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SECTION A Project Overview 
 
The Norwich City Council and The Norwich Community Development Corporation have been 
working with Winston Hospitality for approximately one year to find solutions to the stalled 
development at 154 Salem Turnpike.  The project is a partially constructed hotel property.  
Winston Hospitality now controls the project and has been working to resurrect the development 
project since 2011, when it became involved in the project as the owner of a defaulted mortgage 
then in foreclosure. 
 
The Norwich Community Development Corporation (“NCDC”) submits this Municipal 
Development Plan (“MDP”) in its capacity as the appointed development agency for the City of 
Norwich under Chapter 132, Section 8-188 of the Connecticut General Statutes, Revision of 
1958, as amended (“C.G.S.”).  Pursuant to C.G.S. Section 8-189, NCDC, as the appointed 
development agency for the City may initiate an MDP provided the plan meets an identified 
public need and provided that the MDP include certain information and findings.   
 
The MDP presented herein is specific as to a parcel of property known as 154 Salem Turnpike 
and proposes that the development of this highly visible, long dormant and incomplete hotel 
project (the “Hampton Project”) through an MDP will be a public benefit to the City of Norwich 
as a result of eliminating blight, creating jobs, and enhancing tourism infrastructure for the City.  
Because this is a project specific MDP as opposed to a multi property district, those information 
and findings are not relevant to this MDP and will be so noted. 
 
In accordance with C.G.S. Chapter 132, bonds raised through tax increment financing are 
available as a means of facilitating economic development projects that are otherwise not 
economically feasible.  C.G.S. Section 8-186 specifically defines the intent of the legislation as a 
mechanism for realizing economic development projects that otherwise cannot be accomplished 
through the ‘ordinary operations of private enterprise at competitive rates of progress and 
economies of cost.’  C.G.S. Section 8-187 finds the improvement of vacated and under-utilized 
commercial buildings as being consistent with the intent of the legislation.  Furthermore, General 
Ordinances of the City of Norwich (“Norwich code”) Section 7-117 finds that the ‘abandonment 
and forfeiture of real properties with structures thereon are adversely affecting the economic well 
being of the municipality, and are harmful to the health, safety, and welfare of the residents of 
this city.’  Accordingly, this MDP is proposed in order to achieve public and other benefits 
which are outlined herein.  The City has designated NCDC to prepare this MDP.    
 
For the Hampton Project, tax increment financing would be utilized to remediate a portion of the 
incremental costs for remediating damages which were incurred during an effective 
abandonment period that ensued during the foreclosure process which was necessary in order for 
the Developer (as hereinafter defined) to obtain title as a result of the defaulted mortgage.  
Alternatively stated, a privately-placed tax increment bond would be used to fund a portion of 
the costs for remediating approximately $3.0 million in incremental physical deterioration that 
occurred during a process that took the Developer, mortgagee, over forty (40) months to obtain 
title and control of the property.  Moreover, general contractor bid estimates provided to Winston 
Hospitality affirm that general contract costs increased by 115 percent in the forty (40) months 
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between January 2010 and May 2013, when a judgment of foreclosure was awarded and a 
Certificate of Foreclosure was filed in the Norwich land records.    
 
Two primary factors caused the property’s $3.0 million incremental physical deterioration during 
the foreclosure process: vandalism and weather. First, vandals systematically deconstructed and 
removed property and improvements during the period the mortgagee lacked control.  Second, 
significant storm activity, including Super-storm Sandy, Hurricane Irene, and several 
Nor’easters, also contributed to the accelerated deterioration.  Specific incidences of this 
incremental deterioration can be found detailed in Section B-2 herein.   
 
The net effect of this accelerated physical deterioration is that in order for the Project to go 
forward, a new approach, in the form of a public-private partnership, was developed to overcome 
the economic gap created by the aforementioned incremental damage.  Without a new approach 
to foster development of this property, the Developer has affirmed that the most prudent capital 
budgeting decision available is to hold the property for the foreseeable future until such time as 
conditions might allow for development.  The property would then remain the highly visible, 
blighted property that exists today.    
 
With an understanding of the existing legislation outlined in this Section, the NCDC and the 
National Development Council (“NDC”) has continued to work with the new owner of the 
proposed development project, CT Norwich, LLC  (“CTN” or the “Developer”), an affiliate of 
Winston Hospitality, Inc. for over a year and have investigated financing alternatives available to 
the project.  Tax increment financing, which is akin to entering into a public-private partnership 
to achieve a public benefit for the City, would provide the additional funding needed to 
rehabilitate the Project, thereby enabling construction to proceed and a finished project to 
contribute to the community’s well-being.   
 
The Developer is not seeking governmental assistance to repay the company’s obligations. For 
its part in this development project, the Developer would be (i) writing off a substantial portion 
of its sunk costs incurred in the project to date, and (ii) allocating substantial new equity and debt 
capital to fund 86 percent of the private investment required to realize the public benefits 
detailed in Section C herein. 
 
As part of the MDP process, NCDC has found this municipal development plan to be in accord 
with the 2013 Plan of Conservation and Development of the City of Norwich in the following 
ways: the plan (i) supports Norwich’s strategic growth initiatives, (ii) reinforces community 
structure within the “West Side” neighborhood, (iii) promotes economic development, (iv) 
promotes livability in the “West Side” neighborhood, and (v) cleans and stabilizes a blighted 
building in the “West Side” neighborhood.     
 
This project also appears to be consistent with the Regional Plan of Conservation and 
Development (Southeastern Connecticut Council of Governments, 2007), specifically Issue #2 
Diversification and Growth of the Regional Economy, as it pertains to the reuse of existing 
structures in regional urban centers (Action #3). 
 
NCDC further finds that the Project is for business purposes as required by the Statute. 
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SECTION B Property Section  
  
Section B-1.  Project Description 
 
In compliance with Section 8-189(a)(1) following information is provided: 

• 3.02 acre parcel area 

• Legal Description – See Appendix 1 

• Site Plan: 
 
 

 
 
 

  

Hampton Project  
154 Salem Turnpike 
Average Daily Traffic 17,900  
(2011, Connecticut Department of Transportation) 
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Section B-2.  Present Condition 
 
In compliance with C.G.S. Section 8-189(a)(2) the following information is provided: 
 
The following details specific incidences of deterioration to the Hampton Projects’ physical 
improvements that occurred during the abandonment period.  More specifically, it compares 
2009 conditions (verified through a report prepared by EMJ Construction and Consultants (“EMJ 
Report” attached as Appendix 2, and submitted by the Developer) with the Developer’s 
statement of 2013 remediation requirements.  The abandonment period encompasses the 
cessation of construction by the prior developer, the foreclosure process, the ensuing vandalism 
and weather related deterioration.  
 

i. Clearing & grubbing operations:   

• 2009: See EMJ Report 

• 2013: all work to be re-performed as a result of weather/time. 
 

ii. Sitework / Excavation:  

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Excavation for electrical wiring to be re-performed as a result of vandalism; 
o Swimming pool may require excavation to remediate damage resulting from weather 

and vandalism. 
 

iii. Site Utilities:  

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Force main lift station to be replaced and/or rehabilitated as a result of weather and 

vandalism damage 
o Underground construction power requires extensive rehabilitation as a result of 

vandalism 
 

iv. Concrete: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Transformer and transformer pad to be replaced as a result of vandalism 
o Pool and spa concrete work to be remediated as a result of weather damage 
 

v. Metals 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Stairwell metals to be remediated as a result of vandalism 
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vi. Masonry: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Brick veneer work to be remediated as a result of weather and vandalism 
o Exterior Finish Insulation System to be remediated as a result of weather 

 
vii. Carpentry: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Elevation and cornice plywood sheathing, to be remediated for weather damage 
o Cornice plywood sheathing to be remediated for weather damage 
o Metal partitions to be remediated for vandalism damage 
o Gypsum board, to be remediated for vandalism and weather damage 
o Electric and Plywood backer boards to be remediated for vandalism damage 
o Fire drops to be remediated for vandalism damage 
o Mechanical risers to be remediated for vandalism damage 
o Gypsum board materials stolen or damaged by weather exposure 
o Roof and parapet plywood to be replaced as a result of weather exposure 

 
viii. Doors/Windows: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Windows and roof hatch to be replaced as a result of vandalism 
o Aluminum and glass storefronts to be replaced as a result of vandalism 
o Metal door frames and elevator frames to be remediated / replaced as a result 

of vandalism 
o Roof hatch to be replaced as a result of vandalism. 

 
ix. Elevator: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Piston casings and spring restraints to be replaced or remediated as a result of 

vandalism 

• Elevator controller, doors, cars to be replaced or remediated as a result of time delays 
  

x. Plumbing: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Risers to be replaced/remediated as a result of weather damage and vandalism 
o Storm water drains to be remediated for weather and vandalism damage 
o Tub installations to be remediated and/or replaced due to weather damage and 

vandalism 
o Water piping and installation to be remediated/replaced due to vandalism 
o Water piping and valves need to be replaced and/or remediated as a result of 

vandalism 
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xi. Fire Protection: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Sprinklers to be replaced and/or remediated due to weather damage 

 
xii. Mechanical 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o A/C equipment to be remediated due to weather damage 
o Packaged terminal air conditioning sleeves to be remediated due to weather damage 

and vandalism 
o Ductwork to be replaced and/or remediated for vandalism damage 
o Exhaust risers to be replaced and/or remediated for vandalism damage 
o Ductwork installations to be remediated for vandalism 
o Air handlers to be replaced as a result of vandalism 
o Wall sleeves for guest rooms to be replaced as a result of vandalism 

 
xiii. Electric: 

• 2009: see EMJ Report 

• 2013 work to cure damage: 
o Electrical conduits, and rough-ins to be replaced and/or remediated as a result of 

vandalism 
o Electrical rough-ins to be replaced and/or remediated as a result of vandalism 
o Floor panels and wiring to be replaced and/or remediated as a result of vandalism 
o Light fixtures to be replaced and/or remediated as a result of vandalism 
o Transformers to be replaced as a result of vandalism 
o Floor panel pull boxes to be replaced as a result of vandalism 
o Switch gear to be replaced due to vandalism 
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Section B-3.  Proposed Uses 
 
In compliance with C.G.S. Section 8-189(a)(4) the following information is provided: 
 
Upon completion, the Hampton Project would be a 74,232 square foot hotel property, branded as 
a Hampton Inn.  A Hampton Project also contemplates a small retail outparcel (about 1,800 
square feet), which has not been programmed at this time.   
 
The Hampton Inn hotel would have 113 rooms, 950 square feet of meeting area as well as other 
hotel amenities consistent with Hampton Inn branding standards.  The hotel brand would likely 
be licensed for a period of 20 years.   
 
Hampton Inn is a brand affiliated with Hilton 
Hotels, which possesses 38 million worldwide 
loyalty program members.   
 
The City of Norwich does not currently have a 
Hilton branded hotel property within its 
borders.  A Hilton branded hotel can attract 
tourism related revenues - not currently 
represented in the market - into the City of 
Norwich.  More information on the Hampton 
Project’s anticipated overall impact on the 
Norwich’s tourism sector can be found in 
Section C-7 herein.  
 

 

Property Information 

Hotel Brand: Hampton Inn 

Address: 154 Salem Turnpike 
Norwich  

Rooms 113 

Gross Building Area: 74,232 SF + pad 

Meeting Area: 950 SF 

Parcel Area: 3.02 Acres 

East and North Elevations of the Proposed Hotel in the Hampton Project 
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Section B-4.  Alternatives 
 
In compliance with C.G.S. Section 8-189(a)(4) the following information is provided: 
 
This municipal development plan is the culmination of over one year’s worth of feasibility and 
financial structuring investigations by CTN in conjunction with the Norwich Community 
Development Corporation and the National Development Council.  Alternative financing 
investigations included tax abatements under C.G.S. Section 12-65 in conjunction with Small 
Business Administration’s (“SBA”) 504 financing programs.   
 
After thorough investigation, CTN found that (i) funds were not readily available under the SBA 
504 program, and (ii) SBA program financial structure increased debt service costs and 
undermined the development project’s economic viability.  A letter dated June 21, 2013 detailing 
the Developer’s findings with regard to these investigations can be found in Appendix 5.   
 
NCDC presents this MDP as a reasonable and feasible alternative.  
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SECTION C Public Benefits 
 
In compliance with C.G.S. Section 8-189(a)(12)(A)-(B), (E)-(I) and (14)(A) the following 
information is provided: 
 
Section C-1. Job Creation 
 
CTN estimates the Hampton Project: 
 
1. Would create approximately 250 trade jobs between 16 subcontracts, 15 of which would 

be awarded to firms located in and around the Norwich area.  Upon completion, the 
Hampton Inn hotel is also estimated to employ 34 people for various administrative 
functions including: sales and marketing, engineering, housekeeping, accounting, front 
desk, and administrative duties.  Annual payrolls for full time employees are estimated to 
total $600,000. 
 

2. Would create full time jobs, of which approximately 15 percent are categorized as 
“managerial” positions.  Such positions include: (i) general manager, (ii) sales manager, 
(iii) assistant general manager, (iv) executive houseperson, and (v) director of 
engineering. 
 

3. Would create full time jobs consisting of both salaried and hourly wages.  Employee 
remuneration for salaried positions would be market competitive and include bonus 
potential.  Hourly wages for full time jobs created would, in all cases, be, in excess of 
minimum wage and offer bonus potential.  Moreover, current benefits (for both salaried 
and full time hourly employees) offered by the management company that would be 
retained to oversee these types of positions, typically include, but are not limited to: 
medical, dental, vision, 401(k) (including employer contributions), employee training, 
and other available benefits including, accident, critical care, and supplemental life 
insurance. 

 
Section C-2. Property Tax Benefits 
 
While not the being the primary purpose of this MDP, the Project will provide a benefit to the 
City of Norwich in collection of future real property and personal property taxes.  Refer to 
Section D herein for detailed calculations related to the projected tax increment calculation and 
assessment methodologies.  Tables C-1, C-2, C-3, and C-4 summarize the estimated tax 
collection benefits for the City of Norwich net of annual bond debt service costs.   
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Table C-1.  Cumulative projected future property tax collections, “As Is.” 
 

As-Is Tax Collections 

Tax Collection 
Period 

Real Estate 
Personal 
Property 

Total 

2014 – 2033 $268,782 $- $268,782 

2034 – 2053 $294,584 $- $294,584 

Total $563,366 $- $563,366 

 
Table C-2.   Cumulative projected future property tax collections, “As Completed.” 

 

 As-Completed Tax Collections 

Tax Collection 
Period 

Real Estate, 
net of debt 

service 

Personal 
Property 

Total 

2014 – 2033 $532,639 $380,015 $912,654 

2034 – 2053 $3,667,693 $369,509 $4,037,202 

Total $4,200,332 $749,524 $4,949,856 

  
Table C-3.  Cumulative projected incremental property tax collections. 

 Incremental Tax Collections 

Tax Collection 
Period 

Real Estate, 
net of debt 

service 

Personal 
Property 

Total 

2014 – 2033 $263,857 $380,015 $643,873 

2034 – 2053 $3,373,109 $369,509 $3,742,618 

Total $3,636,966 $749,524 $4,386,490 

 
The increment, which is the difference between property tax collections “as-is” and “as-
completed” can be visually interpreted relative to historical tax collections and future projects in 
Table C-4, below.  Notably, the future calculation methodologies can be found in Section D-1 
herein. 
 
Table C-4.  Projected “As Is” versus “As Completed” Tax Collections 

 

 $-
 $25,000
 $50,000
 $75,000

 $100,000
 $125,000
 $150,000
 $175,000
 $200,000

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

"As Is" Tax Collections "As Completed" Tax Collections, net of TIF PMT
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An important distinction for “as is” tax collections, represented by the blue line in Table C-4 
above, is that prior to 2007, taxes for the unimproved property were less than $5,000 per year.  In 
2007 the property was purchased for a hotel development and construction commenced in that 
year.  Although construction halted in 2009, the property was not reassessed until the 2014 
assessor’s revaluation year.  The assessor’s revaluation process, which will determine value 
based upon current conditions, is currently ongoing.  The analysis assumes that the property 
improvements are not indefinitely sustainable in their current condition, and if not completed, the 
structure would eventually need to be razed.  This analysis estimates that event would occur in 
2017. 
 
Section C-3. Blight Remediation 
 
Norwich has identified blight as an impediment to economic growth, that adversely-impacts the 
quality of life of the City. The City has taken steps to address blight, particularly though Norwich 
City Ordinance Section 7-117, and has defined blight as follows: 

 
Blighted shall mean any building or structure in which there is an extended vacancy and 
in which at least one of the following conditions exist: 

i. It is in a state of continuous disrepair, boarded up, partially destroyed or left 
unreasonably in a state of partial construction. 

ii. It is attracting illegal activity as determined by police department. 
iii. It is a fire hazard as determined by fire marshal or building official. 
iv. It is a factor that is detrimental to neighboring properties or property values as 

determined by the assessor or comptroller 
v. It is a factor creating a substantial and unreasonable interference with the 

reasonable and lawful use and enjoyment of other space within the building or 
other premises within the neighborhood as determined by the city manager or 
assistant city manager or building official or housing inspector. 

 
In its current condition, the damaged property improvements within the Hampton Project 
sufficiently meet most of the above definitions for blight.  

 
For over fifty months, between the first quarter of 2009 and May 2013, the Hampton Project’s 
partially exposed improvements incurred significant weather damage from Hurricane / Storm(s) 
Sandy, Irene and other winter storms and Nor’easters that occurred in that time.  Moreover, 
during that time vandals with specific trade knowledge systematically broke into the property 
and stole materials.  For instance, vandals have been arrested after Norwich Police were notified 
by CTN’s property security; the vandals were caught breaking and entering, deconstructing 
fixtures, and stealing materials such as valuable copper piping.  Such incidences highlight that 
the property current condition as an attractant for vagrancy and a nuisance to public well-being.   

 
Upon completion, these blighted conditions would be remediated and the property would be put 
into working order, conducive for tourism, group, and corporate travel activities.   
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Section C-4. Aesthetic Improvements 
 
Completion of the Hampton Project would significantly improve aesthetics for the Salem 
Turnpike / Route 82, Interstate 395 Exit 80 interchange.  This interchange represents the major 
gateway point of access into historic Downtown Norwich.  Such aesthetic improvements would 
accompany the blight remediation further described above. 

 
Section C-5. Land Value Impact 
 
In Norwich’s 2012 grand list, a limited sample of assessed land values for commercial properties 
within the Hampton Project’s neighborhood vicinity averaged $101,239 per acre.  These 
valuations are illustrated in Table C-5, below. 
 

 

Table C-5.  Neighborhood Land Assessment Matrix 
 

Commercial Property – 
Neighborhood Comparable 

Assessed 
Land Value 

Per Acre 
Zoning

1
 

290 Salem Turnpike $46,506 Planned Commercial (PC) 

224 Salem Turnpike $88,117 PC 

154 Salem Turnpike $91,060 PC 

220 Salem Turnpike $102,229 PC 

10 Laura Boulevard $103,292 PC 

107 Salem Turnpike $131,404 PC 

202 Salem Turnpike $146,067 PC 

Average $101,239 

 
Assessed land values for the Hampton Project’s approximate three acre parcel, prior to the 
property being purchased for a hotel construction project, were less than $25,000.  In 2007, the 
Hampton Projects’ land was reassessed to $275,000, more closely reflecting land values for 
nearby commercial properties.  See Table C-6, below, for the Hampton Project’s historical land 
assessment values.   
 
If the Hampton Project were to remain a vacant – blighted – property, average land values for 
commercial properties in the immediate neighborhood could certainly be impaired.  
 
Conversely, if completed, the Hampton Project could help to increase neighborhood land values.  
For instance, commercial properties are most commonly assessed via the income capitalization 
approach.  If completed, as revenues generated by the Hampton Project stabilize, and as 
improvements depreciate over the useful life of the property, increased property valuations could 
translate into higher land value assessments. 

                                                 
1 The Hampton Project property is currently zoned Planned Commercial (“PC”).  No zoning change is contemplated 

by this MDP.  Moreover, this MDP does not contemplate a subdivision of the parcel.  Therefore, in accordance with 
C.G.S. 8-189(a)(6), the municipal development plan would have no effect on zoning. 
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Table C-6, Historical Assessed Land Values at the Hampton Project 
 

 Grand List 
Period 

Assessed Land 
Value (per acre) 

Assessed 
Land Value 

Mill Rate 

P
re

-C
o

n
st

ru
ct

io
n

 

2000 $6,873 $20,758 34.200 

2001 $7,235 $21,850 35.900 

2002 $7,616 $23,000 36.770 

2003 $7,616 $23,000 25.900 

2004 $7,657 $23,125 27.020 

2005 $7,657 $23,125 28.080 

2006 $8,278 $25,000 28.930 

2007 $8,278 $25,000 29.660 

U
n

co
m

p
le

te
d

 
C

o
n

st
ru

ct
io

n
 

2008 $91,060 $275,000 23.840 

2009 $91,060 $275,000 24.400 

2010 $91,060 $275,000 25.120 

2011 $91,060 $275,000 26.900 

2012 $91,060 $275,000 27.590 

2013 estimate $103,292 $311,942 27.659 

 
This analysis assumes that following the 2013 Norwich property assessment revaluation, as 
governed by C.G.S Chapter 203, land values within the Hampton Project would increase to 
reflect per-acre-assessed-land values for the project’s nearby commercial properties. 
 
As required by C.G.S. Section 8-189(a)(11) a copy of an appraisal of the Project is attached as 
Appendix 3. 
 
Also attached as Appendix 7 is a title report confirming the ownership of the property and all 
encumbrances to title. 
 
Section C-6. Standard of Living 
 
Completing the construction of a highly visible property, located directly off an interstate 
highway interchange with daily traffic counts exceeding 17,900, can be expected to indirectly 
benefit the City as a whole.  For instance, Hampton Project can be expected to reduce incidences 
of vagrancy, improve property tax collections for the City, and sustain overall land values in the 
immediate neighborhood.  Moreover, the Hampton Project would create full and part time jobs 
as well as trade job opportunities and the project would induce new lodging and tourism 
activities into the market.   
 
Additionally, the decision for this development plan would likely create a momentum for future 
economic development activities. It should be noted, however, that this Hampton Project is 
generally a Project plan, meaning it is a property specific plan rather than a more comprehensive 
development district proposal.  Accordingly, the Hampton Project cannot be expected to have the 
same overall magnitude for standard of living impact as a comprehensive redevelopment district.   
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Section C-7. City Competitiveness Impact 
 
The Project can be expected to have a positive impact on Norwich’s travel and leisure industry as 
a stopover for the business or leisure traveler.  From the vantage point of a travel and leisure 
consumer, newer (or recently upgraded) hotels can often be considered as the more attractive of 
the lodging alternatives available to that consumer.  Accordingly, data compiled by Smith Travel 
& Research (as of March, 2011), and provided to NCDC by the Developer, indicated that the 
City of Norwich had the oldest hotel inventory when compared with a sample of nearby 
communities.  As an illustration, Table C-7 below provides the weighted average opening dates 
for hotel stock in nearby towns and cities.  Further, Table C-8 provides specific measures of the 
overall hotel stock within each city and town. 
 
Table C-7, Weighted Average Opening Date (by City/Town) 

 
 

Table C-8, Hotel Stock Measurements by City/Town 
 

City / Town 
Weighted Avg. 
Opening Date 

Weighted 
Avg. Age 
(in Years) 

Total 
Rooms in 
Market 

Avg. 
Hotel Size 
in Market 

Niantic Mar 2003 10.8 420 70 

Uncasville (Montville) Nov 2002 11.1 1,601 400 

North Stonington May 2001 12.6 391 98 

Ledyard Oct 1999 14.2 2,241 560 

Groton Oct 1993 20.2 1,306 93 

Mystic (Stonington & Groton) Nov 1986 27.1 1,277 98 

Norwich Apr 1986 27.7 497 99 

Average Sep 1996 17.3 7,733 155 

 
Based on the above information, the Hampton Project’s development plan may increase the City 
of Norwich’s competitiveness, generally, by (i) decreasing the relative age of overall hotel stock 
in Norwich, (ii) introducing a market-leading brand into the Norwich hotel stock, and (iii) more 
generally, incrementally supporting historic Downtown Norwich’s competitive position as a 
travel and leisure alternative relative to nearby cities and towns. For instance, consumers 

Aug 1976
May 1979
Feb 1982
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sensitive to “hotel age” as their decision factor might choose to stay in Norwich rather than in 
another nearby community. 
 
As an example, the travel website Trip Advisor (tripadvisor.com) monitors satisfaction ratings 
for hotel guest experiences.  Consumers are able to evaluate their lodging choices using these 
satisfaction metrics from a desktop computer, tablet, or smartphone.  This means that consumers 
can make lodging choices while in transit. As an example, a 164-room Hilton branded hotel 
property, constructed in 2007, is located in Preston, Connecticut, 11 miles from the Hampton 
Project. 
 
That Hilton branded hotel currently shows a 94 percent customer satisfaction ranking.  With 
increased alternatives, if a potential customer were to evaluate lodging choices based upon 
satisfaction ranking, for instance, that potential customer might choose Norwich over Preston if a 
satisfactory option was available.” 
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SECTION D Tax Increment and Assessment 
 
Information provided in this Section is based upon information provided by CTN. 
 
Section D-1. Tax Increment Calculations 
 
Note: all property tax calculations in Section D-2 are based upon the City of Norwich’s 2012 
grand list millage rate, or “Mill” rate, estimated here as 27.590.   
 
1) “As Is” Assessment 
 

On December 2, 2013 the Connecticut Superior Court issued an order affirming the 
current fair market value of the property to be $1.3 million.  Notably, in revaluation 
years, assessment appeals for commercial properties can be automatically waived to the 
Superior Court for mediation. This plan estimates the resulting “As Is” assessed property 
value as $910,000 effective October 1, 2013. As a vacated property, in 2012, the subject 
property did not own personal property and therefore did not incur personal property tax 
payments.  Accordingly, total property tax collection estimates, effective October 1, 
2013, are calculated as follows: 
 
($910,000 ÷ 1,000 × 27.590)  =  $25,107 

 
2) “As Completed” Assessment 
 

a) Real Property.  C.G.S Section 12-63 affirms the income valuation assessment 
methodology is an appropriate calculation methodology for commercial properties, 
such as hotels.  The Assessor’s Office determines calculation inputs underlying 
income valuation assessments based upon market conditions.  Table D-4, below, 
illustrates the Hampton Project’s comparable property tax bills, which are based upon 
assessments from current market conditions.  For the 2012 grand list, real property 
tax bills for this set averaged $160,370. 

 
Table D-3, 2012 Grand List Real Property Tax Bills (Excluding Subject) 
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Upon stabilization, as illustrated in Table D-5, the Hampton Project is estimated to 
generate $169,679 in real property taxes.  The Hampton Project is estimated to achieve 
‘stabilization’ within five years of beginning operations.  Accordingly, the Hampton 
Project’s estimated projected stabilized real property tax bill reflects less than a 1.0 
percent compound annual growth rate relative to the current average tax bill for 
comparable hotels.  Table D-4 illustrates stabilized real property tax bills for the 
Hampton Project relative to current tax bills for comparable properties. 

 
Table D-4, 2012 Grand List Real Property Tax Bills (Including Subject) 

 

 
 
Real property tax calculation methodologies based upon a $6.15 million assessed 
value, stabilized, are as follows: 
 
($6,150,000 ÷ 1,000 × 27.590)  =  $169,679 
 

b) Personal Property. Cost budget estimates for the Hampton Project provide for certain 
personal property expenditures such as furniture, fixtures, operating systems, and 
other equipment.  The average useful life for personal property typically ranges 
between three to seven years. When allowing for ongoing personal property 
purchases to service hotel operations, this study calculates that the Hampton Project 
personal property tax payments would average $18,281.  Based on that estimate, the 
study assumes, on average, personal property depreciation would be 47 percent 
during the average useful life of the real property.  Calculation methodologies are as 
follows: 

 
Years 1 – 10: ($1,408,000 ÷ 1,000 × 27.590 × 0.556)  =  $21,595 
Years 1 – 40:  ($1,408,400 ÷ 1,000 × 27.590 × 0.470)  =  $18,281 
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Table D-5, Property Tax Increment Calculation 
 

Real Property Tax Increment Projections 

Address 

Land 
FMVa 

ASSESSED LAND IMPROVEMENT 
Assessment  

Total 
Tax 

Payment 
Mill 

Rateb 
Overall
Land  

Assessed 
per 
acre 

Improvement 
FMV1 

Improvement  

Assessed 

"As is"  $445,631  $311,942 $103,292 $854,369 $598,058  $910,000   $25,107  27.590 

"As Completed"   

   Real   $445,631  $311,942 $103,292 $8,340,083 $5,838,058  $6,150,000   $169,679  27.590 

   Personal   $-  $- $- $1,118,159 $782,711  $782,711   $21,595  27.590 

Increment  $-  $- $- $8,603,873 $6,022,711  $6,022,711   $166,167    

Table D-5 Notes: 
a) “FMV” = fair market value 
b) “Mill Rate” reflects 2012 grand list tax rates  

 
3) Increment 

 
Legal agreements between the City of Norwich and the Hampton Project, such as an 
interlocal agreement, would stipulate that base (e.g., “As Is”) taxes would be netted out of 
projected (e.g., “As Completed”) tax collections in order to determine increment.  Table 

D-5, above, summarizes the assumptions underlying the Hampton Project calculated tax 
increment. 
 
The Hampton Project stabilized tax increment is calculated as follows: 
 
($169,679 + $21,595) - $25,107)  =  $166,167 
 

 
Section D-2.  Project Financing Plan 
 
In compliance with C.G.S. Section 8-189(a)(8) the following information is provided on the 
anticipated financing for the Project: 
 
Legal agreements between the City of Norwich and CTN would stipulate that up to $140,000 of 
the tax increment created by the project would be allocated to service debt payments for a bond 
floated to fund a portion of the costs outlined in Section E-1, below.   
 
Table D-6, below, illustrates annual debt service payments for the bond and corresponding 
coverage ratios relative to tax revenues created by the Hampton Project.  Over the outstanding 
life of the bond, the Project is estimated to generate 133 percent more in tax revenues than in 
debt service payments.  A 133 percent debt service coverage ratio demonstrates the Project’s 
ability to service future debt obligations.  Moreover that portion of the increment allocated to 
cover debt service payments reflects 75 percent of the total property tax revenues to be generated 
by the Hampton Project.  
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As can be noted in Table D-6, below, the Hampton Project would allocate $2.8 million in future 
tax revenues generated by the project to fund $1.3 million in damage remediation costs, as 
detailed in Section E-1.  The proceeds of the TIF bond would represent 9 percent of the total 
required investment for the Hampton Project.   
 
Table D-6, Debt Service Coverage 
 

Bond Year 
Ending 

Net Annual 
Debt Service 

All Property 
Tax Revenues 

Property Tax 
Increment 

Debt Service 
Allocation Coverage  

9/14 "As Is" $0  $25,107  $0.00  - - 

9/30/14 $140,000  $165,357  $140,250  85% 118% 

9/30/15 $140,000  $170,157  $145,050  82% 122% 

9/30/16 $140,000  $169,402  $144,295  83% 121% 

9/30/17 $140,000  $168,703  $143,596  83% 121% 

9/30/18 $140,000  $182,935  $157,828  77% 131% 

9/30/19 $140,000  $182,380  $157,273  77% 130% 

9/30/20 $140,000  $185,539  $160,432  75% 133% 

9/30/21 $140,000  $184,896  $159,789  76% 132% 

9/30/22 $140,000  $184,307  $159,200  76% 132% 

9/30/23 $140,000  $191,832  $166,725  73% 137% 

9/30/24 $140,000  $191,363  $166,256  73% 137% 

9/30/25 $140,000  $190,940  $165,833  73% 136% 

9/30/26 $140,000  $190,562  $165,455  73% 136% 

9/30/27 $140,000  $194,872  $169,765  72% 139% 

9/30/28 $140,000  $192,555  $167,448  73% 138% 

9/30/29 $140,000  $192,071  $166,964  73% 137% 

9/30/30 $140,000  $191,633  $166,526  73% 137% 

9/30/31 $140,000  $191,241  $166,134  73% 137% 

9/30/32 $140,000  $195,623  $170,516  72% 140% 

9/30/33 $140,000  $196,284  $171,177  71% 140% 
  

   
  

Total / 
Average 

$2,800,000 $3,737,761 $3,210,514 75% 133% 
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SECTION E Municipal Development Plan Process 
 
Section E-1. Tax Increment Financing – Uses of Funds 
 
After extensive investigation of the Project and CTN’s projections, the National Development 
Corporation, a third party consultant retained on behalf of NCDC, found that but for Public 
Participation, the project is not financeable through typical financing programs and incentives. 
The reason is that the remediation and completion costs exceed the property’s value as a 
completed hotel.  More specifically, general contract budget estimates that were provided to 
CTN by its general contractor for the project indicate completion costs have increased by $2.96 
million, or 115 percent between April 2011 and December 2013.  Table E-1, below, details 
general contract budget estimates at the start and finish of the title-clearing process that occurred 
in that time frame. 
 
The increased cost for curing this damage, detailed in Table E-1, represents the incremental 
infrastructure costs incurred during the property’s legal title-clearing process.  It is the cost of 
curing the incremental depreciation caused by weather and vandalism damage.  Notably, general 
contract budget estimates will continue to increase over time as a result of ongoing weather 
damage.  
 
Table E-1, Sources and Uses – Damage Remediation  
 

Projected Sources and Uses 

Incremental Infrastructure – Uses Amount % 

General Contract Budget Estimate [12/3/13] $5,545,233 - 

General Contract Budget Estimate [4/15/11] $2,581,280 - 

Incremental Cost Increase  $2,963,953  115% 

  

Incremental Infrastructure – Sources 
Developer Participation [Equity] $1,060,953 36% 

City of Norwich Participation [Tax Increment Bond]  $1,278,000 43% 

Connecticut, State Participation [Loans, Grants, Exemptions] $625,000 21% 

Total Participation $2,963,953 100% 

 
To remediate this $3.0 million cost increase and complete the abandoned construction project, 
while also remediating blight and providing additional community benefits, significant new 
project equity capital is required.  
 
The tax increment financing would therefore fund 43 percent of the incremental infrastructure 
costs.  Additionally it is anticipated that CTN would contribute 36 percent of the capital required 
to remediate the incremental damage while Connecticut’s Small Business Express programs 
would fulfill the remaining economic gap.   
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Section E-2.  Hampton Project Financing – Sources and Uses of Funds 
 
Per information provided by the Developer, total project costs for the Hampton Project, inclusive 
of damage remediation costs (as detailed in Section E-1) and developer sunk cost “write-offs,” 
are anticipated to be $13,415,490.  Sources and uses for the project’s overall capitalization are 
illustrated in Tables E-2 and E-3, below.  Bond proceeds from tax increment financing would 
represent 9 percent of total project costs.  Small Business Express and other state programs 
would represent 5 percent of total project costs.  The remainder of capital commitments would be 
sourced and contributed by CTN. 
 
Table E-2, Hampton Project – Total Sources of Funds 

 
* Construction loan proceeds represent non-recourse financing loan commitment as previously secured by the 
developer. 

 

Table E-3, Hampton Project – Total Uses of Funds 
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Section E-3.  Tax Increment Bond – Legal Commitments 
 
CTN has committed that the Hampton Project will not require planning grants, special planning 
grants, development grants, or special development grants other than as contemplated by C.G.S. 
Chapter 132.  No additional land would be needed nor be acquired for the Hampton Project.   
 
Upon public review and the City Council’s adoption of the of this municipal development plan, 
CTN would enter into negotiations for the issuance of bond documents in accordance with 
C.G.S. Section 8-192.  Such documents might include, but would not be limited to, an interlocal 
agreement (as referenced in Section D herein), a bond indenture agreement, trustee agreements, 
and other agreements as may be required. 
 
Terms and provisions of the bond documents would stipulate the bonds be secured solely by a 
portion of the tax increment.   
 
The tax increment bonds shall be special obligations of the City payable solely by the tax 
increment.  Neither the faith and credit nor the taxing power of the City, the State of 
Connecticut or any subdivision thereof, is or shall be pledged to the repayment of the 
principal or interest on the tax increment bonds other than the tax increment.  No owner of 
any bond shall have the right to compel any exercise by the City of its taxing power (other than 
its power to levy, charge or collect the tax increment) to pay the principal of or interest on the tax 
increment bonds.  The tax increment bonds shall not constitute a charge, lien or encumbrance, 
legal or equitable, upon any property of the City except the tax increment. 
 
It is intended that the bond shall be sold as a single issuance via private placement to an 
accredited investor in accordance with all federal, state, and local legal requirements.   
 
Finally, to ensure construction completion, the bond agreements shall stipulate that the bond 
shall not be sold, and capital contributions therefrom withheld, until after certificates of 
occupancy are issued for the completed hotel property located within the Hampton Project. 
 
Section E-4.  Administrative Plan 
 
Development Agency 

 
On December 16, 2013 the Norwich City Council appointed the Norwich Community 
Development Corporation (the “NCDC”) as the Development Agency, in accordance with 
C.G.S. Section 8-188, for the proposed Hampton Project. 
 
After a period of investigation and review and as directed by the Norwich City Council, NCDC 
has undertaken such procedures as are necessary to present this document for public 
consideration.  In order to (i) minimize the NCDC’s out of pocket expenses incurred in the plan 
creation process, and (ii) enable the NCDC to continue to work on other matters pressing for the 
City of Norwich’s economic development efforts, the NCDC incorporated a draft municipal 
development plan, provided to it by Winston Hospitality on December 6, 2013, into the plan 
presented here.  
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Further, on January 6, 2014 the Norwich City Council authorized NCDC to begin actively 
working on the development of a Municipal Development Plan (MDP) for the Hampton Project. 
 

About NCDC: 
 
The Norwich Community Development Corporation (“NCDC”), is a Connecticut-based 
501(c)(3) non-profit formed in 1963. NCDC is led by business and civic leaders, has over 
fifty years of experience in creating opportunities for business.  NCDC has been 
responsible for a number of development initiatives in Norwich including the creation of 
over 45 business locations and 2,300 jobs in the Stanley Israelite Business Park; the 
Mercantile Exchange building – a 100,000 square foot class A office building and the 
Norwich Superior Courthouse – both constructed in the heart of historic downtown 
Norwich.  
 
In addition, NCDC was instrumental in securing and managing funding for both the 
newly renovated Otis Library and the Norwich Marina.  NCDC is proud of its reputation 
for being active in developing relationships and collaborating with the City for the 
betterment of Norwich and for partnering with the City and Norwich Public Utilities to 
create a place where businesses grow and thrive. 
 
Information about NCDC board of directors, officers, and staff can be found at 
askncdc.com/about/bod_staff.shtml  

 
Hampton Project Owner, Developer, Manager 

 

The Hampton Project is currently owned by CTN an affiliate of Winston Hospitality, 
Inc., of Raleigh, North Carolina, the developer and hotel manager for the Hampton 
Project.  Winston Hospitality, Inc., was originally founded in 1991 by Robert W. 
Winston. The Company was created on Mr. Winston's philosophy that a hotel 
management company's vision should be aligned with ownership values and 
expectations, focusing on long-term success through providing excellent customer service 
and high quality accommodations.   
 
Additional details about Winston Hospitality, Inc., including properties owned and 
managed as well as its ownership track record can be found in Appendix 6 and at 
winstonhospitality.com. 
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Conclusion 
 
NCDC, with information as provided by the Developer, has submitted this MDP as the 
development agency appointed by the City of Norwich.  As noted in the Executive Summary 
section of this MDP, certain information and findings require by C.G.S. Section 8-189 have not 
been provided because they are not applicable to this MDP because it is specific as to a single 
project.  These subsections of C.G.S. Section 8-189 are as follows: 

(a)(5) types and locations of streets, sidewalks and other utilities and proposed site 
improvements.    

This Project will not create new streets.  Any sidewalks or utility connections are show on the 
approved site plan for the Project, which may be revised in the event that the same is required in 
the construction process. All public infrastructure needed to enable this development has been 
installed, or is available for this project. 

(a)(6) present and proposed zoning and subdivision status.   

The property is zoned as Planned Commercial (“PC”).  
 
(a)(7) a plan for relocating project-area occupants 

There are no current occupants.  



Hampton Project Municipal Development Plan | 2.18.2014 | Page 25 

APPENDICES 
 

Appendix 1 Project Legal Description 
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Appendix 3 Appraisal Completed for Connecticut Superior Court on January 18, 2013 
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Appendix 5 Letter: Alternative Financing Investigation Findings as of June 21, 2013 
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HAMPTON INNS & SUITES
154 SALEM TKPE.

NORWICH, CONNECTICUT

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

The project will consist of the con$truction of a six-story hotel on a 4.5 acre site adjacent

to Interstate 395 and Salem Tkpe. (CT Rt. 82). The hotel will have 113 rooms. Surface parking

for 132 vehicles, including five designated handicap spaces, will be provided for the proposed

building.

The proposed hotel will be a masonry bearing wall structure with concrete plank floors

and roof. Exterior closure will consist of brick veneer and EFIS with metal stud back up.

All utilities for the site will be provided by the City of Norwich, with exception of telephone

by AT&T, and cable TV by ComCast.

Heating and cooling for the guest rooms will be by PTAC units. The common areas and

the lobby will be heated and cooled by split system equipment. A standby generator will be

installed to supply emergency power.

Finishes, plumbing, fire protection and mechanical systems have not been defined.
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GENERAL PROJECT DATA

PRA At Norwich LLC

PRA Development & Management Corp.

Leonard Ciccotello

CLA Engineering, Inc.
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TWENTY-FOURTH SITE OBSERVATION, December 11,2009, by John Cason

Our twenty-fourth site observation was made on December 11, 2009, at the request of

the Developer on behalf of the Lender.

It was overcast during our site observation with a temperature of approximately 50° F.

DOCUMENTS RECEIVED

1. Application for Payment No. 24 corrected to No. 25 for the period to 11/30109, not signed

by the Architect of Record

DOCUMENTS NOTRECEWED

1. All city, county, state and federal approvals

2. All agreements for design and construction services

3. Geotechnical soil report

4. Property survey

5. Lien waivers

STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION

GENERAL CONDITIONS

The General Contractor has an operational site trailer with provisions for electric,

telephone and meetings.
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DEMOLITION

All existing structures have been removed.

CLEARING AND GRUBBING

Clearing and grubbing operations are complete.

SITEWORK/EXCAVATION.

The site has been excavated to sUbgrade. Topsoil and organics have been removed for

the pad and site entry. Excavation for the foundation and column piers is complete. Trenching

and compacted cover for electrical/plumbing feeds and undergrounds have been completed.

Clearing and stockpiling of topsoil have been completed. Excavation for water, storm, sewer

and electric is complete and backfilled. Trenching and backfill for gas service has been

completed by the local utility. All utility trenching and backfill is now complete. Porte cochere

column footing excavation and backfill operations have been completed. Excavation for the

swimming pool has been completed. The entry road has been paved and stripped to within

approximately 75' of the site. The municipal township has installed a stop light at the Salem

Turnpike entry to the hotel. The hotel access and footprint area have received a crushed stone

base.

SITE UTILITIES

All three galleries for storm water management have been placed below finished grade.

All concrete structures and laterals for storm and sanitary have been installed. The force main

lift station structure has been set in place below grade. Construction power has now been

placed underground to a metered distribution panel on the first floor. Site fire protection

materials have been delivered. Utilities for sewer, water/fire protection, gas and electric are to

the building. Fire protection and water share the same line and will be wet tapped. The new

sanitary sewer main from the building is in place, but has not yet been connected to the street

service. The existing fire hydrant, which was located in the path of the new entry road to the
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hotel, has been relocated. The new fire hydrant is located and connected to the new water line

on site. All utilities for the hotel are now in place and tied in.

CONCRETE

Concrete footings for grade beams, columns and elevators have been poured. The

stone base for the slab-on-grade has been placed and compacted. The slab-on-grade has

been poured. Concrete columns and reinforced slabs are complete to the roof. The

transformer pad has been installed. The elevator shaft openings are to the roof. Post tension

concrete planks are in place for the 2nd through 5th floors. The concrete frame of the building is

complete. Concrete footings for the porte cochere entry are poured. Concrete curbing pours

are in progress at the entry to the site. Concrete work at the pool and spa walkway area has

been poured. Gunite spray for the pool and whirlpool has been completed. Building concrete

work appears to have been completed.

MASONRY

Construction of the split face block retaining wall has been completed on the north facing

side of the property. EIFS foam board installation is complete with sheathing and undercoating.

All brick veneer work for the building is complete. The brick base installation for the swimming

pool enclosure is complete. EFIS has been installed on the building facades, pilasters and entry

columns. The stone base for the hotel entry is in place. EFIS work appears to be completed.

'porte cache' canopy masonry columns are installed. Brick work for the west elevation of the

pool enclosure is installed.

METALS

Rebar column cages that were fabricated have been connected to the slabs and poured

with the floor decks. The elevator shaft is framed. Post tension cables were pulled as the pours

are ready. Both metal stairs are to the roof. Metal stair railings are installed. The structural
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system and miscellaneous iron installation has been completed. Steel framing for the 'porte

cache' has been erected.

CARPENTRY

Exterior sheathing is installed at all elevations. Tyvec sheeting is fastened to the

building exterior. Perimeter heavy gauge metal stud framing is in place to the roof. The

plywood sheathing for the cornice is installed. Metal partition installation for guest rooms and

corridors is complete. Gypsum board installation, taping and spackling are complete in the

electric room, rated shafts and above ceiling line. Electric backer board has been installed.

Plywood backboard for bathroom fixtures and medicine cabinet support is installed. Taping and

the first coat of compound are in progress. Elevator shaft panels are installed. Bathroom

cement wall board has been installed. Ceiling furring at the guest room and corridors is

installed. Gypsum board with the first coat of compound is in progress at the corridor side of the

bathrooms. The 1st floor lobby/reception area partition work has started. Gypsum board rated

fire drops above the ceiling lines for the guest floors have been installed. Installation of gypsum

board is continuing. The rated shafts for the guest room mechanical risers are installed with the

drops to the 1st floor. Gypsum board installation at the guest rooms has started on the 5th and

6th floors. Gypsum board has been distributed to all floors in preparation for installation.

Horizontal metal furring has been installed on the corridor and guest room partitions on the 2nd

through 6th floors. Gypsum board was being installed on the 1st floor at the time of the

inspection.

DOORSIWINDOWS

All windows on the 2nd through 6th floors are installed. The 1st floor aluminum and glass

storefronts are installed. Hollow metal frames are on site and installed at the service entries,

electric room and communication closets. Elevator door frames have been delivered.
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Roofing and cornice work has been completed. Insulation work has been installed at

perimeter walls.

ELEVATOR

The elevator piston casings and spring restraints are installed in the 1st floor pit.

Elevator equipment is on site. Elevator controller and doors are stored on site.

PLUMBING

Installation of the underground piping for storm and sanitary below the 1st floor pad is

completed. Plumbing undergrounds are installed below the 1st floor slab. Risers for storm,

sanitary, fire protection and water as well as rough-ins are in to the 6th floor. Storm water drains

are in place on the roof. Roughs for water and sanitary are installed to the 6th floor. Tub

installation is complete. Pool area plumbing has been installed. Roof drains and mains are

installed. Water piping for the guest rooms is insulated. The gas main to the building has been

installed at the exterior of the hotel.

FIRE PROTECTION

Standpipe, sprinkler mains, branches and heads are installed to the 6th floor. Fire alarm

wi.l:i.r:lg~i.s~l:O~ug.b.e~d~iD~to.r:Jb.e~.u.e$J~moJ:D~fhoJ:s ..~Eir:e~p.atcb~l1as~b~ee.o~insJalLed~at~tb~e~sJaod~lp~e~~~~~

floor penetrations.

MECHANICAL

A/C equipment has been brought to the site. PTAC sleeves are installed. PTAC

enclosures are on site. Compressors are installed. Ductwork for make up air and guest room

bathroom exhaust is now installed. Roof curbs are installed and ready for equipment. The alc

package unit has been set in place on the roof and tied into the distribution main. Guest room
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exhaust risers are installed. Ductwork materials are on site with installation in progress. The

laundry chute is installed to the 1st floor laundry room location. Rooftop exhaust fan hoods are

on site and installation has started. The installation of ductwork is continuing. Air handlers are

on site. Trane units are on site. The corridor supply ductwork insulation is proceeding with the

installation.

ELECTRIC

Electrical conduits are installed from the main electric closet to electrical closet locations

within the building. Telephone and electrical conduits from the property line have been brought

to the building utility locations. Electrical through-slab conduits are installed in the 1st floor slab

with through-slab sleeves being set with the formwork for the post tension floor slabs. Below­

slab transformer secondaries are to the building energized electric equipment on the 1st floor.

This service is in use for construction. Electric rough-ins for power and lighting are installed in

all guest rooms. Housekeeping outlet rough-ins are in all corridors. Floor panels are in and

wiring is in progress. Low voltage work is being installed with the electric work. Lighting fixtures

are being delivered to the site. Recessed light frames and drops are installed above the ceiling

line for the guest rooms. Termination back boxes are installed with the rough-ins. Fluorescent

light fixtures have been installed for the utility closets. The transformers are installed and the

building is now on permanent power. Floor panel pull boxes are installed.

PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

The project is staffed with a full time project superintendent, Mr. Wayne Pack, who is

supervising the trades and coordinating paper work and submittals.

BUDGET CHANGES

The Borrower has advised that the schedule of values has been revised based on

subcontractor buyouts: The construction budget total has not changed.
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1.

4.

3.

5.

2.

Concrete was $2,165,035, is now $2,219,000, resulting in an increase of

$125,965.

Structural Steel was $80,000, is now $120,000, resulting in an increase of $

40,000.

Millwork was $165,000, has been decreased to $150,000 resulting in a

savings of $15,000

Sheathing/GWB & ACT was $1,125,000, has been decreased to $1,100,00,

resulting in a savings of $25,000

Windows were $84,965, are now $89,000, resulting in an increase of

$4,035.

6. Doors were $265,000 have been decreased to $245,000, resulting in a

savings of $20,000.

7. Aluminum storefront was $75,000, has been decreased to $65,000,

resulting in a savings of $10,000.

8. Ceramic tile was $250,000, has been decreased to $225,000, resulting in a

savings of $25,000.

9. Painting and wallcover was $145,000, has been decreased to $130,000,

resulting in a savings of $15,000.

10. Elevators and Laundry chutes was $175,000, has been decreased to

$165,000, resulting in a savings of $10,000.

11. Pools and Spa were $50,000, have been decreased to $45,000, resulting in

a savings of $5,000.

12. Landscaping ana Irrigation were $7U;nnO~nave 5ee-n aecreasecrto $~6D~OUO,

resulting in a savings of $1 0,000.

CONTINGENCY STATUS

There is a hard cost contingency in the amount of $300,000 identified in the hard cost

budget. The Borrower has requested contingency funding to date in the amount of $180,000.
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CHANGE ORDERS

No change orders were presented at the time of this site visit.

SCHEDULE

The project reportedly began in May of 2007. The project superintendent anticipated a

15-month schedule to complete the project. Weather delays have now extended the completion

of the project. The project is progressing much slower than normal. Work activity has

decreased substantially. The Borrower advised that mechanic liens in place are responsible for

this. The final completion date of the project cannot be estimated based on the slow progress

that has occurred to date.

ADJUSTMENTS/COMMENTS TO APPLICATION FOR PAYMENT

Adjusted for work in place.

The overall percent complete based on the revised schedule of values does not

represent the project percent completion to date.

EMJ'S BUDGET REVIEW

The Lender requested that EMJ prepare a cost-to-complete estimate for this project. On

~~~I(;)eGeml3er~ I ~QQ.9~sM.J~j:@GllJ@sted~tl:1e~latesLsu bcol:1tr:actoJ:J:e.qujsLtiQtlS~toJ~c.IDLe t~[a=d"",e-=s~a".,Dd>d~~~~~

subcontracts for the balance of the trades from the Developer's Construction Manager Richard

Astrel. None of the requested information has been received to date.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Based on our twenty-fourth site observation of December 11, 2009, we estimate the

project to be approximately 81 % complete. We recommend an advance for this period of

$59,446.61. This amount does not take into consideration any land advances or soft costs;

however, retainage on subcontractors is considered.

Recapitulation:

Original Hard Construction Costs

Change Orders

Current Hard Construction Costs

Total Completed and Stored to Date

7.5 %Retainage

Total Earned Less Retainage

Less Previous Advances

Value of Current Work in Place Recommended

Remaining Hard Cost Available for Completion plus Retainage

$10,500,000.00

$ 0.00

$10,500,000.00

$ 8,511,913.60

$ 638,393.52

$ 7,873,520.08

$ 7,814,073.47

$ 59,446.61

$ 2,626,479.92

Material and workmanship observed at the project, to date, are of reasonable quality and

conform, in general, with approved plans. There has been no request for payment of materials

stored off-site included with this requisition.

Since we have no control over the cost of labor, materials or scheduling, our opinion is

an estimate and is not to be construed as a guarantee.
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This site observation report is intended for the sole benefit of The Bank of Smithtown, its

agents and employees. The Consultant shall have no obligation to the Owner and/or Developer

or any agents thereof. In addition, this report is in no way intended for any utilization, reliance or

otherwise, by the Owner and/or Developer or any agents thereof.

EMJ CONSTRUCTION CONSULTANTS NA, INC.

OJL, e~~~ 'v'!
~ Casson

Senior Project Consultant
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February 20, 2013 
 
 
 
Mr. Robert W. Winston, III 
Winston Hospitality, Inc. 
d/b/a CT Norwich, LLC 
3701 National Drive, Suite 120 
Raleigh, NC 27612 
 
 

Re: Proposed Hampton Inn & Suites 
154 Salem Turnpike 
Norwich, Connecticut 

 
 
Dear Mr. Winston: 
 
Per your authorization, we have estimated the as-is market value of the above referenced asset as 
of January 18, 2013, coincident with the date of the last physical inspection of the property. The 
interest appraised is the fee simple estate. It is our understanding that this appraisal report is being 
prepared for foreclosure proceedings.  A copy of the letter of authorization is included in the 
Addenda to this appraisal report as Exhibit A. 
 
As you requested, this report is in self-contained format. The Scope of Work includes any 
necessary data and analysis in support of the assignment results with a thorough presentation of 
the relevant data, analysis, and conclusions using the Sales Comparison and Income 
Capitalization Approaches to value to produce credible results. Further, the results and analysis 
are fully described rather than summarized. This report satisfies appropriate federal, state and 
industry (USPAP) standards. 
 
The appraised property consists of a 3.059-acre site in the town of Norwich, Connecticut.  The site 
is slated to be improved with a 113-room Hampton Inn & Suites.  While the property owner, PRA at 
Norwich LLC, began construction on the hotel in 2007. Major work reportedly ceased on the project 
in 2008 with some work extended into 2010 leaving the improvements only partially complete.  The 
improvements consist of a partially complete structure with the majority of the exterior complete 
and many of the windows installed.  However, given the extent of time that the shell building has 
been exposed to the elements even the integrity of the exterior finishes would be questionable.  
We were also unable to fully inspect the interior of the facility or the roof.  The building inspector 
indicated that there was vandalism to the interior improvements. If completed as proposed the 
improvements will include 72,758 square feet of gross building area.  
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Mr. Robert W. Winston, III Page 2  February 20, 2013
 
 
The basic assumptions and limiting conditions on which our valuation is based are detailed within 
the body of this report.  These include all assumptions regarding environmental conditions and the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. 
 
In our opinion, the market value of the fee simple interest, as of January 18, 2013, is best 
represented by the following amount: 
 

ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
$1,200,000 

 
The appraisal report and Addenda that follows set forth in self-contained form pertinent data and 
analyses leading to the conclusions presented. 
 
      Very truly yours, 

 
 

 
William E Kane, Jr., MAI 
License No. RCG.0000318 

 
  



 

 
WELLSPEAK DUGAS & KANE 

 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 PAGE 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................................................... 1 

VALUATION SUMMARY .................................................................................................................. 2 

PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY .......................................................................... 4 

MARKET ANALYSIS ........................................................................................................................ 8 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION ........................................................................................................... 19 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE ............................................................................................................. 24 

VALUATION PROCEDURES ......................................................................................................... 26 

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH ............................................................................................. 28 

INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH ...................................................................................... 43 

RECONCILIATION AND FINAL VALUE ESTIMATE ..................................................................... 54 

CERTIFICATION ............................................................................................................................. 55 

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS ............................................................................. 56 

PROFESSIONAL RESUME OF THE APPRAISER ........................................................................ 58 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS ................................................................................................................. 59 

ADDENDA ....................................................................................................................................... 63 

 



PROPOSED HAMPTON INN & SUITES, NORWICH, CT  |  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 

 
WELLSPEAK DUGAS & KANE 

 
1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Property Type Proposed 113-room limited service hotel 
 
Property Address 154 Salem Turnpike, Norwich, CT, 06360 
 
Property Owner of Record PRA at Norwich, LLC 
 
Purpose of Appraisal To estimate the as-is market value of the property 
 
Intended User of Appraisal The client, Winston Hospitality, Inc. d/b/a CT Norwich LLC, and 

their counsel 
 
Intended Use of Appraisal Foreclosure proceedings 
 
Property Interest Appraised Fee simple estate 
 
Effective Date of Appraisal January 18, 2013 
 
Date of Inspection January 18, 2013 
 
Zone PC, Planned Commercial 
 
Current Taxes (2011 G.L.) $83,099 
 
Land Area 133,255 square feet, or 3.059 acres 
 
Gross Building Area (GBA) 72,758 square feet proposed 
 
Guest rooms 113 
 
Highest and Best Use  
 As Vacant Fallow pending improved market conditions 
 As Improved Complete the project as a 113 room limited service hotel 
 
VALUES INDICATED 
 
 Cost Approach ......................................................................................................... Not Applicable  
 
 Sales Comparison Approach ................................................................. $1,100,000 to $1,700,000 
 
 Income Capitalization Approach ................................................................................... $1,200,000 
 
 
FINAL ESTIMATE OF VALUE .......................................................................................... $1,200,000 
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VALUATION SUMMARY 
 
PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION 
 
A copy of the legal description for the subject property is attached as Exhibit B of the Addenda. All 
exhibits pertaining to the property identification and use, including subject maps/sketches, can be 
found in Exhibit C of the Addenda. 
 
Location:    154 Salem Turnpike, Norwich, Connecticut 06360 
 
Tax Map Reference:  Map 122, Block 1, Lot 1 
 
Property Type:   Proposed 113 room limited service hotel 
 
Property Owner of Record:  PRA at Norwich, LLC 
 
VALUATION ISSUES 
 
Property Interest Appraised: Fee simple estate 
 
Purpose of Appraisal:  To estimate the as is market value of the subject property 
 
Intended User of Appraisal:  The client, Winston Hospitality, Inc. d/b/a CT Norwich, LLC, and 

their counsel 
 
Intended Use of Appraisal: Foreclosure proceedings 
 
Effective Date of Appraisal:  January 18, 2013 
 
Date of Inspection:   January 18, 2013 
 
DEFINITIONS 
 
The definitions of value, interest appraised, and other pertinent real estate appraisal terms can be 
found in the Glossary of Terms section of the appraisal report.  
 
SALES HISTORY (3 YEARS) 
 
To our knowledge, as of the date of appraisal the subject was not being actively marketed for sale 
nor were there any offers to purchase the property being considered. 
 
SCOPE OF WORK 
 
The estimate of market value presented in this report was developed after inspecting the subject 
property and reviewing any available site and building plans; inspecting the subject market area; 
reviewing public records in the tax assessor’s, town clerk’s, planning/zoning and building 
department offices; reviewing and analyzing historic sales and operating data for the property. 
Furthermore, we analyzed comparable sale and lease data obtained from local brokers, property 
owners and public land records. 
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CRITICAL DISCLOSURES AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 
The value estimated in this appraisal report is subject to the following critical disclosures and 
limiting conditions, in addition to the standard Assumptions and Limiting Conditions located at the 
end of this report. 
 
Standards: This appraisal report satisfies appropriate federal (FIRREA), and industry (USPAP), 
standards. 
 
ADA: We have not made a specific compliance survey and analysis of the improvements to 
determine whether or not they would be in conformance with the various detailed requirements of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), nor have we considered possible noncompliance with 
the requirements of ADA in estimating the market value of the property. 
 
Hazardous: This appraisal is predicated on the assumption that hazardous substances do not 
exist at the subject property.  Hazardous substances cover any material within, around, or near a 
property that may have a negative effect on its value, including, without limitation, hazards that 
may be contained within the property, such as friable asbestos or lead paint; and external hazards, 
such as toxic waste or contaminated ground water. No apparent evidence of contamination or 
potentially hazardous materials was observed or reported on the date of inspection.  Members of 
this appraisal office are not qualified to determine the existence of, nor is any certification made as 
to the presence or absence of, any hazardous substances.  No responsibility is assumed for any 
such conditions, nor for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. 
 
Personal Property:  Within this appraisal, we are only considering the market value of the subject 
real property, with no consideration whatsoever to any contributory value of personal property.   
 
EXPOSURE/MARKETING TIME 
 
Inherent in our estimate of market value for the subject property is an estimate of both exposure and 
marketing time.  Exposure time is presumed to precede the effective date of valuation, while 
marketing time is presumed to occur subsequent to the valuation date. Exposure time is described as 
the estimated length of time the property interest being appraised would have been offered on the 
market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at our estimate of market value on the 
effective date of the appraisal.  Marketing time is an estimate of the amount of time it might take to sell 
the property interest appraised at our estimate of market value during the period immediately after the 
effective date of valuation. 
 
Market value conclusions recognize the characteristics of the subject real estate and consider the 
current economic environment and its effect on real property.  An exposure and marketing period of 
twelve (12) months is considered reasonable in which to induce sale of the subject property at the 
value estimated within this report.  This estimate of exposure and marketing times presume the 
property is actively exposed and aggressively marketed through commonly accepted marketing 
channels.  The stated exposure and marketing periods are based on discussions with local real estate 
professionals and considers typical exposure and marketing times for similar property in the market 
area. 
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PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY 
 

 
Aerial view of the immediate neighborhood 

 
Aerial view prior to construction  

Subject 

Subject 
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South elevation overlooking a cemetery  

 
Canopy at north elevation incomplete 
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North elevation incomplete site work incomplete 

 
South elevation incomplete 
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East elevation at the south end of the building facing Intestate 395 

 
Unfinished exterior and pool room along the east elevation 
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MARKET ANALYSIS 
 
COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL ANALYSIS 
 

 
Regional Maps 
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Community Type: The subject property is located in the town of Norwich, which can generally be 
characterized as an urban/suburban community within the southeastern portion of the state of 
Connecticut, in north-central New London County. The town is bordered to the north by the town of 
Sprague; to the east by Preston and Lisbon; to the south by Montville; and to the west by Franklin 
and Bozrah. Norwich, as well as other towns in New London County, is strongly influenced by the 
expansion of the nearby casinos in neighboring Ledyard (Foxwoods Resort) and Montville 
(Mohegan Sun). 
 
Data presented in this section has been obtained from the Connecticut Census Data Center, 
Connecticut Department of Economic Development, Connecticut Department of Housing, and the 
Connecticut Labor Department. 
 
The following community and demographic information has been obtained from various sources 
including but not limited to the U.S. Bureau of Census, Connecticut Department of Labor 
Department, Connecticut Department of Housing, The Warren Group, Connecticut Department of 
Economic and Community Development, and the Connecticut State Office of Policy and 
Management and DemographicsNow.com. 
 

 
 
Total Population/Trend: The most recent population estimate for Norwich indicates a population 
of 36,317 persons as of 2010.  This indicates a growth of 1.38% since the 2000 census when the 
city was estimated to have a population of 36,117 persons. The population growth rate for Norwich 
marginally outperformed the growth rate for the county of 1.33% and underperformed the growth 
rate for the state of 3.10%. Norwich has a total land area of 28 square miles, with a 2010 
population density of 1,292 persons per square mile.  According to statistics published by the 
Connecticut Economic Resource Center, Inc. (CERC) Norwich had a 2011 population of 40,781 
persons.  Given the tepid economic conditions it is highly unlikely that the population increased 
10% from the census.  The variance in population is due to the methods of the estimates. 
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Housing Units/Trends:  The total housing stock in Norwich consists of 18,492 units as of year-
end 2011. This demonstrates an increase of 11.4% over the total housing stock for 2000, which 
was 16,600 units. The town of Norwich is composed of 48% single family dwellings, with 
multifamily at 48% and the remaining 4% being mobile homes. Norwich is ranked number two in 
New London County by total housing units and when compared to the top five towns with the 
highest number of total housing units Norwich has a higher amount of multifamily units, which is 
similar to the housing composition of New London. Comparably, the New London County area and 
the state of Connecticut are less concentrated in multifamily dwellings at 28% and 34% 
respectively. 
 
Median Sale Prices: A review of residential sale prices in Norwich indicates that the median sale 
price for a single family home in 2012 amounted to $132,000, according to The Warren Group. 
Looking at a comparison from year to year using a calendar year, January to December, single 
family home prices have declined 36% since the peak of the market in 2007, when the median 
price was $207,500  This signaled the beginning of the housing crisis in Norwich which has 
persisted for five years. 
 
Median Household Income: Norwich has an estimated 2011 median household income of 
$51,436 which compares to $68,884 for New London County and $70,705 for the state of 
Connecticut. The town is considered to be a lower to middle income suburban community given 
that its household income is below the County and State averages. 
 
Employment: The State Labor Department estimates the unemployment rate for Norwich at 9.6% 
as of December 2012. This compares unfavorably to a 8.4% unemployment rate for the Norwich-
New London labor market area and a 7.8% unemployment rate (not seasonally adjusted) for the 
state of Connecticut.  While the unemployment rate has declined slightly, so too has the labor 
force. 
 
Transportation/Linkages: Transportation within Norwich is considered to be average to above 
average. Interstate Route 395 and CT Route 2 provide highway transportation for the greater 
Norwich area. Both are limited access highways (the highway section of CT Route 2 originates in 
Norwich) and provide Norwich with direct linkage to the cities of New London to the south, New 
Haven to the west, Hartford to the northwest, and Providence, RI to the east. Interstate Route 395 
and Connecticut Route 2 connect directly with Interstate 95 to the south and Route 2 extends 
northward to Interstate 91. CT Routes 12, 32 and 82 provide good local access to each section of 
the city. CT Route 32 (West Thames Street) fronts the subject property. 
 
Conclusion: Population growth trends for Norwich continue to lag behind that of the county and 
the state. Also typical of most urban centers in Connecticut, the New London County and Norwich 
real estate markets have been improving but at a slower pace than the regional suburban real 
estate markets. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS 
 

 
Neighborhood Map 

 
Location Map 
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Characteristics: The subject neighborhood is delineated as the area located to the west of I-395 
at Exit 80. The main thoroughfare is Salem Turnpike (aka CT Route 82) which is moderately 
developed with a variety of commercial and residential uses. Directly off the exit ramp on the north 
side of Route 82 is Laura Boulevard which leads directly to the Holiday Inn hotel and an entrance 
drive to the CT Department of Transportation District Headquarters, Department of Motor Vehicles 
as well as a commuter lot. Both the subject property and the DOT District Headquarters have direct 
visibility from along I-395. Just beyond the subject property along Laura Boulevard and off the 
adjacent Henry Street are several condominium developments known as Pine Ridge and Rose 
Brook. Immediately to the rear of the Holiday Inn is a 100-unit residential apartment development 
built in 2004. The development is commonly known as Wolf Den Village and is situated on a 13-
acre site. There are several other multi-family residential developments located along Salem 
Turnpike. One notable development includes The Village at Briar Hill. This is a townhouse 
community currently under development. 
 
The most prominent commercial development west of the subject along Salem Turnpike is Wal-
Mart and Big Y. These two major retailers/grocers are located adjacent to one another in the same 
plaza just beyond the subject to the southwest. Other commercial developments are interspersed 
with single and multi-family condominium developments and include Core Credit Union, Dime 
Savings Bank, US Post Office, and Trading Cove Commons. Commercial development is much 
more the norm along CT Route 82 east of the I-395 exit/entrance ramps. This area is improved 
with commercial uses ranging from residential conversions to big box retailers.  
 
Several national and regional retailers that occupy this corridor include McDonalds, Town Fair Tire, 
Staples, Burger King, Mobil, TJ Maxx, Eblens, and various other commercial users including 
branch banks, service stations, fast food, small professional office buildings and both 
neighborhood and community shopping centers. 
 

 

Subject 

Mohegan Sun 
Casino & Resort 
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As noted by the aerial photograph the subject is located at a full interchange of Interstate 395 just 
one exit from the 2A connector which leads directly to the casino. 
 
Level of Maintenance: Properties in the neighborhood are maintained in good condition. 
 
Conformity: The proposed use of the subject site for a limited service hotel is in conformance with 
its surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Conclusion: Overall, the subject neighborhood supports the use of the subject as a limited service 
hotel. The subject’s location directly off an exit ramp to a major interstate provides excellent 
visibility for the property and offers excellent regional access. 
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National Industry Overview:  The following chart trends total U.S. lodging industry performance 
ratios since 2000, as published by Smith Travel Research (STR). 
 
 

TOTAL US LODGING INDUSTRY TRENDS 

Performance 
Ratios 

Room 
Occupancy 

Average 
Daily Rate 

 
RevPAR 

Year % % Change $ % Change $ % Change 

2000 63.7% 0.8% $86.04 5.7% $54.81 6.5% 

2001 60.1% -5.7% $84.85 -1.4% $50.99 -7.0% 

2002 59.2% -1.5% $83.15 -2.0% $49.24 -3.4% 

2003 59.2% 0.0% $83.07 -0.1% $49.18 -0.1% 

2004 61.3% 0.5% $86.23 4.0% $52.88 7.8% 

2005 63.3% 3.1% $90.52 5.0% $57.29 8.2% 

2006 63.4% 0.2% $97.31 7.5% $61.69 7.7% 

2007 63.1% -0.5% $104.90 7.8% $66.23 7.4% 

2008 60.4% -4.0% $106.92 2.5% $64.48 -1.6% 

2009 55.1% -8.7% $97.51 -8.8% $53.72 -16.7 

2010 57.6% 4.54% $98.08 0.58% $56.47 5.12% 

2011 60.1% 4.34% $101.64 3.63% $61.06 8.13% 

2012 61.41 2.18% $106.07 4.36% $65.15 6.7% 

Source: Smith Travel Research 

 
As depicted by the chart on occupancy and rates, 2009 was perhaps the worst year financially for 
hotels in recent history with an overall decline in revenue per available room of 16.7%, far worse 
than the last recession in 2001 which recorded a decline of just 7%.  Obviously, the “great 
recession” of 2008/2009 had an extremely deleterious effect on the hotel industry.  The collapse of 
the economy caused both an 8.7% decline in occupancy as well as an 8.8% decline in rates as 
hotels clamored to shore up guest nights.  With increases in both ADR and OCC in 2010, the 
industry as a whole rebounded slightly. Although occupancy is still well below historic levels it did 
increase slightly in 2010 as did the ADR.  While ADR is below the peak of 2008, it is trending 
upward.  As recently reported, RevPAR for the U.S. Lodging Market recorded a strong rebound in 
2011 caused by modest increases in both occupancy and rate during the year.  At $61.06, the 
RevPAR for 2011 is still just behind the rate achieved in 2006 and roughly 7.8% behind the lofty 
rate achieved in 2007.  STR forecast a 4.3% increase in RevPAR for 2012 based upon modest 
gains in occupancy and stronger increases in room rates.  This does not appear to be aggressive 
as the pipeline of new construction was virtually cut off in the past two years allowing the markets 
to regain occupancy and rate.  The U.S. hotel industry reported increases in all three key 
performance metrics in 2012 in year-over-year measurements, according to data from STR.  The 
industry’s occupancy increased 2.18% to 61.41%, average daily rate rose 4.36% to $106.07 and 
revenue per available room was up 6.7% to $65.15.  Overall, in 2013 occupancy is expected to rise 
0.8% to 61.9%, average daily rate is forecasted to increase 4.9% to $111.27 and revenue per 
available room is expected to grow 5.7% to $68.86. 
 
Local Trends:  The property being appraised represents a site approved for a 113-room a limited-
service hotel located along Interstate Route 395 in the north central portion of New London County 
in the city of Norwich. A review of the Smith Travel Research, Inc. participant report indicates that 
the supply of hotels in the region is extremely diverse ranging from local “mom and pop” facilities to 
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national brand hotels to boutique properties to full service resort and spas. Rack rates are 
generally determined by the amenities and services but are also dependent upon physical 
characteristics (e.g. quality and condition) and the season.  With weekend demand high due to the 
traffic caused by the casino, rates on Friday and Saturday spike considerably over weekday rates.  
The following hotels are considered to be most competitive with the proposed subject hotel. 
 

Name of Establishment City & State 
Zip 
Codes Room 

Holiday Inn  New London, CT 06320 136 
Holiday Inn Norwich, CT 06360 129 
Best Western Sovereign Hotel Mystic, CT 06355 150 
Comfort Inn Mystic Mystic, CT 06355 120 
Courtyard By Marriott Norwich  Norwich, CT 06360 120 
Comfort Suites Norwich Norwich, CT 06360 119 
Best Western Cristata Inn Uncasville, CT 06382 105 
Microtel Inn & Suites Montville Uncasville Uncasville, CT 06382 120 

                        Source: Smith Travel Research 
 
A brief description of each property is as follows: 
 
Courtyard by Marriott: 181 West Town Street, Norwich, 
CT; 120 guest rooms, including 5 suites; 3 meeting rooms, 
1,925 square feet of total space; this is a five story hotel 
that was built in 1997.  Overall it has been well maintained.  
The hotel features a modern lobby and reception area; 
small open business area with two desktop computers and 
printers; a small dining area; a self-serve market area for 
snacks and bottled drinks; a small lounge; and an indoor 
heated swimming pool.  All rooms have flat screen 
televisions and wireless internet.  Current weekday rates 
are quoted between $149 and $189 per night.  Weekend 
rates are expectedly higher, ranging between $209 and $269 per night. 
 
The Holiday Inn Norwich, 10 Laura Boulevard, 
represents a fully remodeled hotel that was completed in 
2006, converting the facility from a Ramada Inn to a 
Holiday Inn.  Reportedly $4.5 million or $33,088 per room 
was spent on the conversion.  The facility offers 134 king 
and queen bedded guest rooms as well as an indoor 
heated swimming pool, high speed wireless Internet, full 
service restaurant and lounge, meeting space for up to 
600, fitness center and a business center.  The property 
is located at a full interchange of Route 82 and I-395.  
Interstate 395 is the major interstate highway in the 
region providing access to all of the entertainment venues in southeastern Connecticut.  Each 
room has free wireless internet. The property has excellent visibility and access.  Current weekday 
rates are $129 to $134 per night with weekend rates climbing to $199 on Saturday. 
 
  



PROPOSED HAMPTON INN & SUITES, NORWICH, CT  |  MARKET ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
WELLSPEAK DUGAS & KANE 

 
16

The Hyatt Place Mohegan Sun consists of a 5.6-acre 
site in the Town of Montville (Uncasville), Connecticut.  
Stonestreet Corp. obtained conditional site plan 
approval on June 12, 2007 to develop the site, which is 
located on Route 32 proximate to Route 2A, with a 176-
room Hyatt Place select service hotel.  The 
improvements contain 107,416 square feet of gross 
building area.  The facility is modern with an attractive 
lobby and breakfast area.  The hotel features an indoor 
heated pool, fitness center and business center.  Each 
room has a 42-inch flat panel high definition television.  All rooms also have iPod docking stations, 
refrigerators, and complimentary wireless internet.  Current weekday rates are quoted at $119 per 
night with weekend rates topping out at $239 per night on Saturday. 
 
Foxwoods Resort and Casino: Grand Pequot Tower is an 825-room hotel at the Foxwoods 
Resort and Casino.  Other facilities owned and operated by the Mashantucket Pequot tribe include 
the 826-room MGM Grand at Foxwoods, The Villas (23 luxury suites with the Grand Pequot 
Tower), Great Cedar (also located in the casino, these are 375 square foot suites), the Norwich Inn 
and Spa, and Two Trees – a country inn with complementary shuttle service to the casino.  Current 
weekday rates vary widely but generally range between $129 and $208 at the Grand Pequot 
Tower; between $169 and $218 at MGM Grand; $109 at Great Cedar; between $79 and $119 for 
rooms at Two Trees Inn.  Weekend rates increase considerably to as much as $499 per night at 
Grand Pequot Tower; between $499 and $624 per night at MGM Grand; $499 per night at Great 
Cedar; and between $199 and $249 per night at Two Trees Inn. 
 
Mohegan Sun itself has a 1200 room hotel tower at the casino.  Current weekday rates range 
between $299 and $479 per night.  Weekend rates, as is typical, increase considerably to between 
$409 and $549 per night.  There are no occupancy reports for any of the hotels controlled by the 
Mashantucket Pequot tribe or the Mohegan tribe. 
 
Best Western Cristata Inn, located at 2255 Norwich-New 
London Turnpike in Montville (Uncasville), Connecticut, 
contains 105 all-suite guest rooms and was open in 2000.  
The typical suite has 390 square feet of living area on 
average, inclusive of the bathroom. Each room contains a 
three-fixture bathroom, a small kitchenette area with 
refrigerator, microwave oven and sink. All seven Jacuzzi 
suites have a Jacuzzi tub outside the bathroom door and a 
shower stall in the bathroom.  The hotel features an indoor 
heated pool and fitness center.  Current weekday rates at 
this hotel amount to between $90 and $110 per night.  Weekend rates jump considerably for the 
weekend casino business to between $215 and $240 per night. 
 
Comfort Suites is located at 275 Otrobando 
Avenue in Norwich.  The property has a somewhat 
remote location in this market just off Route 32, 
west of a full interchange of I-395.  While the hotel 
is clearly visible from the highway, the 
neighborhood does not provide readily accessible 
services for guests of this limited service facility.  It 
is therefore less competitive with other locations 
that provide easier access and are proximate to 
other ancillary services such as restaurants and 
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entertainment venues.  The hotel was built in 1997 and contains 119 all-suites guest rooms.  
Weekday rates are currently quoted at $79 per night with weekend rates at $139 per night. 
 
In terms of new construction we noted only one new hotel development that just opened in the 
region, a Hilton Garden Inn in Preston, close to the MGM Grand Hotel and the Foxwood casino.  
Like the subject, this project was started but never completed.  The loan was eventually foreclosed 
on and the ownership transferred to the Julia Tate Properties of Conroe Texas who completed the 
165 room select service hotel.  While this will add 60,225 guest rooms to an already soft market. 
However, it will mostly affect the hotels that directly serve Foxwoods Casino & Resort and will have 
a lessor effect on the immediate subject market that serves Mohegan Sun. 
 
The following data was procured from Smith Travel Research regarding the performance of the 
competitive set of hotels. 
 
Occupancy 
 
The occupancy for the selected set of hotels has declined steadily 
between 2007 and 2010, from 62.7% to a low of 51.7%.  During this 
time frame there was also a considerable increase in the supply of 
rooms.  Within the competitive set, the competition increased from 
174,470 room nights in 2007 to 285,430 room nights in 2010.  Despite 
an increase in demand among the competitive set during this time 
frame, from 109,425 room nights to 147,583 room nights, the 
occupancy rate declined largely due to the increase in supply.  The 
occupancy rate increased in the past two years to between 158,000 and 
159,000 room nights.  As there was no increase in the supply of rooms, 
occupancy increased to just over 55%.  However, a 165-room Hilton 
Garden Inn has recently opened in Preston.  While this hotel will largely service the Foxwood 
Casino, it will take away a small part of the demand that is presently satisfied by the competitive 
set of hotels.  The overall occupancy rate will likely decline with the opening of the proposed hotel, 
which will add 41,245 room nights to the market.  With no increase in demand, the occupancy rate 
would drop to 48%.  The subject would then represent the newest hotel in the market with a 
desirable flag and would likely capture more than its fair share. 
 
Average Daily Rate 
 
Average daily rates (ADR) for the competitive market generally trended 
upward through 2011 with the exception of a dip in 2009 when the ADR 
dropped to $110.19.  Overall, aside from this dip, the ADR in the market 
has increased from a low of $113.67 in 2007 to a high of $120.65 in 
2011.  It is also noted that there was a drop in rate in 2012 to $116.35 
per night.  This is likely caused by some of the lower end hotels, such 
as the Comfort Inn and the Best Western offering lower rates to spark 
occupancy.  We would expect that the subject will outperform the 
market average given that most of the competition will be of inferior 
condition in comparison to the subject. The most competitive facilities 
would likely be the Hyatt and the Courtyard by Marriott. 
  

Occupancy (%)
Total Year

2007 62.7
2008 58.8
2009 52.9
2010 51.7
2011 55.7
2012 55.3
2013
Avg 55.7

ADR ($)
Total Year

2007 113.67
2008 116.53
2009 110.19
2010 116.21
2011 120.65
2012 116.35
2013
Avg 115.93
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RevPAR 
 
Presented in the following charts is a recapitulation of revenue trends for 
the competitive set. As would be expected, while the ADR was largely 
trending upward, it was insufficient to offset the decline in the occupancy 
rates between 2007 and 2010.  As such, the revenue per available room 
declined through this time frame from $71.29 to $60.09 in 2010. With no 
increase in the supply of rooms in the past three years the RevPAR 
increased considerably in 2011.  However, in 2012 with a slight dip in 
demand and more competitive rates, RevPAR dropped to $64.36.  We 
would expect that upon stabilized occupancy, the subject should 
generate RevPAR above the six year average of $64.58. 
 
Conclusion: Overall, it is our opinion that the proposed Hampton Inn will outperform the market 
and in the near term will capture more than it’s pro rata share of the market demand.  The facility 
will be superior to virtually all of the competition in the immediate market and will likely have an 
adverse impact on the occupancy levels at each of the competitive hotels.  We would anticipate 
that the subject will be able to achieve an ADR of $120 in the first year with stabile increases of 
2.5% per annum thereafter.  In terms of occupancy we would expect an occupancy rate in Year 1 
of 48%, increasing to 55% in Year 2 and stabilizing at 60% in Year 3. 
 
 

RevPAR ($)
Total Year

2007 71.29
2008 68.55
2009 58.24
2010 60.09
2011 67.23
2012 64.36
2013
Avg 64.58
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 
SITE 
 
 Land Area 133,255 square feet, or 3.059 acres 
 
 Street Frontage The subject site has 187.42 feet on the south side of Salem 

Turnpike, also known as Connecticut Route 82. 
 
 Topography At street front, the property is at grade with the roadway but 

then slopes off by roughly 14 feet to the finished elevation of 
the first floor of the hotel.  The site has been excavated to 
provide a gradual decline between the curb cut and the main 
center portion of the site. 

 
 Utilities: Water [Y]; Sewer [Y]; Gas [Y]; Elec. [Y]; Phone [Y] 
 
 Parking The site plan calls for 142 parking spaces; none of the work on 

the parking area, aside from rough grading appears to have 
been completed. 

 
 Flood Zone Community Panel 090102 0010 F 
  FIRM Date March 15, 1994 
  Flood Zone Zone C:  Areas of minimal flooding. 
 
 Easements/ 

   Restrictions 
None that adversely impact the utility of the subject site for its 
intended use. 

 
 Conclusion Overall, the site exhibits exceptional characteristics for hotel 

development.  The site abuts the southbound entrance ramp to 
Interstate Route 395, with extensive road frontage along both 
the ramp and the highway.  This provides the subject with 
complete visibility from both the north and southbound lanes of 
this highway.  Further, the entrance to the subject hotel is 
directly opposite the terminus of the southbound exit ramp from 
this highway providing it good access.  Traffic signalization is 
already operating for access to the site. 

 
IMPROVEMENTS 
 
General Notes: It is noted that only an exterior inspection was possible.  It was 

conveyed to our firm that none of the interior was finished and none 
of the mechanical systems were installed.  From views through the 
first floor windows, this appeared to be the case. 

 
Property Type: Proposed 113 room limited service hotel 
 
Building Areas: The proposed improvement contains 72,758 square feet of gross 

building area and will feature 113 guest rooms when complete. 
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Date of Construction: Construction began on the subject hotel in 2007 and ceased in 2008.  
At the time construction stopped the improvements were incomplete.  
It is anticipated that the improvements could be complete in less than 
12 months from the time construction commences again.  For the 
purpose of this analysis we have estimated a date of completion of 
February 1, 2014. 

 
Foundation: The subject building improvements are constructed on reinforced 

concrete footings and foundation walls.  The first floor will contain 
virtually all of the public space, mechanical rooms and administrative 
space in the building.  This includes an employee break room; pool 
room and fitness room, a mechanical room to house hot water 
heaters among other mechanical systems; the laundry facilities; an 
electric closet; linen storage, an elevator equipment room; meeting 
room (600+/- square feet), business room, the food prep and storage 
rooms, a lounge and breakfast area; and the administrative offices in 
addition to several guest rooms.  The upper five floors contain 20 
guest rooms per floor. 

 
Structural System: Steel and masonry 
 
Exterior Walls & Surface: Insulated steel stud curtain walls finished with brick and stucco; the 

exterior is incomplete. 
 
Floors: Poured in-place concrete; floor finishes will consist of a combination 

of wall-to-wall carpeting, ceramic tile and quarry tile. While the floor 
structure is in place, none of the interior finishes have been installed. 

 
Roof: Flat roof of poured-in-place concrete finished with a rubber 

membrane covering; the roof was not inspected 
 
HVAC: The common areas of the building are assumed to be served by a 

gas-fired split-system, with separate controls.  All guest rooms will 
have individual through-wall, electric HVAC systems.  The indoor 
pool will be heated.  Presently none of the mechanical systems have 
been installed. 

 
Fire Protection: The subject improvements will be equipped with a full wet sprinkler 

system.  It appeared from our inspection that some of the sprinkler 
system was in place. 

 
Plumbing: The building will be complete with a waste and vent pipe system as 

well as hot and cold running water.  These mechanical systems will 
serve the guest room bathrooms as well as the commercial kitchen, 
the laundry room and all common restrooms.  Water piping will also 
be installed to facilitate the efficient operation of the indoor pool, to 
include water filtration and chemical treatment.  It did not appear from 
our inspection that any of the plumbing, with perhaps the exception of 
underground rough-ins, was complete. 

 
Electrical: The electrical system is assumed to be a three phase four wire 

service of adequate capacity to serve all the functions of the hotel. 
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Interior Finish: Generally, interior finishes common to all areas of the building will 
include concrete sub-floors, gypsum board over metal studs, and 
gypsum board ceilings. The interior décor and finishes is presumed 
to be of a high quality with carpet and or tile floors and surrounds, 
finished millwork and ornate trim, above average furniture and 
fixtures in the guest rooms and common areas, and decorative light 
fixtures. FF&E for the guest rooms will vary slightly depending on the 
size and type of room. However, new case goods found in the rooms 
should include either a king size bed or two double size beds, 
headboards, night stands, a spacious desk, ergonomic chair, chest of 
drawers, comfortable seating, flat screen televisions, artwork, light 
fixtures, radio alarm clocks, hair dryer, and telephone with dataports. 

 
Elevators The building will be equipped with two six-stop hydraulic passenger 

elevators. 
 
Construction Quality: The analysis presumes good quality construction materials. 
 
Condition: The building will be in excellent condition upon completion. 
 
Functional Utility: Good 
 
Cost to Complete: Winston Hospitality has estimated the total cost to complete the hotel 

at $7,906,141.  This includes $5,044,141 in hard costs, $407,000 in 
site work, $1,885,000 for furniture fixtures and equipment (FF&E), 
and $570,000 for future soft costs. 

 
Effective Age: The improvements have been incomplete for over four years and 

portions of the building have been vandalized according to the 
building inspector.  While some work was noted as late as 2010, the 
inspector indicated that much of the structures were complete far 
earlier, estimated at 2008.  Further, the improvements have been 
exposed to the weather as the building is not completely closed in.  
Clearly significant repairs will be needed to the existing 
improvements prior to going forward with the completion.  We would 
surmise that the effective age of the improvements is 10 years.  
According to Marshall & Swift, a well-recognized cost estimation 
service, the total physical life of the hotel would be 50 years. 

 
Conclusion: Upon completion, the proposed Hampton Inn will represent a highly 

functional limited service hotel complete with 113 guest rooms as 
well as a small amount of meeting space. 
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ZONING 
 
Zoning Classification PC, Planned Commercial 
 
Permitted Uses:  

 Retail stores. 
 Customer service establishments. 
 Business, corporate and professional offices. 
 Restaurants and eating establishments. 
 Research laboratories where manufacturing and processing is incidental thereto. 
 Private trade schools, commercial schools, colleges and commercial day care centers. 
 Assembly hall, bowling alley, dance hall, pool and billiard rooms, theatre, skating rink or other social, 

sport or recreation center.  
 Public buildings and uses including city, state and federal. 
 Hotels, motels and inns. 
 Clubs. 
 Off-track branch offices and teletracks. 
 Public utility lines, stations, and buildings as defined under the Connecticut General Statutes. 

All uses permitted in this district shall be subject to site plan approval by the commission in 
accordance with the provisions of the regulations.  The commission on the city plan may, after 
public hearing and subject to appropriate safeguards in harmony with the general purpose of this 
ordinance, grant a special permit for filling stations, not including repair and storage of vehicles. 
 
Bulk and Area Requirements: 
 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
The subject property represents a conforming use within the PC zone.  The use is permitted by 
right and the proposed development is in conformance with all bulk and area requirements of the 
zone. 
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ASSESSMENT/TAXES 
 
In Connecticut properties are generally assessed at 70% of their fair market value. In 2008, a 
physical revaluation was implemented for the October 1, 2008 Grand List, with the most recent 
information available pertaining to the 2011 Grand List year. The subject assessment and tax 
burden are as follows: 
 
Assessment:  $2,672,000 as partially complete 
 
Mill Rate: $31.10 per $1,000 of assessed value 
 
Real Estate Tax Calculation:  $83,099 ($2,672,000 x 0.0311) 
 
In order to estimate the tax burden of the subject upon completion we have reviewed the 
assessments of the following hotels in the immediate and surrounding neighborhoods.  The table 
below sets forth those tax burdens.  
 

 
 
81 West Town Street, Norwich is the Courtyard by Marriott.  This facility was built in 1997 and we 
would anticipate a higher overall assessment per room for the subject.  275 Otrobando Avenue is 
the Comfort Inn, an inferior lodging facility in an inferior location.  10 Laura Boulevard is the 
recently remodeled Holiday Inn.  This is an older full service facility.  Again, we would expect the 
tax burden of the subject, on a per room basis to be above the tax burden for this facility. 
 
Conclusion:  Based on this analysis, if the subject were complete for the 2011 Grand List, it would 
likely have had a tax burden of roughly $1,400 per guest room.  This figure has been used as a 
current base and inflated by 2.5% per year subsequent to completion.  In the first fiscal year we 
would anticipate a minor increase in taxes due to changes in the mill rate.  In the second fiscal year 
we would anticipate the full increase to $1,435 per guest room, or $162,155. 
 

Street Address Land Area Bldg. Age Rooms Total Assessment Per Key Taxes/Room
81 W. Town Street 3.85 1997 120 $5,816,000 $48,467 $1,259
275 Otrobando Avenue 2.31 1997 119 $3,640,000 $30,588 $795
10 Laura Boulevard 6.38 1972 136 $5,803,000 $42,669 $1,109
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HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
 
Real estate is valued in terms of its highest and best use. The use that, over the long term, 
maximizes the return on an investment property represents the highest and best use.  The public 
sector establishes the pool of possible uses; the imperfect real estate market determines the 
feasible, probable, and actual uses.  The market, in terms of supply and demand, also influences 
those specific or typical uses that would be most needed in the area analyzed. 
 
To properly analyze highest and best use, two determinations must be made.  First, the highest 
and best use of the site as though vacant and available for use is made.  Second, the highest and 
best use of the property as improved is analyzed and estimated.  The highest and best use of the 
land as though vacant may be different from the highest and best use of the improved property.  
This may occur if the improvements contribute to the overall value of a property yet are deemed, in 
some manner, to be inappropriate.  The highest and best use of the site as though vacant forms 
the basis for the Cost Approach.  The highest and best use of the property as improved helps the 
appraiser select appropriate comparable properties from which the Sales Comparison and Income 
Capitalization Approaches can be developed. 
 
The highest and best use of both land as vacant and property as improved must meet four criteria. 
Each is identified and described as follows: 
 
 1. Physically Possible: This criterion identifies those uses for which the subject site is 

physically suited.  Factors such as size, shape, terrain, capacity and availability of 
public utilities, and soil conditions are particularly relevant in determining a highest 
and best use for land as though vacant as they affect its physical utility and 
adaptability.  For improved properties, physical characteristics such as size, design, 
and condition of the improvements must also be analyzed. 

 
 2. Legally Permissible: This criterion concerns those uses that are physically possible 

and are permitted on the site. Legal permissibility depends on public and private 
restrictions, zoning, building codes, environmental regulations, and any other 
governmental laws and/or regulations that pertain to the property. 

 
 3. Financially Feasible: Alternative uses that are physically possible and legally 

permissible are then analyzed to determine which will produce an income or return 
equal to or greater than the amount needed to satisfy operating expenses, financial 
obligations, and capital amortization.  All alternative uses anticipated to produce a 
positive return are regarded as financially feasible. 

 
 4. Maximally Productive: Among financially feasible uses, the use that produces the 

highest price or value consistent with the rate of return warranted by the market is the 
maximally productive use. 

 
AS VACANT 
 
The property being appraised consists of a 3.059-acre site.  Analysis of site characteristics and 
nearby land uses indicates the subject could adequately support physical development.  The 
property has available all utilities, including gas, with adequate capacity to support development. 
 
The subject property is zoned PC (Planned Commercial), which permits a variety of commercial 
uses.  With the current tepid economic conditions and little new construction it is likely that the 
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subject site, if vacant, would remain fallow until such point in time when market conditions improve, 
or for long term hotel development given the approvals in place. 
 
AS IMPROVED 
 
The subject site is improved with a partially complete hotel shell that was last worked on in 
2008/2010.  The site has all entitlements to complete the hotel as proposed.  As our analysis will 
indicate, the completion of the hotel is financially feasible at our estimate of market value of the 
shell and the maximally productive use of the property as presently approved. 
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VALUATION PROCEDURES 
 
Appraisers estimate property value by applying specific appraisal procedures that reflect three 
distinct methods for analyzing data - Sales Comparison, Cost, and Income Capitalization.  These 
traditional approaches are defined below: 
 
 COST APPROACH - A set of procedures through which a value indication is derived for the 

fee simple interest in a property by estimating the current cost to construct a reproduction of 
(or replacement for) the existing structure, including an entrepreneurial incentive, deducting 
depreciation from the total cost, and adding the estimated land value. Adjustments may then 
be made to the indicated fee simple value of the subject property to reflect the value of the 
property interest being appraised. 

 
 SALES COMPARISON APPROACH - A set of procedures in which a value indication is 

derived by comparing the property being appraised to similar properties that have been sold 
recently, then applying appropriate units of comparison and making adjustments to the sale 
prices of the comparables based on the elements of comparison. The sales comparison 
approach may be used to value improved properties, vacant land, or land being considered 
as though vacant; it is the most common and preferred method of land valuation when an 
adequate supply of comparable sales are available. 

 
 INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH - A set of procedures through which an appraiser 

derives a value indication for an income-producing property by converting its anticipated 
benefits (cash flows and reversion) into property value. This conversion can be accomplished 
in two ways. One year's income expectancy can be capitalized at a market-derived 
capitalization rate or at a capitalization rate that reflects a specified income pattern, return on 
investment, and change in the value of the investment. Alternatively, the annual cash flows 
for the holding period and the reversion can be discounted at a specified yield rate. 

 
   Source: Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 

4th ed., s.v. “Cost Approach, Sales Comparison Approach, 
Income Capitalization Approach.” (Chicago: Appraisal  
Institute, 2002) 

 
In the case of the subject property, the most likely purchaser would be an investor.  The valuation 
procedures contained in this report attempt to replicate the analysis that a prospective purchaser 
would likely use. 
 
The three traditional approaches to value, Cost, Sales Comparison, and Income Capitalization, 
have been considered in estimating market value for the subject property.  Based upon available 
market data and the likely motivations of the typical purchaser, the Sales Comparison, and Income 
Capitalization Approaches are utilized in this appraisal. 
 
The estimation of the market value of a property involves a systematic process in which the 
appraisal problem is defined; the work necessary to solve the problem is planned; trends at all 
market levels are examined; appropriate data is acquired, classified, verified, presented, and 
analyzed; pertinent techniques of the three approaches to value are applied; and a value 
conclusion is reconciled. 
 
The Cost Approach has not been utilized within this appraisal report. The Cost Approach is 
typically used to test developer's cost estimates as well as to test the feasibility of developing the 
site with a proposed use. As noted, the subject site is improved with the shell of a hotel that has 
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been fallow for over four years.  The improvements were incomplete and have been exposed to 
the elements.  Further, during the last several years the hotel market has softened in this region of 
the state resulting in considerable external or economic obsolescence.  As such, the approach was 
not developed. 
 
The Sales Comparison Approach was developed in this report.  However, due to the low coefficient 
of comparability, the results of the approach could only be stated as a value range.  The approach 
was given less weight in reconciling a final value estimate for the property. 
 
The Income Capitalization Approach was developed in this report because market data and 
investor parameters were located from which to estimate a market value derived from pro forma 
income estimates. Further, the Income Capitalization Approach is considered a reliable approach 
for valuing properties, such as the subject that are incomplete. This method of valuation was given 
the greatest weight in our analysis of market value for the subject.  The approach will be in the 
form of a discounted cash flow analysis which will account for the cost to complete and the cash 
flows through absorption, stabilization and a future reversion. 
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SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 
 
The following chart summarizes the details of those sales considered most applicable in estimating 
market value for the subject real estate. A complete description of each sale is included on the 
following pages with a subsequent section including an analysis of adjustments for the elements of 
comparison. The primary unit of comparison relied upon in this section of the report is sale price 
per guest room. 
 
These sales have been selected as each was acquired largely as redevelopment projects.  As they 
differ in style, ranging between limited service and full service hotels, and none represented 
incomplete shells this analysis will only result in a general value range and has been given less 
weight in reconciling a final value estimate for the subject. 
 
 

 
 
  

Guest
No. Address Date of Sale Sale Price Land Area GBA Age Rooms SP/Key

1 Former Radisson Jun-11 $3,707,000 2.391 95,846 1987 120 $30,892
35 Governor Winthrop Boulevard
New London, CT

2 Former Danbury Plaza Nov-10 $5,100,000 7.238 184,258 1980 242 $21,074
18 Old Ridgebury Road
Danbury, CT

3 Former Radisson Sep-09 $5,500,000 10.03 118,754 1975 176 $31,250
1 Bright Meadow Boulevard
Enfield, CT

4 Former Days Inn Mar-09 $2,800,000 2.23 37,902 1989 103 $27,184
333 Roberts Street
East Hartford, CT

Subject
154 Salem Turnpike 3.1 72,758 2007 113
Norwich, CT

Recapitulation of Hotel Sales



PROPOSED HAMPTON INN & SUITES, NORWICH, CT  |  SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

 
 

 
WELLSPEAK DUGAS & KANE 

 
29

IMPROVED SALE 1 
 
File Number 10709 
Property Name Former Radisson Hotel 
Location/Address 35 Governor Winthrop Boulevard, New London, Connecticut 
Grantor PNL I, L.P. 

c/o The Procaccianti Group, 1140 Reservoir Avenue, Cranston, RI 
Grantee J and H Hospitality LLC 
Date of Sale June 30, 2011 
Reference Quit Claim Deed, Volume 1933, Page 59 
Recorded Sale Price $3,707,000 
Prop. Rights Conveyed Fee simple going concern 
 
Land Data: 
 
 Zone CBD2, Central Business District 2 
 Land Area 2.391 acres 
 Shape Rectangular 
 Topography Level 
 Utilities Water, Sewer, Natural Gas and Electricity 
 Parking/Spaces/Key 141 surface parking spaces, or 1.1 spaces per guest room 
 Access/Visibility The sale property consists of virtually the entire block between Governor 

Winthrop Boulevard (2 curb cuts), Meridian Street (3 curb cuts), Federal 
Street (1 curb cut) and Union Street.  The property has excellent local 
access and visibility in downtown.  Regional access via Route 32 and 
Interstate 95 is considered good, although the hotel is not visibly from 
the main thoroughfare.  

 Excess Land None 
 Comments The site exhibits good characteristics for dense urban development. 
 
Building Characteristics: 
 
 Use 120 room full service hotel 
 Gross Building Area 95,846 square feet 
 Year Built 1987 
 No. Stories 5 Stories 
 Structure Steel and masonry framing 
 Interior Corridors Yes 
 Exterior Walls Brick and Stucco 
 Interior Finish The interior finish was said to be dated at the time of sale and within 

months of acquisition the hotel was under extensive renovations, both 
interior and exterior, to reflag the hotel as a Holiday Inn. 

 F&B/Banquet Yes 
 HVAC Central forced air in the common areas and individual PTAC units in 

each guest room 
 Elevator Service Yes 
 Fire Protection Full wet sprinkler system 
 Amenities The hotel has an indoor pool and a fitness facility, and offers 

complimentary wireless Internet access. Business amenities include a 
business center and business services. The hotel has a restaurant and 
a bar/lounge. Room service is available during limited hours. Guest 
parking is complimentary. 

 Quality/Condition The hotel was formerly the Radisson Hotel, which subsequent to 
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acquisition was dropped and the facility has since been operated 
independently as the New London Plaza Hotel.  In late 2011 
renovations began to convert the facility to a Holiday Inn.  These 
renovations should be completed in 2012.  The renovations are 
extensive including all new interior finish, repaired exterior, new lobby 
and all new FF&E.  The hotel was essentially acquired as a shell 
building.  Overall, the quality of the building was fair to average and the 
condition was considered dated and fair. 

 Functional Utility Adequate 
   
 Comments The hotel was largely acquired as a shell building to be repositioned in 

the marketplace.  The purchase price included all FF&E. 
   
 
Comments: 
 
 Verification Source Representative of the grantee 
 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length between unrelated parties 
 Marketing Time Over 6 months 
 ADR Undisclosed and considered irrelevant to acquisition 
 OCC Undisclosed and considered irrelevant to acquisition 
 Net Income Undisclosed 
 Capitalization Rate Not Applicable 
 Esmts./Restrictions None that adversely impact the utility of the property for its intended 

and existing use 
   
 
Financing: 100% financed through an SBA loan 
 
Sale Price/Key $30,892
 
Sale Price/Sq. Ft. of GBA  $38.68
 
Land-to-Building Area Ratio 1.09:1
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35 Governor Winthrop Boulevard, New London, Connecticut - Aerial Photograph 

 

  
Location Map 
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IMPROVED SALE 2 
 
Glossary No. 8799 
Property Name The Danbury Plaza, formerly a Sheraton hotel 
Location/Address 18 Old Ridgebury Road, Danbury, Connecticut  
Grantor  PHF II Danbury LLC, a subsidiary of Pyramid Hotel Group 
Grantee  Danbury Plaza Hotel LLC, a subsidiary of Jesta Capital Group 
Date of Sale November 3, 2010 
Recorded Sale Price $5,100,000 
Reference Warranty Deed: Volume 2111, Page 618 
Prop. Rights Conveyed Fee simple  
 
Land Data: 
 
 Zone  CA-80, Arterial Commercial District 
 Land Area 315,374 square feet, or 7.238 acres 
 Frontage 354 feet on the east side of Old Ridgebury Road 
   450 feet along an on-ramp at Exit 2 of Interstate Route 84 
   696 feet on the south side of Interstate Route 84 
 Shape Irregular 
 Topography The westerly portion of the site (land along Old Ridgebury Road) 

is level at street grade. The property then slopes downward 
toward the east where it becomes level with the abutting interstate 
highway.  

 Utilities Water [Y], Sewer [Y], Gas [Y], Elec. [Y], Phone [Y] 
 Parking Adequate surface parking; paved parking areas total 

approximately 135,000 square feet 
 Access/Visibility The hotel is located adjacent to a full interchange with Interstate 

Route 84. An off-ramp at this interchange provides direct access 
to the property, which is accessed via a curb cut on Old Ridgebury 
Road. The site has excellent visibility from neighborhood streets 
and the abutting thoroughfare.  

 Other Site Impr. In addition to the building and the parking areas, site 
improvements include exterior lighting, concrete sidewalks, and 
good quality landscaping. 

 Excess Land None noted 
 
Building Characteristics: 
 
 Use  Full-service hotel 
 Rooms 242 
 Gross Building Area 184,258 square feet 
 Basement  Partial basement contains approximately 14,580 square feet 
 Year Built 1979/1980 
 No. Stories 10 stories 
 Structure Structural steel frame construction 
 Exterior Walls Commercial face brick 
 Floor Height 10’ average floor height 
 Interior Finished Typical hotel finishes including wall-to-wall carpeting, papered 

walls, and painted ceilings. In addition to queen or double beds, 
room amenities include a standard size TV, a coffee pot, a work 
desk with lamp, a telephone, data port, and a clock radio.  
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 HVAC All rooms and common areas are heated/cooled via roof-mounted 
HVAC units it is noted that individual PTAC units were being 
installed with the renovation of the hotel to control energy costs. 

 Fire Protection A full wet sprinkler system 
 Elevators 4, 10-stop passenger elevators with 2,500 lb. capacity; 1, 3-stop 

freight elevator with 3,000 lb. capacity 
 Quality/Condition Average quality with fair to average condition; the hotel is 

undergoing a significant upgrade required to reposition the hotel 
as a Crowne Plaza hotel. 

 Functional Utility The building was designed as a full-service hotel. The floor plan is 
functional with a central core lobby, banquet rooms and a 
restaurant located on the first floor and rooms located on the 
second through tenth floors of the building.  

 Hotel Amenities Banquet facilities, meeting rooms, restaurant, an indoor pool, and 
a fitness room 

 
Comments: 
 
 Verification Source Representative of the grantee 
 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length sale 
 Marketing Time Unknown 
 Occupancy at Sale Reported to be less than 60% 
 Net Income  Not available 
 Capitalization Rate Not available 
 
 Comments This hotel was last acquired in 2006 in a portfolio transaction at a 

recorded price of $18,500,000.  The hotel lost its flag as a Sheraton 
Hotel and was then converted to The Danbury Plaza, operating as 
an independent facility.  The current buyer has secured the Crowne 
Plaza flag and is in the process of completing extensive renovations 
as a condition of the franchise agreement. 

 
Financing: Cash to seller; no financing terms were recorded in the Danbury 

land records 
 
Sale Price/Room $21,074 
 
Sale Price/Sq. Ft. of GBA $27.68 
 
Development Density 33.4 Rooms/Acre 
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18 Old Ridgebury Road, Danbury, Connecticut 

 

 
Location Map 
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IMPROVED SALE 3 
 
Glossary No. 10686 
Property Name Crowne Plaza (Former Radisson) 
Location/Address 1 Bright Meadow Boulevard, Enfield, Connecticut 
Grantor  Imperial Hotel Group LLC 
Grantee  Welcome Enfield, LLC 
Date of Sale September 4, 2009 
Sale Price $5,500,000 
Reference Volume 2495, Page 4041, Warranty Deed 
Prop. Rights Conveyed Going concern 
 
Land Data: 
 
 Zone  BR, Business Regional 
 Land Area 436,907 square feet, or 10.03 acres 
 Frontage 738.06 linear feet along the east side of Bright Meadow Boulevard 
 Shape Irregular 
 Topography Undulating 
 Utilities Water [Y], Sewer [Y], Gas [Y], Elec. [Y], Phone [Y] 
 Parking 298± parking spaces; 1.6 spaces per guest room 
 Access/Visibility Access is considered excellent being situated at a full interchange 

of Interstate 84. 
 Other Site Impr. In addition to the building and the parking areas, site 

improvements include exterior lighting, two full tennis courts, a 
volleyball court, an outdoor in-ground swimming pool and good 
quality landscaping. 

 Excess Land None 
 Comments The hotel is located in Enfield, just south of the Massachusetts 

border.  It is a fairly remote hotel for both the downtown 
Springfield market and the Greater Hartford market.  While at a 
slight competitive disadvantage over locations proximate to 
Bradley International Airport it does enjoy excellent highway 
access. 

 
Building Characteristics: 
 
 Use  Full service hotel 
 Gross Building Area 118,754 square feet 
 Guest Rooms 176 
 Basement  None 
 Year Built 1975 
 No. Stories 6 story lodging facility with a one-story banquet facility 
 Structure Masonry 
 Exterior Walls Poured concrete, E.I.F.S. and brick 
 Interior The hotel had been renovated in 2005 to the specifications of 

Crowne Plaza, but required upgrades to conform to the higher 
standards of Holiday Inn.  The upgrades were said to be generally 
cosmetic with upgrades in FF&E and required no structural 
changes. 

 HVAC Packaged rooftop heating and cooling for common areas and 
individual PTAC units for the guest rooms 
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 Electric Assumed adequate for the long term use as a hotel 
 Fire Protection Full wet sprinkler system 
 Quality/Condition The hotel was renovated in 2005 when it was converted to a 

Crowne Plaza hotel.  The buyers incurred significant costs to 
upgrade the facility to bring the hotel to the higher standards of a 
Holiday Inn. 

 Functional Utility Good 
 
Comments: 
 
 Verification Source The grantor, Victor Antico 
 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length, marketed for roughly one year 
 Marketing Time 12 months 
 Occupancy at Sale 56.2% with an ADR of $76.28 
 Other Issues The hotel was said to have been generating a loss after debt 

service of roughly $200,000 per year, but was generating positive 
income before depreciation and debt service.  The buyer 
reportedly spent $9,200 per room in renovation costs. 

 Revenue Room Revenue of $,2,756,000, Other Income of $116,600 with 
$1,099,000 and Food and Beverage Income for a total revenue of 
$3,971,600 for the trailing 12 months prior to sale; this is equivalent 
to $22,566 per guest room 

 
Financing: Acquisition and renovation costs funded by New England Bank at 

market rates and terms.  While the loan amount equaled the 
purchases price, the buyer had agreed to infuse considerable 
equity into the property to renovate and reposition the asset. 

 
Sale Price/Guest Room $31,250 
 
Sale Price/Sq. Ft. of GBA $46.31 
 
Land-to-Building Area Ratio 3.679:1 
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1 Bright Meadow Boulevard, Enfield, Connecticut - Aerial Photograph 

 

 
Location Map 
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IMPROVED SALE 4 
 
Glossary No. 10413 
Property Name Days Inn 
Location/Address 333 Roberts Street, East Hartford, Connecticut 
Grantor  AUM Realty, L.L.C. 
Grantee  Satyam Realty, LLC 
Date of Sale March 6, 2009 
Sale Price $2,800,000 
Reference Volume 3079, Page 334, Warranty Deed 
Prop. Rights Conveyed Fee simple going concern 
 
Land Data: 
 
 Zone  B-3 (Business 3 Zone) 
 Land Area 96,981 square feet, or 2.23 acres 
 Frontage 278.05 feet on the southerly side of Roberts Street 
   477.99 feet on the east side of Simmons Road 
   177.40 feet along vacant land fronting Interstate Route 84 
 Shape Generally rectangular 
 Topography Level at street grade 
 Utilities Water [Y], Sewer [Y], Gas [Y], Elec. [Y], Phone [Y] 
 Parking Adequate on-site surface parking spaces; paved area totals 

approximately 48,000 square feet 
 Access/Visibility Access is considered good, with one curb cut on the southerly 

side of Roberts Street. This site also enjoys good regional access 
being proximate to a full interchange with Interstate Route 84. 
Visibility is excellent given its unobstructed location at the 
intersection of Roberts Street and Simmons Road. In addition, the 
site has 177.40 feet of non-access frontage along Interstate Route 
84, and is visible from this highway.  

 Other Site Impr. In addition to the building and the parking areas, site 
improvements include exterior lighting, concrete curbing and 
walkways, perimeter fencing along the southern property line, and 
average quality landscaping. 

 Excess Land None noted 
 
Building Characteristics: 
 
 Use  Limited-service hotel 
 Guest Rooms 103 
 Gross Building Area 37,902 square feet 
 Basement  None 
 Year Built 1989 
 No. Stories Four stories 
 Structure Masonry and wood frame construction 
 Exterior Walls Brick 
 Interior Finish Average quality finishes included, wall to wall carpeting, painted or 

papered walls, and painted ceilings, and furnishing are standard 
for the market. Each room has a three-fixture bathroom with sink, 
toilet. 

 HVAC Individual, wall mounted electric forced warm and cold air systems 
in each guest room.  
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 Fire Protection The building is equipped with a full wet sprinkler system. 
 Quality/Condition Average/Fair 
 Functional Utility Good; the building has a conventional oblong design with a lobby 

and reception area and guest rooms on the first floor. The upper 
levels are designated sleeping areas and consist of a central 
corridor with guest rooms on either side. Access to the upper 
levels is from either stairwells situated on the end-caps or a four-
stop elevator located in the center of the building.  

 
Comments: 
 
 Verification Source Property manager and broker 
 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 
 Marketing Time 12 months minimum 
 Occupancy at Sale Not available 
 Room Revenue Not available 
 Net Income  Not available 
 Capitalization Rate Not available 
 Comments According to the broker, the facility was in fair condition as of the 

sale date. The property was purchased largely as a shell for 
repositioning in the market and was not purchased by any fiscal unit 
of measurement.  The hotel was reportedly fully renovated 
subsequent to acquisition with a capital budget of over $15,000 per 
guest room.  This included replacement of FF&E where necessary 
and renovations to the exterior and interior common areas. 

 Easements/Restrictions None that adversely impact the utility of the property for its existing 
use. 

 
Financing: Collinsville Savings Society with a loan of $1,960,000 amortized 

over 20 years at an interest rate of 6.75% fixed for five years. 
 
 
Sale Price $2,800,000 
 
Sale Price/Room $27,184 
 
Density of Development 46.19 rooms/acre 
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333 Roberts Street, East Hartford, CT 

 

 
Location Map 
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ADJUSTMENTS TO IMPROVED SALE DATA 
 
Sale 1 represents the transfer of the former Radisson Hotel in downtown New London.  The hotel 
transferred in June 2011 for the consideration of $30,892 per guest room.  While it was shortly run 
as an independent hotel, the buyer’s intent was to fully renovate the hotel to the standards of a full 
service Holiday Inn.  The repairs included complete renovations to the interior and exterior of the 
building.  Generally, the site work was in fairly good condition.  While the building is much older 
than the subject, it was also in superior condition given that all of the interior and mechanicals were 
in place at the time of sale, noting that even the guest room PTAC units were replaced.  With the 
anticipation of a similar level of occupancy and rate at this hotel, the unit price of this sale would be 
adjusted downward considerably given the amount of capital necessary to finish the subject. 
 
Sale 2 represents the transfer of a full service hotel in Danbury, Connecticut.  This property was 
said to have been available for sale for in excess of 10 months with marketing having begun prior 
to the date of valuation with the closing haven taken place in November of 2010.  The purchase 
price was confirmed at $21,074 per guest room.  A slight upward adjustment to the unit price would 
be warranted to account for a slight improvement in the market between the date of valuation and 
date of sale.  In terms of location, the property is located at a full interchange of Interstate 84 with 
visibility from this highway.  It is also located in Fairfield County where land values are typically 
higher than eastern Connecticut.  The hotel is also proximate to a large corporate office and 
industrial park off Old Ridgebury Road and Briar Ridge Road.  However, the Danbury market is 
saturated with hotel rooms, a condition shared in the subject market, therefore overall a downward 
adjustment for location is warranted.  In terms of physical conditions, the sale property contains far 
more guest rooms and therefore, the unit price would be adjusted upward for size.  In terms of 
overall condition, the sale property required significant capital infusion to secure the Crowne Plaza 
flag and to reposition the property more competitively in the market.  While the building is much 
older than the subject it was in superior condition overall with a finished shell, interior partitioning 
and mechanical systems in place.  Overall, the unit price indicated by this sale would be adjusted 
downward considerably in comparison to the subject given the cost to renovate and the 
expectations of relatively low occupancy. 
 
Sale 3 represents the transfer of a full service hotel in Hartford County.  This 176 room hotel, 
formerly flagged as a Radisson, sold in September 2009 for the consideration of $31,250 per guest 
room.  A slight upward adjustment to account for a slight improvement in market conditions is 
warranted.  In terms of location, the sale property is situated at a full interchange of Interstate 91 
between Bradley International Airport and Springfield, Massachusetts.  It is also proximate to 
corporate offices of MassMutual Insurance Company.  In terms of linkages, both the sale and the 
subject enjoy locations with access to a full interchange of a limited access highway with nearby 
demand generators.  Also like the subject location, the market in northern Hartford County is 
saturated with hotel rooms of all levels of quality and therefore, no adjustment is warranted.  In 
terms of physical characteristics, the sale property required renovations to accommodate the 
higher standards of Holiday Inn, although, no structural changes were required.  Again, a 
significant downward adjustment is appropriate in light of the costs to finish the subject. 
 
Sale 4 represents the transfer of a limited service hotel in East Hartford, Connecticut. This 103 
room hotel transferred in March of 2009 for the consideration of $27,184 per guest room.  A slight 
upward adjustment to account for a slight improvement in market conditions is warranted.  This 
hotel is located along Interstate 84 with excellent visibility and access to and from this highway.  
The buyers placed little emphasis on the financial performance of the hotel although it had been 
generating a net loss in the years prior to the sale.  Once again, a considerable downward 
adjustment to account for the superior condition of the building is required.  
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It should also be noted that for each sale, the hotels were able to operate through the renovations.  
While occupancy and rates may have been sacrificed, the hotels were at least able to generate 
some cash flows and a quicker recovery to stabilized occupancy.  Obviously, given the condition of 
the building improvements this benefit will not be provided the subject.  A downward adjustment to 
each sale for this economic benefit is warranted. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Based upon an analysis of the preceding sale data, our opinion is that the subject property has a 
market value ranging between $10,000 and $15,000 per guest room indicating a value range of 
between $1,100,000 and $1,700,000. 
 
 
VALUE RANGE INDICATED VIA 
 SALES COMPARISON APPROACH ............................................... $1,100,000 to $1,700,000 
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INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 
 
REVENUES 
 
The statements for the subject follow the Uniform System of Accounts for the Lodging Industry, 
which is a standardized format and account classification for the lodging industry.  We will estimate 
the cash flow for the property using the Uniform System of Accounts, making only broad 
comparisons to the subject cash flow statements when possible. 
 
The sources of income for the subject property include room rentals, food and beverage income, 
telephone charges, and miscellaneous revenues from incidental operations including meeting room 
rental revenue, vending machines and guest laundry among other minor sources.  Offsetting the 
revenues are departmental expenses; undistributed operating expenses such as administrative 
costs, marketing, repairs and maintenance, utilities, management, and franchise fees; and fixed 
expenses such as real estate taxes, insurance and reserves.  Each source of revenue and each 
general category of expenses will be analyzed, compared to other operating data from similar 
facilities and a budget will be set forth in determining the pro forma cash flow for the subject. This 
follows a similar process completed by any potential investor in the marketplace in establishing a 
transaction price.  
 
ESTIMATION OF ROOM REVENUE 
 
Average daily rates (ADRs) and occupancy (or occupied room nights) are the basis for an estimate 
of room revenue in any single operating year.  The following analysis presumes a 365-day 
calendar year with 113 available guest rooms.  
 
Average Daily Rate: The estimate of an ADR considers fluctuations in rack rates due to seasonal 
fluctuations in occupancy, corporate or group discounts, promotions, length of stay, and room type. 
In order to estimate a pro forma ADR for the subject property, we have reviewed the owner’s pro 
forma as tested against historic operating data for the central Connecticut lodging market. These 
operating trends were presented within the Hospitality Market Overview section of the report.  
 
For the purpose of this analysis we have projected the ADR for the first fiscal year at $120.00, 
increasing by 2.5% per annum.  
 
Occupancy: Based upon our analysis of the hotel market considering we have estimated Year 1 
occupancy at 48% increasing to 55% in Year 2 then stabilizing at 60% in Year 3. 
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MINOR OPERATED DEPARTMENTS 
 
Other Revenue from minor operated departments may include income from guest laundry, 
vending machines, gift shops, and other ancillary services such as a fax machine, or valet parking. 
For the purpose of this analysis this other minor operating income has been estimated at $1.50 per 
guest room per night and was inflated at 2.5% per annum.   
 
Telephone Revenue was once considered a profit center and was therefore included as a full 
department on most income and expense reports.  However in the past decade, this department 
has largely become nothing more than an expense for a hotel with nominal revenues.  Telephones 
are largely offered as a service of last resort as most people now use cellular phones when 
traveling.  For the purpose of this report we have estimated revenues at $0.20 per guest room per 
night.  This unit amount was also inflated at 2.5% per annum. 
 
EXPENSES 
 
In order to estimate the operating expenses of the proposed subject hotel we have used, as a 
standard source, the 2012 HOST Report prepared by Smith Travel Research.  In addition, we have 
also used market extracted expense data from known limited-service lodging facilities that our 
office has appraised.  It is noted that the subject hotel would be considered a limited service hotel. 
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Source: Host Study 2012  

                                          New         New     Upscale ***Upscale***
England     England                          

Occupancy (of Sample)                                70.0% 71.9% 71.9% 72.2% 72.2%
Average Size Of Property (Rooms)                     114 114 114 119 119
Average Daily Rate                                   $89.85 $96.58 $96.58 $123.98 $123.98
                                         ------------ ------------ ------------  ------------ ------------ ------------
                                            Ratio        Per         Per         Ratio        Per        Ratio        Per     
                                             to       Available    Occupied       to        Occupied      to      Available  
                                            Sales       Room      Room Night    Sales     Room Night    Sales      Room     
                                         ------------ ------------ ------------  ------------ ------------ ------------
REVENUE                                                                       
  Rooms                                  96.7% $22,841 $89.85 97.0% $96.58 95.8% $32,270
  Food                                   ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒
  Beverage                               ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒
  Other Food & Beverage                  ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒
  Telecommunications                     0.2 41 0.16 0.2 0.15 0.2 60
  Other Operated Departments             1.5 357 1.4 1.7 1.72 2.1 697
  Rentals & Other Income                 1.7 392 1.54 1.1 1.07 1.9 648
  Cancellation Fee                       0.0 5 0.02 0.0 0.02 0.0 4
  Total Revenue                          100.0% $23,636 $92.97 100.0% $99.54 100.0% $33,679

                                         
DEPARTMENTAL EXPENSES                    
  Rooms                                  24.3% $5,561 $21.88 23.0% $22.25 23.7% $7,659
  Food & Beverage                        ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒
  Telecommunications                     390.8 162 0.64 409.6 0.63 292.8 176
  Other Operated Depts & Rentals         1.5 360 1.42 1.4 1.42 2.0 683
  Total Departmental Expenses            25.7% $6,083 $23.94 24.4% $24.30 25.3% $8,518

                                         
  Total Departmental Profit              74.3% $17,553 $69.03 75.6% $75.24 74.7% $25,161
                                         
UNDISTRIBUTED OPERATING EXPENSES         
  Administrative & General               9.3% $2,188 $8.61 9.3% $9.28 8.8% $2,970
  Marketing                              5.7 1,350 5.31 5.5 5.49 6.7 2,265
  Utility Costs                          5.3 1,248 4.91 6.6 6.58 4.4 1,476
  Property Operations & Maintenance      5.3 1,250 4.92 5.3 5.32 4.7 1,587
  Total Undistributed Operating Expenses 25.5% $6,036 $23.75 26.8% $26.67 24.6% $8,298

                                         
GROSS OPERATING PROFIT                   48.8% $11,517 $45.28 48.8% $48.57 50.1% $16,863
                                         
  Franchise Fees (Royalty)               3.0 715 2.81 2.8 $2.79 3.6 $1,203
  Management Fees                        3.1% $727 $2.86 3.0% $3.02 3.5% $1,183
                                         
INCOME BEFORE FIXED CHARGES              42.6% $10,075 $39.61 43.0% $42.76 43.0% $14,477
                                         
Selected Fixed Charges                   
  Property Taxes                         4.9% $1,157 $4.55 5.6% $5.54 4.5% $1,499
  Insurance                              1.2 276 1.09 0.9 0.91 0.9 291
  Reserve For Capital Replacement        1.9 452 1.78 2.5 $2.52 2.4 $816
                                         
AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR DEBT SERVICE        
& OTHER FIXED CHARGES*                   34.6% $8,190 $32.19 34.0% $33.79 35.2% $11,871

Total U.S.
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Departmental Expenses: These expenses generally include those costs attributed directly to the 
rooms, telephone, and other operations.  
 
 Rooms Expense: This category accounts for housekeeping, sales tax, linens and supplies and 

other direct expenses applicable to room occupancy.  We have found through reviewing actual 
operating expenses for comparable hotels in the market, as well as, industry standards that 
room expenses generally range from 24% to 27% of rooms revenue.  STR reports typical 
Rooms Expense for limited service hotels ranges between 23% and 24.3% of total room 
revenues.  The rooms expense for upscale hotels is within this range at 23.7%. Assuming 
market conditions prevail and considering that we anticipate the new facility to have an above 
average ADR, we have estimated the expense ratio at 23%.  

 
 Telephone Expenses: This expense varies widely among hotels.  For the purpose of this report 

we have estimated the expense at 500% of telephone revenue.  
 
 Other Departmental Expenses: We have estimated this expense at roughly 25% of this source 

of revenue to include the purchase of food & beverages for continental breakfast at a minimum. 
 
Undistributed Expenses: These generally include expenses for administration and general 
operation, marketing, franchise fees, utilities, property operations and maintenance, and 
management.  These expenses are generally attributable to and necessary for the operation of the 
facility regardless of occupancy.   
 

 Administrative Expense generally ranges between 7% and 9% of total revenue or between 
$1,700 and $2,500 per available room.  A Hampton Inn in Hartford County reported an 
administrative expense of $254,300 in 2011 which amounted to 8.4% of total revenue or 
$2,102 per available room.  The revenue per available room in this instance was below the 
projected revenue for the subject and therefore, we would anticipate that as a percentage of 
total revenue, the subject should operate below this level.  For the purpose of this report we 
have estimated the expense at 8.0% of total revenue. 

 Marketing Expense, to exclude franchise marketing, has been estimated at 3% of total 
revenue.  This is in addition to the 4% marketing fee included in the franchise fee. 

 Utility Expenses, to include electricity, heat and air conditioning as well as water and sewer 
charges has been estimated at $7.00 per room night. 

 Property Operations and Maintenance has been estimated at 4.0% of total revenue.  This 
expense typically ranges between 4.5% and 5% of total revenue for older facilities.  Given 
that the subject will be in new condition, maintenance in the first five years should be below 
average. 

 Franchise Fee: We have reviewed the franchise agreement for the subject hotel and have 
used the total franchise fee stated in the agreement of 10% of total room revenue; this 
includes a marketing charge of 4%. 

 
Fixed Expenses: Fixed expenses include taxes and insurance, professional fees and a reserve 
allocation for the repair or replacement of short-lived structural components.  Fixed expenses are 
estimated as follows: 
 

 The insurance cost has been estimated at 1.0% of total revenues.  This is consistent 
with market standards which show a ratio of 0.9% to 1.2% of total revenue. 

 Real estate taxes have been estimated at $85,000 in Year 1 then increased in Year 2 to 
$162,855 and then inflated at 2.5% per annum thereafter.  Personal property taxes are 
estimated at $8,500 per year which is reasonable for a new limited service hotel. 
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 Reserves for replacement is a non-cash allocation to account for the need for capital 
replacement of short-lived items. The allocation of 4% is an industry standard supported 
by empirical market data.  It is noted that reserves are generally not reported for the 
Host Study and therefore, the median figures are typically below market standards. 

 
Cost To Complete: Winston Hospitality has estimated the total cost to complete the hotel at 
$7,906,141.  This includes $5,044,141 in hard costs, $407,000 in site work, $1,885,000 for FF&E, 
and $570,000 for future soft costs.  We have reviewed these costs and analyzed market data to 
arrive at our estimates. 
 
In order to estimate the cost to complete the subject building, a comparative cost analysis is 
developed using information obtained from the Marshall Valuation Service cost guide.  Marshall 
Valuation Service is an authoritative guide for developing replacement costs for buildings and other 
improvements.  The replacement cost new (RCN) of a building shell represents the total cost of 
construction required to replace the improvements with a substitute having similar utility as the 
subject. 
 
The chart of budgeted operating costs presented on below were also used to determine the cost to 
complete and to test the reasonableness of the subject developer’s pro forma budget. 
 
The occupancy code selected within the MVS Commercial Cost Estimator was an above average 
quality Class C shell for limited service hotel.  Since the shell cost estimate does include common 
area finish at 5% of the total cost, an adjustment has been made to account for this finish.  The 
finished shell building cost estimate, using the Marshall & Swift Cost Estimator, was $5,435,023 
($48,098 per guest room). 
 
 

 
  Source: HVS Hotel Development Cost Survey 2011/2012 

 
 

BUDGETED HOTEL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 
 

 
 
 

Building &
2011 Site Improvments Soft Costs FF&E Pre Opening Total
Average $79,100 $13,200 $12,400 $3,800 $120,800
Median $65,200 $10,400 $11,600 $3,000 $103,600

General Location

Hotel Mid-Price, All Suite Hotel Upscale, All Suite Hotel Mid-Price, Select Service Hotel

Budget Year 2007 2006 2006

GBA (Sq. Ft.) 69,032 107,635 78,896

Amenities

Land Area (Acres) 2.58 2.49 5.26

Total $/Room $/Sq. Ft. Total $/Room $/Sq. Ft. Total $/Room $/Sq. Ft.

Hard Costs $8,562,999 $71,958 $124.04 $10,929,316 $80,363 $101.54 $8,715,000 $68,086 $110.46

Soft Costs $2,282,305 $19,179 $33.06 $2,132,000 $15,676 $19.81 $2,122,500 $16,582 $26.90

Site Work $585,815 $4,923 $8.49 $539,500 $3,967 $5.01 $1,000,000 $7,813 $12.67

FF&E $2,076,040 $17,446 $30.07 $1,904,000 $14,000 $17.69 $1,500,000 $11,719 $19.01

Total Costs (excluding land) $13,507,159 $113,506 $195.67 $15,504,816 $114,006 $144.05 $13,337,500 $104,199 $169.05

PL, FT, MT, BC PL, FT, BT/MT, LG, RT, BC PL, FT, BT/MT, LG, RT, BC 

Hartford County Hartford County New London County
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Hard Costs: We have reviewed cost budgets for six hotels (see table above) and have typically 
found total hard costs and site work costs to range between $75,000 and $99,000 per guest room.  
The high cost being a hotel that required pilings.  Typically the costs were between $75,000 and 
$85,000 per guest room.  Just hard costs for the buildings typically ranged between $70,000 and 
$80,000 per guest room with site work ranging between $4,000 and $8,000 per guest room. We 
would anticipate some increase since these cost budgets were extracted when there was an active 
market for construction between 2005 and 2007. 
 
A review of construction costs compiled by HVS, and noted in the table above, indicated similar 
findings with the average total cost being $79,100 per guest room for mid-scale hotels with food & 
beverage to including both building and site work.  Again, these costs are from 2011, but we would 
not expect significant increases over the past three years.  Overall, we would estimate a 
reasonable hard cost for the subject at $75,000 per guest room, or $8,475,000. 
 
The finished shell building cost estimate, using the Marshall & Swift Cost Estimator, was 
$5,435,023 ($48,098 per guest room).  Since the shell cost estimate does include common area 
finish at 5% of the total cost, an adjustment has been made to account for this finish.  The costs 
exclude any mechanical systems.  However, they do reflect a fully complete shell, which is not the 
case with the subject hotel.  Therefore an adjustment has been made for the percent of finish.  
Overall, we estimate that the shell is 85% complete.  The deductions are applied to the sum of the 
shell cost estimated below.  
 
The adjusted cost estimate for the shell, to include soft costs is as follows: 
 

 
 
The adjusted replacement cost new of the existing shell, prior to adjustment for depreciation is 
estimated at $4,388,781, or $38,839 per guest room.  This indicates a cost to complete the shell to 
a new condition at $1,046,242 ($271,751 + $774,491). 
  

General Location

Hotel Mid-Price, Select Service Hotel Mid-Price, Limitd Service Hotel Upscale, Select Service Hotel

Budget Year 2006 2008 2008

GBA (Sq. Ft.) 93,205 71,874 107,416

Amenities

Land Area (Acres) 5.48 3.39 5.60

Total $/Room $/Sq. Ft. Total $/Room $/Sq. Ft. Total $/Room $/Sq. Ft.

Hard Costs $10,039,000 $72,223 $107.71 $12,000,000 $99,174 $166.96 $12,372,757 $70,300 $115.19

Soft Costs $2,784,000 $20,029 $29.87 1,315,625$      $10,873 $18.30 4,222,040$      $23,989 $39.31

Site Work $900,000 $6,475 $9.66 $0 $0 $0.00 $1,250,000 $7,102 $11.64

FF&E $1,946,000 $14,000 $20.88 $1,210,000 $10,000 $16.84 $2,850,000 $16,193 $26.53

Total Costs (excluding land) $15,669,000 $112,727 $168.11 $14,525,625 $120,046 $202.10 $20,694,797 $117,584 $192.66

New London  County

PL, FT, BT/MT, LG,  BC 

Hartford  County

PL, FT, BT/MT, LG,  BC PL, FT, BT/MT, LG, RT, BC 

New Haven County

Amount
Shell Building $5,435,023
Common Finish Adjustment 5% ($271,751)
Percent Complete Adjustment 15% ($774,491)

Adjusted RCN $4,388,781
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As noted, the subject shell has been open to the elements and there are signs that this has 
affected the integrity of the exterior.  We have estimate this curable physical obsolescence using 
the age/life method.  Assuming, as presented in the Building Description section of this report, that 
the building has an effective age of 10 years with a 50 year economic life, then the curable 
depreciation has been estimated at 20% (10 year effective age/ 50 year economic life), or 
$877,756.  Further, the variance between the finished shell and the total hard cost estimate (at 
$75,000 per guest room) would then be roughly $3,039,977 ($8,475,000 - $5,435,023), or $26,902 
per guest room.  Therefore, we have estimated the total cost to complete at $4,963,975, rounded 
to $5,000,000.  This figure is consistent with the owner’s estimate of $5,044,141.  As such, we 
have used the developer’s estimate in this analysis. 
 

 
 
As indicated, since the two estimates are relatively close, we have used the developer’s cost 
estimate in the discounted cash flow.  This would include a hard cost to complete the hotel of 
$5,044,141. 
 
Site Work: Some of the base site work is already in place including excavation, utilities, storm 
drainage and some of the paving is complete, the owner has estimated the cost to complete the 
site work at $407,000, or approximately $3,602 per guest room.  
 
Soft Costs:  The soft costs estimated by Winston Hospitality to complete the hotel at $570,000 
appear reasonable. 
 
FF&E: The cost for FF&E has been estimated at $1,885,000 using Hilton standards.  This amounts 
to $16,681 per guest room.  This includes all guest room and common area furniture, kitchen 
equipment, laundry equipment, telephone and computer systems and all operating supplies and 
equipment.  This is consistent with the historic figures our firm has compiled as well as with the 
average dollar figures compiled by HVS.  We have found the typical FF&E costs to be between 
$15,000 and $17,000, which supports the developer’s estimate.  For the purpose of this report we 
have estimated the total cost at $1,885,000. 
 
Therefore, we have estimated the total cost to complete the hotel at $7,906,141. 
  

  Common Finish Adjustment $271,751
  Cost to Complete 15% $774,491
  Cure Physical Depreciation $877,756
Total Cost to Finished Shell $1,923,998

Variance from Finished Shell to
Finished Hotel - Hard Cost Only

Total Hard Cost @$75k/room $8,475,000
Minus Shell Cost Estimate ($5,435,023)

$3,039,977

Total Hard Cost to Complete $4,963,975

Note: Does not include soft costs, site costs or FF&E

Cost to Complete the Building Improvement
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Summary 
 

 

Total Rooms 113 Guest rooms

Occupancy 48% Initial occupancy rate

60% Stabilized occupancy at 3 years

Revenues

  Hotel ADR $120.00 per occupied room night

  Telephone Revenues $0.20 per room night per year

  Other Minor Sources $1.50 per room night per year

General Inflation 2.50% per year; for ADR, other revenues and expenses

Department Expenses

  Room Department 23% of room revenues

  Telephone Department 500% of telephone revenues

  Minor Departments 25% of minor department revenue

Undistributed Operating Expenses

  Administrative 8.0% of total revenues

  Marketing 3.0% of total revenues

  Franchise Fee 10.0% of room revenues

  Operating & Maint. 4.0% of total revenues

  Utilities $7.00 per available room night

  Management Fee 3.0% of total revenues

Fixed Expenses

  Insurance 1% of total revenues

  Real Estate Taxes $162,155 upon completion

  Personal Property Taxes $8,500 per year, fixed sinking fund

Reserves 4% of total revenues

Note:  All operating expenses other than those tied to revenues, are inflated at the General Inflation Rate per year.

Cost to Complete Year 1 $7,906,141 $79,712 per guest room

Reversion

  Terminal Capitalization Rate 9.25% applied to 6th year  NOI after reserves

  Closing Costs 2% of Gross Sale Proceeds

Discount Rate 12.00% Applied to Cash Flow after Reserves

General Assumptions for Hotel Cash Flows
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     Year  2      Year  3      Year  4      Year  5      Year  6
For the Years Ending     Jan-2015     Jan-2016     Jan-2017     Jan-2018     Jan-2019

    $ Amount     $ Amount     % of TGR     $ Amount     % of TGR     $ Amount     % of TGR     $ Amount     % of TGR     $ Amount     % of TGR
 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________

Gross Revenue
  Room Revenue $2,375,712 98.57% $2,722,170 98.53% $2,969,640 98.50% $3,043,881 98.50% $3,119,978 98.50%
  Telephone 4,059 0.17% 4,767 0.17% 5,330 0.18% 5,463 0.18% 5,600 0.18%
  Other 30,439 1.26% 35,750 1.29% 39,975 1.33% 40,974 1.33% 41,998 1.33%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Total Gross Revenue 2,410,210 100.00% 2,762,687 100.00% 3,014,945 100.00% 3,090,318 100.00% 3,167,576 100.00%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Departmental Expenses
  Room Expense 546,414 22.67% 626,099 22.66% 683,017 22.65% 700,093 22.65% 717,595 22.65%
  Telephone 20,295 0.84% 23,835 0.86% 26,650 0.88% 27,315 0.88% 28,000 0.88%
  Other 7,610 0.32% 8,938 0.32% 9,994 0.33% 10,244 0.33% 10,500 0.33%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Total Departmental Expenses 574,319 23.83% 658,872 23.85% 719,661 23.87% 737,652 23.87% 756,095 23.87%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Departmental Prof it 1,835,891 76.17% 2,103,815 76.15% 2,295,284 76.13% 2,352,666 76.13% 2,411,481 76.13%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Undistributed Expenses
  Administrative 190,057 7.89% 217,774 7.88% 237,571 7.88% 243,510 7.88% 249,598 7.88%
  Marketing 72,306 3.00% 82,881 3.00% 90,448 3.00% 92,710 3.00% 95,027 3.00%
  Franchise Fee 237,571 9.86% 272,217 9.85% 296,964 9.85% 304,388 9.85% 311,998 9.85%
  Operations & Maint. 96,408 4.00% 110,507 4.00% 120,598 4.00% 123,613 4.00% 126,703 4.00%
  Utilities 142,048 5.89% 166,832 6.04% 186,549 6.19% 191,212 6.19% 195,993 6.19%
  Managment Fee 72,306 3.00% 82,881 3.00% 90,448 3.00% 92,710 3.00% 95,027 3.00%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Total Undistributed Expenses 810,696 33.64% 933,092 33.77% 1,022,578 33.92% 1,048,143 33.92% 1,074,346 33.92%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Gross Operating Prof it 1,025,195 42.54% 1,170,723 42.38% 1,272,706 42.21% 1,304,523 42.21% 1,337,135 42.21%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Fixed Expenses & Costs
  Insurance 24,102 1.00% 27,627 1.00% 30,149 1.00% 30,903 1.00% 31,676 1.00%
  Real Estate Taxes 85,000 162,155 6.73% 166,209 6.02% 170,364 5.65% 174,623 5.65% 178,989 5.65%
  PP Taxes 8,500 0.35% 8,500 0.31% 8,500 0.28% 8,500 0.28% 8,500 0.27%
  Reserves 96,408 4.00% 110,507 4.00% 120,598 4.00% 123,613 4.00% 126,703 4.00%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Total Fixed Expenses & Costs 85,000 291,165 12.08% 312,843 11.32% 329,611 10.93% 337,639 10.93% 345,868 10.92%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Net Operating Income (85,000) 734,030 30.46% 857,880 31.05% 943,095 31.28% 966,884 31.29% 991,267 31.29%

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Development Costs
Hard/Construction Costs
  Hard Costs 5,044,141
  Site Work 407,000
  FF&E 1,885,000

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Total Hard/Construction Costs 7,336,141

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Total Soft/Development Costs 570,000

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Total Development Costs 7,906,141

 ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________  ___________
Cash Flow  Before Debt Service ($7,991,141) $734,030 30.46% $857,880 31.05% $943,095 31.28% $966,884 31.29% $991,267 31.29%

Schedule Of Prospective Cash Flow  & Percentage Of Total Gross Revenue

In Inflated Dollars for the Fiscal Year Beginning 2/1/2013
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SELECTION OF AN APPROPRIATE TERMINAL CAPITALIZATION RATE 
 
The terminal capitalization rate is primarily established by comparing yields from institutional-grade 
real estate from capital markets. PricewaterhouseCoopers (PWC) conducts semiannual surveys of 
institutional investment criteria based upon forecast financial performance.  Based on the Third 
Quarter 2012 survey, overall terminal capitalization rates for the limited-service lodging segment 
ranged between 8.0% and 12.0%, with the average overall residual capitalization rate being 
9.85%.  This represents a 15 basis point decline over the past year. Factors considered in 
estimating a reasonable capitalization rate for the subject include the following:  
 

 The subject is located at a full interchange of an interstate highway. 
 

 The location also benefits from proximity to the Mohegan Sun Casino 
 

 The subject is a flagged facility which should help buttress reservations. 
 

 The subject is one of the premier brands in the limited service segment. 
 

 Market occupancy is stagnant, but average daily rates are increasing. 
 
After considering the previous analysis, and after considering going-in capitalization rates extracted 
from market sales in the state of Connecticut, we have determined that a residual capitalization 
rate above the midpoint of the cited range is reasonable for a hotel of the size and condition of the 
subject. Therefore, it is our opinion that a reasonable residual capitalization rate for the subject 
would be 9.25%.  To account for closing costs we have made a deduction from the gross 
reversionary value of 2% of sale proceeds. 
 
SELECTION OF AN APPROPRIATE OVERALL YIELD RATE 
 
Again we have relied on PricewaterhouseCoopers (PWC) semiannual surveys of institutional 
investment criteria based upon forecast financial performance.  Based on the Third Quarter 2012 
survey, overall yield rates for the limited-service lodging segment ranged between 9% and 13%, 
with the average overall yield rate being 10.94%, a decrease of 44 basis points over the past year.  
At present, the subject represents a more risky investment then a stabilized asset as it is a 
development project.  As such, a premium in rate would apply over the average.  After considering 
the previous analysis, we have determined that an overall rate above the midpoint of the cited 
range is reasonable for a hotel of the size and condition of the subject. Therefore, it is our opinion 
that a reasonable overall yield rate for the subject would be 12.0%. 
 
VALUE CONCLUSION 
 
The chart on the following page summarizes the results if the Yield Capitalization method. 
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VALUE INDICATED VIA 
 INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH ................................................................... $1,200,000 

Prospective Present Value
Cash Flow  Before Debt Service plus Property Resale

Discounted Annually (Endpoint on Cash Flow  & Resale) over a 5-Year Period

                      For the     P.V. of
Analysis           Year      Annual    Cash Flow
 Period           Ending    Cash Flow     @ 12.00%
________    ________  ___________  ___________

  Year  1   Jan-2014 ($7,991,141) ($7,134,947)
  Year  2   Jan-2015 734,030 585,164
  Year  3   Jan-2016 857,880 610,622
  Year  4   Jan-2017 943,095 599,354
  Year  5   Jan-2018 966,884 548,636

 ___________  ___________
  Total Cash Flow (4,489,252) (4,791,171)
  Property Resale @ 9.25% Cap 10,502,072 5,959,158

 ___________
  Total Property Present Value $1,167,987

 ===========

  Rounded to $1,200,000
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RECONCILIATION AND FINAL VALUE ESTIMATE 
 
Cost Approach .............................................................................................................. Not Applicable 
 
Sales Comparison Approach ...................................................................... $1,100,000 to $1,700,000 
 
Income Capitalization Approach ........................................................................................ $1,200,000 
 
 
Within this appraisal, it was determined that only the Sales Comparison Approach and the Income 
Capitalization Approaches would be used to estimate the market value of the subject, which 
consists of an incomplete hotel.  While the Cost Approach was considered, it could not be 
developed mutually exclusive of the results of the other two approaches.  The subject is impacted 
by considerable external or economic obsolescence as indicated by the results of the two 
approaches.  As such, this approach would not yield credible results. 
 
The Sales Comparison Approach was developed in this report only as a guide due to the low 
coefficient of comparability of the sales.  None of the sales reflected the sale of a select service 
hotel and none were in shell condition at the time of sale.  Each unit price required downward 
adjustment to account for the level of finish in comparison to the subject building which is only an 
incomplete shell.  As such, the results of this approach could only be cited in a broad value range.  
 
The Income Capitalization Approach was developed in this report because rental data and investor 
parameters were located from which to estimate a market value derived from pro forma income 
estimates.  Further, the Income Capitalization Approach is considered a reliable approach for 
valuing income producing properties such as the subject.  The limitation of this approach is clearly 
the estimate of the cost to complete.  The owner’s budget appeared to be conservatively high 
recognizing that any cost savings improves the return on the investment.  While an analysis of 
comparable cost data, actual cost budgets and Marshall & Swift cost estimates would suggest a 
lower cost of completion.  It is our opinion that this approach would be most widely applied in this 
case.  Therefore, this approach was given the greatest weight in reconciling a final value estimate. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The following factors were considered to be most relevant in reconciling a final value conclusion. 
 
    • The Sales Comparison and Income Capitalization Approaches used adequate 

market data. 
 
    • The Income Capitalization Approach has the strongest relationship to market 

perceptions for this property type given its condition. 
 
Based upon our analysis of the subject, as presented within this appraisal report, it is our opinion 
that the fee simple market value of the subject property as of January 18, 2013, is represented by 
the following amount: 
 

ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
$1,200,000 
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CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned does hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
 
  1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

 
  2. The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has 

been prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Appraisal Institute’s Code of 
Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, with include the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
 

  3. In compliance with the ethics rule of USPAP, I hereby certify that this appraiser has no 
current or prospective interest in the subject property or parties involved, and has not 
performed any services regarding the subject property within the 3 year period immediately 
preceding acceptance of the assignment, as an appraiser or in any other capacity. 
 

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

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

  6. 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. 
 

  7. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to 
review by its duly authorized representatives. 
 

  8. No one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person(s) signing this 
report. 
 

  9. William E. Kane, Jr. made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this 
report. 

 
As of the date of this report, William E. Kane, Jr., MAI has completed the requirements under the 
continuing education program of the Appraisal Institute. 
 

  
                                           
William E. Kane, Jr., MAI 
License No. RCG.0000318 
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ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 
 1. No investigation of title to the property has been made, and the premises are assumed to be 

free and clear of all deeds of trust, use restrictions and reservations, easements, cases or 
actions pending, tax liens, and bonded indebtedness, unless otherwise specified.  No 
responsibility for legal matters is assumed.  All existing liens and encumbrances have been 
disregarded and the property is appraised as though free and clear, unless otherwise 
specified. 

 
 2. A request was made for all pertinent information regarding the subject property for the 

purpose of this valuation.  The request included any data deemed relevant to this analysis.  
The valuation contained herein reflects all such information received. 

 
 3. The maps, plats, and exhibits included in this report are for illustration only to help the reader 

visualize the property.  They should not be considered as surveys or relied upon for any other 
purpose.  No appraiser responsibility is assumed in connection therewith. 

 
 4. This appraiser, by reason of this report, is not required to give testimony or be in attendance 

in any court or before any governmental body with reference to the property in question 
unless arrangements have been previously made. 

 
 5. No engineering survey has been furnished to the appraiser, and no responsibility is assumed 

for engineering matters, mechanical or structural.  Good mechanical and structural condition 
is assumed to exist. 

 
 6. It is assumed, unless specifically disclosed, that there are no structural defects hidden by 

floor or wall coverings or any other hidden or unapparent conditions of the property; that all 
mechanical equipment and appliances are in good working condition; and that all electrical 
components and the roofing are in good condition.  If the client has any questions regarding 
these items, it is the client's responsibility to order the appropriate inspections.  The appraiser 
does not have the skill or expertise needed to make such inspections.  The appraiser 
assumes no responsibility for these items. 

 
 7. It is assumed that there is full compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local 

environmental regulations and laws, unless noncompliance is stated and considered in this 
report.  Specifically, it is assumed that hazardous substances, including friable asbestos, lead 
paint, toxic waste or contaminated ground water do not exist at the subject property.  
Members of this office are not qualified to determine the existence of, nor is any certification 
made as to the presence or absence of, any hazardous substances.  No responsibility is 
therefore assumed for such conditions. 

 
 8. No soil borings or analysis have been made of the subject.  It is assumed that soil conditions 

are adequate to support standard construction consistent with the highest and best use as 
stated in this report. 

 
 9. It is assumed that all required licenses, consents, or other legislative or administrative 

authority from any local, state, or national government or private entity or organization have 
been or can be obtained or renewed for any use on which the value estimate contained in 
this report is based, unless noncompliance is stated and considered in this report. 

 
10. We have not completed a compliance survey and analysis of the subject property to 

determine whether or not it is in conformity with the requirements of the Americans with 
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Disabilities Act (ADA), nor have we considered possible noncompliance with the 
requirements of ADA in estimating the value of the subject property. 

 
11. The individual values estimated for the various components of the subject property are valid 

only when taken in the context of this report and are invalid if considered individually or as 
components in connection with any other appraisal. 

 
12. When the Discounted Cash Flow Analysis is utilized, it is prepared on the basis of information 

and assumptions stipulated in this report.  The achievement of any financial projections will 
be affected by fluctuating economic conditions and is dependent upon the occurrence of 
other future events that cannot be assured.  Therefore, the actual results achieved may well 
vary from the projections and such variations may be material. 

 
13. The date of value to which the opinions expressed in this report is set forth in a letter of 

transmittal.  The appraiser assumes no responsibility for economic or physical factors 
occurring at some later date that may affect the opinions herein stated. 

 
14. If this report is used within a credit sale-leaseback-type transaction, or the offering structure 

of a syndicate or syndication partnership, joint venture, or association, it is to be noted that 
the market value estimate rendered is restricted exclusively to the underlying real property 
rights defined in this report.  No consideration whatsoever is given to the value of any 
partnership units or interest(s), broker or dealer selling commissions, general partners' 
acquisition fees, operating deficit reserves, offering expenses, atypical financing, and other 
similar considerations. 

 
15. Our value estimate presumes that all benefits, terms, and conditions have been disclosed in 

any lease agreements, and we have been fully informed of any additional considerations (i.e., 
front-end cash payments, additional leasehold improvement contributions, space buybacks, 
free rent, equity options). 

 
16. Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report shall be conveyed to the public, without 

the written consent and approval of the authors, particularly as to valuation conclusions, the 
identity of the authors or firm with which they are connected, or any reference to the 
Appraisal Institute, or to the MAI designation. 
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PROFESSIONAL RESUME OF THE APPRAISER 
 
WILLIAM E. KANE, JR., MAI 
 
Real Estate Appraisal Experience 
 
Real estate appraiser with WELLSPEAK DUGAS & KANE.  Formerly employed at the firm of Edward F. 
Heberger and Associates, Inc., Cheshire, Connecticut, between January 1983 and June, 1995.  Assignments 
include narrative and bank form appraisals of office buildings, regional malls, shopping centers, 
condominium properties, condominium marketability and feasibility studies, highest and best use studies, 
and appraisals of other commercial properties.  Specializations include proposed multitenant income-
producing properties. 
 
Qualified as an expert witness in the state of Connecticut and New Hampshire court systems. 
 
Educational Background 
 
University of Connecticut, Storrs, Connecticut 
 Degree: Bachelor of Science and Business Administration 
 Major:  Real Estate and Urban Economic Studies 
   Completed course requirements for additional major in Finance 
 
The Appraisal Institute is the result of the January 1, 1991, unification of the American Institute of Real 
Estate Appraisers and the Society of Real Estate Appraisers.  Completed courses that were formerly offered 
by AIREA and the Society are recognized by the Appraisal Institute. 
 
Society of Real Estate Appraisers 
 Successfully challenged SREA 201 examination for Income Property Analysis 
 
American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers and Appraisal Institute 
 Successfully completed the following courses: 
 Real Estate Appraisal Principles (Examination 1A-1) 
 Basic Valuation Procedures (Examination 1A-2) 
 Capitalization Theory and Techniques - Part A (Examination 1B-B) 
 Capitalization Theory and Techniques - Part B (Examination 1B-B) 
 Case Studies in Real Estate Valuation (Examination 2-1) 
 Valuation Analysis and Report Writing (Examination 2-2) 
 Standards of Professional Practice Examination (SPP) 
 Demonstration Appraisal Report 
 Comprehensive Examination 
 
Awarded five years of creditable appraisal and field appraisal experience by the American Institute of Real 
Estate Appraisers. 
 
Professional Affiliations 
 
 Past member of the Research Advisory Committee for the Center for Real Estate and Urban Economic 

Studies, School of Business Administration, University of Connecticut. 
 State of Connecticut - Certified Real Estate Appraiser - Certification No. RCG.318 - Expires: April 30, 

2013. 
 Member of the Appraisal Institute, MAI Designation No. 9686. 
 Past member of the International Council of Shopping Centers. 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
 
The following glossary defines terminology used by the real estate appraiser in the appraisal report. This list 

is not intended to represent a complete dictionary of real estate appraisal terms.  
 
Assessed Value: Assessed value applies in ad valorem taxation and refers to the value of a property according to the 
tax rolls. Assessed value may not conform to market value, but it is usually calculated in relation to a market value base.  
 
Absorption: Short-term capture; the process whereby any specific commodity is occupied, leased, and/or sold to an end 
user.  
 
Appraisal: The act or process of developing an opinion of value; an opinion of value. Of or pertaining to appraising and 
related functions such as appraisal practice or appraisal services. 
 
Building Capitalization Rate: 1) The rate used in certain residual techniques or in a band of investment to convert 
building income into an indication of building value. 2) The ratio of building income to building value. 
 
Capitalization Rate: Any rate used to convert income into value. 
 
Comparative Analysis: The process by which a value indication is derived in the sales comparison approach. 
Comparative analysis may employ quantitative or qualitative techniques, either separately or in combination. 
 
Direct Capitalization: 1) A method used to convert an estimate of a single year's income expectancy into an indication 
of value in one direct step, either by dividing the income estimate by an appropriate rate or by multiplying the income 
estimate by an appropriate factor. 2) A capitalization technique that employs capitalization rates and multipliers extracted 
from sales. Only the first year's income is considered.  
 
Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) Analysis: The procedure in which a discount rate is applied to a set of projected income 
streams and a reversion. The analyst specifies the quantity, variability, timing, and duration of the income streams as well 
as the quantity and timing of the reversion and discounts each to its present value at a specified yield rate. DCF analysis 
can be applied with any yield capitalization technique and may be performed on either a lease-by-lease or aggregate 
basis. 
 
Discount Rate: An interest rate used to convert future payments or receipts into present value. The discount rate may or 
may not be the same as the internal rate of return (IRR) or yield rate depending on how it is extracted from the market 
and/or used in the analysis.  
 
Disposition Value: The most probable price that a specified interest in real property is likely to bring under all of the 
following conditions: 1) Consummation of a sale will occur within a limited future marketing period specified by the client; 
2) The actual market conditions currently prevailing are those to which the appraised property interest is subject; 3) The 
buyer and seller is each acting prudently and knowledgeably; 4) The seller is under compulsion to sell; 5) The buyer is 
typically motivated; 6) Both parties are acting in what they consider their best interests; 7) An adequate marketing effort 
will be made in the limited time allowed for the completion of a sale; 8) Payment will be made in cash in U.S. dollars or in 
terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 9) The price represents the normal consideration for the 
property sold, unaffected by special or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the 
sale. 
 
Easement: An interest in real property that conveys use, but not ownership, of a portion of an owner's property. Access 
or right of way easements may be acquired by private parties or public utilities. Governments dedicate conservation, 
open space, and preservation easements. 
 
Effective Rent: The rental rate net of financial concessions such as periods of no rent during the lease term; may be 
calculated on a discounted basis, reflecting the time value of money, or on a simple, straight-line basis. 
 
Encumbrance: An interest or right in real property that may decrease or increase the value of the fee estate but does 
not prevent its conveyance by the owner. An encumbrance effects a permanent reduction in an owner's property rights, 
while a lien represents a claim against the owner's property rights, which may or may not become permanent. 
Mortgages, taxes, and judgments are liens; restrictions, easements, and reservations are encumbrances. 
 
Excess Land: In regard to an improved site, the land not needed to serve or support the existing improvement. In regard 
to a vacant site or a site considered as though vacant, the land not needed to accommodate the site's primary highest 
and best use. Such land may be separated from the larger site and have its own highest and best use, or it may allow for 
future expansion of the existing or anticipated improvement. See also surplus land. 
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Exposure Time: 1) The time a property remains on the market. 2) The estimated length of time the property interest 
being appraised would have been offered on the market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value 
on the effective date of the appraisal; a retrospective estimate based on an analysis of past events assuming a 
competitive and open market. Exposure time is always presumed to occur prior to the effective date of the appraisal. The 
overall concept of reasonable exposure encompasses not only adequate, sufficient and reasonable time but also 
adequate, sufficient and reasonable effort. Exposure time is different for various types of real estate and value ranges 
and under various market conditions. (Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation, Statement on Appraisal 
Standards No. 6, "Reasonable Exposure Time in Real Property and Personal Property Market Value Opinions") Market 
value estimates imply that an adequate marketing effort and reasonable time for exposure occurred prior to the effective 
date of the appraisal. In the case of disposition value, the time frame allowed for marketing the property rights is 
somewhat limited, but the marketing effort is orderly and adequate. With liquidation value, the time frame for marketing 
the property rights is so severely limited that an adequate marketing program cannot be implemented. (The Report of the 
Appraisal Institute Special Task Force on Value Definitions qualifies exposure time in terms of the three above-
mentioned values.) See also marketing time. 
 
Extraordinary Assumption: An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, which, if found to be false, could 
alter the appraiser's opinions or conclusions. Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise uncertain information 
about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; or about conditions external to the property 
such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data used in an analysis.  
 
Fee Simple Estate: 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. 
 
Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment (FF&E): The movable property of a business enterprise not classified as stock or 
inventory or leasehold improvements; frequently found in the ownership of hotels or motels, restaurants, assisted-living 
facilities, service stations, car washes, greenhouses and nurseries, and other service-intensive properties. Furniture, 
fixtures, and equipment frequently wears out much more rapidly than other components of those properties. 
 
Going-concern Value: 1) The market value of all the tangible and intangible assets of an established and operating 
business with an indefinite life, as if sold in aggregate; also called value of the going concern. 2) Tangible and intangible 
elements of value in a business enterprise resulting from factors such as having a trained work force, an operational 
plant, and the necessary licenses, systems, and procedures in place. 3) The value of an operating business enterprise. 
Goodwill may be separately measured but is an integral component of going-concern value. (USPAP, 2002 ed.) 
 
Gross Lease: A lease in which the landlord receives stipulated rent and is obligated to pay all or most of the property's 
operating expenses and real estate taxes.  
 
Hypothetical Condition: That which is contrary to what exists but is supposed for the purpose of analysis.  Hypothetical 
conditions assume conditions contrary to known facts about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject 
property; or about conditions external to the property, such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data 
used in an analysis. A hypothetical condition may be used in an assignment only if: 1) Use of the hypothetical condition is 
clearly required for legal purposes, for purposes of reasonable analysis, or for purposes of comparison; 2) Use of the 
hypothetical condition results in a credible analysis; and 3) The appraiser complies with the disclosure requirements set 
forth in USPAP for hypothetical conditions. (USPAP, 2002 ed.) 
 
Investment Value: The specific value of an investment to a particular investor or class of investors based on individual 
investment requirements; distinguished from market value, which is impersonal and detached. See also market value. 
 
Leased Fee Estate: An ownership interest held by a landlord with the rights of use and occupancy conveyed by lease to 
others. The rights of the lessor (the leased fee owner) and the lessee are specified by contract terms contained within the 
lease. 
 
Leasehold Estate: The interest held by the lessee (the tenant or renter) through a lease transferring the rights of use 
and occupancy for a stated term under certain conditions. The leasehold estate can be negative or positive. Negative 
Leasehold is a lease situation in which the market rent is less than the contract rent. Positive Leasehold is a lease 
situation in which the market rent is greater than the contract rent. 
 
Liquidation Value: The most probable price that a specified interest in real property is likely to bring under all of the 
following conditions: 1) Consummation of a sale will occur within a severely limited future marketing period specified by 
the client; 2) The actual market conditions currently prevailing are those to which the appraised property interest is 
subject; 3) The buyer is acting prudently and knowledgeably; 4) The seller is under extreme compulsion to sell; 5) The 
buyer is typically motivated; 6) The buyer is acting in what he or she considers his or her best interest; 7) A limited 
marketing effort and time will be allowed for the completion of a sale; 8) Payment will be made in cash in U.S. dollars or 
in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 9) The price represents the normal consideration for the 
property sold, unaffected by special or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the 
sale. 
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Market Rent: The most probable rent that a property should bring in a competitive and open market reflecting all 
conditions and restrictions of the specified lease agreement including term, rental adjustment and revaluation, permitted 
uses, use restrictions, and expense obligations; the lessee and lessor each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and 
assuming consummation of a lease contract as of a specified date and the passing of the leasehold from lessor to lessee 
under conditions whereby: 1) Lessee and lessor are typically motivated; 2) Both parties are well informed or well advised, 
and acting in what they consider their best interests; 3) A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 4) 
The rent payment is made in terms of cash in United States dollars, and is expressed as an amount per time period 
consistent with the payment schedule of the lease contract; and 5) The rental amount represents the normal 
consideration for the property leased unaffected by special fees or concessions granted by anyone associated with the 
transaction. 
 
Marketing Time: 1) The time it takes an interest in real property to sell on the market sub-sequent to the date of an 
appraisal. 2) Reasonable marketing time is an estimate of the amount of time it might take to sell an interest in real 
property at its estimated market value during the period immediately after the effective date of the appraisal; the 
anticipated time required to expose the property to a pool of prospective purchasers and to allow appropriate time for 
negotiation, the exercise of due diligence, and the consummation of a sale at a price supportable by concurrent market 
conditions. Marketing time differs from exposure time, which is always presumed to precede the effective date of the 
appraisal. (Advisory Opinion 7 of the Appraisal Standards Board of The Appraisal Foundation and Statement on 
Appraisal Standards No. 6, "Reasonable Exposure Time in Real Property and Personal Property Market Value Opinions" 
address the determination of reasonable exposure and marketing time.) See also exposure time. 
 
Market Value: The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price 
is not affected by undue stimulus.  Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the 
passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 1) Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 2) Both parties 
are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider their own best interests; 3) A reasonable time is 
allowed for exposure in the open market; 4) Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial 
arrangements comparable thereto; and 5) The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected 
by special or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. 
 
Modified Gross Lease: A lease in which the landlord receives stipulated rent and is obligated to pay most, but not all, of 
the property's operating expenses and real estate taxes.  
 
Most Probable Selling Price: The price at which a property would most probably sell if exposed on the market for a 
reasonable time, under the market conditions prevailing on the date of appraisal.  
 
Net Lease: Generally a lease in which the tenant pays for utilities, janitorial services, and either property taxes or 
insurance, and the landlord pays for maintenance, repairs, and the property taxes or insurance not paid by the tenant. 
Sometimes used synonymously with single net lease but better stated as a partial net lease to eliminate confusion. Also 
called single net lease; modified gross lease single net lease; modified gross lease. Other variations of the net lease are 
as follows: 1) Net Net Lease: Generally a lease in which the tenant pays for utilities, janitorial services, property taxes, 
and insurance in addition to the rent, and the landlord pays for maintenance and repairs. Also called double net lease; 2) 
Net Net Net Lease: A net lease under which the lessee assumes all expenses of operating a property, including both 
fixed and variable expenses and any common area maintenance that might apply, but the landlord is responsible for 
structural repairs. Also called triple net lease; and 3) Absolute Net Lease: A lease in which the tenant pays all expenses 
including structural maintenance and repairs; usually a long-term lease to a credit tenant. 
 
Occupancy Rate: The relationship or ratio between the income received from the rented units in a property and the 
income that would be received if all the units were occupied. 
 
Personal Property: 1) Identifiable tangible objects that are considered by the general public as being "personal," for 
example, furnishings, artwork, antiques, gems and jewelry, collectibles, machinery and equipment; all tangible property 
that is not classified as real estate. (USPAP, 2002 ed.) 2) Consists of every kind of property that is not real property; 
movable without damage to itself or the real estate; subdivided into tangible and intangible. (IAAO) 
 
Prospective Value Opinion: A forecast of the value expected at a specified future date. A prospective value opinion is 
most frequently sought in connection with real estate projects that are proposed, under construction, or under conversion 
to a new use, or those that have not achieved sellout or a stabilized level of long-term occupancy at the time the 
appraisal report is written.  
 
Real Estate: Physical land and appurtenances attached to the land, e.g., structures. An identified parcel or tract of land, 
including improvements, if any.  
 
Real Property: All interests, benefits, and rights inherent in the ownership of physical real estate; the bundle of rights 
with which the ownership of the real estate is endowed. In some states, real property is defined by statute and is 
synonymous with real estate.  
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Rentable Area: 1) The amount of space on which the rent is based; calculated according to local practice; and 2) The 
tenant's pro rata portion of the entire office floor, excluding elements of the building that penetrate through the floor to 
areas below.  The rentable area of a floor is fixed for the life of a building and is not affected by changes in corridor sizes 
or configuration.  Rentable area is recommended for measuring the total income-producing area of a building and for 
computing a tenant's pro rata share of a building for purposes of rent escalation.  Lenders, architects, and appraisers use 
rentable area in analyzing the economic potential of a building.  On multi-tenant floors, both the rentable and usable area 
for any specific office suite should be computed.  The rentable area of a floor is computed by measuring to the inside 
finished surface of the dominant portion of the permanent building walls, excluding any major vertical penetrations of the 
floor.  No deductions should be made for columns and projections necessary to the building. (BOMA). 
 
Replacement Cost: The estimated cost to construct, at current prices as of the effective appraisal date, a building with 
utility equivalent to the building being appraised, using modern materials and current standards, design, and layout. 
 
Reproduction Cost: The estimated cost to construct, at current prices as of the effective date of the appraisal, an exact 
duplicate or replica of the building being appraised, using the same materials, construction standards, design, layout, and 
quality of workmanship and embodying all the deficiencies, superadequacies, and obsolescence of the subject building. 
 
Stabilized Value: 1) A value opinion that excludes from consideration any abnormal relationship between supply and 
demand such as is experienced in boom periods, when cost and sale price may exceed the long-term value, or during 
periods of depression, when cost and sale price may fall short of long-term value. 2) A value opinion that excludes from 
consideration any transitory condition that may cause excessive construction costs, e.g., a bonus or premium for 
material, the abnormal inefficiency of labor, the cost of delay or an excessive sale price, e.g., a premium paid due to a 
temporary shortage of supply. 
 
Superadequacy: An excess in the capacity or quality of a structure or structural component; determined by market 
standards. 
 
Surplus Land: Land not necessary to support the highest and best use of the existing improvement but, because of 
physical limitations, building placement, or neighborhood norms, cannot be sold off separately. Such land may or may 
not contribute positively to value and may or may not accommodate future expansion of an existing or anticipated 
improvement. See also excess land. 
 
Usable Area: The area available for assignment or rental to an occupant, including every type of usable space; 
measured from the inside finish of outer walls to the office side of corridors or permanent partitions and from the 
centerline of adjacent spaces; includes subdivided occupant space, but no deductions are made for columns and 
projections. There are two variations of net area: single occupant net assignable area and store net assignable area. 
 
Use Value: 1) In economics, the attribution of value to goods and services based upon their usefulness to those who 
consume them. 2) In real estate appraisal, the value a specific property has for a specific use; may be the highest and 
best use of the property or some other use specified as a condition of the appraisal; may be used where legislation has 
been enacted to preserve farmland, timberland, or other open space land on urban fringes.  
 
Value in Use: The value a specific property has to a specific person or specific firm as opposed to the value to persons 
or the market in general. Special-purpose properties such as churches, schools, and public buildings, which are seldom 
bought and sold in the open market, can be valued on the basis of value in use. The value in use to a specific person 
may include a sentimental value component. The value in use to a specific firm may be the value of the plant as part of 
an integrated multiplant operation. See also use value. 
 
Value Indication: An opinion of value derived through application of the appraisal process. 

 

Sources: 

1) The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fourth Edition, Appraisal Institute, 2002.  

 

2) (12 C.F.R. Part 34.42(g); 55 Federal Register 34696, August 24, 1990, as amended at 57 Federal Register 12202, April 9, 1992; 59 

Federal Register 29499, June 7, 1994; Federal Register, Vol. 75, No. 237, December 10, 2010. 

 

3) The Appraisal of Real Estate, Thirteenth Edition, Appraisal Institute, 2 
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Winston Hospitality, Inc. 
winstonhospitality.com 
 

June 21, 2013 
 
 
Mr. Robert Mills 
Norwich Community Development Corporation 
77 Main St. 
Norwich, CT 06360 

 
RE: NORWICH HOTEL – INCENTIVE PACKAGE STRUCTURE 

 
Dear Bob and Kevin: 
 
Thank you again for your recent efforts on our project.  I’m pleased to pass along the news that Jim Frey, 
from our office, had a very positive meeting with the Norwich Fire Marshall yesterday.  We greatly 
appreciate the Fire Marshall’s willingness to help Winston mitigate potential project roadblocks, such as 
this sprinkler issue.  As a result, we’ve finalized the hotel’s cost budget with our GC. 
 
That said, at this juncture, Winston needs a clear and definitive understanding from you both that you 
will and do support –in an urgent manner, as time is of the essence– CT Norwich’s request for City and 
State commitments ‘to implement’ what we now believe will be an urban renewal area designation and 
redevelopment plan for the subject property.   
 
You have been clear in your assertion that a tax fixing agreement in excess of seven years is not possible.  
You have also been clear that adoption of the Cities and Towns act will require a public referendum and 
is thus a highly uncertain outcome. 
 
You recently advised us that our most likely viable alternative is to consider an incentive program 
combination including: a 12-65b tax fixing agreement, SBA 504 financing, Small Business Express Loan 
and Grants, and other notable programs.  We have thoroughly investigated this option.  
 
Please bear in mind that Winston’s fundamental concern for this project is abating the risk of additional 
capital losses, not locking in profits. 
 
With that said, as I will explain in great detail below, our investigation into the SBA program definitively 
concluded that an SBA capital structure is not an adequate solution for us.  For starters, availability of 
SBA construction financing appears to share the same level of certainty as does Norwich’s adoption of 
the Cities and Towns act.  Yesterday, Mr. Gary Toole at the CTCIC highlighted, ‘the high volume of 
hospitality defaults in Connecticut have made it very difficult to secure construction financing for any 
hotel development projects.’ Mr. Toole’s commentary confirmed there is currently limited appetite to 
provide hotel construction loans; securing construction loan funds is, in and of itself, a time consuming 
and uncertain endeavor.  I encourage you to call Mr. Toole directly at 203.776.6172 (ext 124) to confirm.   
 
On risk.  Although pursuing outsized project returns through increased leverage is often popular, 
leverage clearly adds interest costs as well as an increased principal repayment requirement to the 
project.  As Winston’s cost basis in this project increases, you will see the dramatic downside risk that 
accompanies even minor project under-performance1. I belabor the point, of Winston’s potential 
downside risk, to further support why our requested incentives are absolutely critical: Winston is willing 
to accept a below-market rate of return and still move forward on the project, but Winston has a 
responsibility –to its hundreds of employees– to allocate capital responsibly in order to sustain jobs.   

                                                
1 Winston received three independently produced market studies for the hotel between 2011 and 2013; each subsequent study 
demonstrated decreased average daily rate (“ADR”) and occupancy projections.  As a result, Winston believes future decreases in 
revenue metrics are possible at the very least.  Our analysis intends to highlight the effects of such a decrease. 
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On numerous occasions Kevin has said he will not support our pursuing a TIF-type structure unless he is 
absolutely certain the property has no potential of going forward under any other structure.  
Unfortunately, that’s exactly where the circumstances are.   
 
More On our SBA 504 program findings.  First, positively, I confirmed your assertion that the SBA’s 
estimated coupon rate is, in fact, the effective interest rate inclusive of fees.  Unfortunately, Mr. Toole 
confirmed: (i) the SBA program does not provide credit enhancements during construction that might 
entice a senior lender to provide excess leverage necessary to advance an initial $8.5mm in construction 
proceeds; (ii) the SBA loan proceeds and coupon rates are not committed to until after certificates of 
occupancy are issued, which means the SBA will not mitigate interest rate risk for our permanent loan 
request; and (iii) 5 or 10 year permanent financing will not be co-terminus with the SBA’s 20-year term, 
thus refinancing risk is not mitigated through this program.    
 
While Winston can secure 50% loan-to-cost construction financing through our existing lender 
relationships, our lender does not permit mezzanine financing (e.g., the contemplated SBA debt).  
Moreover, for the SBA capital structure, repayment guarantees are required during the life of that loan.  
In contrast, our banking relationships allow for these guarantees to go away over time.  Finally the 
permanent loan refinancing, in our model, requires no guarantees.  
 
Why TIF proceeds are necessary.  Please note I’ve enclosed two tables below, from Winston’s cash 
flow analyses: (1) Winston’s baseline capitalization request with 50% construction leverage and our 
requested incentives and (2) the ‘SBA capitalization’ assumes 71% leverage (or ~$8.5mm in loan 
proceeds) under the SBA capitalization structure and excludes our requested TIF incentives.  Under 
Winston’s baseline capital structure, we anticipate generating an approximate 9.5%, leveraged, project 
level IRR if the hotel performs as expected.  A 9.5% leveraged yield is a substantially below market-rate 
of return for hotel projects.  Winston will accept this well below-market yield and still move forward.   
However, again, what makes our requested capital structure absolutely necessary is that our request 
mitigates Winston’s downside losses –relative to the SBA capitalization structure- if the project 
underperforms.   
 
In the following tables, note negative numbers are highlighted in red and Winston’s underwritten 
projections are highlighted in yellow:  
 
Table 1A, below, reflects 50% leverage including incentives (e.g., Winston’s capitalization) 

 
Table 1B, below, reflects 71% leverage excluding TIF incentives (e.g., SBA capitalization) 
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As you can see Winston’s risk of loss is greatly exacerbated through the use of outsized leverage in 
conjunction with the higher cost basis accompanying the SBA capitalization.  Assume, for instance, that 
our hotel’s Year 1 ADR is $116.67 and each year thereafter that rate grows by only 1.0%.  Under 
Winston’s requested capital structure our return on invested capital will be negative 1.96%.  However, 
under the SBA capitalization our return for those same assumptions will be negative 12.12%.  Because 
we assume that leverage and cost basis will have no impact on cash flows or terminal value, leverage and 
an increased cost basis dramatically increases our risk of loss on this project.   
 
Moreover, increased leverage fixes the amount of capital owed while property value varies according to 
revenue and cash flow.  As a result, if ADR does not grow from the projected $120 ADR, under 
Winston’s capital structure, our net loss (in today’s, non-discounted, dollars) will be ($403,000).  
However, under the SBA capital structure Winston’s loss will be approximately $2mm. 
 
Table 2A, below, reflects 50% leverage including TIF incentives 

 
 
Table 2B, reflects 71% leverage and excludes TIF incentives.   

 
 
Simply through visual interpretation, Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate the increased volatility accompanying 
the SBA capital structure.  Please also recall that property tax collections have absolute priority over the 
collateral in any foreclosure action.  Conversely, in the even the hotel underperforms pro-forma 
assumptions, and Winston, as the borrower, finds itself in default on our obligations, we will be the first 
to lose our invested capital.  As a result, Winston’s equity bears the most risk of underperformance while 
the City of Norwich’s tax collections will benefit from absolute priority. 
 
What Winston is willing to do.  Finally, please note that in accepting a 9.5% leveraged project return in 
exchange for allocating additional capital to this project, Winston will be charging-off, as “sunk costs”, 
an amount necessary to make this project equivalent to a more market-competitive 12.09% unlevered 
and 19.74% levered yield.  This charge-off will be approximately 72% of capital expenditures (or “sunk 
costs”) to date.  
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Under Winston’s requested capital structure, we will be “sharing in the pain” Norwich incurs from 
granting our incentive requests. To enforce this point, I have never in my career charged-off 72% of my 
capital investment in a project and still moved forward on that project.  Winston views going forward on 
this project as a loss.  Our concern, at this point, however, is to minimize –and not exacerbate– potential 
losses in the future.   
 
As a show of good faith, Winston is happy to propose structures where the hotel pays excess property 
taxes, above and beyond its baseline, in the event the property achieves certain performance milestones.  
Doing so can prevent any “windfall” profit to Winston.   
 
You need to know that our requested capital structure is the only way to get this project completed and 
to generate incremental revenues for the City.  Once it is built, we will be committed to the property’s 
continuous upkeep.  As hoteliers, we are highly conscientious of our product’s reputation and quality.  
To attract interstate travel and leisure guests, we continuously reinvest in our properties in order to 
maintain the highest possible standards.  For these reasons, we are confident that once built, Winston will 
persevere with our business plan despite market volatility. 
 
To help communicate our message, I am available to speak about this project and the contents of this 
letter at any time.  At your direction, I will gladly make myself available to any government officials, 
government chambers, businesses, or citizen groups that you think might need to better understand our 
request. 
 
Again, what Winston needs from you, Bob and Kevin, is a confirmation of your support in our 
requested capital structure for this project.  If you are definitively unwilling or unable to support us in 
this endeavor, please advise us accordingly so that we can take appropriate action.  As always, we 
appreciate your timely responsiveness.   
 

 
 
 
 



 
Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
  



	
  

	
  

•  In	
  June	
  1994,	
  Mr.	
  Winston	
  founded	
  Winston	
  Hotels,	
  
Inc.	
  ,	
  a	
  publicly-­‐traded	
  hotel	
  REIT	
  (NYSE:	
  WXH)	
  that	
  he	
  
successfully	
  managed	
  over	
  the	
  next	
  13	
  years.	
  

•  Throughout	
  public	
  period:	
  

o  Created	
  successful	
  joint	
  venture	
  plaOorms	
  with	
  
private	
  equity	
  and	
  other	
  insRtuRonal	
  investors.	
  	
  

o  Demonstrated	
  success	
  with	
  hotel	
  acquisiRons,	
  
lending,	
  operaRons	
  and	
  development.	
  	
  	
  

•  July	
  2007	
  orchestrated	
  WXH’s	
  sale	
  for	
  $850	
  million:	
  

o  PorOolio	
  consisted	
  of	
  50	
  hotels	
  with	
  6,782	
  
rooms	
  at	
  the	
  Rme	
  of	
  sale.	
  

•  September	
  2007	
  re-­‐established	
  	
  Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  
Inc.	
  to	
  acquire,	
  manage	
  and	
  develop	
  hotel	
  properRes	
  
and	
  in	
  selected	
  cases	
  acquire	
  hotel	
  loans.	
  

Resumé	
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Founder	
  /	
  Principal	
  

Above:	
  	
  Alo_	
  Hotel	
  –	
  Homewood,	
  AL	
  
Owned	
  &	
  Managed	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hospitality	
  



About	
  us	
  

•  Size.	
  	
  Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
  (“Winston”)	
  is	
  a	
  proud	
  equal	
  
opportunity	
   employer	
   and	
   career	
   path	
   to	
   over	
   400	
  
employees	
   throughout	
   its	
   8	
   hotels	
   and	
   development	
  
projects.	
   	
  Winston’s	
  principals	
  have	
  been	
  developing	
  well	
  
conceived	
  hotel	
  projects	
  since	
  1991.	
  	
  	
  

•  Culture.	
   	
  Winston	
  is	
  a	
  North	
  Carolina	
  based,	
  family	
  owned	
  
hotel	
   development,	
   management	
   and	
   ownership	
  
company.	
   	
   As	
   a	
   management	
   company	
   we	
   seek	
   to	
   hold	
  
properRes	
   for	
   the	
   long	
   term,	
   hire	
   locally	
   and	
   reinvest	
   in	
  
our	
  communiRes.	
  

•  Focus.	
   	
   Winston	
   is	
   a	
   high	
   performance,	
   highly	
   analyRcal	
  
organizaRon	
   focused	
   on	
   complex,	
   value-­‐added	
   projects.	
  	
  
We	
  approach	
  projects	
  with	
  a	
  long	
  term	
  hold	
  outlook.	
  

•  Corporate	
   Ci=zenship.	
   	
   Above	
   all,	
   Winston	
   creates	
   long	
  
term	
   growth	
   oriented	
   relaRonships	
   with	
   the	
   various	
  
stakeholders	
   in	
   the	
   towns	
   and	
   ciRes	
   it	
   does	
   business	
   in.	
  	
  
Winston	
   takes	
   great	
   pride	
   in	
   the	
   integrity	
   of	
   its	
  
organizaRonal	
  choices.	
  

Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
  

Above:	
  	
  Marrioh	
  Courtyard	
  -­‐	
  Chapel	
  Hill,	
  NC	
  
Owned	
  &	
  Managed	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hospitality	
  



 

Under	
  Management:	
  2,167	
  rooms 	
  	
  
•  169-­‐room	
  Courtyard	
  by	
  Marrioh,	
  Chapel	
  Hill,	
  NC	
  
•  110-­‐room	
  Hampton	
  Inn	
  &	
  Suites,	
  Jacksonville,	
  NC	
  
•  111-­‐room	
  Starwood	
  Alo_,	
  Birmingham,	
  AL	
  
•  Winstar	
  World	
  Casino	
  Hotel,	
  Thackerville,	
  OK	
  

•  395	
  rooms,	
  Tower	
  1	
  
•  500	
  rooms,	
  Tower	
  2	
  (as	
  of	
  10/13)	
  
•  500	
  rooms,	
  Tower	
  3	
  (as	
  of	
  7/14)	
  

•  248	
  room	
  Lucky	
  Eagle	
  Casino	
  Hotel,	
  Eagle	
  Pass,	
  TX	
  
•  130	
  room	
  Indigo	
  Hotel,	
  Nashville,	
  TN	
  

•  Nashville	
  Indigo	
  downtown	
  is	
  a	
  market	
  leading,	
  mixed	
  use	
  
property	
  including:	
  

•  26K	
  SF	
  office	
  	
  	
  
•  20,000	
  SF	
  apartments	
  
•  Full	
  service	
  restaurant	
  &	
  bar	
  

	
  
Currently	
  Under	
  Development:	
  	
  748	
  rooms	
  

•  248	
  room	
  Lucky	
  Eagle	
  Casino	
  Hotel,	
  Eagle	
  Pass,	
  TX	
  
•  500	
  room	
  Winstar	
  Casino	
  Hotel	
  Tower	
  3,	
  Thackerville,	
  

OK	
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Current	
  PorLolio	
  
Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
  
	
  

Above:	
  	
  Winstar	
  World	
  Casino	
  Hotel	
  –	
  Thackerville,	
  OK	
  
Managed	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hospitality	
  

Above:	
  	
  Hotel	
  Indigo	
  –	
  Nashville,	
  TN	
  
Owned	
  &	
  Managed	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hospitality	
  



	
  
•  Management	
  team	
  comprised	
  of	
  the	
  former	
  

management	
  team	
  of	
  Winston	
  Hotels,	
  Inc.,	
  a	
  publicly	
  
traded	
  REIT	
  (NYSE:	
  WHX),	
  with	
  a	
  proven	
  track	
  record	
  for	
  
successful	
  hotel	
  invesRng	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  public	
  
shareholders	
  and	
  private	
  equity	
  partners.	
  

•  Fully	
  integrated	
  hotel	
  company	
  including	
  acquisiRons,	
  
renovaRons,	
  reposiRoning,	
  lending,	
  operaRons	
  and	
  
development.	
  

•  Principal	
  is	
  Robert	
  W.	
  Winston	
  III	
  with	
  25	
  years	
  
experience	
  in	
  the	
  hospitality	
  industry.	
  

•  Prior	
  transacRons	
  
 
 Buy/Sell	
   $1.75	
  billion	
  

Reposi=oning	
  /	
  
Development	
  

$630	
  million	
  

Management	
   43	
  hotels	
  

Lending	
   $100	
  million	
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Track	
  Record	
  
Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
  

Above:	
  	
  Hampton	
  Inn	
  &	
  Suites	
  –	
  Norwich,	
  CT	
  
Owned,	
  developed,	
  and	
  managed	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
  



•  Successful	
  hotel	
  development	
  and	
  redevelopment	
  projects	
  
exceeding	
  $630	
  million,	
  encompassing	
  over	
  6,000	
  guest	
  rooms	
  

•  Upper-­‐Upscale,	
  Upscale,	
  Extended-­‐Stay	
  and	
  Midscale	
  hotels	
  under	
  
the	
  leading	
  naRonal	
  brands:	
  	
  Marrioh,	
  Hilton	
  and	
  Starwood	
  

•  Brand	
  advisory	
  board	
  member	
  for	
  Hampton	
  Inn,	
  Hilton	
  Garden	
  Inn,	
  
Homewood	
  Suites,	
  and	
  Alo_	
  Hotels	
  

•  Award-­‐winning	
  developments	
  for	
  Hampton	
  Inn,	
  Homewood	
  Suites	
  
and	
  Courtyard	
  by	
  Marrioh	
  

•  Intensive	
  oversight	
  of	
  development	
  process	
  

•  Most	
  recent	
  examples:	
  

o  Lucky	
  Eagle	
  Casino	
  Hotel	
  Eagle	
  Pass,	
  TX	
  –	
  248	
  rooms	
  

o  Hampton	
  Inn	
  &	
  Suites	
  Jacksonville,	
  NC	
  –	
  110	
  rooms	
  

o  Hotel	
  Indigo	
  Nashville,	
  TN	
  –	
  Expansion	
  –	
  130	
  rooms	
  

o  Winstar	
  Hotel	
  Thackerville,	
  OK	
  –	
  395	
  rooms	
  

o  Alo_	
  Hotel	
  Birmingham,	
  AL	
  –	
  111	
  rooms	
  	
  

o  Residence	
  Inn	
  Roanoke,	
  VA	
  –	
  78	
  Rooms	
  

o  Courtyard	
  Jacksonville,	
  FL	
  –	
  120	
  Rooms	
  

o  Courtyard	
  Chapel	
  Hill,	
  NC	
  –	
  169	
  rooms	
  and	
  suites	
  

o  Hilton	
  Garden	
  Inn	
  Tribeca,	
  NY	
  –	
  151	
  Rooms	
  

o  Hilton	
  Garden	
  Inn	
  Chelsea,	
  NY	
  –	
  169	
  Rooms	
  

Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
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Representa=ve	
  
Development	
  Experience	
  

Above:	
  	
  Hotel	
  Indigo	
  –	
  Nashville,	
  TN	
  
Owned	
  &	
  Managed	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hospitality	
  



•  Hampton	
  Inn	
  &	
  Suites	
  –	
  BalRmore,	
  MD	
  (Inner	
  Harbor)	
  

–  2002	
  hotel	
  conversion	
  

–  1905	
  original	
  construcRon	
  

–  116	
  rooms	
  and	
  suites	
  

–  75,206	
  SF	
  	
  

•  Original	
  United	
  States	
  Fidelity	
  and	
  Guaranty	
  Co	
  (“USF&G”)	
  
headquarters	
  

•  Winston’s	
  management:	
  

–  Guhed	
  &	
  redeveloped	
  property	
  as	
  hotel	
  use	
  

–  Implemented	
  Historic	
  Tax	
  Credit	
  enRty	
  structure	
  

–  Project	
  lender	
  and	
  eventually	
  fee	
  simple	
  owner	
  

Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
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Representa=ve	
  Project(s)	
  

Above	
  &	
  Right:	
  	
  Hampton	
  Inn	
  &	
  Suites	
  BalRmore	
  Inner	
  Harbor	
  
Developed	
  &	
  Operated	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hotels	
  	
  



•  Courtyard	
  by	
  Marrioh–	
  Kansas	
  City,	
  MO	
  (Country	
  Club	
  
Plaza)	
  

–  2006	
  hotel	
  conversion	
  

–  123	
  rooms	
  

–  Project	
  conversion	
  costs,	
  before	
  tax	
  credits:	
  $21.3M	
  or	
  $173k	
  per	
  
room	
  

•  Winston’s	
  management:	
  
–  Acquired	
  historic	
  apartment	
  property	
  for	
  conversion	
  to	
  hotel	
  use	
  

–  Guhed	
  &	
  redeveloped	
  property	
  

–  Implemented	
  Historic	
  Tax	
  Credit	
  enRty	
  structure	
  

Winston	
  Hospitality,	
  Inc.	
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Representa=ve	
  Project(s)	
  

Above	
  &	
  Right:	
  	
  Courtyard	
  Marrioh	
  Country	
  Club	
  Plaza	
  –	
  Kansas	
  City,	
  MO	
  
Developed	
  &	
  Operated	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hotels	
  	
  



9 

   
 

Alabama	
  
Georgia	
  

North	
  Carolina	
  

Virginia	
  

South	
  Carolina	
  

Iowa	
  

Illinois	
  

Florida	
  

Michigan	
  

New	
  York	
  

New	
  Jersey	
  

Maryland	
  

Missouri	
  

ConnecRcut	
  

The	
  historic	
  informaRon	
  in	
  this	
  slide	
  is	
  illustraRve	
  of	
  investments	
  made	
  by	
  Winston	
  Hotels,	
  Inc.	
  while	
  Robert	
  Winston	
  was	
  CEO	
  of	
  that	
  company.	
  	
  	
  

Nevada	
  

Colorado	
  

Texas	
  

Arizona	
  

Ohio	
  

Former	
  Hotel	
  PorOolio	
  



TITLE	
  REPORT	
  

154	
  SALEM	
  TURNPIKE,	
  NORWICH,	
  CT	
  

	
  

Owner:	
  	
  	
  CT	
  Norwich,	
  LLC:	
  	
  	
  Certificate	
  of	
  Foreclosure	
  Dated	
  May	
  13,	
  2014	
  

	
   	
   Volume	
  2796	
  Page	
  236	
  of	
  the	
  Norwich	
  Land	
  Records	
  

Examination	
  of	
  the	
  title	
  to	
  the	
  above	
  property	
  finds	
  the	
  following	
  liens	
  and	
  encumbrances:	
  

1	
  	
  Mechanic’s	
  Lien	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  Rankin,	
  Inc.	
  in	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  $4,982.00	
  dated	
  July	
  13,	
  2010	
  and	
  recorded	
  
in	
  Volume	
  2628	
  Page	
  238	
  of	
  the	
  Norwich	
  Land	
  Records.	
  	
  	
  NOTE:	
  	
  It	
  is	
  believed	
  that	
  this	
  lien	
  was	
  or	
  should	
  
have	
  been	
  released/discharged	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  foreclosure	
  process,	
  but	
  the	
  title	
  examination	
  finds	
  it	
  still	
  
appears	
  of	
  record.	
   	
  

2	
  	
  Tax	
  Lien	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  the	
  	
  City	
  of	
  Norwich	
  	
  in	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  $1,909.12	
  due	
  as	
  of	
  January	
  1,	
  2011.	
  

3	
  	
  Together	
  with	
  and	
  subject	
  to	
  a	
  Mutual	
  Fence	
  Agreement	
  recorded	
  in	
  Volume	
  214	
  Page	
  217	
  of	
  the	
  
Norwich	
  Land	
  Records	
  

4	
  	
  Subject	
  to	
  a	
  Certificate	
  of	
  Condemnation	
  for	
  Highway	
  Purposes	
  recorded	
  in	
  Volume	
  281	
  Page	
  626	
  of	
  
the	
  Norwich	
  Land	
  Records	
  

5	
  	
  Easement	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  the	
  Southern	
  New	
  England	
  Telephone	
  Company	
  dated	
  February	
  14,	
  1939	
  and	
  
recorded	
  in	
  Volume	
  215	
  Page	
  258	
  of	
  the	
  Norwich	
  Land	
  Records.	
  

	
  

	
  


