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December 7, 2010

L . ttle Neck Leda! Action Commttee

Cio Tyler Cildprrian, Esquire

Todd & Weld, LLP

Boston, MA 02109

Re:	 Little Neck, Ipswich, Massachusetts

Dear Mr. Chapman:

At your request, I respectfully submit this summary appraisal report which sets forth my

market value opinion of the property referenced above, hereinafter referred to as the subject.

The subject property consists of a single parcel comprised of a 35± acre peninsula at

Plum Island Sound and the Ipswich River. The parcel is owned by a trust and its use has

evolved over hundreds of years from sheep grazing to its current use for rental to individuals

that have constructed cottages. The local assessing office identifies the subject parcel as 210

"lots", one of 11 acres and others being usually about three thousand square feet. This

assessing designation does not constitute a subdivision and was made for reasons of safety,

convenience of identification and local taxation. The parcel's 210 "lots" include 167 that are

improved yHtfi pivat.ely owned cottages, a few having buildings or structures used in common

and ,..v.tn moot cine rs herd retained as vacant or rrin:mal:y inoroved for the common benefit of

all tenalts di Little Neck. Of the 1 .:37, 143 have had the -ightof seas:-.;na . use and 24 ha ..e had

the richt of yea- -ow . ;(.: use Hov..ever	 become ava i 'ab!e fry y:::"E;	 sa	 Of

the 167, 72 icta ,:tes a-e unde r 	sod the rest are

havinc S. :CJ' red for cecaces.

In summary, the seojed: 20.7,5is:tE- of the leased 'ee Tte'est	 a	 sod

common mprovements tc, That land, 'EX:: _ISIV6 of the oot:cg es
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My appraisal s cased upon so -ne standard 4s5jrnpt:,,DTs

PCier 6:1211Challcc RC 

Ccnc	 St

are oene:-a: 	 v[rtually	 app.:raisal repc-ts and :-:at are ..DrCE::::-Ited 7'-ri e .r	 s	 F..

In addition, tnis appra : sel .s subject to Extr • a pidnary Assurnpti•ns that are	 t: The hchts

appraised in subject. The Uniform Standards of Pr-.... , essiona! Appraise.. Pi.aicE.:

define an extraordinary assumption as follows: an assumption, directly related to a s.pecif::

assignment, which, if found to be false, could alter the appraiser's opinions or conclusions." My

extraordinary assumptions are as follows.

1) The Probate Court will ultimately allow the conversion to condominiums and sale to the

tenants.

2) The subject continues to have a limited capacity of 462 bedrooms and its dv,'olings

continue to be limited in size and shape to the degree that those currently existing

dimensions have been controlled before the sale.

3) All cottages will be allowed year round use.

4) The seller pays for condominium conversion and I have been correctly informed that

conversion of the subject and its cottages could not occur without a single entity owning

both.

5 That c ycres of the 32 oct:aaes ha‘.Thig long term leases	 them in order

to aohc.o a sale for use as condomiriJms at a price ten rzhoia tc	 lessee.

6) The S'.?Or.).0•-3 e-ds:on roper ccst est:rlete	 Asspciales. nc, and repo-lec.'

s

data anc.' 	 sun-r-la ed heron. anc

cite:-..1 Cr. the or	 page. it is my	 ::f	 1, 9.010

trE:	 eppLy to	 -t	 n.stimates are 7 ," `.7' ..3	 aid

tnercto.„
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The rrarket aL.e of tne s ....it .iect's leased fee interest fOr	 .,:se as a

property :s $22,100,000. 	 tne market value for ..vh;:h :ne .. r7larket" is

tenants or an investor that would promptly resell the subjec:	 uk to the te.7:ar,ts

The subject's market value that reflects cooperation between tenants and management

in creating an entity of superior value is of the fee simple estate for conversion to

condominiums and is $26,700,000, This is the market value to the tenants or to a buyer that

would promptly resell the subject in bulk to the tenants. As noted within this report, this market

value estimate substantially exceeds the land's value if vacant and/or in an alternate use, and

reflects value added by tenants and management in maintaining the subject's legal non-

conformity and the overall desirable quality of its neighborhood. Lastly, the subject's under-

agreement price of $29,150,000 reflects tenants giving back value in a transaction made under

unusual conditions of sale. The result is a premium price achieved from the narrowest of

markets; one buyer.

It is my opinion that as November 1, 2010, the market value is $26,700,000.

'Twenty Six Million Seven Hundred Thousand Dollars***

Respectfully submitted,

,

WHam A. LoCrenoe LtA. SFZIA

MasE-achL.setts r:'enera n Certif ed Appraiser No 497
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Appraisal Purpose, Problem and Scope of Analysis

Purpose My ourpose in this ossigrment was to estimate the market value of the

subIsc: 3	 cr naroe. or'	 ova Tents, excIus!ve of the cottages.

Problem and Scope of Analysis Tn.E.-: appraisal problem is the lack of bulk.	 e

similar real property. The subject's unique physical character as well as all of the uncertainty

regarding ownership rights and associated costs has become inextricably intertwined. As a

result, truly comparable bulk property sales were not found and direct sales comparison was

not possible. This problem was overcome though use of other data within a generally accepted

valuation methodology.

Prior to completion of this report, appraisal report's by three other well known appraisal

firms were made public. I have read them all. It should also be known that I appraised this

property in 2004. It is critical in to the evaluation of any appraisal report that the reader

considers the extraordinary assumptions and or hypothetical condition upon which that report

bases its value conclusions. It should be understood that prospective buyers quantify negative

aspects of a property's ownership; they do not assume them away without payment. More

specifically, it is unlikely that a prospective buyer of real estate would agree to a term of sale

that would weaken its position and thereby raise its acquisition price without some offsetting

benefit such as an assured sale at marginally higher price than that likely to be paid by

competing prospective buyers. Please also be aware that ongoing litigation concerning the

subject adversely affects its marketability, while its legal non-conformity supports that alternate

allowable uses of the land will result in lower value indications.

The extraordinary assumptions underiyirg my value opinion are few. Th r.:-.7 7ffect will be

reflected in the value indication. In additior, ceIculaJon of a gross sales esti.nac c Th i . ) a

CDrldOrilllibir Seii0U: should not be construed cc a r--arket va . L.H-:	 it is	 neopssar.,

rIterrne,o, Iate p a• p. ,JIatIon in reaching a market ye:Le InCicatio:-.,. I car p ar cc	 •c no bL. , 5' mat

would acouirE.,, toe subject based upor .:s	 retaiI Iot	 arc ten sss.	 tne

	

.and nsk associated	 its o,',..ne•-shi• Expenses '37

	

e.CLICti.'t 0 .1 . ?: an absoroion period. inclJoH-rp	 cove ccv prof . :	 :s

investnoent	 :hese e.Iements, 	 Es
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In undertaking this aooraisa . assignment I inspected the	 proc•.rti 

ex:er:or of tne cottages and other s-su r.r.u res. The	 f73m each

ano considered	 deve'ooind the retaii 	 est.ma-.er	 t.on. the gr-,...ss

area (GL, general exterior dfmensiorls and setting of each cLz- roh: y

noted.

I reviewed the subject's assessing map, USDA/NRCS Soil Maps, local Zoning Bylaw,

Subdivision Regulations, and other general municipal data. Although I found references to a

plan by Nourse in 1902, I found no recorded plan and relied upon local assessing maps. I read

my 2004 appraisal of this property as well as more recent appraisal reports prepared by Colliers

Meredith & Grew, LandVest, and Lincoln Properties that were made subject to varied

assumptions and conditions. I relied upon attorney Tyler Chapman for any extraordinary

assumptions, of which there were few. The extraordinary assumptions were also listed in the

Letter of Transmittal in order that they not be overlooked.

I gathered data on local lot and lot/dwelling sales as part of a market investigation made

in order to establish the subject property's relation to competitive properties and to support a

reliable estimate of its highest and best use and market value. The appraisal process consisted

of direct capitalization as well as yield capitalization using a discounted cash flow similar to that

applied in a subdivision analysis. Each sale was confirmed with a grantor, grantee or broker

involved in the transaction, unless otherwise noted. I visited each sale and rated its

characteristics.

I did not ascertain the current balance of any debt associated with ownership of the

subject as calculation of an equity position is beyond the scope of my

This Summa ry. 7epori is imended to corn* witn Stahidards Rule 2-2 c , of the Uniform

Standards of Profess era 4,s7:-y-a-sa] Practice,
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Intended Use and Intended Users of the Report

The intended use of ths report is for use in investme, nt dediFien mak no by the client,

Little Neck Lec.-,, al Action Committee and for possib',...,	 Fepffees and

reo-eseec.atives ef the Trust's :,-)ene.ficia!-ip.s.

Property Rights Appraised

Property rights appraised herein include all benefits to which leased fee ownership is

entitled as of the date of value. While the leased fee interest is technically correct, the final

value estimate herein reflects tenants' exchanging rights to gain a fee simple interest. Pertinent

terms used herein are defined below.

Market Value - "The highest price which a hypothetical willing purchaser would pay to a
hypothetical willing vendor in an assumed free and open market." 1 In this report, the
value estimate is in US dollars.

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

Leased Fee Interest - "The ownership interest heid by the lessor, which includes the
right to the contract rent specified in the lease plus the reversionary value when the
lease expires."3

Leasehold Interest - "The right by the lessee to use and occupy real estate for a stated
term and under the conditions specified in the lease."

Effective V.luation Date

The effective valuation date is the date of one of my subject 	 S,	 1

2010

2

8
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Extraordinary Assumptions 

b73sed upon a list of standard Assumptions and Limiting 	 b-at

are	 virtual a''	 praiss reports and t''. 57 :;re c-Ebbbted nC3 thE'

in iiton.	 s Eippra ys‘al •s sutiect CD:hC.; Extra:var.-ars:,

The Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (US PAP) define an

extraordinary assumption as follows: an assumption, directly related to a specific assignment,

which, if found to be false, could alter the appraiser's opinions or conclusions." The

extraordinary assumptions are as follows.

1) The Probate Court will allow the conversion to condominiums and sale to the tenants.

2) The subject will continue to have a limited capacity of 462 bedrooms and its dwellings

will continue to be limited in size and shape to the degree that those currently existing

dimensions have been controlled before the sale.

3) All cottages will be allowed year round use and the seller pays for condominium

conversion.

4) That conversion of the subject and its cottages could not occur without a single entity

owning both.

5) Owners of the 32 cottages having long term leases will agree to void them in order to

achieve a sale for use as condominiums at a price benofic;alto lessor and lessee.

6) The $900,D00 reported erosion repair cost is reasonably accurate.

Hypothetical Conditions 

USPAP cef l 7es a hypotheti	 nut iscondition as: "Ina:

sJ:•:::csec for tne	 of analysis". My vaiJe est.ma:les Ere

oordit.obs.



:; I n I:f	 1	 \

Municipality and Neighborhood Descriptions 

Municipality The town of lpswoh q 'coated 28 m:le q north o oston in central Essex

County on Boston's "Nc,-rth. Sho re,"	 accessec	 StL-r..e Poll . tes lA

Hamilton. VVennen.-. Lard 	 12:3. .o.o.:stv„..ar• fro m. F_s.so:,..sntC•e Ann

133, and westward foum Routes 1 and 133. Although toe rcads aren ..ocrn, road	 a:sess ;Is

indirect. Ipswich contains sandy shoreline and beautiful beaches along Essex Bay and the

Atlantic Ocean as well as having several navigable rivers that are enjoyed by its recreational

boaters. The town's housing prices cover a broad spectrum reflective of the varied residences

from those consisting of the centrally located former mill worker's houses, to homes near the

water, to areas having an estate or gentleman's farm character.

Ipswich is principally a coastal bedroom community. The town's access is inferior to

those North Shore municipalities that abut the region's principal highways, yet it remains an

attractive location for residential property ownership by virtue of its environmental amenities.

Boat or horse ownership is fairly common in Ipswich. The town's access to commuter rail

supplements its highway access to employment centers. Population growth and household

formation has been slow but steady within a 10 mile radius of the subject and somewhat faster

within Ipswich itself. Household incomes in Ipswich and on the North Shore in general are

above the state average.

Demographic data for radii of Ipswich center are presented below.

Population
5 Miles

28,481
10 Miles
168,329

Median Ace 41 41

Median Houser:old Income $.73 880 $70,182

Averade Household Income $101,FE:3 $97,830

Thiel Houseno s .-, c 3-3:3 62,016
--.,.:	 1-

10
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Since amiiv nome saie data from NILS is summarized on the fc. 	 -p:=1:age. Year

2002 data not shown include a rnecian sale price df 5355.000 and a ' ..or..:me n"-H7.D. The

trend v.'as F3 peak mecYan sale price in 2005. 	 by ;Dn .:0 deolines	 again in

20'	 ines:. numbers do) not irrc y e> ad:	 7.c-e

or ntrus, consistent y;

ML5 Ipswich - Single Family Sale Data

Period	 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Sales Volume	 67.30

Median Sale Price 	 $422,000

Median SP Charede (Year to Year)

74.30

$484,500

66.70

$526,950

Peak

59.70

$502,550

-4.63%

52.90

$475,000

-5.48%

32:90

S415.000

-1: 03'/,

34.8M

5415,000

0.00%

....10	 '....'

5392,000

-5.54"ic

Market data developed in the following graph is based upon examination of same

property sale and resale prices, weighted for repair or damages to the property between sales.

S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Indices

I SC

1991	 1-9r.,	 1995	 1557	 1999	 2001	 Zan	 2.,-7.;Z	 7057	 ZaZi=

11
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The above data is rational, yet it fc.!ie. !,3 he same bell-shaped curve	 iLy the MLS

data, except that the na:ionai peak was 	 later. Both sets of data suggest :nati...io have

returned to year 2002 or 2003 prices, essentially at the other side of the beli ord Le ;o7e 7.i,e run

up in prices. Given the!EilfK of income growth in the oast eecode.

Single fairi!ly market e,9!-iditiens in geno ra! are !ecunro cinro n s nD.vc.ahe and

anticipated t• improve in tne. near futre. Unlike the exit period follow rc cre.recer-;sions,

there is nothing to support a price spike in the foreseeable future.

Ipswich remains a desirable residential address and its demographics and

environmental amenities support a conclusion that going forward it will fare from average to

better than average among eastern Massachusetts municipalities.

Neighborhood The subject neighborhood is primarily the subject itself. This privately

owned 35± acre peninsula is attached to Great Neck by Pavilion Beach and a single roadway

within a filled causeway, with additional access via the Ipswich River and Plum Island Sound.

The location is at the confluence of multiple navigable waterways in close proximity to the

ocean.

12
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APPRAISAL EVALUATION CONSULTING

As shown on Page 4, the neighborhood is removed from downtown Ipswich and

intervening land includes substantial marsh traversed solely by Jeffrey's Neck Road, a lengthy

public road that leads first to the abutting neighborhood of Great Neck and then to Little Neck

Road, Great Neck is essentially a larger and public version of Little Neck, yet it is comprised of

lots exhibiting a larger average lot size than those conceptually existing at Little Neck. In

addition, Great Neck's lots are owned individually in fee and are commonly improved with single

family homes whose dimensions are also typically larger than at Little Neck by virtue of being

limited only by zoning and other public land use controls. An assessing map of the subject is

presented on the following page.

201 - 3 e	 13





	

EtuiiLUutnc	 _Ad \.11_-ula
..,11•Rd•\,	 I	 %;	 %; ;•

Subject Property Description

The Sjtje'	 Prinlan	 truo•L;7e

str:ures	 orre other ar•el l t;es. Trie L.L'!'Z'

CDT:pr:500 of sz ne.3	 P,z,asta! dri,r)r-, that	 1: E.E': a):2„'D •	 -lots

deo . cted on the assessing map have no stand:ng n .d v..ere estaLlisht:c fcr c:Je......e2,ence and

safety. The subject's common use improvements include roads and a few smar 'Dui:dings, yet

all of its cottages are owned by private parties other than the landlord and set upon the

previously depicted rental areas/lots.

Operating and Offer History The subject was established about 1650 as the result of

a gift of land whose operational proceeds were to benefit the town's school children. The

property is managed by the Feoffees of the Ipswich Grammar School and has always been

rented. Over the last 100+ years the parcel was gradually improved with a system of roads and

its exclusive use or "lot" areas were created and rented by annually renewable leases to tenants

that constructed their own cottages. No plan of subdivision was recorded and the subject

remains a single parcel. However, the lots became improved with 167 cottages, of which 24

were allowed to be occupied on a year round basis and 143 were allowed occupancy on a

seasonal basis.

Until the mid-1990's the parcel functioned effectively, like a mobile home park, except

for its atypically attractive location and that its cottages were not mobile. In deca::es past,

cottages were often sold at less than $100000 and tenants exhibited the expectat.cn that their

one year leases would be renewed every year. Rents were reasonable and the proceeds after

operational expenses were gifted annually to the school system. However, the net to the school

was dThinisring.

-0 cast fc.. dn oaoes E:S v:atc--.)r-oho p teP phz...perl:os

pa r ticulardjrino Lne rL .::	 in real estate cricesc . f The eaciy to

were sc Htor Li t.:±,	 at prices• 1'3:71

oftc;-.	 yddrs p . p.' an	 3 SC.

Sei7t	 1

15
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leasehold. Tfts	 rn3st clearly Ce p :ctecl wner p rices of ,":::2;_)0."JIS:.-	 fr„•

that were subsequently den':-shec and re•!aoe r'	 the 

from rents being lower than a typicaIretw-n on the _Inger!'

the tenants tb ass:Jrnie: an ecuiti	 d-c, in the and Inc urnsr.'dlior

ach,E.,!v;nc a ..)rdfl*.	 tHS 111Dhe::easenohd so nn•ireo ....Hr.! 73	 71.31	 :7'3

caused the lessor to make an upward recalcuia tJon 'to market ground rent for ali iots. This rent

increase resulted in recapturing all or most of the implied leasehold. At the same time, the

higher rent caused financial difficulty to the tenants that remained and simply wanted to enjoy

their cottage under the former system.,

In addition to disagreements over local assessments, the major result of these changes

has been an attempt to purchase the subject by the tenants. These disagreements and the

purchase process have resulted in costly litigation.

Recently, the tenant's Little Neck Legal Action Committee negotiated a purchase

agreement under which the tenants would acquire the subject for a price of $29,150,000. It is

important to note that in order to facilitate the sale at this price, the tenants agreed to give title

to their cottages to the landlord so that the property could converted to a condominium. This

price also reflects that the seller would pay for that conversion and that all cottages would be

allowed year round occupancy. An earlier agreed upon price of $26,500,000 did not require

that cost to be borne by the seller; however, the tenants found they could not finance such an

unusual property acquisition. According to attorney William Gottlieb, part of the problem was

that creation of a condominium could not occur wthdut ownership of the land and buildings by a

single party, and that ownership would not occur without an agreement on sale price.

	

If sold to the tenants at the 329.150,000 price, payment of ths 	 occur

through the current tenants buyira tfloir "lots" ano ec -oturned the dun,: to	 cottages, They

would also acquire the rioht 7 ; use and responsY': Erty fo7 maintenhhcc 	 !,hh	 and and

other imordven, ,,:i .,. the!-c,:o. .;1,ft.-55, there woJ:d be so-re firenoh1c4	 !7;... I n a	 at

market terms	 F pric5, ' esuits in lot sae prices of 51 5 . ,O0G to 3221,CS :.7.	 h

beinc	 an:	 dontlhL:ed	 Re.zuFted'•,. a.'.' crs of 1E5

have agreed 10 buy :her
	 P a:ternat:\..e to 5	 c-

reesonahl; '1.mi:or once and	 •s 3 solo hr	 :s	 This

16
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alternatie will result in litigation in Sueerer Court mat ceu:d result 'aecrably :le not,	 :]ttn

belng costly and the latter having the eolemial for gre,a: ex p o-Ise, shoJld eamages e av,.arded.

These options will be recognized by a prospective buyer of :he subject.

Curree. . a't.e7 rent re-.2reese .-=' the aeeraee. 	 99.700 areu'The 24 anneal

use lots pay about $10,800. Thee tensres p lse pay :nee	 I estate taxee on their acttaees.

Reportedly 32 cottages are under long term leases by wlece their rent remains flat at $9,799 for

years. A significant number of other tenants are paying just a $5,500± portion of their rent and

putting the rest in an escrow account until litigation is resolved. The existence of these "lot"

leases and this impaired cash flow would be considered by the subject's prospective buyer and

make it more risky than a typical stabilized property. In addition, unless the tenants agree to

void their leases, it appears that the salable interest in the subject is a leased fee estate.

Subject Description — Continued The subject is a distinct neighborhood like a gated

community and that operates like a site rental park. The subject parcel is used as 210 lots, of

which 43 are common use land improved by the community center building, the ball field,

playground, sewage collection system, beach parking lot, pier and roadway system. The

tenants' 167 "lots" are improved with their privately owned (167) cottages (leasehold

improvements). The roadway system has tenlessor-owned roads totaling 9,700+ linear feet.

Each road is paved to 10-14' width and although privately maintained, snow plowing is

performed by the town. The cottages are served by public water lines.

Like at Great Neck, there is no public sewer and such extension is unlikely. R,...:sIdems

formerly utilized septic systems or individual tight tanks and now utilize a common septic

storage system with sewer lines in the streets and holding tanks located beneath the ball field.

This new system was mandated by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

and the (4) 30,000 gallon tanks are emptied on a regular basis, Sei.ege flee; s monitored -.elth

a usage fee chat:led 	 tl-e tenants. All but six cottages are et:inertly t'oi into

and its capacity is iin-.:ted by tne DEP to	 be:::tt.00trs. The s.y.s..en-. 	 near'y

design ho.', of 50.000 gallons pet day 3nd cost a rr.37),DT'.:-:t 7:::',,C,09.57,J% The n-E:'-.7.enance

expense fot i of ',nese con- DTI	 tt.e lessor GF.
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payments. It should be ro . te,c: that the system s	 ir.'	 by

or ground water. The cos: to cure this problem is at yet un.,:rov,:-J.

The .su'c'eot parcel s soib ar.- .e Paxon fifle sar-y loam drera

This soil typc :s ond ractenzel by a Sr1:3;i:Y.V f:ne sancy	 d hard pa:2 . 02	 that

evlibits poor permeability. Septic sys ..ems are general, not

The common amenities are private to Little Neck residents. The pier provides access

public moorings in the Ipswich River. The community meeting house is a small wood frame

structure and the ball field and a basketball court are common use improvements. Residents of

Great Neck and Little Neck make use of (public) Pavilion Beach, while a smaller beach along

Little Neck's River Road and the Ipswich River is for the private use of Little Neck residents and

guests. Except for the 11 acre lot that is similar to a ring around the larger parcel, the 43

parcels listed below are primarily open (3,000± SF) lots scattered about the larger parcel and

that mostly benefit abutters by their presence as open space.

Inventory of Common Use Parcels

Lot # I ot SF Lot4 Lnt SF

0 11 acres 1668 3,700
19 2,200 169A 3,000
36 3,960 23A 3,000
56 2,190 25A 3,000
73 6,000 27A 3,000
74 3,000 2713 3,380
78 2,410 270 3,360
86 3,000 29A 3.003
119 3,000 43A 4,33.]

1016 3,000 49A 2 9	 5
1029 3,03C 52A 3.575
i:.Y3A 3 D3',-. 66A '3.600
1 09A, 1,500 6A 1.725
12 4 A 3,25'._ 70A 3	 0.:,::

1	 -,7J r. 71A
75A
57A
92A

1F3A. 93A
30 2

159A
e:SA

18
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The sub;ect's p each includes a small parkin° lot and :ts v..aterlroat ;3 a rn:x 	 — nc.: and

gravel. Like. marry North Shore beaches, this one :s expah:mcing an :erosion prcb	 Mere is

also one slope of the parcel of supported by rip-rep, 	 d a similar yet ons:.;.-)pryte:: area

exhibits erosion, Vine Associates, Inc. provided the clients a cost to cu-e emou	 $900,000.

The lots exh:bit varied degrees a'atr :ew across Plum

and to the ocean at the north and northeast, towards the ocean and Cape Ann ooa:..z r,e at the

east, across the Ipswich River towards the Crane Estate at the southeast, or westward toward

tidal Neck Cove and also Great Neck. The land slopes fairly gradually at its sides, except at the

northeast where it slopes sharply and is supported by rip-rap. The sometimes limiting affect on

views of the small land area assigned to each cottage has been curtailed through private

control of cottage dimensions. Little Neck's more striking views tend to be found at its outer

east/northeast/southeast areas, while its inner and westerly areas tend to have more restricted

views or views of toward the shallow inner bay. Due to changes in elevation and cottage size

and placement, there is a high degree of variability in the views from each cottage.

The market for cottage purchase at Little Neck has been impaired for years by the

myriad of uncertainties surrounding its possible sale or rent changes and the operating costs

and special assessments (erosion) that would be borne by buyers should it be re-sold as

condominiums. It also appears that after having an it will all work out" attitude in the early

2000's, prospective buyers are more understanding of their rights and are more cautious.

Brokers describe the Little Neck sale market as "frozen". As a result, there are only a few

cottage listings and little sale activity in recent years. Most recent so es are at prices below

$200,000. Some of the recent sales will be analyzed later, yet I cons:der ',nem of

usefulness in extracting reliable indicators of underlying lot value for a fee simple ioterest.

Overal!, L:tt e Neck is a sml 1 . remote and well defined neighborhood that	 :tt4.ensoly

built up primarily t.vitn sm.a:1 co,:aces as	 EiS a

has been primari;y seasonal by ovrIer Li :SFS, yet a:so with o fe .:, cDttz.:.,--,e tenants. The lots are

srr.aii and the views vary from lirnted to eJtstan-_:-nd,	 Frvj cor.se-:--_,..t on laid

(Purr/ isand and Crane Estate). The neici,J .9r 1-,c. oc nos 3 SMal	 is

pmt:oo any ex.p ..-)sei to v...inter condit , ens. ye t. remains	 . ::	 s-	 an area rich

er.vi!-or yne n tai a.rnen;t:es.
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and tv..c-fam . ly	 idences are the mcs: comn-:or :Jses o'

vri?

Zoning and Other Land Use Controls 

Ormensioral roquirements of the c!s: 	 ar	 I eer:J

RRB

Minimum Lot Area (SF): 43.560
Minimum Lot Frontage: 150
Minimum Lot Width: 175
Minimum Front Setback: 20
Minimum Side Yard Setback: 20
Minimum Rear Yard Setback: 20
Maximum Lot Coverage Building Footprint: 20%
Maximum Lot Coverage Building All Floors: 30%
Minimum Open Space: 50%

The subject parcel is in a legally non-conforming use that can be continued. Among

other applicable public land use controls, the parcel is subject to Title V, Subdivision

Regulations, the Wetlands Protection Act, and the Rivers Protection Act. The last of these

creates a jurisdictional area around the subject within 200' of the water. Considering the

parcel's characteristics, if vacant, these controls would severely limit its allowable

development density. As the same use under condominium ownership would not increase

the non-conformity, its allowance is reasonably probable.

Assessment and Annual Tax Load 

The subject is a single parcel that is assessed as 210 lots, with values for each 	 and

each building. The total land assessment for Fiscal Year 2010 is 54`,2 302.6:1'2. The assessnd

land value for the sJoject is an agoregaIe of its 210 indkiidal lo: 	 The

exhiti:assesed va:ues in a range .enmarily of $176.37 	 00. ',.-93t

assessed a: acc.-).J: S12.000 each. . ,1,'hi•e tnis •s

appi ca-.Eor i 	 consistert with obs-27-ved d s sess	 o	 •

corce-lHo ctL-.. e7 mult-t•apartmT.	 ":i"CS:S L;	 T.;:b,

r_ariKs. The FY	 !s S"	 c•er S1.UOC: of E-35.-,,esFr.:::

THe 1st a"
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Summary of Highest and Best Use 

A prerequisl.e to a ri-ieanirrlfJiva . Je-..ti p n is a sciJnd es.t i m.ate, p f the 7-.7..st. 7r,pfilap

use of a property. Highest and best ,L.ise is Pefinefi as that 'eas:r1a 1p,:i.„.. prci:.:a:s.:e and

of vacant land or an improved pro p erty, which is pnIF

financially feasible, and that -esults In the highest vp

The two uses that produce values well above the legally permissible alternatives are for

continued use in support of its 167 cottage development via site re-sale within a condominium,

or as a rental property. The rental property use is the only use that is assured, and even that

carries with it some rental income risk and litigation expense. In order to condominium the

subject, it requires the cooperation of the cottage owners. To assume such cooperation without

payment in some form would be to apply a hypothetical condition. Lastly, given its physical and

legal (land use controls) constraints, there is no apparent reasonably probable and legal use of

the parcel as if vacant that would produce a subject market value nearly as high. In other

words, the unusual and non-conforming current use of the subject has favorable affected its

market value.

In my opinion, the subject's highest and best use is for sale to its tenants. The subject's

likely buyers are a coalition of its cottage owners. Failing that, prospective investor-buyers

would place most if not all emphasis on the rental scenario and its associated value indication.

The subject's marketing time may be extended due to the litigation and the arrangement of

financing for what is an unusual property.

Rea Estate, i3tr Edition, (Ong: Aopraisal Institute. an Ulm..., 	 ; ;,;fit 7,1
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Valuation Methodology

Recoe-ezed real estate a p Pee'Ha l p ractice 07',4 1'1E37Hy reelLeres tec i_eee 	 L3s!:,

Teese aeeeere.e.s. :ore-en-1h' 	 t!.-e	 Arree-eare-,

value adee .: o tm.e. est:mated reproduction ees ., nee':	 e morn.eeereeieer,e eer-,

eeerses), me Income Ca p italization Approaeh ;. analysis cf inCeree anc e.xperses enc.:

cenversion of the net incomes stream(*) into an estimate of value, and the Sales Comparison

Approach (comparative analysis of tee snbect 	 .other s i mie.e r proper	 have recently

sold and for which the sales prices and terms are known), provide the potereal basis for

arriving at a final estimate of value. Methods applied result from the data aval'abie for the

property type, the function of the appraisal, and an understanding of the methods most likely to

be applied by market participants.

As indicated within the Appraisal Problem and Scope of Analysis section, I found

no directly comparable sales. In addition, the Cost Approach was not applicable as the

subject is primarily land.

I developed the Income Capital;zation Approach to provide a market value

indication fo- continued use as a rental property. Then, i developed a valuation eiu:lioe

known as the Development Method or the Subdivision Method in support of a value

under conversion to condominiums. This latter valuation process is also a form of the

Income Capitalization Approach that consists of estimating the sum of retail prices of the

land if re-sold under the condominium assumption, less the opplicable deduction of

development costs and target profit to terovide este , ates of enn,iel nicome over an

absorpt:on period. ‘,...hien after dise.ountind results in en eSI'Mai::: o f tr e land ...alue ir ts

present. on is. condition. This teenniquE.,, uti:izes ma-rket e, nence esuali.y	 ,n a!

teree a pp roaches. in th,s applicat:on, the sup;	 lot" vanes we-e es mated cased

u p on,	 sn-n :.2.:9 lot sakes and ID: value exe-acticns made from .

tnis condom n i urn saie only occurs vim the ass:s:aner-,
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Income Capitalization Approach — Direct Capitalization 

Within the vE; 1,....o analysis f ,..dr continued , c..-ntal	 r:as sel7cted. This

methcd is. the most v.Hee	 que Py	 r

re •sdenal le: communities and similar mai estate thatlike 	 Lire

occupancy. In this instance, after an allowance for lit : cation the pro p erly	 r anT,c.ipodU

experience broad fluctuations in net operating income (N01) in the ccming few years. n' a first

step is developin g an estimate of market rent for the subject lots.

After review of other rental opportunities on the North Shore I concluded that the subject

is its own rental market. Rents at the subject have been increased in recent years in an effort

to bring them to market. All cottages, including the 32 whose owners have signed long term

leases, are paying a reported $9,700 annual rent for seasonal use and $10,800 annual rent for

year-round use. Rent at the leased lots remains flat for the first three years ending Juno 30,

2012, Then, it will be recalculated at each subsequent three year period based upon a formula

that does not allow a rent decline, yet that may not produce rent increase. These leases

terminate on July 31, 2029 unless a lot purchase is made.

The seasonal use aspect is a private constraint that is to end under a condominium

conversion and I have therefore assumed that it can be ended under new ownership in a rental

use as well. A $10,800 annual rent provides a reasonable return on the average lot value that

will be shown later. As there is no superior market evidence, and as prospective buyers are

unlikely to assume a rent increase at purchase, my estimate of market rent is S10,800 per lot.

Potential and Gross Income At 51'2.800 per lot, pcieltiai grass rental inc p me 'dr the

subject's 167 lots is $1,803,600. While the cottage:: a re s .:,.., ca-atcly assessed, tee siJio .j ect s

opeator collects the RE taxes for all cottages not or. "31tE!E: jr.der lease. The operate!- p e., • s tee

> • es to the town.	 hiie theieasehol-_,' dolta q e	 recei\•e	 an cot-r-3•:-..:e RE

tax 13Hs and pay the ta.vn al'eCti .y. The c •Jrrent subject la!••••.:1Dr•ic common	 RE tax

is $46E.902. The 7, • astes%• ater system and useoe	 arr2

Based upon increased Lisape den\ ec from ann. p a, rr_ccupanc .) ••• , ±,7-E	 •:•-•	 •

to 8183,895, Stabilized Pa IS esti,m::t.ed;,..-2,453,397,
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Vacancy and Credit Loss Based up:.	 Iht7;	 .t:ateo

Stotements for the year ending 6322cC, and corsicenc 	 art

fornard, i aPpliec a rinma: artio:Da;ed 	 of 1%.

Effective Gross Income FT:ent:a: cro..ss iroome ;ass he ,...a:ancy and

allowance results in effective gross income.

Operating Expenses In exchange for a monthly rent, the subject park supplies its

tenant's with a cottage site or "lot". Subject ownership pays for management, wastewater

haulage fees, general common property repairs, accounting and billing, security, water,

common area utilities, insurance, professional fees for engineering and legal services, dock

removal and storage costs, State fees, and RE taxes on the lots, and the common lots and their

improvements. The lessor should also establish and fund a reserve for replacement of short-

lived items and foreseeable capital repairs, yet in practice this does not always occur.

As it is the most similar property type to the subject, I have set up a stabilized operating

statement using the standard chart of accounts for a manufactured/mobile home park.

Management is estimated at 5% of collected rent as this rate is typical of community

management rates at home parks. A professional management contract will include some of

the lesser cost items reported in the subject Financial Statements.

Accounting, legal, general professional, engineering, inspections and sampling, and

State fees cost estimates are based upon those recently experienced at the subject. However,

the higher recent legal expense of $191,505 in 2009 reflects ongoing litigati:in. This t p :al is

in . ppro Dr:ate for use in perpetuity and I have applied a sta p ilized amount bescd u:Dt-H-i 

typical percentage of :ncorne.. Then, I :Deduct a capital C.X.::::flEC at the end of tni:,	 us

an allcisi..once	 conc!J:le	 cortir.,:ec rental use.

est:rha:e-i

ut:. 7, es expense.
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R.91.):7irs	 1:1621r7e.,-.,3nce My cost estimate for this line item as well as for 	 cock

removal ard storace are t-,ased upon the recent actual expense. Maintenance exper-.-s- for

such propeiies tend to induce some replacement costs that would be more accura:e::,

desoricei as ca pita: repars	 i	 s not reorese-itat,ve o an ace:-..L.:a1e rese-..e

ref-::tive of ..r-c rnanne!- in . „,,b!ch tnes: n-cce-t es actually o p erate. i

mithin the :cactalization rate, The ma or one tmu 	 ounsu nut	 	  I have

deducted $900,000 from the value indication as an al:owance for both erosion arc inf:tration.

Wastewater A removal expense was estimated based upon the recent actual cost

grown by 15% that reflects annual occupancy less some degree of resolution of infiltration.

RE Taxes and Insurance The RE taxes are a pass through except for a 1 D/0 collection

loss allowance and the recent actual cost is applied. The Insurance cost estimate is also based

upon actual cost.

Subcontracted Security This estimate is lower than the recent actual cost as I expect

that there will be less need for details in year round occupancy.

Stabilized Operating Statement My Stabilized Operating Statement and capitalization

into a market value indication under continued rental use is presented on the following page.

The operating expense ratio equates to 33% of EGl. This ratio is within the typical range

exhibited by similarly large (# of lots) manufactured home parks.

Support for Capitalization Rate Property types most like the subject are

manufactured/mobile home parks and apartment buildings. I reviewed capitalization rate data

from those p roperty typos. The folowrc chart is taken from the 3Q2010 Ksm Reoort arY::

provides The average rate for insti:Ltic,na: grade apartment bu::dings acqui-E:c in .Jn.eve-agrthc

sa!es. Genera: l y. these rats are	 ver Than	 az..ai:s:tions as :5 EY.beo.ec

the subject,	 apartment c	 .a:izat on rates in Messachuse:ts trerL! LI 	 mer:3,J:3ra

averace.
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Petersen/I ,aChance Realty Advisors_
APPRAISAL E VALI AT1ON CONSULTING

r,e2:

Table APT-I

OVERALL CAP RATE TRENDS

Nauonal Apanment	 ria.1

Change
Quarto	 Average	 113ai*	 nt.5)

3QI0 -

2Q10 7..68% - 17
•	 1C)10 7.85% - IS
4- 209

3009

S.C13°,

84i.

+

+ 22.5

rar,;4!""-
2Q05 7.49% +

Q09 6.86% 4- I 02

2Q08 5.86`;'. +

6-=.= QI:17 5.76% - 22

3Q12/6 S.9S5. —

Source: P.SIFLICY snts, ile,g0/of Sunni*

The chart below reflects a large amount of actual apartment sale capitalization rate data.

I also have in my work file data on four large apartment complex sales in Beverly,

Westborough, Quincy and Brookline at rates of 5.9% to 6.83%.

Historical Cap Rates E. Unit PrItIng Massachusetts Apartment Sales

s30(J.coo T	 10.00%

100,7	 10%	 1999 2000 2001	 2002 200)0 2084 20(05 2000,	 21)07 2009 2000

mei Gels, A-Pm:01001 NON Class II	 R_Av; Can Fate 4C4a, A-ktg Otig "Aelte I

2010-38	 26
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The	 list concerns mobile home pa-k 	 r,1assadl-1.2set:s and s p z.nc. --: New

Hampshire. The properties are not Little Neck, yet the'; 	 large.. I	 ly dc:s . ra p ie	 rt'iat

attracted attention from national and regional park owner-investors.

Summary of Manufactured Home Corr-n-tm'ty Cap'taIiitation Rates

Sale No	 Address	 Sale Date	 Sale Price 	 . , .. ,•.• • .

2	 Undenshire MH, Park 	 Apr-07	 $15,485,703	 Clam pr

Exeter, NH	 6.5%	 P.Oy
tt ,r ,-. applied bytenantbuyers.

Oakhill Hometown America	 Jan-06	 56,990.000	 7,3%	 CI
Attleboro, MA	 c,ai,	 ma Able Estimated NOI with 40%

op. e ). at	 occupancy resutts in 7.3% rate
Property ir stru we need some repair. Septic

Rocky Knoll West	 Jan-05	 $3,450,000	 8.0%	 Class BC property
Taunton, MA	 8% rate based upon actual NQI.

4	 Forest Park Estates	 Apr-05	 $3,000,000	 7.3%	 Class B . 0 property

Jaffrey, NH	 7.3% rate based upon actual NOI.

Lastly, considering the current environment in which rates of return from "secure" real

estate investments have declined and rates for debt are low, I have concluded that a

reasonable capitalization rate for the subject is 6.5% to 7% and considering that it includes the

reserve I have s o l r.r t c= d 7%.

Income Capitalization Approach - Market Value Indication for Rental

My summary of this valuation is shown on the following page. Under a scenario of

continued rental I have concluded a market value estimate for the subject's leased fee estate at

$22,100,000.
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Summary of Value by Direct Capitaiization - In Rental Use
Little Neck - Ipawich

tots

sum a'o usage fees

Poten;ial Gross Income (PG11 

Less, Vacancy & Collection Loss @

Effective Gross Income (EGI) 

Operating Expenses 

Administrative 
Management
Accounting
Legal
Professional-other
Engineering
Inspections & Sampling
State Fees

Operating
Supplies
Utilities

LI.^11,1
RepairsMaintenance
Waste Haulage Fees
Dock Removal & Storage

Taxes ,'7surance
Rea'
InsJ7.ar-,ce

2,453,397

100%
	

24,534 

2,428,863

5.00%
	

121,443
10.000
20,000
10 000
5,000
7,000
1600

1,000
18,700

27,000
107.000

2,100

465.902
5,700

Tetad EL.,4L,efses

Net Operating Income INOIl 

CaoitElization Rate 

L

L.

 ;	 1Alwance

7a rke t_Va l i;LIL-1 , -ation iRn,incied) 
$22,10,000
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Income Capitalization Approach — Development Method

	

This valuation analyshs assJrnes conherati p -i from the cotta p e	 n the creat . -1 of

condJrnlnit_im. As a result, the interest urider vaiJation is a form	 impc. Thc. e

tat cPoceation	 -:tnside.-eti at the end of the ancs is.

The first step in application of the Income Capitalization Approach — Development

Method was to estimate the retail prices of the subject's conceptual lots, and consequently, the

potential gross retail "lot" sales likely as of the effective valuation date. This has been

accomplished through analysis of comparable lot sales and through lot value extractions. This

aggregate is not a market value indication; it is a necessary intermediate calculation in

development of a market value estimate. The rate at which the subject lots could be sold was

forecast. All expenses and allowances associated with development of the tract were then

estimated and deducted from annual gross sales to indicate net income for each term of the

absorption period. These annual net incomes were then discounted and summed to provide a

present value that is a market value indication for the subject in its present condition.

A search was made for lot sales occurring in Ipswich and surrounding water-oriented

areas over the past years. I found lot sales of a fee simple interest to be similar although not

exactly the same as owning a fee simple interest in a condominium. These lots sales were at

Great Neck and Plum Island.

Owing to a limited supply, I also analyzed improved sales where I felt sufficiently

capable of extracting the lot value. In this extraction process I applied a replacement cost

estimate to the dwelling and improvements to the site, less an estimate of depreciation, to

extract the let value. I used the Marshall & Swit Cost Service manual as one source of a

replacement cost, yet tp eca.ise of the small size of the cottages and its affect 	 7":1- SF; I

ultimately relied en odsts sup pi .ed by 'oda h t.:'ii i ers I	 .• coot

using my judgment regardiro the di..ira ity of the cottade being

t!ioically includes a duality	 oji coot ':hat is si.;die7io- to tat dene-a i liv	 In

ins:-j:	 cc ccv:ded an onlcn of what the none'	 u-int the le	 and
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checked that against the extracted incator. The extractions were p.7im:Hy ;7ade frori 	 at

Great Neck.

There have b	 ew	 sales .rin Lit , e	 I

them', however, at tri : s, poin.: in the

recognize that they are buying a cottage and risky IE:asE:!--7.7.;.,:-. that requires an average rent

payment of $10,800. Therefore, recent the Little Neck saes have been only of the low end

(least risky) cottages. Calculating an implied lot value from a Little Neck sale requires

substantially greater and more risky estimates than extracting it from a Great Neck sale and

adjusting that indicator for lot size and other dissimilarities.

Just as I had done at the subject's inspection, I rated the view and setting of the lot and

lot extraction sales during my inspection. This inspection was made in order to identify the best

indicators for each quality of lot at the subject.

The following exhibit presents information on lot sales and lot sale extraction propertie

selected for a comparative analysis with the subject's conceptual lots.
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Great Neck House Lot Sales

;,-'6•11 O ft C. jEt Dwellina at 5Ale

New Home
Bedrooms	 Ytow&Sultiad

Squaw. ; ut Paling •	 V1.0er1,y:

64 N	 , 15A.IU $3e,,000 Lynch
FReydel

14,375 Old cottage. Demo by buyer 3
4,629

1 wI k 	 1",'11	 ;

1bA-01 Jul-05 $505,000 Walsh 7,737 Old cottage. Demo by buyer 2 1 wr	 v good vru,	 ot 1,0 elev.
Brophy 2,312

Jr 1 , ,dg, 15A-7 J:ri.:1`n $845,000 Binkley
Cassady

30,740 Old cottage. Demo by buyer 2
2,460

1 wl	 v gO ,r1Vi r. ,.14.1',r.q ti)t high elev,

4 '',-	 , :,,c, , a P.,og, Po 150-20 Ma; 06 $755,000 Nickerson 14,331 Old cottage. Demo by buyer 3 1 wi	 v ,I, • I sr- y, tdflit: • nn 110t high elev.

MacKinnon 4,110

5 59 Clark Rd. 230-16 Mar-00 $525,000 Bongette,
Naughton

6,578 Old cottage. Demo by buyer 2
1,958

1 V.V	 ::•• nn •1

51 North Ridge Rd. 15A.10 Nov 10 $370,000 Robbins 12,637 824 Sr cottage lobe demo'd 2 2 v, I • • 1,1 r • ,,,ri! . ,	 : ' OR

NA 1$00
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Newbury & Newburwort at Plum Island Lot Sales

4

A	 ,e Grantor
Aft:ift . ! , f; ; Lanni I( litantee. Lot SF

Ak, ll.r.; n'.P," Jul-10 $20t3,500 Turner
O'Brien

9,551

flit
tv , 	W1 , 11;I,Oft

77-5 Apr-10 5170,000 Yatkola
Casey

5,400

t.	 Illy:	 "It

75-151 0cI109 5285 000 Hubbard
McDermott

12,688

, r vat . 'm	 orr. 76-221 For Sale $499,000 $450,000 12,425
asking activity

New Home
Bedrooms Vicr.v&So:tiro

D.Wetling	 5011a12..f.eet	 Rating	 r.wnIrL-	 1)1.!cj,

cottage demo	 2,300	 3	 3rd
VV-Ter	 !.;kkk..1	 f11,,I!T try'

cottage demo	 NA	 3	 PI,' `.1: n ,('	 V

Fr,	 t'LlY

cottage demo	 7,350	 2	 2nd	 I
V,	 t	 t

Old small cott.	 3,100	 1	 Ac0,ss	 writ,
Max.
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PrterstmilloillAnce Realty Advisors 
APPR	 I n LUATION CONSIILTING

Great Neck Lot Value Extractlons

Assessed Qrantor GI A"SE. View&Seding Extracted

L.

!•• ;1.	 y'.	 i"t1

Lot#

1

L. Gale Prise_

$530,000

Graile,e_

Karavasiles 14,810

Dwelling 

Ranch

Bedrooms ',Laing 

2

Lat_y8ipe 

$305,000

Lup103101,,

wat u• vir 5g, if	 .did marshOct-10 1,410
Allied 2

4 Nr•m , Jul-09 $595,000 Guarracino
McGrath

7,980 Ranch 1,262 1 3390,000 water 't rl • •; V u ,	 ;.; • no upriver view

;4	 I 15C-35 May-10 $512,500 Sotiropoulos 11,413 Ranch 2,309 1 3385.000 vri• ppm vii''-' 	 : • nd ; 3 Sound

24 North Ridge NT 2

4 106 f inun P.1 n 1 • 5 , Cm '5B-24 Dec-07 $775,000 Smith 7,500 Conventional 2,363 1 $365,000 Elevo r kii ,,, ,, J 	 aid

Laughton 2

s isi•	 r : 7	 I	 lic,•	 r:nr	 k	 f .,.,1 2:ifl...7.f.-2.A Jun -10 $558,600 Perkins, Nichols 12,196 Colonial 3863 2 $290,000 tiac k av•u \, • • • •.v ami front w/sm dock

Kelleher 2

•.ruw Po Dec-09 $645,000 Bryant 7,405 Conventional 2,286 2 3325,000 wv

Phillips 3

if	 Cl.ir 1	lit Nov-10 $415,000 6,229 Contemporary 1,250 3 3206,000 Bay arid	 i c n Id

2

112 Lime Neck Rd. 230-19 Jan-10 $330,000 Putur
lwanicki

7,841 Ranch 1,546 2 8165,000 Bay, severely upward sloping lot

'GLA - gross living area
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Great Neck Lot Value Extractions

se,rren Crantor 5guare1set View&Setting Extracted
It.autess.

Rd.

Lot P.

'230-44

Sale_Lialt Safe.Erice

$551,000

Grantee lot 3-11+ Ltyielling,

Colonial

Bedrooms Rating 

3

LolValue.

$222,300 Rivervievs 4 , 'nApr-10 Henderson
Imlach

12,632 2,080
3

10 116 I	 ''N	 Neck Rd. 23C-178 Mar-09 $252,500 Herling 9,896 Cottage 952 3 $218,156 view of Over ,i''ck
Smith 2

11 3 ,	 r,	 u 240-186 Apr-09 $334,000 Carlson 4,356 Cottage 1,288 3 $185,000 view ot hay
Demers 1

12 10 r .;0635- h Way 150-129 Mar-10 $385,000 Cape Ann 513 13,504 Ranch 1,066 3 $235,000 riverview from near hilltop
Moore 2

13 47 North Ridge Rd, 15C-1 Sep-07 $360,000 O'Donohoe
Beauchamp

5,227 Contemporary 1,016
2

3 $185,000 P1	 r h r	 :‘ r:`

14 8 Elay View Rd. 24A-52 Oct-07 $375,000 RIley
Mum

10,019 Cottage 998
2

2 $220,000 I'	 , -rind and ocean
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Recent Little Neck Sales

	Assess.	 Grantor	 Square Feet View&Setting

	

Lc2LA	 5:,	 ;,,H	 s: de Puce	 Grantee	 "Lot SF	 Dwellina	 bedrooms	 Retina	 Commentiq

Rehdhh,dri 741 SF r-d!,-777 !Pd5r-dudd

River view 'L.,

fl Bdsdd , -,t Rd.	 24C-96	 Dec-09	 $165,000 Inst. For Savings	 3,049	 6/3/1	 1,032
Neeley & Sullivan

6 CI-it . Rd	 240-80	 I./A 10/10	 $130,000	 NA	 3,049	 5/2/1	 624
-I--

1/ 51 dold ; (1	 240-40	 Feb-10	 $299,000	 Marchisio	 4,240	 6/4/1.5	 2,210

O'Connor
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Sales Analysis Sales can p e analyz e	_1 ,3 zati...ely or b....ion`, 	 ::

methods. In either analysis, the ap p raiser considut. tne following 'ehts

01 , F	 yn.i.

• Fn,n cirq
▪ Cond:tions of sale

7:end:lures mOJU imed!ately after purchase
• Market conditions
• Location
• Physical characteristics
• Economic characteristics
• Use/Zoning

Non-realty components of value

In this valuation, the appraised property rights are fee simple and the sales rights were

as well. The value difference in these two fee positions lies in the lesser control within

condominium ownership. Unlike fee ownership of a lot, the subject cottages will not be allowed

to be reconstructed in a manner that will block the view of another. In most subject lots this is

an issue and this lack of building size/shape control is a comparatively inferior aspect of the

subject's lot ownership. In addition, there is the condominium fee. However, the fee is low and

is offset by private amenities not present at Great Neck or in general. Lastly, the subject is

predominantly a second home community. In properties of this type, a condominium ownership

is often favored as it relieves the maintenance and security burden for much of the property.

Overall, much of the difference in rights is negated. Because there is still a loss of control, and

as the need for such an adjustment varies in intensity from lot to lot, i chose a small/reasonable

downward adjustment of 10%.

The partial seller financing that may occur at the subject is to be at a market rate and

warrants no adjustment.

The sales dr:. not exhibit unusuo.' colf:tior:s	 sale (.71'S.t.......:2IHDr

underg:: any expc,nit_re made iniriezl.ately a ; Ie r purc-lase tna:	 .

obser;e ,:, l-11;r n es t. use. In othe:- words, if they were cor.E.Ige

reblacement,*.rey	 as a lot sale,

Mrkst pohditons imomned	 d!;r.eb ,	 .n	 bell cu-,

now on th ,;.. roht sidc of to: curve; ct pr;:cs toot o	 „
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The trend in sales volumes and rnec . ar: prices we p rese-Ies sarie!..

water-oriented and other !o n.4., supply Inoroved properies te , ded	 e‘.. Der- e;--;:.:e	 ierage

price c..4 eofine and an ea-Je r u p ‘..,ard trendtbO :1-.7..etes in ,:ene	 !er,	 is

la'	 ad LecaJse	 COSIS	 naye rr..t.

this cycisti7s	 :!-.-larpveo properties 3,eliiro a!or

lot values do •Ain nA'ard as

Warren Group Single family Home Median Sale Price Data

Year to Year	 2120.2.	 212a3.	 Z.Q.0.A. 	 2225.	 202.E	 an	 La	 all	 7010
Median Price $	 385	 422	 484.5	 526.95	 502.55	 475	 415	 415	 392
% Change	 +9.6	 +14.5	 +5.8	 -5	 -6	 -13	 .	 -6

The Warren Group data is from Massachusetts and shows a 33% price increase

followed by a 30% decline.

In another study, by Case-Shiller, a 33% decline was supported from a price peak in

2005. This was a national study using same property sales and re-sales with consideration of

renovation costs as well as building vacancy and damage in between those transactions.

I have used mostly recent sales and I have adjusted tre data for changes in

conditions according to the following schedule. It is important to note that the Great Neck lot

sale ext7actins were aiready adjusted according to this schedu . e in the extraction process.

Therefore, I did not take the adjustment again on the following g rid and p laced a zero in the cell

for that element.

Time Frame of Sale Date 	 % Price Adjustment

1:2 .7:10 to
-5

- -5
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There were no unusual economio characterl:,itics 	 1...se.zoning issues as all salc.s

residentially zoned and purchased for continue jSE. s -_.k.n-As or lots. There were n. o. non-

realty components of value.

The important remoirlin	 mental diffe rs.n:s in the sales versus the subject were in

local:on and physical characteristics, such as view. setting, topography, and lot size as it relates

to allowed dwelling size and number of bedrooms. The State applies a control at the subject

throu g h the previously detailed letter of the DEP, and they control Great Neck through Title V.

The Plum Island location was rated inferior, An inspection of the conditions and the

prices themselves support this conclusion. The location of Great Neck is abutting the subject

and its location was rated equal in general.

Lot size and topography affect value. Smaller lots are worth less than larger ones, if

other elements are equal. However, other elements are a rarely equal and I found the greatest

value difference when capacity as defined by bedrooms was unusual, rather than from lot

square footage differences. It appeared that if the buyer was assured 2 or more bedrooms and

an average (2,000± SF) size new home, the value difference was minimized between lots of

different sizes. The average capacity of the subject at 2.8 bedrooms (465 bedrooms/167 lots)

was similar to the average capacity at Great Neck; however, the average dwelling size is

notably smaller and largely inflexible. This caused me to make varied downward adjustments

for lot "size". Even so, the greatest physical factor was quality of view. This adjustment was

reflected in my final ratings.

Topography was an issue is some sales as lots that slope down from parking area to

dwelling appear to exhibit minimal value impact as the dwelling's construction can cure much of

this change in elevation; however, at lots that slope upward and 7:quire mar,' steps to

the dwelling, the affect on value was downward. This conctitli:

Little Neck Road) and generall y not at the sumoct. This condition	 pp:	 final

view and setn:-.,:. adjustment.

I ad J.S!D:4. downward by 5% for report::d ma-ket preference f L7'

subject's closed system, V,Inen using the Plum Island sales I netted thin„ 	 ::ro as
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they re•uire a buyer-paid betterment that ..as

I 3oPlied the first two aci_.stmerits, each tine presenting tr•ie a tiii.:stttid ist

adjustments vercattip ed as a net oercentacie. This method of

genera: y acci p pted ao;:irais...a.: theory.

After this quantitative analysis, several classes of lot value indicators were developed. I

applied those indicators to the subject "lots" based upon their ranking. As lots within one

ranking can still have valuable differences in setting or view, I made the final application based

upon my observations at inspection and my judgment.

The adjusted lot sales and extractions are summarized on the following pages.
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Great Neck House Lot Sales

@ILLS Market Charre
tOalal ,icre,eo

tr . d e I E. :0-

p I • 1...SEt

'4,375

•	 de,

Demo	 . Buyer

S.cyra ii L Sale Price Vali. IP Value

-111%

l.nrcillrcci I Elltroc,

-5%

E,3 5,

3 $525,000 -10% 0%
4,679 $472,500 $425,250

4E3 North Ridge Jul-05 •ftr., 7,737 Demo by Buyer 2
2,312

5565,000 -10%
$508,500

-30%
5355,950

(1% -5%

60 North Ridge Jun-05 $841,b.l7i 30,740 Demo by Buyer 2 $045,000 -10% -30% 0% -5%
2,460 $760,500 5532,350

4 12 North Ridge Rd. May4Sc $75:' n"- 14,331 Demo by Buyer 3 $755,000 -10% -30% 0% -5% ' 68
4.116 5679,500 $475,650

69 Clark Rd. Wir 6,5(0 Demo by Buyer 2 $575,000 -10% -30% 0% -5%
1,95E 5472,500 $330,750

Nonh Ridge Rd. Nov -10 $37'3_,C:.:3. 12,532 Demo by Buyer 2 $370,000 -10% 0% 0% -5% 2
1,900 $333,000 5333,000

NewbItg & Newburyport at Plum Island Lot Sales 

N 3v, loole 	 Adruslments
5.50 ,!::.	 Rit,rbt	 Market  Change

i • •‘	 .	 f..n r,Pq. r I - ,0	 aWe Price	 Valve,	 Value,	 LcKatkoi	 litilittea

:-., . 7 Demo by Bro.,'	 7,0')	 $208,500	 -10%	 0%	 -10%	 0%
$187,650	 0187,650	 510° 865

1 • ri ... rro• 6.1,d,	 A5e-10	 $13 :.••:•'	 c 400	 Demo by Buyer	 NA	 $170,000	 -10%	 074	 U%
$11 :',000	 12173,720	 513

Ord -09	 '	 i no by Buyer	 •	 2,'.35o	 $285,000	 012
	

2
5,,.. • E 675	 $215
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Great Neck Lot Value Extractions

CO A • SF	 Extracted
Adjustments

F5ih1 Maok UJlang8
LII 51 0 t)w_elling_ LiPv.01112.Q1115_ LucatiQn

'-10 $5• 14.819 Ranch 1,410 $305,000 -10% 0% -5%
2 $274,500 $274,500 41,00

2 4 %..Jr- 14	 • Jul -09 5565,000 7,980 Ranch 1,262 $390,000 -10% hr.r. -0%
$351,000 5351,000 $351,000

3 24 N, May-10 5612,500 11,413 Rartch 2,309
2

$385,090 -10%
$346,500

0%
$345,500

0%
5346,500

-5%

4 /,". N . 	 • (a	 1)7 $775,000 7,500 Conventional 2,363 $365,000 -10% 0% 0% -55
2 $328,500 $328,500 5328,500

5 Jun-10 $514 .10 12,195 Colonial 3,063 $290,000 -10% 0% 0% -5% 'I '4:	 n'
2 3261,000 5761,000 5261,0101

Deo409 19 -15' 'II I : 7,405 Conventional 2,296 $325,000 -1064 0% (1% -6%
3 5292 100 $292,500 5.1°) 500

15 CI ,, -	 1: : Nov-10 Contemporary 1,250
2

5205,000 -1117
$1854.00

0%
$195,400 g • 6.41r:

-5% 1 !	 ;	 I.,

Jan -10 . 7,841 Ranch 1,546 5165,0CK) -1051) -5%
$148.500 $148,530 $148,500

158k.':	 -•	 ,, e I r 1, 551 10 555 4600 12,632 Colonial 2,080
3

$222,300 -10%
$200,070

(1%

$200.070
CP%

5200,1170
-5% 5",	 1537

'd

2311-1711

A53t-08

P,,I,	 :	 , 5252,500

4,355

Cottage

Cottage

952
3

1,288

5218,156

3185,000

-10%
$106340

-10%

0%
$196,340 81,.,1;.1,,

C".

-5%

-510
1 ,11,1 $109,500

12 '	 .	 (	 ;	 •!	 .,.,	 ',..-...	 , y Mor-10 1 	 10.1 Ranch 1,056 5235,1100 -111.. 0% !;' -.5`/0

2 $211,500 3211,500 5.111 500

13 .	 II	 •	 , Sup 07 1	 '•	 -	 '	 • I , .1•	 ..,' Contemporary 1,015
2

3185,000 -10%
5166,500

0%

$166,520
0%

$100,500
-55 :	 75

, 10.015 Cottage
2

5770,000 -1111 01%
5198,000 5158 IICYJ

5168,100
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Based upon my analysis, the sub.: ed s	 better or

best" and expressed by ratin g numbers 3, 2, :.)1- 1,	 tie folio.rig run : ::es. The first tier lots

that are rated 1 exhibit values o' $33C,000 to $450,000,	 mos*, about 033:2. The second

tier that is raled 2 exhibit values o" :3200,Ci00 to $302.".i)Cii-2...',n T.:2st :aboi_J: S'2:Eii:,:ei00. The third

tier that is ra:cc	 exnli: values of S140,000 to (020,::, .03:	 rips-t	 S170,000. There

were a few sacs that	 not fit perfectly in their range, yel ee.ailihat i un of each roduced a

reason for their indication.

I concluded that the subject has 27 Tier 1 lots, 94 Tier 2 lots and 46 Tier 3 lots. There

are higher and lower lot values within each group. For example, there are 10 to 12 waterfront

and or exceptional view lots at $400,000+, within the Tier 1 grouping. Likewise, there are more

near the lower end of the range in Tier 2, and there is essentially a minimum lot value to be on

Little Neck as expressed by the average of Tier 3.

Tier 1 27 x $375,000 $10,125,000
Tier 2 94 x $230,000 $21,620,000
Tier 3 46 x $170,000 $7,820,000

167 $39.565,000

My calculation of gross sales, which is an intermediate calculation and not a market

value, was $39,565,000. This total equates to sales at an average of $236,916 per lot.

Now that gross sales have been estimated, the remaining calculations are the deduction

of expenses during an absorption period and the discounting of all cash flows to a present

value. All cash flows include rent at lots not sold and condominium fees from lots sold.

Expenses include normal operating expenses and that the owner must make the condominium

payments to tne condominium's operating budge: for all units unsold. In this process, sales 7.;•:

occur 1.nrouch p ut :he year and due tc2tne unce-taTity' 	 sa a tirhir;t, and for t : d.sa (_;f

I ap ..;; • ud hest]..t •-•;cortte and exoensos case

the se nar • is paying for the cercom . nixn conversion.

The rate of absoTtion is the major unknown. It i s reporte-j nat1'35 of

agreed t or purchase	 -e	 the $29,510,000 7-7, Ma	 a	 0

une':orstood that at that or:de, the tenants are acting 	 c:1T, a, actor
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were acquired by any	 r nv this lci.Yeet.: tt-,: t.nrio would not occur. It also :c.a•soc+

ridu.,sLiLu , • Inc, 

they are van sferrli q the market.-cate:', p:-ofit q t.e thE invesidr tt.-2	 it, a

lowering their lot p -ices. Therefore, La:	 '3.:DSC:!7;t:7,7s, s far more rer..lc	 .3...t.:•eot

investors propt:tt:la	 coro.tth-sr:....	 lay nc•:	 ble t•

it: ht,Dtveve r . mvit ass .,Jmctior. 71",:st be mace tt:, sJo q at: a ma	 .

I forecast that at market prices already supported, a reasonable estimate of the time

necessary to sell all the condominium lots is 5 years. I estimated price increases would begin in

year 4 and continue in year 5.

Income In addition to sales income, all unsold units would pay rent estimated at

$10,800 annually, assuming rear round occupancy rights.

All lots sold will pay a condo fee estimated at $1,300 per year based upon the $197,100

in operating costs for line items (accounting, professional, engineering, inspections, State fees,

supplies, utilities, R&M, waste, dock, insurance and security) as shown on the previously

displayed Stabilized Operating Statement, plus $20,000 in common property taxes. The total of

$216,100/167 equals $1,294, called $1,300. I did not include the individual unit taxes as they

would be paid directly or passed through.

Expenses The condominium formation fee is to be paid by the seller. Otherwise, this

cost would have been a deduction from value.

I applied legal fees of $50,000 in year 1 as well as $900 per unit sold in all years. I

included the approximate common property real estate tax. Tax stamps are a necessa ry cost

of closing at	 of thousand $ sold, Other expenses are $197,100 in operating excerses

presented before. Again, the erosion and ;nfiltrat:cr allowance is taken es a final doci.,7.t

Discount Rate 1 r.is rate proviceit-; a etrn o the buyer opr--,--,surat.::

time, in short, his is 	 :trtHt,:,,altts profit. ::t,s es: maie represent tne

of money o r he return tr.a: s	 tC attract a cttzttpe l.cn:	 to	 '1 s a

function of risk	 d fluctuates uch the development i,:agE 	 ite
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20,00'4".

Rt:dli n

prces, and the size of the ;)ro_ect (.# of lots). Rates fu sJoil 	 iestm:Y‘ts -are :3

pJb!ished n ne Korpacz sur'e'. a na:;3nal survey c!' r•os:ors tpa;

land deve!opmerts. Based upon review of	 pub::dation's	 :JET le 	 J3e,

Estima:ed a d'sunt rate of'2	 ih. s est r7a:e is east)flat.e 	 rif rates

cosen 	 ....se: in appra:s.,-r.:: res . ocn:]3:	 *1 years

pastJ

Market Value Indication My summary of this method is presented below. The market

value indication derived from this method is $26,700,000.

Condominium Lot Selloff Analysis
Little Neck

Beginning Period Date 2011
Term 1

2012
Term 2

2013
Term 3

2014
Term 4

2015
Torm

Retail Sales $11,845,800 $8,292,060 87,107,480 57,107,450 55,212,152
167 "lots' (g), avg. price of $236,916

Estimate of lot sales 50 35 30 30 22
Assumed lot price change 05 0% 02 3%

Gross retail sales 11,845,800 8,292,060 7,107,453 7,3704
Lot Rent	 (avg.)
condo Fee

$10,800
$1,300

1,533,600
37 500

1,074,600
37 750

722 650 30	 630 rr,

13,411,900 9,454,410 7,991	 :3 7,5r:7 304Potential Gross income

Less expenses

condominium formation (by seller) 0 0 0

legal 90.5.; 31,500 .1	 .1.

CCMIT.C!	 'eel estate tax 20,002 L. L:

tax stamps )17 37,812 2. ;3 .	 7,7

all other ' -	 .100

Total expenses 117

Ne:	
••

520.700.000
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p ! , K s;•% .,	 1 \ %.	 ;	 I

Reconciliation and Final Value Estimate 

The market value estimate developed from	 i

indicat?r. Be this	 mean that k.,-3Se r4 ',.!.7. 07. me u ryliei-61a.	 ct

fr p rri	 terams: this i:222.1")2.LiCil , e5trr,:y.:,-;

property is v,, Drth for cor-Wnuea rental use.

If the condominium can be developed through cooperation, the market value indicator

was $26,700,000. This means that in a market based valuation scenario, supplemented by the

upward affect on value derived from cooperation from the tenants in creation of the

condominium, the value indication is below the $29,150,000 agreed upon price. Therefore, the

agreed upon price includes reflects that in an effort to secure ownership the tenants have given

back a portion of their developer's profit allowance. There is no market basis for excluding the

return/profit allowance to the bulk buyer of the subject. Essentially, the tenants have competed

against themselves by paying a higher price than the rest of the competing buyer market of

investors, While this contradicts the notion that their cooperation allows formation of the

condominium and its higher value it is a recognition that they also benefit from a bulk

acquisition.

The somewhat inexact process of developing a market value estimate can result in

about a narrow range of "market values" as being perceived as accurate within the marketplace

and therefore a reasonably reliable range within which all probable buyers will be working.

Therefore, it is logical that a buyer with such a strong interest could be pushed to the upper end

of a probable range, yet no further. Beyond a small increase, the resulting price is not

supportable to another other buyer and need not be paid by a tenant. It appears that at a price

of $29,150,000 that push has already occurred.

I mace lwo final analyses of the value iriii:;a • loils. Frcirri

propetes	 at	 -sold as lots	 h divisici-'	 ins. an:

ca p aicosIs for deveicii:Dir, ,iint	 t	 pr	 t::

:e n os	 a]Liir;ut Co	 ire JO	 sross sai:es

$2±.7 1

of	 iiiis iit-incir	 rr.
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This supports that a value ind:cat.on for Inc eueject

unusual. Lastly, a prospective investcr-buyer ,vouic be aeerci that S29

acceptable sale price to the current tenants. It would take a highly cLt.reiste2

it could be pushed an y 	then, how much 1777 %VC	 he be	 in

even assuming	 ably pcL.aDIa and c	 .:eT,3'1:

need to be a financial reward to this c q mpetin• menee	 uid it us. cone oh:Ter:-

through an acquisition price or value below $29.150,000. Considering thu equity rary to

achieve this purchase, even a 10% return on equity is about $2,900,000 and we are back, to a

competing market for the subject that tops out at about $26,200,000.

I have developed value indicators using the best available market data and the

appropriate appraisal methods. The cash flow from condominium use provides a reasonable

value indicator and one that is below yet closest to the agreed upon price of $29,150,000.

There are no more valuation calculations to make. As the purpose of this appraisal is to

estimate market value, my last consideration was to put myself into the position of prospective

buyer and seller. As a seller, there is no higher value achievable from any other buyer.

Therefore, as seller I have no leverage except to negotiate for a better price knowing that not

to accept a sale to the tenants will result in lowering the cash flow to at best that illustrated in

the subject's analysis as a rental property.

As the tenant/prospective buyer, I can see from the data that that the under-agreement

price can be supported knowing that a single value estimate is more accurately a value within a

reasonable 'range of market values", it becomes a question of whether going to the top is

reasonable to achieve my objective. Having observed such ne,ei etiations and their resets

25+ years, and having identified that in the agreed upon price a g i ve Lock o f deee i :-.Ler i s orofit

allowance has already occurred, I have concluded that the under-agiecieere 	 ee

$29,150,000 exceeds the highest pr i ce achievable f rom the corn:pet:Fie

tenant cooperation by $7.050.000 S00.150,000-$22, 100,000), Inacir.1L

$2,450,000 e$29.150.000-$26,700.000) my estimate 	 va	 cr

expectation	 a reasonabie crefit arzwance. As are,_-,Lt. the tenants are 3yi .fl.	 er value they

h:-:;:e:*Icr-eale are: maintain.
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Concluding Market Value Estimate In conclusion, the alaa alata'e L.s.es of the

vacant provide	 .ca'.y.-.; indications that indicate the coma . r. aUen of .a! re:a-conformity,

term prudent management and tenant cooperation has rc.su'ted in a proaa-t:,. v. alue in

condorrimum use that fa exceecs value in any alte-naa';0 as3 and to an:. etnea r_a_lyer. The

under-agreement once of S29.150:1207a vaiile above tne S2:3.700. T.:1 i: irdieeaad	 m ., cash flow,

is at the tap of a narrow ranee of market values that refie,ct tenant coope7a:H:n.

Based upon the data, analyses and extraordinary assumptions summarized herein, it is

my opinion that as of November 1, 2010 the following values apply to the subject. Both value

estimates are of the subject 35 acres and common improvements thereto, yet exclusive of

cottages.

The market value of the subject's leased fee interest for continued use as a rental

property is $22,100,000. This is the market value for which the "market" is broader than the

tenants or an investor that would promptly resell the subject in bulk to the tenants.

The subject's market value that reflects cooperation between the tenants and

management in creating and maintaining an entity of superior value is that of the fee simple

estate for conversion to condominiums and is $26,700,000. This is the market value to the

tenants or to a buyer that would promptly resell in bulk to the tenants. This value far exceeds

that probable as if vacant or as supported in an alternate use. The subject's under-agreement

price of $29,150,000 reflects additional give back that I cannot support except to indicate that it

is a price that has been offered and accepted under unusual conditions of sale. It is a value to

the narrowest of markets: one buyer.

It is my opinion that as November 1, 2010, the market value of the u ect's leaasaa:l fc,e

estate is $26,700,000.

enty Six Million Seven Hundred Thousand Dollars***
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Certification

I certify that, to the best of my knov, , ledge end belief:

The F.:tatements of fact conta • ned in his repc..rt are true and cr...rrect

The repo-fed analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the repc,,ried
assumptions and limiting conditions and are my personal, impartial, and urtiase-i
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report
and no personal interest with respect to the parties involved. I also appraised this
property in 2004 and 1999.

I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the
parties involved with this assignment and have provided no prior services related to it.

The Appraisal Assignment was not based upon a requested minimum valuation, a
specific valuation, or the approval of a loan.

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.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has
been prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics &
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute,

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has
been prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice.

The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to
review by is Ot4 authorized representative:—

I have macie a pursonal inspection of the Dm:siert, that is the subj t

signifi pant ree	 app.-asal assistance to the pers::-.
certiftation.

As Di the	 ti.ti.s report, I IJiliri A. LaChar,ce has completed the continuing
eoucati pn	 tne Appraisa l

Signature
	 4 ,	 Date 12 T.' 291D
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Standard Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

The accraisEr. assumes:

That the subjec:	 s	 est:ale 3:;.' Cefir -i--

riarkeIa p ie and :nal the broiDertv
enc.: restr : c: ors unless

2. Niu liabikies legal :n na:ure;

3. The property ownership and management are in competent, responsible hands;

4. That the property is not operating in violation of any applicable government
regulations, codes, ordinances, or statutes. Any zoning variations and special
permits currently in place are assumed to be available as of the date of value;

5. That there are no concealed or dubious conditions of the subsoil or subsurface
waters, including water table and flood plain;

6. The appraiser personally inspected the subject property. When the date of
inspection differs from the effective date of appraised value, the appraiser has
assumed no material change in the condition of the property, unless otherwise
noted in the report.

The following limiting conditions are submitted with this report and the estimated value of the
subject as set forth in this appraisal is predicated on them.

1. All of the facts, conclusions and observations contained herein are consistent
with information available as of the date of valuation. The value of real estate is
affected by many related and unrelated economic conditions, both local and
national. William A. LaChance, or PetersenlaChance Realty Advisors, or
affiliates, therefore assumes no liability for the effect on this subject property of
any unforeseen precipitous change in the economy.

2. The valuation, which applies only to the property described hereH, was prepared
for the purpose and intended use so stated and should not Le	 fo- any other
purpose or use.

3. The appralser has mace no su rvey o r tne prober. )'. Any and al l nacs.
and st:e r_Hsns province	 too coore c-r are pres:..mcc' to 	 be: no
.7uarantee :s rrect e OS O the

Any informat:on fLmishea	 prifs..1m....vrf to be
secifie .:: in :he repot n;.--as neon. ver : f ad.nu t n-
othe rv,lse. :5 assned for ::s a:77.1r37,J	 ::

F.;	 :r.iorTE-3:•'oH	 S 1 Or

otnu

5,	 The sigik:: Jit's herein shall not be or attend nh ,_irt or
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appear at any governmental hearing with reference to the
unless prior arrangements have been made,

6. Disclosure of the contents o this re port is QC vemei b ,„ the	 the
A p praisal inst tute. Ne the this report nor ary 	 thereof	 any
conclusions as to	 the dent ',v (.; tie an..c-ase-s or the f	 they
are connected, or any reference to the Ap r..;rainl 1,-:.:',j1LitC 

designation shall oe d::;semiriated to the 
communications without the prior written consent eld aocrova f	 appraisers
and the firm which they represent.

7. The report does not take into consideration the existence of asbestos, PCB
transformers, or other toxic hazardous, or contaminated substances and/or
underground storage tanks containing hazardous material. The report does not
consider the cost of encapsulation, treatment, or removal of such material. It is
an extraordinary assumption of this value estimate that the subject is not
contaminated.

8. The appraiser did not ascertain the legal and regulatory requirements, except for
zoning applicable to this project, including permits and licenses and other state
and local government regulations. Further, no effort has been made to
determine the possible effect on the subject property of present or future federal,
state or local legislation or any environmental or ecological matters.

9. The Americans with Disabilities (ADA) became effective January 26, 1992. The
appraiser has not made a specific compliance survey and analysis of this
property to determine whether or not it is in conformity with the various detailed
requirements of the ADA. It is possible that a compliance surey of the property,
together with a detailed analysis of the requirements of the ADA, could reveal
that the property is not in compliance with one or more of the requirements of
this Act. If so, this fact could have a negative effect upon the value of the
property. Since the appraiser has no direct evidence relating to this issue,
the appraiser did not consider possiC:e non-compliance with the requirements of
ADA in estimating the value of the sibject.

er<
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QUALIFICATIONS OF WILLIAM A. LACHANCE

V,:i!i;arn A. LeChance is a partner In :ne firrn 	 Pe.tersenlaC`-arce	 rea
eSta:E Eipprasa and cons.iltin• F rnservind	 pr,..•a:e. and rs:_r.cra :rents *.nrp....

Eng,ard and :re Nort east. 1..; : 3m A. LaCnande. t1.A. SF,J-',	M. Pe:e-ser
estarl l sh Pe,terseddLaCnande :9 1994. Mr LaOanc.su:.ur 	 irf?'n.13:.1)
SLn1mar::	 c.

1986— 1993	 ce President of Hunneman Appraisal & Cons,Ang C p mparly in Boston;
performed diverse commercial, industrial, and residential property appraisal and
consulting,

1982— 1986 R.M. Bradley and Company, Inc.; commercial and industrial property appraiser
and a real estate assessment specialist.

1980 — 1982 Staff appraiser with Robert J. Finnegan and Associates specializing in mass
appraisal for Ad Valorem tax assessment.

1978 — 1979 Suburban real estate brokerage and residential property development.

Mr. LaChance provides appraisal, consulting, and evaluation services involving the sale or
acquisition of rights in real estate for purchase or sale decisions, financing, eminent domain,
IRS reporting, and tax appeal. Property types commonly analyzed include tracts for residential
subdivision and development, commercial or industrial development, or conservation restriction.
Improved properties include retail, office, industrial, and residential, Mr. LaChance has
substantial subdivision, easement or other partial interest appraisal experience, as well as
farmland and special purpose property experience concerning automobile dealerships, marinas,
self-storage facilities, corridors, and contaminated sites. Argus@ financial analysiis suftware is
utilized for multi-tenanted properties requiring a discounted cash flow analysis.

Mr. LaChance has provided the Commonwealth appraisals of properties proposed for
acquisition by eminent domain and has performed numerous appraisals for various state
agencies including the Massachusetts Hi g hway Department since 1990. Mr. LaChance has
also served as both a primary and re•iew appraiser for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
DAR regarding the placement of Agricultural Preservation Res:7-istions since 1984, and has
performed many appraisal assin.nments for private land trusts.

EDUCATION, DESIGNATIONS AND AFFILIATIONS:

Mr, LaCi-larce holds a Bache::y. :-.Yf Sc.em:e	 f,dn:
!darns S:alc CP lege	 ,c;,:.:HE
Manacement.

MAI) Member pf Appraisa: Insthute, Mr. LaChance ea-re. :1 the f."Al des:g..nal:pr
institute in 1992. This des:gnat : on denotes ob, m p etence in tne :n of oo`n
Indus:ha:. eE:;:le,ritial, end p.t..er types of p.- pp;:rdds and tne aLl

Pecis,:prs.
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LaCeance successfully completed the following enJeat i ce,a: requirements for the MA'
designation:

• Reee've a passin g 	examinationE tnet reIcc3E0 hoJrs
instriecton and that :est the apPraser's KT-3‘.% edde of bes:c and	 eoera se:
prineip:es, prc)cedures and appJ 	 vaivatier	 ..
of p7efessional practice

• Rece ve a passing grade on an ö hour c ,De-reenensive exar-liratipi
• Hold an undergraduate degree from a four-ear accredited ethic:at:ore: institution
• Receive credit for 4,500 hours of experience which meet strict criteria and are peer-

reviewed
• Awarded credit for preparing his demonstration appraisal report relating to income-

producing property and passed the required peer survey of professional character.

(SRA) Appraisal Institute, Senior Residential Appraiser: Mr. LaChance earned the SRA
designation of the Appraisal Institute in 1988. The designation requires a passing grade on six
examinations that reflect 200 hours of classroom instruction and that test the appraiser's
knowledge of appraisal principles, residential valuation techniques, report writing, and
standards of professional practice. Mr. LaChance also received credit for 3,000 hours of
residential appraisal experience as well as preparation of a narrative residential property
demonstration appraisal report

IRWA Mr. LaChance is a member of the International Right of Way Association.

ADDITIONAL CERTIFICATIONS AND LICENSES:

Mr. LaChance has completed the requirements under the Continuing Education Program of the
Appraisal Institute and also holds the following State certificates and licenses.

Certified General Appraiser, Massachusetts, License No, 497
Certified General Appraiser, New Hampshire, License No. 360
Licensed Real Estate Broker, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, No. 104087

Mr. LaChance has successfully completed the Appraisal Standards for Federal Land
Acquisitions (UASFLA) appraisal course as well as Fultiple courses and seminars concerning
appraisal prepare:ion in support of takings by eminent domain. Mr. LaChance has performed
numerous te.:nnical appraisal review reports

PROFESSIONAL AND OTHER:

Mr. LaCI-e...,nce is the 2010 Presider,t of the Massa . 	 Chapter of tr...;

COURT TESTIMONY:

Mr. LnOrance has quaff e .d as an ex:.•ert v.itness thr..; .41.:7::. 21 .77, Tax
Ce:ITTL. T-N r:.:E::tfl rY MassachJset:s.	 Courty
Courts	 ard	 Nortf.7.A Cowity Pro:.:ate
Court and U.S. Us:riot Courts in \Ccrous:cr an° Boston,

2010-35
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l'85 0$
$249,018
$87,156 

$161,862
$15,000 

$176,862
$388,388
$390,000
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(;rent Neck I nt Value Fxtractinn Sales 

Land Value Extractor #1

$530.000
1410

24
24

$253,800
$11,000
$13,240

$0
$278,040
$66,730 

$211,310
$15,000 

$226,310
$303,690
$305,000

R::

D
LJJ I,) Cu . iditicrs

D.ve

E'fective Age
Dwelling RCN (D-Avg.] $180.00
Deck SF	 220	 $50,00
Soft Costs	 5.00%
Entrepreneurial Profit 	 0.00%
Total RCN
Less Depreciation	 24.00%
RCNLD Dwelling
Depreciated Value of Site Imp.
RCNLD
Sale Price less RCNLD
Land Value at Sale
Bedrooms	 2
Lot Type	 Waterview
Lot Size SF	 14,810
View/Setting Rating	 2

Size (SF)

E/e Age
Dwelling RCN (D-Avg.: $180.00
Deck SF	 200	 $50.00
Soft Costs	 5.00%
Entrepreneurial Profit 	 0.00%
Total RCN
Less Depreciation	 35.00%
RCNLD Dwelling
Depreciated Value of Site Imp.
RCNLD
Sale Price	 F7NLD
Land Value at Sale
Bedrooms	 2
Lot Type	 Waterfront
Lot Size SF	 7,980
View/Settin Rit2q 1

Land Value Extraction #3
	

Land Value Extraction #4

106 North Ridge Rd.
Pro ..)erty Sale Pr•::e
Sac '..77)?.te

fo r t...1;370,-,1Coni:ns
S.ze ,'SF)

(D -Avg

CCSIF

24 North Ridge Rd.
Property Saie Pr.de	 $6'2.560
Saie Dale	 Ir.;:ay-'
Price Ad.i. for i2arket Conditions	 .'./.:1).12.500
Dwelling S.7e (SF) 	 2309

SF

A,ue	

R C	
D 200	 ."-)•)53.00
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F-fice	 --: Dpncfifions - 56 523
3053 (SF)

Age 70 Age 62
Effective Age 50 Effective Age
Dwelling RCN (D-Avg.: 	 $160.00 $490,080 Dwelling RCN (D-Avg.: 	 $160.00 $365,760
Ramp	 200	 $50.00 $10,000 Deck SF	 200	 $50.00 $10,000
Soft Costs	 3.00% $15,002 Soft Costs	 3.00% $11.273
Entrepreneurial Profit	 0.00% $0 Entrepreneurial Profit 	 0.00% $0
Total RCN $515,082 Total RCN $387,033
Less Depreciation	 50.00% S257 541 Less Depreciation	 30.00% $116110
RCNLD Dwelling $257,541 RCNLD Dwelling $270,923
Depreciated Value of Site Imp. $15.000 Depreciated Value of Site Imp. $15,000
RCNLD $272,541 RCNLD $285,923
Sale Price less RCNLD $286,059 Sale Price less RCNLD $326,827
Land Value at Sale $290,000 Land Value at Sale $325,000

r t: t tsr• til-LilLiiil I 

Great Neck I nt Value Fxtraction Sales

Land ValJe Extraction #5

85-87 L.,:fie	 Rc

Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 3
Lot Type Waterfront Lot Type Waterview
Lot Size SF 12,196 Lot Size SF 7,405
View/Setting Rating 2 View/Setting Rating 2

Land Value Extraction #7
	

Land Value Extr	 n #8

$415,000
Nov-10

$20 . 7. 20'
$203 000

Pfice Ad). for Market Conditions $415,000
Size (SF) 1250

Age 1,988
Effective Age 22
Dwelling RCN	 $180.00 $225,000
Deck SF	 200	 $50.00 $10,000
So, : Costs $7,550
En,troprenet,	 al Profit	 0.00% So
Th: ai P:L; $242,050
Less E)efire:::::::o".. 	 22,00%

518-3.799
Dofifip c . ated	 Je o S;:e Imp. $20.00.0

$203,799

15 Clark Rd.
Property Sale Price
Sale Date

Saie	 RONLD
Lan,:

ec:fiour71 .s	 2
Lc: Ty-..:e
La: Soc.	 :220

112 Little Neck Rd.
Property Sale Price
Sale Date
Price Adj. for Market Conditions
Dwelling Size (SF)
Age
Effecli.:e
Dv.,:±):n...-. RCN (D-Avg.: $160,00
DecK SF	 200	 $7/3
Sof t .ThS..S
[5n:ref)	 Profit	 0.05:,

Ceprec

S7 7: "": 77

e
•

Lc: S,-ze Si=

$330,000
Jan-10

$330,000
1546

71

$247,360
$10,000

$7,721
$0

2

2C1 0-38



2080

2,800
2,000
0,344

$0
$355,144

$46 169 
$308,975

$20.000 
$328,975
$222,025
$222,000

c . tialIct: lki:11 
I	 ( •	 I \

Great Neck Lot Value Extraction Sales 

Lanc Value Extraction #9
	

Land Value

15 F.tine .. HO Rd
Pride

Sa o Date
Priori An. Or Market Cii:ndstins
Dwelling Size (SF)
Age
Effective Age
Dwelling RCN	 $160,00
Deck SF	 240	 $50.00
Soft Costs	 3.00%
Entrepreneurial Profit 	 0.00%
Total RCN
Less Depreciation	 13.00%
RCNLD Dwelling
Depreciated Value of Site Imp.
RCNLD
Sale Price less RCNLD
Land Value at Sale
Bedrooms	 3
Lot Type	 Waterview
Lot Size SF	 12,632
View/Setting Rating	 3

a
P r :ce ;
Dwelling Size SiJ, 	 982
Age	 74
Effective Age	 74
Dwelling RCN CD-Avg. 	 $160.00	 $152,320
Deck SF	 200
	

$53.00	 $10,000
Soft Costs	 $4,870
Entrepreneurial Profit
	

$0
Total RCN
	

5167,190
Less Depreciation 	 90,00%	 $150.471 
RCNLD Dwelling 	 $16,719
Depreciated Value of Site Imp.	 $5,000 
RCNLD
	

$21,719
Sale Price less RCNLD
	

$218,156
Land Value at Sale
Bedrooms	 1
Lot Type	 Waterview
Lot Size SF
	

9,896
View/Setting Rating	 3

Land Value Extraction #11

3 Chattanooga Rd.

Land Value Extraction #12

10 Goldfinch Way
Property Sale Price $334,000 Property Sale Price $385,000
Sale Date Apr-08 Sale Date Mar-10
Price Adj. for Market Conditions $283,900 Price Adj. for Market Conditions $385,000
Dwelling Size (SF) 1288 Dwelling Size (SF) 1066
Age 73 Age
Effective, Age 60 Effo:veAe :.5
Dwel i ing RC`ii	 8160 00 $206,080 Dvieliin .o, RCN CD-Avg. l	 $160.00 S.178
Dec'i -. SF	 200	 $5C CO $10,000 Dod .c SF	 200	 $50.0..:
Sc:fi Cc s:s $E.4E2 Soft Costs
Ent-ereleuna l Profit $0 Ent7oore-,o_ria l Profit
Tcital RCN $222 56:: RCN
Less Deo-ojE:t . -_-,n	 6.0

c. L-;:to Hp.
P,CrJLD

o P ride .o.s.s

L .J.: Tyco
Size SF

SOt:no Rating

Los-

2810.38
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nreat Net* I nt Value Fxtrartion Sales

#14Land Value Extraction #13	 Land

Pc. E.;
S $360.000 $375 P

Salo Dz.Ke Sep-07
Price Acj. fy Markel Conditions $270,D00 ce	 t:u-s $2iS" ,250
Dwelling Size (SF) 1016 Dwelling Si r; k SF) 988
Age 47 Age 73
Effective Age 60 Effective Age 73
Dwelling RCN	 $160.00 $162,560 Dwelling RCN (D-Avg.: 	 $180.00 $177,840
Deck SF	 200	 $50.00 $10,000 Deck SF	 200	 $50,00 $10,000
Soft Costs	 3.00% $5,177 Soft Costs	 3.00% $5,635
Entrepreneurial Profit	 0.00% $0 Entrepreneurial Profit 	 0,00% $0
Total RCN $177,737 Total RCN $193,475
Less Depreciation	 60,00% $106,642 Less Depreciation	 73.00% $141.237
RCNLD Dwelling $71,095 RCNLD Dwelling $52,236
Depreciated Value of Site Imp. $15,000 Depreciated Value of Site Imp. $10,000
RCNLD $86,095 RCNLD $62,238
Sale Price less RCNLD $183,905 Sale Price less RCNLD $219,012
Land Value at Sale $185,000 Land Value at Sale $220,000
Bedrooms	 2 Bedrooms	 2
Lot Type	 Waterview Lot Type	 Waterview

II Lot Size SF	 5,227 Lot Size SF	 10,019
View/Setting Rating	 3 View/Setting Rating 	 2
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