 5. 34 per front ft., .20 per sq, ft., and land 6 and land 7
at .30 per fr, foot, .30 per 8q. It. are examples of c¢heap lot sales in (
B Hes, « Subject lot in industrial zone, even with limitea size
1s worth ore,
'
Lend 19. At $52 per front ft. .15 per sq. ft. is a larger (3 acre)
industrial pareel which still is worth comparing.
B. PEOPERTY VALUE
Compare With:
(1-3F)- 2 at 37.31 per sq. ft. #1188 per Bm. =Subject not as i,
(L-3F)= 3 at 46.75 ver sq. ft. 41350 per Em. -SubjJect not as good.
(1-3F)= 4 atl2,00 per sq., ft. £250 per Rm. -This 18 subject »roperty.
Sale at (4,000 with approval of FProbate Court was to the nephew
of the deceased and 1s believed have been well below llarket Val
(l-3F)= 5 at 35.81 per sg., ft. $13&9 per BRm., «Subjeect not as good.
(1-3F)- 7 at #6.63 per sg. ft. 1279 per Em. -Subject not as good.
(1-3F)- 8 at 3.33 per sao. ft. $1389 per Rm. <Subjeect not as =zood.
(l-3F)= 9 at 33.83 per sq. ft. £770 per Rm. -Subjeet property not as
ood as This, but this and #4 are the closest comparisons,
(1-3F)<11 s 6.00 per sq. ft. #1333 ver Bm. -3ubject property not as
good physically znd not nearly as good location-wise,
From a E"rxez standnoint subject property is worth approximately
3.50 to $3.75 v 8G. ft by comparison or from $6,100 to 6500, Since
the comparisons UGJ“ were with 1 to 3 family ahv¢11nba (uJCdubo ol the
§ilze of thls house) it is protable that this belng & four family with
4 full baths will be at the higher end of the bracket. My cost approach
at $6600 bears this out. My final estlmate of value is therefore $6500,
‘ )
]
3

RENTAL DATA GROSS MULTIPLIER INDICATED VALUE

Based on gro nultinliers found in my study of 1-3 family r sidences,

i

I think that gross multiplier should be approx. 60 times Ghe aonthly
”
-

A'V
Jv"- g ‘

Rentals on 4 apartments 50 €,000
total 3100 per month,
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