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APPRAISAL REPORT

Owner Miled and Lebeeby Ellis (Miled now “ccc ased, Labeeby is Admin, )
Owners’ Address_c/0 Labeeby Ellis , L7 River Street, Denbury, Connecticut.
Property Appraised [ nown as —h'Z River Street, Danbury, Connecticut being

edevelorment Parcel & Block 5 (or Tax Farcels 7 and SA NE side

of River Street, together with the factory uildi thereon.
Recording Information Vole 321 Pge 131, The =1lis Healty Co. to Miled and
Lsheeby 1is §/29/1957.
Assessment: Land . . . ] bty B 2620 Tax Rate s mae nem 1o

Building lmprovements S 35000 Taxes '

Total Assessment . . . . . 37620
Photographs and/or Sketch
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Market Value (Appraisers Final Valuation)

% TP PG &0 PR 6,500
Land Improvements F e we S
Building Improvements . . . . 65,500
Total /| 5 7 o0 SRy, (G g s < ¢ 15,000
Certification: | certify that | inspected the property on_"cbrusary 25, 1900 and that this appraisal

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

" ~ L~ [~ é 'ﬁ - / 4 )
Date of Appraisal larcly 2L, 190C & M %
/ i /-//ﬂ Appraise?n’gna re
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NEIGHBORHOOD DESCRIPTION

Zoning Industrial SR - e L Lo | Hoe

Boundaries eighborhood be aries coincide with 16 Hedevelce nt—ercy
which lies westerly of IMsin Stree E.

Character and Trend Neighborhood is a cambinstion of old factories, wareiouses, ‘
stores, -41; enements and a few dilavidated dwellings. esidential
accune Y- £ . 1 3 OWINWEI'O 4

LAND DESCRIPTION ¢ ! s 79 34¢ €1

Size_ JTppe-ulap ver sketch  Frontage 99~ OH "Are” £ COLl0 ner deec

Description_3ub ject proparty is st grade of adjoining street. lMost of the
| 5 &2 b ] lL AJU.L-.L -

Utilities _ ewer, water, gas, electriclity, curbs, gutters an Lldewalks.

Eond Improvements . HBRSe -7 . " o ST ot s ) 2

Highest and Best Use of Property As smell factory as presently used,

LAND VALUATION Please refer to Market Data - on page 4,
ased et Data lend 1s worth 475 per fr, f, » Street
m ( ! 3 r 1 i
for depth ss follows: o3,
- LBY "¢r Tyeedys Passway X $50 per £, ft. x 784 (depth correction)for 61'=
20" on iiver St, x $75 per fr, ft. x 09% (depth corrsction) 1,872
or 80' = 1,335
Land Value 151 .River St..X 375 per £ry £ te x 955 (depth correction)
Land Improvements -~ ~OURS SLEUTEE 0, OUY \for §1* = 3,270
Total Land . FO0A 9405
BUILDING DESCRIPTION AND COST APPROACH i aataiei (1880) (19L46) '
Occupancy Small Factory BuildingClass O (787) and (22%)
Quality Low(d) avele) Age 1880-19l6 Condition_ i'air to Good
Number of Rgoms (0 = Number of Baths_ none Number of Lav._ £
Number of Stories 3 story Total Height 30" Average Story Height 10¢
Single Floor Area 71 i Total Area 21..32
Shape: Approximate Square Rectangle or Slightly Irregular Long Rectangle or Irregular
Very Irregular :
Total Unit Cost Per Square Foot . . . . . (From Page 3) : 6,16
Correct forSize and Shape. . . . % . 0oL 1.03
Height . e W YR R R
Dist. Multiplier . . Jely A R l.2 lLije
Total Adjusted Cost Per Square Foot SRR R AR R L o e b o
Total Area _ 23 .,/ 32 X + 53 Per Square Foot |
Replacement Cost 2102,0815 f
lessuDeprecigtion Bl | WL SN B L ROREIN T E 109,639
Physical Functional .05 Economic_ 0~ : . e (£ OZ“
Building Value By Cost Approach . . . : : S Y 71 4 29¢
Value of other Building Improvements
Add Land Value (include land improvements) : ; SR 6 450¢C
TOTAL VALUE BY COST APPROACH . . . . - et e R 2 77,798
In Round ifigures 77,000
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BUILDING DESCRIPTION — Component Part Check List

1. FOUNDATION: Unit Cost
Concrete_ ==~ Conc. Post Masonry  (~©  Wood Blocking
Other 07 # «13
2. EXTERIOR WALL: Conc.Block == > X L«OL Stone
Asbestos Siding Masonry & Steel Sash Stucco
Brick Common Masonry Veneer ___ Tile, Clay
Brick Face Metal Clad Tilt-up Conc. Ity |
Conc. Metal Panel Wood (¢ LeVUO
Other +¢35 # 403 # &0 for face brick onf ront) 1l.34
3. ROOF STRUCTURE:
Conc. Conc. & Tile Wood Frame with Wood Sheathing -«
Other
(Divide Cost by Number of Stories) 23/ 3 .o
4. ROOF COVER: l
Asbestos Shingle £ Galy, Iron Shakes
Built-up Composition™= ~ * «=HL poy / £ oV7" Tile -l
Composition Shingle Slate Wood Shingle
Other : d I ,
(Divide by Number of Stories) «“> #* « /[ = «1&/3 v
5. FRAME: Conc. Rei:]f.. //33:/“' Fireproofed
Cast Iron Columns Steel Openk s =L £ <, ood = (O
Other P= W00 X 1/3 = &
Decrease % for bearing wall. 26 X 22% # .20 x 78 S
6. FLOOR: Conc. on Ground Hardwood 2 9™€ T
Brick on Ground .. Reinf. Conc. Siitood, SoE [BRAL. L
Other S0Ome ..L.L.O'IL’.:.‘._"..LS nardawood. dowever tTnOe L 31 -
7. FLOOR COVER:* "®¥#58 OU¥moleum Softwood on Conc. i
Asphalt Tile Marble Tenazzo
Cork Tile Rubber Tile Tile, Ceramic
Hardwood on Conc. i Slate Vinyl Tile
Other +8Cie 11 Oe -
8. CEILING:
On Wood Structure “* On Steel or Conc. Structure ]
Other ey
9. INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION:  Single Res. Other _
Min. Few_ A Ave. Many .l
10. HEATING and COOLING: Gravity Furnace.~ Steam with Boiler -~
Forced Air Heaters Steam without
Furnace Floor or Wall Hot Water Radiators Boiler
Gas Steam Radiators Radiant Floor 1
Other Combined Heat & Air Conditioning vy
11. ELECTRICAL: Min. _ Few Ave. Many - « 97
12. PLUMBING: Min. Few Ave. ~ Many_ «13
BASEMENT: Unit Cost_#<s 00 X Area 45500  Diyided by Total Area 213132 o5
Total Unit Cost / Square Foot —~PIiilorec o34
levator (‘,'\L U ____!;_‘)'
Porches:_ Area X Unit Cost Value :
Garage Oe
Outbuildings

Lump Sum Additions
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MARKET DATA APPROACH Please refer to Market Data Book for full details
Ple ‘
on the followl ng transactions which I have considered in making my
estimate of value,
Ar;. 44 :D I
end 1, at 3150 per front foot ¥l.50 per sq. ft. (100' depth) 1s
on Rose Street close to Mai n and reflects Main St. Iinfluence. Sale
i1s believed t e higher than marke ralue t tied in as rear
access to purchaser's adjoining property fronts on Main St. 1t
is adjacent to Redevelopment area,

Land 2, at $40 per fr.f t., 30¢ per sq., ft. 13 on a 100' x 133!
lot in an industrial zne and used for factory parking. It is some=
what less centrally located than subject area.

Lnd 19, at $52 per fr. ft., 15¢ per sq. ft. (300 foot average

lot™OErtr=total area 3,06 a
nsiderably further from

the center,

Land 30’ at .,ab,‘,;« per fre. L't,

«32 per 8sq. ft.

cres) 1s in & newer industrial section

but within the city limits,

I epresents s

price

beillg asked for an industrial lot of about 3/l of anacre, (15! deep)
not nearly as close to the center of Danbury and with some fill
necessary, and & ditch problem asthe pictures show.
Land 31, at 467 per fr. fte 450 per 8q, f t. is the indication by
the cag -1‘ul.L zétion of a lease rent of the worth of a fac tory parking
lot ih an industrial Zone, reasonably comparable in location. (133! .

average uc_th).

= BUILDINGS
lease refer to Factory Sales section of Market Data Book.
the closest comparimn 1s Factory #} at $2.64 per sq. f t. witl
18,000 sq., ft. with mill floors, sprinklered end heated. This property
has a larger land area, than subject property, and aprears o be in
good conditions (The close-in location of sub ject propert: artially X
offsets the smaller area.)
¢
Subject property is a better building in some respects. It has
an elevator and it also has a face brick front, partial steel su-pert
structure and a basement ,
Conslider also Factory #10 which has 23,000 sq, ft. at 41.71. This
1s a frame building of 3 stories not as well loecated 28 subject propery.
Subject property is quite superior to this in construction & ell,
RENTAL DATA GROSS MULTIPLIER INDICATED VALUE
pased on a FMarket comparison, particularl) sal eferred to a bove,
I estimate $3.00 per aq, ft. for,subject or 64,296, (In Round Figures
36 9 000 Ja

See Income Approach.

Page 4




INCOME APPROACH
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COMMENTS
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