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STATE OF NEBRASKA

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
PO Box 94818 » Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-4818
Phone: 402-471-5729 e revenue.nebraska.gov

April 8, 2016

Commissioner Salmon:

The Property Tax Administrator has compiled the 2016 Reports and Opinions of the Property
Tax Administrator for Arthur County pursuant to Neb. Rev. Stat. 8 77-5027. This Report and
Opinion will inform the Tax Equalization and Review Commission of the level of value and
quality of assessment for real property in Arthur County.

The information contained within the County Reports of the Appendices was provided by the
county assessor pursuant to Neb. Rev. Stat. § 77-1514.

For the Tax Commissioner

Sincerely,

%a.gm

Ruth A. Sorensen
Property Tax Administrator
402-471-5962

cc: Becky Swanson, Arthur County Assessor

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Introduction

Neb. Rev. Stat. § 77-5027 provides that the Property Tax Administrator (PTA) shall prepare and
deliver an annual Reports and Opinions (R&O) document to each county and to the Tax
Equalization and Review Commission (Commission). This will contain statistical and narrative
reports informing the Commission of the certified opinion of the PTA regarding the level of
value and the quality of assessment of the classes and subclasses of real property within each
county. In addition to an opinion of the level of value and quality of assessment in the county,
the PTA may make nonbinding recommendations for subclass adjustments for consideration by
the Commission.

The statistical and narrative reports contained in the R&O of the PTA provide an analysis of the
assessment process implemented by each county to reach the levels of value and quality of
assessment required by Nebraska law. The PTA’s opinion of the level of value and quality of
assessment in each county is a conclusion based upon all the data provided by the county
assessor and gathered by the Nebraska Department of Revenue, Property Assessment Division
(Division) regarding the assessment activities in the county during the preceding year.

The statistical reports are developed using the state-wide sales file that contains all arm’s-length
transactions as required by Neb. Rev. Stat. 8 77-1327. From this sale file, the Division prepares a
statistical analysis comparing assessments to sale prices. After determining if the sales represent
the class or subclass of properties being measured, inferences are drawn regarding the
assessment level and quality of assessment of the class or subclass being evaluated. The
statistical reports contained in the R&O are developed based on standards developed by the
International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO).

The analysis of assessment practices in each county is necessary to give proper context to the
statistical inferences from the assessment sales ratio studies and the overall quality of assessment
in the county. The assessment practices are evaluated in the county to ensure professionally
accepted mass appraisal methods are used and that those methods will generally produce uniform
and proportionate valuations.

The PTA considers the statistical reports and the analysis of assessment practices when forming
conclusions on both the level of value and quality of assessment. The consideration of both the
statistical indicators and assessment processes used to develop valuations is necessary to
accurately determine the level of value and quality of assessment. Assessment practices that
produce a biased sales file will generally produce a biased statistical indicator, which, on its face,
would otherwise appear to be valid. Likewise, statistics produced on small, unrepresentative, or
otherwise unreliable samples, may indicate issues with assessment uniformity and assessment
level—however, a detailed review of the practices and valuation models may suggest otherwise.
For these reasons, the detail of the Division’s analysis is presented and contained within the
correlation sections for Residential, Commercial, and Agricultural land.
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Statistical Analysis:

In determining a point estimate of the level of value, the PTA considers three measures as
indicators of the central tendency of assessment: the median ratio, weighted mean ratio, and
mean ratio. The use and reliability of each measure is based on inherent strengths and
weaknesses which are the quantity and quality of the information from which it was calculated
and the defined scope of the analysis.

The median ratio is considered the most appropriate statistical measure to determine a level of
value for direct equalization which is the process of adjusting the values of classes or subclasses
of property in response to an unacceptable level. Since the median ratio is considered neutral in
relationship to either assessed value or selling price, adjusting the class or subclass of properties
based on the median measure will not change the relationships between assessed value and level
of value already present in the class of property. Additionally, the median ratio is less influenced
by the presence of extreme ratios, commonly called outliers, which can skew the outcome in the
other measures.

The weighted mean ratio best reflects a comparison of the fully assessable valuation of a
jurisdiction, by measuring the total assessed value against the total of selling prices. The
weighted mean ratio can be heavily influenced by sales of large-dollar property with extreme
ratios.

The mean ratio is used as a basis for other statistical calculations, such as the price related
differential and coefficient of variation. As a simple average of the ratios the mean ratio has
limited application in the analysis of the level of value because it assumes a normal distribution
of the data set around the mean ratio with each ratio having the same impact on the calculation
regardless of the assessed value or the selling price.

The quality of assessment relies in part on statistical indicators as well. If the weighted mean
ratio, because of its dollar-weighting feature, is significantly different from the mean ratio, it
may be an indication of disproportionate assessments. The coefficient produced by this
calculation is referred to as the Price Related Differential (PRD) and measures the assessment
level of lower-priced properties relative to the assessment level of higher-priced properties.

The Coefficient of Dispersion (COD) is a measure also used in the evaluation of assessment
quality. The COD measures the average deviation from the median and is expressed as a
percentage of the median. A COD of 15 percent indicates that half of the assessment ratios are
expected to fall within 15 percent of the median. The closer the ratios are grouped around the
median the more equitable the property assessments tend to be.

Pursuant to Neb. Rev. Stat. 8 77-5023, the acceptable range is 69% to 75% of actual value for
agricultural land and 92% to 100% for all other classes of real property. Nebraska Statutes do
not provide for a range of acceptability for the COD or PRD; however, the IAAO establishes the
following range of acceptability:
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Property Class coD PRD

Residential .05-.15 .98-1.03
Newer Residential .05-.10 .98-1.03
Commercial .05-.20 .98-1.03
Agricultural Land .05-.25 .98-1.03

Analysis of Assessment Practices:

The Division reviews assessment practices that ultimately affect the valuation of real property in
each county. This review is done to ensure the reliability of the statistical analysis and to ensure
professionally accepted methods are used in the county assessor’s effort to establish uniform and
proportionate valuations.

To ensure county assessors are submitting all Real Estate Transfer Statements, required for the
development of the state sales file pursuant to Neb. Rev. Stat. 8 77-1327, the Division audits a
random sample from the county registers of deeds records to confirm that the required sales have
been submitted and reflect accurate information. The timeliness of the submission is also
reviewed to ensure the sales file allows analysis of up-to-date information. The county’s sales
verification and qualification procedures are reviewed to ensure that sales are properly
considered arm’s-length transactions unless determined to be otherwise through the verification
process. Proper sales verification practices are necessary to ensure the statistical analysis is based
on an unbiased sample of sales.

Valuation groupings and market areas are also examined to identify whether the areas being
measured truly represent economic areas within the county. The measurement of economic areas
is the method by which the Division ensures intra-county equalization exists. The progress of
the county’s six-year inspection cycle is documented to ensure compliance with Neb. Rev. Stat.
§ 77-1311.03 and also to confirm that all property is being uniformly listed and described for
valuation purposes.

Valuation methodologies developed by the county assessor are reviewed for both appraisal logic
and to ensure compliance with professionally accepted mass appraisal methods. Methods and
sales used to develop lot values are also reviewed to ensure the land component of the valuation
process is based on the local market, and agricultural outbuildings and sites are reviewed as well.

The comprehensive review of assessment practices is conducted throughout the year. Issues are
presented to the county assessor for clarification. The county assessor can then work to
implement corrective measures prior to establishing assessed values. The PTA’s conclusion that
assessment quality is either compliant or not compliant with professionally accepted mass
appraisal methods is based on the totality of the assessment practices in the county.

*Further information may be found in Exhibit 94 at http://www.terc.ne.qov/2016/2016-exhibit-list.shtml
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County Overview

With a total area of 715 square miles, Arthur had
453 residents, per the Census Bureau Quick
Facts for 2014, a 2% population decline from the
2010 US Census. In a review of the past fifty
years, Arthur has seen a steady drop in
population of 33% (Nebraska Department of
Economic Development). Reports indicated that

IHJT !

IS |

60% of county residents were homeowners and 82% of residents occupied the same residence as

in the prior year (Census Quick Facts).

Per the latest information available from the U.S. Census Bureau, there were ten employer
establishments in Arthur. County-wide employment was at 206 people, a steady employment rate

County Value Breakdown

Commercial )
4% Agricultural
91%

Residential
5%

Founded 1913

Namesake Former President Chester A.
Arthur

Region West Central

County Seat Arthur

Other Communities

Most Populated Arthur (118)

+1% over 2010 US Census

Census Bureau Quick Facts 2014/Nebraska Dept of Economic Development

relative to the 2010 Census (Nebraska
Department of Labor).

The agricultural economy has remained the
strong anchor for Arthur that has fortified the
local rural area economies. Arthur is
included in the Twin Platte Natural Resource
District (NRD). Grass land makes up the
majority of the land in the county.
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2016 Residential Correlation for Arthur County

Assessment Actions
For the current assessment year, routine maintenance was completed timely.
Description of Analysis

The village of Arthur is the county seat and the only incorporated town with the rest of the
county being sparsely populated. Lacking market evidence of differing economic factors, there is
one valuation grouping for the residential class.

A review of the residential property class show only four sales occurred during the two-year
study period. With so few sales, the sample is considered insufficient to measure a statistical
level of value for the residential class.

VALUATION GROUPING

RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT .MEAN CoD PRED

01 < T9.54 80.28 BE .40 20.84 92 .82
ALL

10/01/2013 To 09/320/201% 4 79.54 80.28 BE6.49 20.B4 92 .82

The county’s abstract of assessment and sales file reflect that only pick up work was completed
for the 2016 assessment year.

Assessment Practice Review

An annual comprehensive review of assessment practices is conducted for each county. The
purpose of the review is to examine the specific assessment practices of the county to determine
compliance for all activities that ultimately affect the uniform and proportionate valuation of all
three property classes. Any incongruities are noted and discussed with the county assessor for
further action.

One of the areas addressed included the sales qualification and verification process of the county.
In Arthur County, the county assessor prefers to contact parties involved directly in a transaction
rather than mailing sales questionnaires; stating that very few written questionnaires are returned.
The review of non-qualified sales show the county assessor adequately explained and
documented non-qualified sales. It appears that there is no apparent bias in the process of
determining the qualification of sales.

The Real Estate Transfer Statements were reviewed to ensure that the transactions were
submitted timely to the State and reported accurately. Additionally, values submitted on the
annual Assessed Value Update are compared to the property record card to ensure accurate
reporting of values. These reviews indicate that Arthur County is correctly submitting data.
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2016 Residential Correlation for Arthur County

The county’s inspection and review cycle for all real property was discussed with the county
assessor. All areas of the county have been inspected within a six-year timeframe. The county
assessor hires a contract appraiser to list and reappraise the county as a whole once every six
years. The county assessor is planning to reappraise the county for the 2017 assessment year.

Equalization and Quality of Assessment

Based on all information, including a review of the county’s assessment practices, the quality of
assessment of the residential class is believed to be in compliance with professionally accepted
mass appraisal standards.

Level of Value

Based on analysis of all available information, the level of value of the residential class in Arthur
County is determined to be at the statutory level of 100% of market value.
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2016 Commercial Correlation for Arthur County

Assessment Actions

For the 2016 assessment year, only routine maintenance was completed for the commercial class.
Pick up work was completed in a timely manner.

Description of Analysis

A large portion of the commercial properties within Arthur County are vacant, run-down
buildings that are no longer being used. These parcels are on at a flat value with no occupancy
code. The remaining 13 commercial parcels are spread between 11 occupancy codes with only
occupancy code 353 (retail store) appearing more than once throughout the county. During the
three year study period there were no qualified sales to analyze.

An additional indicator of the commercial market includes an analysis of net taxable sales chart
compared to the annual percentage change to value. The extreme change of value between the
2005 and 2006 year is due to a hog confinement facility being classified as agricultural originally
than being classified as commercial in the 2006 year. If you discount the value change for that
year, the annual percentage change to value without growth has been very stagnant. The net
taxable sales show a larger average percentage change with large fluctuations in changes
between years, indicating a sporadic commercial market. Due to the lack of commercial activity
and commercial properties within the county this analysis is not overly meaningful.

Commercial & Industrial Value Change Vs. Net Taxable Sales
Change

==@==Comm.&Ind w/o Growth
1200%

== Comm.&Ind. Value Chg

1000%
800% ’ j Net Tax. Sales Value
% Change
600% Linear (Comm.&Ind w/o

/ Growth)
400%
/ Sources:
200% Value; 2005-2015 CTL Report

Growth Value; 2005-2015 Abstract Rpt
0% +HIF—— T T T T T T \ Net Taxable Sales; Dept. of Revenue

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 website.

Assessment Practice Review

A comprehensive review of assessment practices is conducted for each county annually. The
purpose of the review is to examine the specific assessment practices of the county to determine
compliance for all activities that could affect the uniform and proportionate valuation of all three
property classes.
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2016 Commercial Correlation for Arthur County

One of the areas addressed included sales qualification and verification process of the county.
The review of non-qualified sales show the county assessor adequately explained and
documented non-qualified sales. After additional discussion with the county assessor as to her
procedures, it appears that there is no apparent bias in the process of determining the
qualification of sales.

The six year inspection and review cycle was also discussed with the county assessor. A review
of inspection dates indicate that all properties within the county have been inspected within six
years. The county is inspected once every six years as a whole with the aid of a contract
appraiser. The county assessor is planning on a re-appraisal for the following assessment year.

Valuation groups were also examined to ensure that economic factors were being identified.
Arthur County only has one valuation grouping within the commercial class. With so few viable
commercial parcels, the market is not organized and there is no need for separate valuation
groupings.

Equalization and Quality of Assessment

Based on all available information and a review of the county’s assessment practices, the quality
of assessment of the commercial class is in compliance with professionally accepted mass
appraisal standards.

Level of Value

Based on analysis of all available information, the level of value of the commercial class in
Arthur County is determined to be at the statutory level of 100% of market value.
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2016 Agricultural Correlation Section
for Arthur County

Assessment Actions

Within the agricultural class, only routine maintenance was completed for agricultural
improvements throughout the county, with pick up work being completed timely. A market
analysis of agricultural land indicated that an increase was needed for the grassland.

Description of Analysis

Arthur County is located in the Nebraska Sand Hills region. The Sand Hills are composed of
grass-stabilized sand dunes. The county is very homogenous in nature and is almost exclusively
grassland. Due to a lack of separate, distinguishing features, only one market area exists. All
surrounding counties are part of the Sand Hills region as well and are considered comparable to
Arthur County.

Analysis of the sales within the county indicated that although the sample was proportionate
when stratified by sale date it lacked an inadequate number of sales to measure. The sample was
expanded with sales from the comparable counties. Once expanded the sample contains a
proportionate and representative group of sales with an adequate sample of grassland, but few
irrigated sales, which were not conclusive for measurement. This analysis indicated an increasing
grassland market. The county assessor increased the grassland values by 21%. Additional
analysis was conducted combining all irrigated sales within the Sand Hills region. This analysis
indicated that the region as a whole measures within the acceptable range with no change to the
prior year’s value. There is no dry land within Arthur County. The county’s abstract of county
assessment and the sales file reflect the changes made to the agricultural values.

Assessment Practice Review

An annual comprehensive review of assessment practices is conducted for each county. The
purpose of the review is to examine the specific assessment practices of the county to determine
compliance for all activities that ultimately affect the uniform and proportionate valuation of all
three property classes. Any incongruities are noted and discussed with the county assessor for
further action.

The Real Estate Transfer Statements filed by the county were reviewed and indicate that the
county is reporting the sales transactions timely and accurately. Assessed values were also found
to be reported accurately.  The quality reporting demonstrates the reliability of the source
information used in the Division’s measurement process.

The review supported that the county has used all available sales for the measurement of
agricultural property. The process used by the county to make adequate qualification
determinations indicate that usability decisions are made without a bias. The Division also
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2016 Agricultural Correlation Section
for Arthur County

reviewed agricultural land values to ensure uniform application and confirmed that sold
properties are valued similarly to unsold properties.

The physical inspection process was reviewed to ensure that the process was timely and captured
all the characteristics that impact market value. Since there is no dryland within the county, land
use changes are captured using the irrigation certification from the local Natural Resource
District. The county assessor reviews the primary use of the parcel when identifying if the parcel
is agricultural. Inspection of agricultural improvements is completed within the six-year cycle
using an onsite inspection process.

Equalization

The analysis supports that the county has achieved equalization; comparison of Arthur County
values compared the adjoining counties show that all values are reasonably comparable, and the
statistical analysis supports that values are at uniform portions of market value. The market
adjustments made for 2016 parallel the movement of the agricultural market across the state.

The Division’s review of agricultural improvements and site acres indicate that these parcels are
inspected and reappraised using the same processes that are used for similar property across the
county. Agricultural improvements are believed to be equalized and assessed at the statutory
level.

The quality of assessment of the agricultural class is in compliance with generally accepted mass
appraisal standards. Due to the homogenous nature of the county, the 95% majority land use
median of grassland is thought to be the best indicator of the level of value for the county.

95%MLU By Market Area

RAMGE COUNT MEDIAM MEAM WGET.MEAN coD PRD
_ lmigated_

County i G0.08 a0.08 G0.08 DD.00 100.00
1 G0.08 a0.08 80.08 DD.00 100.00
_ iGrass_

County 15 G3.88 7276 G441 168.88 iz

1 15 G3.08 7276 3441 16.89 112.98
AL 17 83.50 7152 8417 17.81 111.45

Level of Value

Based on analysis of all available information, the level of value of agricultural land in Arthur
County is 69%.
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2016 Opinions of the Property Tax Administrator
for Arthur County

My opinions and recommendations are stated as a conclusion based on all of the factors known to me
regarding the assessment practices and statistical analysis for this county. See, Neb. Rev. Stat. § 77-5027
(2011). While the median assessment sales ratio from the Qualified Statistical Reports for each class of
real property is considered, my opinion of the level of value for a class of real property may be determined
from other evidence contained within these Reports and Opinions of the Property Tax Administrator. My
opinion of quality of assessment for a class of real property may be influenced by the assessment practices
of the county assessor.

Non-binding recommendation

Class Level of Value Quality of Assessment
. No recommendation.
Residential Real 100 Meets generally accepted mass appraisal
Property practices.

. No recommendation.
A Meets generally accepted mass appraisal
Commercial Real

100 practices.
Property
Meets generally accepted mass appraisal No recommendation.
Agricultural Land 69 practices.

**4 level of value displayed as NEI (not enough information) represents a class of property with insufficient

information to determine a level of value.

Dated this 8th day of April, 2016. % 6 4 g

Ruth A. Sorensen

Property Tax Administrator
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APPENDICES
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2016 Commission Summary

for Arthur County

Residential Real Property - Current

Total Sales Price $237,000 Mean 80.28

Total Assessed Value $204,970 Average Assessed Value of the Base $39,318

Confidence Interval - Current

95% Wgt. Mean C.1 N/A

% of Value of the Class of all Real Property Value in the 2.26

% of Value Sold in the Study Period 4.34

Residential Real Property - History

2014 2 100 91.20

2012 6 73.72
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2016 Commission Summary

for Arthur County

Commercial Real Property - Current

Total Sales Price $0 Mean 00.00

Total Assessed Value $0 Average Assessed Value of the Base $132,198

Confidence Interval - Current

>

95% Wgt. Mean C.I N/

% of Value of the Class of all Real Property Value in the County 2.34

% of Value Sold in the Study Period 0.00

Commercial Real Property - History

2014 1 100 89.67

2012 1 90.31
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Page 1 of 2

03 Arthur PAD 2016 R&O Statistics (Using 2016 Values)
RESIDENTIAL Qualified
Date Range: 10/1/2013 To 9/30/2015  Posted on: 1/1/2016
Number of Sales : 4 MEDIAN : 80 COV: 30.83 95% Median C.I. : N/A
Total Sales Price : 237,000 WGT. MEAN : 86 STD: 24.75 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : N/A

Total Adj. Sales Price : 237,000 MEAN : 80 Avg. Abs. Dev : 16.58 95% Mean C.I.: 40.90 to 119.66

Total Assessed Value : 204,970

Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 59,250 COD: 20.84 MAX Sales Ratio : 111.17

Avg. Assessed Value : 51,243 PRD: 92.82 MIN Sales Ratio : 50.88 Printed:4/5/2016 2:28:21PM
DATE OF SALE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ Qrtrs_____
01-0CT-13 To 31-DEC-13
01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14
01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 2 96.86 96.86 97.66 14.78 99.18 82.54 111.17 N/A 71,000 69,340
01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14
01-0CT-14 To 31-DEC-14 1 76.53 76.53 76.53 00.00 100.00 76.53 76.53 N/A 70,000 53,570
01-JAN-15 To 31-MAR-15
01-APR-15 To 30-JUN-15
01-JUL-15 To 30-SEP-15 1 50.88 50.88 50.88 00.00 100.00 50.88 50.88 N/A 25,000 12,720

Study Yrs
01-0CT-13 To 30-SEP-14 2 96.86 96.86 97.66 14.78 99.18 82.54 111.17 N/A 71,000 69,340
01-0CT-14 To 30-SEP-15 2 63.71 63.71 69.78 20.14 91.30 50.88 76.53 N/A 47,500 33,145
__ CalendarYrs____
01-JAN-14 To 31-DEC-14 3 82.54 90.08 90.68 13.99 99.34 76.53 111.17 N/A 70,667 64,083
_ ALL 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
VALUATION GROUPING Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
01 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
_ ALL_ 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
PROPERTY TYPE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
01 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
06
07
ALL 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
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03 Arthur PAD 2016 R&O Statistics (Using 2016 Values)
RESIDENTIAL Qualified
Date Range: 10/1/2013 To 9/30/2015  Posted on: 1/1/2016
Number of Sales : 4 MEDIAN : 80 COV: 30.83 95% Median C.I.: N/A
Total Sales Price : 237,000 WGT. MEAN : 86 STD: 24.75 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : N/A
Total Adj. Sales Price : 237,000 MEAN : 80 Avg. Abs. Dev : 16.58 95% Mean C.l.: 40.90 to 119.66
Total Assessed Value : 204,970
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 59,250 COD: 20.84 MAX Sales Ratio : 111.17
Avg. Assessed Value : 51,243 PRD: 92.82 MIN Sales Ratio : 50.88 Printed:4/5/2016  2:28:21PM
SALE PRICE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ low$Ranges_
Less Than 5,000
Less Than 15,000
Less Than 30,000 1 50.88 50.88 50.88 00.00 100.00 50.88 50.88 N/A 25,000 12,720
__Ranges Excl. Low $__
Greater Than 4,999 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
Greater Than 14,999 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
Greater Than 29,999 3 82.54 90.08 90.68 13.99 99.34 76.53 111.17 N/A 70,667 64,083
__Incremental Ranges___
0 TO 4,999
5,000 TO 14,999
15,000 TO 29,999 1 50.88 50.88 50.88 00.00 100.00 50.88 50.88 N/A 25,000 12,720
30,000 TO 59,999
60,000 TO 99,999 3 82.54 90.08 90.68 13.99 99.34 76.53 11.17 N/A 70,667 64,083
100,000 TO 149,999
150,000 TO 249,999
250,000 TO 499,999
500,000 TO 999,999
1,000,000 +
ALL 4 79.54 80.28 86.49 20.84 92.82 50.88 111.17 N/A 59,250 51,243
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03 Arthur
COMMERCIAL

Number of Sales :
Total Sales Price :
Total Adj. Sales Price :
Total Assessed Value :
Avg. Adj. Sales Price :
Avg. Assessed Value :

o O oo oo

MEDIAN : 0

WGT. MEAN :
MEAN :

COD:
PRD :

0
0

00.00
00.00

PAD 2016 R&O Statistics (Using 2016 Values)
Qualified
Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2015  Posted on: 1/1/2016

COV : 00.00
STD : 00.00
Avg. Abs. Dev : 00.00

MAX Sales Ratio : 00.00
MIN Sales Ratio : 00.00

Page 1 of 2

95% Median C.I. : N/A

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : N/A

95% Mean C.I. : N/A

Printed:4/5/2016 2:28:24PM

DATE OF SALE *
RANGE
_ Qrtrs_____
01-0CT-12 To 31-DEC-12
01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13
01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13
01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13
01-0CT-13 To 31-DEC-13
01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14
01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14
01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14
01-0CT-14 To 31-DEC-14
01-JAN-15 To 31-MAR-15
01-APR-15 To 30-JUN-15
01-JUL-15 To 30-SEP-15
Study Yrs,
01-0CT-12 To 30-SEP-13
01-0CT-13 To 30-SEP-14
01-0CT-14 To 30-SEP-15
__ CalendarYrs____
01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13
01-JAN-14 To 31-DEC-14

ALL

COUNT MEDIAN

MEAN

WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN

MAX

Avg. Adj. Avg.
95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val

PROPERTY TYPE *
RANGE

02

03

04

ALL

COUNT MEDIAN

MEAN

WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN
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Avg. Ad. Avg.
95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val



03 Arthur

COMMERCIAL

Number of Sales :
Total Sales Price :

Total Adj. Sales Price :
Total Assessed Value :
Avg. Adj. Sales Price :
Avg. Assessed Value :

O O OO o o

MEDIAN: 0
WGT. MEAN: 0
MEAN: 0

COD: 00.00
PRD : 00.00

PAD 2016 R&O Statistics (Using 2016 Values)
Qualified
Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2015  Posted on: 1/1/2016

COV : 00.00
STD : 00.00
Avg. Abs. Dev : 00.00

MAX Sales Ratio : 00.00
MIN Sales Ratio : 00.00

Page 2 of 2

95% Median C.I.: N/A

95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : N/A
95% Mean C.I.: N/A

Printed:4/5/2016 2:28:24PM

SALE PRICE *

RANGE

Low $ Ranges

Less Than
Less Than
Less Than

5,000
15,000
30,000

__Ranges Excl. Low $__

Greater Than
Greater Than
Greater Than

4,999
14,999
29,999

__Incremental Ranges___

0

5,000
15,000
30,000
60,000
100,000
150,000
250,000
500,000

TO
TO
TO
TO
TO
TO
TO
TO
TO

1,000,000 +

ALL

4,999
14,999
29,999
59,999
99,999

149,999
249,999
499,999
999,999

COUNT MEDIAN MEAN

WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN
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Avg. Adj. Avg.
MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val



1200%

Commercial & Industrial Value Change Vs. Net Taxable Sales Change

1000%

800%

600%

400%

==@==Comm.&Ind w/o Growth
== Comm.&Ind. Value Chg
Net Tax. Sales Value Change
—— Linear (Comm.&Ind w/o
Growth)

—— Linear (Net Tax. Sales Value
Change)

200%

2005

Sources:
Value; 2005-2015 CTL Report
Growth Value; 2005-2015 Abstract Rpt

O%Ag'/ T T T T T T T T T 1

Net Taxable Sales; Dept. of Revenue

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 website.

Tax Growth % Growth Value Ann.%chg Net Taxable % Chg Net

Year Value Value of Value  Exclud. Growth  w/o grwth Sales Value Tax. Sales

2005 $ 449,010 [ $ 19,790 4.41%| $ 429,220 |- $ 930,794 |-

2006 $ 4,494,720 [ $ 74,710 1.66%| $ 4,420,010 884.39%( $ 1,059,649 13.84%

2007 $ 4,495,735 | $ - 0.00%| $ 4,495,735 0.02%| $ 1,061,444 0.17%

2008 $ 4,496,750 | $ - 0.00%| $ 4,496,750 0.02%| $ 1,216,513 14.61%

2009 $ 4,568,617 [ $ 71,770 1.57%( $ 4,496,847 0.00%| $ 1,260,020 3.58%

2010 $ 4,570,106 | $ - 0.00%]| $ 4,570,106 0.03%| $ 1,167,081 -7.38%

2011 $ 4,568,906 | $ - 0.00%]| $ 4,568,906 -0.03%| $ 1,364,346 16.90%

2012 $ 4,535,750 | $ 19,890 0.44%| $ 4,515,860 -1.16%| $ 1,324,427 -2.93%

2013 $ 4,600,220 | $ 17,315 0.38%| $ 4,582,905 1.04%| $ 1,318,328 -0.46%

2014 $ 4,601,308 | $ - 0.00%]| $ 4,601,308 0.02%( $ 1,534,862 16.42%

2015 $ 4,928,166 | $ 79,560 1.61%( $ 4,848,606 5.37%| $ 1,647,422 7.33%
Ann %chg 27.07% Average 88.97% 5.71% 6.21%

Cumalative Change

Tax Cmltv%chg Cmltv%chg Cmltv%chg County Number 3

Year w/o grwth Value Net Sales County Name Arthur

2005 - - -

2006 884.39% 901.03% 13.84%

2007 901.25% 901.25% 14.04%

2008 901.48% 901.48% 30.70%

2009 901.50% 917.49% 35.37%

2010 917.82% 917.82% 25.39%

2011 917.55% 917.55% 46.58%

2012 905.74% 910.17% 42.29%

2013 920.67% 924.53% 41.63%

2014 924.77% 924.77% 64.90%

2015 979.84% 997.56% 76.99%
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03 Arthur
AGRICULTURAL LAND

PAD 2016 R&O Statistics (Using 2016 Values)

Qualified

Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2015

Posted on: 1/1/2016

Page 1 of 2

Number of Sales : 17 MEDIAN : 69 COV: 24.80 95% Median C.I.: 60.09 to 84.44
Total Sales Price : 13,540,019 WGT. MEAN : 64 STD: 17.74 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : 53.34 to 74.99
Total Adj. Sales Price : 13,540,019 MEAN : 72 Avg. Abs. Dev : 12.27 95% Mean C.I. : 62.40 to 80.64
Total Assessed Value : 8,688,228
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 796,472 COD: 1791 MAX Sales Ratio : 104.11
Avg. Assessed Value : 511,072 PRD: 111.45 MIN Sales Ratio : 39.95 Printed:4/5/2016 2:28:27PM
DATE OF SALE * Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ Qrtrs_____
01-0CT-12 To 31-DEC-12 1 100.83 100.83 100.83 00.00 100.00 100.83 100.83 N/A 718,800 724,790
01-JAN-13 To 31-MAR-13 2 102.88 102.88 102.87 01.20 100.01 101.65 104.11 N/A 232,450 239,127
01-APR-13 To 30-JUN-13
01-JUL-13 To 30-SEP-13 2 74.12 74.12 75.08 02.13 98.72 72.54 75.69 N/A 307,860 231,138
01-0CT-13 To 31-DEC-13
01-JAN-14 To 31-MAR-14 3 68.50 68.58 67.83 01.07 101.11 67.52 69.72 N/A 1,028,000 697,340
01-APR-14 To 30-JUN-14 4 64.68 68.47 63.89 09.66 107.17 60.09 84.44 N/A 688,443 439,840
01-JUL-14 To 30-SEP-14
01-0CT-14 To 31-DEC-14 2 59.61 59.61 66.08 15.72 90.21 50.24 68.98 N/A 1,290,216 852,547
01-JAN-15 To 31-MAR-15 1 54.28 54.28 54.28 00.00 100.00 54.28 54.28 N/A 275,800 149,716
01-APR-15 To 30-JUN-15 2 53.98 53.98 43.22 25.99 124.90 39.95 68.00 N/A 1,523,299 658,359
01-JUL-15 To 30-SEP-15
Study Yrs,
01-0CT-12 To 30-SEP-13 5 100.83 90.96 92.55 11.42 98.28 72.54 104.11 N/A 359,884 333,064
01-0CT-13 To 30-SEP-14 7 67.52 68.52 65.97 07.03 103.87 60.09 84.44 60.09 to 84.44 833,967 550,197
01-0CT-14 To 30-SEP-15 5 54.28 56.29 53.73 17.24 104.76 39.95 68.98 N/A 1,180,566 634,305
__ CalendarYrs____
01-JAN-13 To 31-DEC-13 4 88.67 88.50 87.04 16.22 101.68 72.54 104.11 N/A 270,155 235,132
01-JAN-14 To 31-DEC-14 9 67.52 66.54 66.01 08.55 100.80 50.24 84.44 60.09 to 69.72 935,356 617,386
_ ALL_ 17 68.50 71.52 64.17 17.91 111.45 39.95 104.11 60.09 to 84.44 796,472 511,072
AREA (MARKET) Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
1 17 68.50 71.52 64.17 17.91 111.45 39.95 104.11 60.09 to 84.44 796,472 511,072
_ ALL 17 68.50 71.52 64.17 17.91 111.45 39.95 104.11 60.09 to 84.44 796,472 511,072
95%MLU By Market Area Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ lrrigated__
County 1 60.09 60.09 60.09 00.00 100.00 60.09 60.09 N/A 750,000 450,681
1 1 60.09 60.09 60.09 00.00 100.00 60.09 60.09 N/A 750,000 450,681
_ Grass______
County 15 68.98 72.76 64.41 18.89 112.96 39.95 104.11 64.99 to 84.44 822,279 529,612
1 15 68.98 72.76 64.41 18.89 112.96 39.95 104.11 64.99 to 84.44 822,279 529,612
ALL 17 68.50 71.52 64.17 17.91 111.45 39.95 104.11 60.09 to 84.44 796,472 511,072
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03 Arthur
AGRICULTURAL LAND

PAD 2016 R&O Statistics (Using 2016 Values)

Qualified

Date Range: 10/1/2012 To 9/30/2015

Posted on: 1/1/2016

Page 2 of 2

03 Arthur Page 24

Number of Sales : 17 MEDIAN : 69 COV: 24.80 95% Median C.I.: 60.09 to 84.44
Total Sales Price : 13,540,019 WGT. MEAN : 64 STD: 17.74 95% Wgt. Mean C.I. : 53.34 to 74.99
Total Adj. Sales Price : 13,540,019 MEAN : 72 Avg. Abs. Dev : 12.27 95% Mean C.l.: 62.40 to 80.64
Total Assessed Value : 8,688,228
Avg. Adj. Sales Price : 796,472 COD: 1791 MAX Sales Ratio : 104.11
Avg. Assessed Value : 511,072 PRD: 111.45 MIN Sales Ratio : 39.95 Printed:4/5/2016  2:28:27PM
80%MLU By Market Area Avg. Adj. Avg.
RANGE COUNT MEDIAN MEAN WGT.MEAN COD PRD MIN MAX 95%_Median_C.I. Sale Price Assd. Val
_ lrrigated___
County 2 62.23 62.23 61.70 03.44 100.86 60.09 64.36 N/A 602,914 372,025
1 2 62.23 62.23 61.70 03.44 100.86 60.09 64.36 N/A 602,914 372,025
_ Grass______
County 15 68.98 72.76 64.41 18.89 112.96 39.95 104.11 64.99 to 84.44 822,279 529,612
1 15 68.98 72.76 64.41 18.89 112.96 39.95 104.11 64.99 to 84.44 822,279 529,612
_ ALL 17 68.50 71.52 64.17 17.91 111.45 39.95 104.11 60.09 to 84.44 796,472 511,072



Arthur County 2016 Average Acre Value Comparison

County /ng 1A1 1A 2A1 2A 3A1 3A 4A1 an | WEEHTED
Arthur 1 n/a n/a 2,100 n/a 2,100 | 2,100 2,100 | 2,100 2,100
Grant 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500
Hooker 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750
McPherson 1 n/a n/a 2,100 2,100 n/a 2,100 2,100 | 2,100 2,100
Keith 1 n/a 2,101 n/a 2,100 2,100 | 2,100 2,100 | 2,100 2,100
Garden 1 n/a 2,160 2,160 2,160 2,160 | 2,105 2,105 | 2,105 2,120

county | MKU | 1pg 1D 2D1 2D 3D1 3D 4D1 4p | WEIGHTED

Area AVG DRY
Arthur 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Grant 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Hooker 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
McPherson 1 n/a n/a n/a 725 n/a 725 725 725 725
Keith 1 n/a 625 n/a 625 600 600 600 600 608
Garden 1 n/a 930 930 905 905 900 875 875 918
county | M1 461 | 16 | 261 | 26 | 361 | 36 | 4c1 | ac | WE'GHTED
Area AVG GRASS
Arthur 1 n/a n/a 380 n/a 380 380 380 380 380
Grant 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 365 365 365 365
Hooker 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a 380 380 375 375 375
McPherson 1 n/a n/a 370 370 n/a 370 370 370 370
Keith 1 n/a 470 n/a 440 400 400 390 390 390
Garden 1 n/a 372 360 360 355 355 350 350 350

Source: 2016 Abstract of Assessment, Form 45, Schedule IX and Grass Detail from Schedule XIlI.
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DGeo Codes
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DWeII drained silty soils formed in loess on uplands
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REAL PROPERTY VALUATIONS - Cumulative %Change 2005-2015

—&— ResRec
—#— Comm&Indust
Total Agland

500%
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180%

160%
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120%

100%
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L d
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L

L 2

0%

2015

-20%

2007

2008

2010

2011

2017

2014

-40%

-60%

Residential & Recreational

Commercial & Industrial @

Total Agricultural Land ®

Tax
Year Value Amnt Value Chg  Ann.%chg Cmltv%chg Value Amnt Value Chg Ann.%chg = Cmltv%chg Value Amnt Value Chg  Ann.%chg Cmltv%chg
2005 3,344,165 -- -- -- 449,010 -- -- -- 64,533,030 -- -- --
2006 3,394,860 50,695 1.52% 1.52% 4,494,720 4,045,710 901.03%|  901.03% 73,047,455 8,514,425 13.19% 13.19%
2007 3,489,190 94,330 2.78% 4.34% 4,495,735 1,015 0.02%|  901.25% 79,297,905 6,250,450 8.56% 22.88%
2008 3,655,205 166,015 4.76% 9.30% 4,496,750 1,015 0.02%|  901.48% 81,418,665 2,120,760 2.67% 26.17%
2009 3,693,628 38,423 1.05% 10.45% 4,568,617 71,867 1.60%| 917.49% 103,114,840 21,696,175 26.65% 59.79%
2010 3,736,924 43,296 1.17% 11.74% 4,570,106 1,489 0.03%| 917.82% 115,729,015 12,614,175 12.23% 79.33%
2011 3,807,440 70,516 1.89% 13.85% 4,568,906 -1,200 -0.03%|  917.55% 106,522,462 -9,206,553 -7.96% 65.07%
2012 3,944,306 136,866 3.59% 17.95% 4,535,750 -33,156 -0.73%|  910.17% 113,123,896 6,601,434 6.20% 75.30%
2013 4,400,315 456,009 11.56% 31.58% 4,600,220 64,470 1.42%|  924.53% 119,118,735 5,994,839 5.30% 84.59%
2014 4,550,635 150,320 3.42% 36.08% 4,601,308 1,088 0.02%|  924.77% 132,895,142 13,776,407 11.57%|  105.93%
2015 4,625,503 74,868 1.65% 38.32% 4,928,166 326,858 7.10%|  997.56% 161,725,380 28,830,238 21.69%| 150.61%

Rate Annual %chg:  Residential & Recreational Commercial & Industrial Agricultural Land

Cnty# 3

County ARTHUR CHART 1 EXHIBIT 3B Page 1

(1) Residential & Recreational excludes Agric. dwelling & farm home site land. Commercial & Industrial excludes minerals. Agricultural land includes irrigated, dry, grass, waste, & other agland, excludes farm site land.
Prepared as of 03/01/2016

Source: 2005 - 2015 Certificate of Taxes Levied Reports CTL

NE Dept. of Revenue, Property Assessment Division
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—e— ResRec
REAL PROPERTY & GROWTH VALUATIONS - Cumulative %Change 2005-2015 —=— Comm&Indust
—— Ag Imprv+SiteLand
I 500%
[ 480%
i 460%
/ 440%
[ 420%
/ 400%
i 380%
1 360%
/ 340%
/ 320%
1 300%
1 280%
1 260%
/ 240%
/ 220%
] 200%
1 180%
1 160%
/ 140%
] 120%
100%
/ 80%
/ 60%
| 7 < 40%
/ = = = ——— e ~ 20%
‘ T T < T * T — T - T - - T - T = 0%
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 20017 7013 2014 2015 20
— — -60%
Residential & Recreational @ R Commercial & Industrial © |
Tax Growth % growth Value Ann.%chg Cmitv%chg Growth % growth Value Ann.%chg Cmitv%chg
Year Value Value of value Exclud. Growth w/o grwth w/o grwth Value Value of value Exclud. Growth wio grwth w/o grwth
2005 3,344,165 43,360 1.30% 3,300,805 -- -- 449,010 19,790 4.41% 429,220 -- --
2006 3,394,860 36,420 1.07% 3,358,440 0.43% 0.43%) 4,494,720 74,710 1.66% 4,420,010 884.39% 884.39%)
2007 3,489,190 60,570 1.74% 3,428,620 0.99% 2.53% 4,495,735 0 0.00% 4,495,735 0.02% 901.25%)
2008 3,655,205 166,180 4.55% 3,489,025 0.00% 4.33%) 4,496,750 0 0.00% 4,496,750 0.02% 901.48%)
2009 3,693,628 0 0.00% 3,693,628 1.05% 10.45%) 4,568,617 71,770 1.57% 4,496,847 0.00% 901.50%)
2010 3,736,924 15,255 0.41% 3,721,669 0.76% 11.29%, 4,570,106 0 0.00% 4,570,106 0.03% 917.82%)
2011 3,807,440 37,970 1.00% 3,769,470 0.87% 12.72%) 4,568,906 0 0.00% 4,568,906 -0.03% 917.55%)
2012 3,944,306 127,530 3.23% 3,816,776 0.25% 14.13%, 4,535,750 19,890 0.44% 4,515,860 -1.16% 905.74%)
2013 4,400,315 69,155 1.57% 4,331,160 9.81% 29.51% 4,600,220 17,315 0.38% 4,582,905 1.04% 920.67%)
2014 4,550,635 122,540 2.69% 4,428,095 0.63% 32.41% 4,601,308 0 0.00% 4,601,308 0.02% 924.77%)
2015 4,625,503 0 0.00% 4,625,503 1.65% 38.32% 4,928,166 79,560 1.61% 4,848,606 5.37% 979.84%)
Rate Ann%chg 3.30% Resid & Rec. w/o growth 1.64% 27.07% C & | w/o growth 88.97%
Ag Improvements & Site Land @ T
Tax Agric. Dwelling & Agoutbldg & Ag Imprv&Site Growth % growth Value Ann.%chg Cmltv%chg (1) Residential & Recreational excludes AgDwelling
Year Homesite Value Farmsite Value Total Value Value of value Exclud. Growth w/o grwth w/o grwth & farm home site land; Comm. & Indust. excludes
2005 3,988,265 5,406,255 9,394,520 214,760 2.29% 9,179,760 minerals; Agric. land incudes irrigated, dry, grass,
2006 3,934,570 1,524,860 5,459,430 33,360 0.61% 5,426,070 -42.24% -42.24% waste & other agland, excludes farm site land.
2007 4,015,270 1,557,410 5,572,680 110,050 1.97% 5,462,630 0.06% -41.85%) Real property growth is value attributable to new
2008 4,084,395 1,718,925 5,803,320 194,030 3.34% 5,609,290 0.66% -40.29%) construction, additions to existing buildings,
2009 4,201,705 1,786,051 5,987,756 141,665 2.37% 5,846,091 0.74% -37.77%) and any improvements to real property which
2010 4,259,365 1,797,175 6,056,540 68,265 1.13% 5,988,275 0.01% -36.26%) increase the value of such property.
2011 4,217,760 1,784,791 6,002,551 7,930 0.13% 5,994,621 -1.02% -36.19%) Sources:
2012 4,434,670 1,850,317 6,284,987 294,666 4.69% 5,990,321 -0.20% -36.24%) Value; 2005 - 2015 CTL
2013 5,847,081 2,073,832 7,920,913 656,697 8.29% 7,264,216 15.58% -22.68%) Growth Value; 2005-2015 Abstract of Asmnt Rpt.
2014 5,874,831 2,087,399 7,962,230 55,910 0.70% 7,906,320 -0.18% -15.84%)
2015 6,236,181 2,211,855 8,448,036 486,240 5.76% 7,961,796 -0.01% -15.25% NE Dept. of Revenue, Property Assessment Division
Rate Ann%chg 4.57% -8.55% -1.06% Ag Imprv+Site w/o growth -2.66% Prepared as of 03/01/2016
Cnty# 3
County ARTHUR CHART 2
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—eo— Irrigated
AGRICULTURAL LAND VALUATIONS - Cumulative %Change 2005-2015 o
otal Aglan
Grassland
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-40%
-60%
Tax Irrigated Land _ Dryland _ Grassland
Year Value Value Chg Ann%chg  Cmitv%chg Value Value Chg Ann%chg | Cmltv%chg Value Value Chg Ann%chg Cmltv%chg
2005 4,005,400 -- -- - 0 -- -- - 60,486,220 -- -- --
2006 4,005,400 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 69,000,645 8,514,425 14.08% 14.08%)
2007 3,971,100 -34,300 -0.86% -0.86% 0 0 75,285,395 6,284,750 9.11% 24.47%
2008 3,971,100 0 0.00% -0.86% 0 0 77,406,155 2,120,760 2.82% 27.97%
2009 4,538,400 567,300 14.29% 13.31% 0 0 98,535,030 21,128,875 27.30% 62.90%
2010 7,431,630 2,893,230 63.75% 85.54% 0 0 108,255,975 9,720,945 9.87% 78.98%
2011 7,453,887 22,257 0.30% 86.10% 0 0 99,029,454 -9,226,521 -8.52% 63.72%
2012 7,453,887 0 0.00% 86.10% 0 0 105,630,888 6,601,434 6.67% 74.64%
2013 11,152,400 3,698,513 49.62%|  178.43% 0 0 107,919,999 2,289,111 2.17% 78.42%
2014 16,046,658 4,894,258 43.89%|  300.63% 0 0 116,802,148 8,882,149 8.23% 93.11%
2015 22,846,026 6,799,368 42.37%|  470.38% 0 0 138,840,233 22,038,085 18.87%|  129.54%
Rate Ann.%chg: Irrigated Dryland |:| Grassland
Tax Waste Land Other Agland Total Agricultural
Year Value Value Chg Ann%chg  Cmitv%chg Value Value Chg Ann%chg  Cmitv%chg Value Value Chg Ann%chg  Cmltv%chg
2005 41,410 -- -- -- 0 -- - - 64,533,030 - - --
2006 41,410 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 73,047,455 8,514,425 13.19% 13.19%,
2007 41,410 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 79,297,905 6,250,450 8.56% 22.88%
2008 41,410 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 81,418,665 2,120,760 2.67% 26.17%
2009 41,410 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 103,114,840 21,696,175 26.65% 59.79%
2010 41,410 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 115,729,015 12,614,175 12.23% 79.33%
2011 39,121 -2,289 -5.53% -5.53% 0 0 106,522,462 -9,206,553 -7.96% 65.07%
2012 39,121 0 0.00% -5.53% 0 0 113,123,896 6,601,434 6.20% 75.30%
2013 39,121 0 0.00% -5.53% 7,215 7,215 119,118,735 5,994,839 5.30% 84.59%
2014 39,121 0 0.00% -5.53% 7,215 0 0.00% 132,895,142 13,776,407 11.57%|  105.93%
2015 39,121 0 0.00% -5.53% 0 -7,215|  -100.00% 161,725,380 28,830,238 21.69%| 150.61%
Cnty# 3 Rate Ann.%chg: Total Agric Land
County ARTHUR
Source: 2005 - 2015 Certificate of Taxes Levied Reports CTL  NE Dept. of Revenue, Property Assessment Division Prepared as of 03/01/2016 CHART 3 EXHIBIT 3B Page 3
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AGRICULTURAL LAND - AVERAGE VALUE PER ACRE - Cumulative % Change 2005-2015

(from County Abstract Reports)™”

IRRIGATED LAND DRYLAND GRASSLAND
Tax Avg Value Ann%chg Cmltv%chg Avg Value Ann%chg Cmltv%chg Avg Value Ann%chg Cmltv%chg
Year Value Acres per Acre  AvgVallacre  AvgVallAcre Value Acres per Acre  AvgVal/acre | AvgVallAcre Value Acres per Acre  AvgVallacre  AvgVallAcre
2005 4,005,400 11,444 350 0 0 60,486,355 441,894 137
2006 4,005,400 11,444 350 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 69,000,335 441,829 156 14.09% 14.09%
2007 4,005,400 11,444 350 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 75,268,265 441,831 170 9.08% 24.46%
2008 3,971,100 11,346 350 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 77,406,155 441,871 175 2.83% 27.98%
2009 4,538,400 11,346 400 14.29% 14.29% 0 0 98,537,260 441,871 223 27.30% 62.92%
2010 7,431,630 11,346 655 63.75% 87.14% 0 0 108,255,975 441,861 245 9.87% 78.99%
2011 7,453,887 11,380 655 0.00% 87.14% 0 0 99,029,785 440,130 225 -8.16% 64.38%
2012 7,453,887 11,380 655 0.00% 87.14% 0 0 105,754,800 440,645 240 6.67% 75.34%
2013 11,152,400 11,152 1,000 52.67% 185.71%) 0 0 107,910,340 440,450 245 2.08% 78.99%
2014 16,046,658 10,879 1,475 47.50% 321.43%) 0 0 116,802,148 440,762 265 8.16% 93.60%
2015 22,846,026 10,879 2,100 42.37% 500.00%) 0 0 138,840,233 440,762 315 18.87% 130.13%)
Rate Annual %chg Average Value/Acre: |:|
WASTE LAND @ OTHER AGLAND @ TOTAL AGRICULTURAL LAND @
Tax Avg Value Ann%chg Cmltv%chg Avg Value Ann%chg Cmltv%chg Avg Value Ann%chg Cmltv%chg
Year Value Acres per Acre  AvgVallacre  AvgVal/Acre Value Acres per Acre  AvgVallacre AvgVal/Acre Value Acres per Acre  AvgVallacre AvgVal/Acre
2005 41,410 4,141 10 0 0 64,533,165 457,479 141
2006 41,410 4,141 10 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 73,047,145 457,414 160 13.21% 13.21%)
2007 41,410 4,141 10 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 79,315,075 457,416 173 8.58% 22.92%
2008 41,410 4,141 10 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 81,418,665 457,358 178 2.67% 26.20%
2009 41,410 4,141 10 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 103,117,070 457,358 225 26.65% 59.83%
2010 41,410 4,141 10 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 115,729,015 457,348 253 12.23% 79.38%
2011 39,121 3,911 10 0.03% 0.03% 0 0 106,522,793 455,421 234 -7.57% 65.81%
2012 39,121 3,911 10 0.00% 0.03% 0 0 113,247,808 455,936 248 6.19% 76.08%
2013 39,121 3,911 10 0.00% 0.03% 0 0 119,101,861 455,513 261 5.27% 85.36%
2014 39,121 3,911 10 0.00% 0.03% 0 0 132,887,927 455,552 292 11.57% 106.79%)
2015 39,121 3,911 10 0.00% 0.03% 0 0 161,725,380 455,552 355 21.70% 151.67%)
3 Rate Annual %chg Average Value/Acre:
ARTHUR
(1) Valuations from County Abstracts vs Certificate of Taxes Levied Reports (CTL) will vary due to different reporting dates. Source: 2005 - 2015 County Abstract Reports
Agland Assessment Level 1998 to 2006 = 80%; 2007 & forward = 75% NE Dept. of Revenue, Property Assessment Division Prepared as of 03/01/2016 CHART 4 EXHIBIT 3B Page 4
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2015 County and Municipal Valuations by Property Type
Pop. |County: Personal Prop StateAsd PP StateAsdReal Residential Commercial Industrial Recreation Agland Agdwell&HS Aglmprv&FS Minerals Total Value
460| ARTHUR 6,198,780 871,493 207,793 4,625,503 4,928,166 161,725,380 6,236,181 2,211,855 0 187,005,151
cnty sectorvalue % of total value: 3.31% 0.47% 0.11% 2.47% 2.64% 86.48% 3.33% 1.18% 100.00%
Pop. Municipality: Personal Prop StateAsd PP StateAsd Real Residential Commercial Industrial Recreation Agland Agdwell&HS Agimprv&FS Minerals Total Value
117|ARTHUR 312,450 93,047 3,530 2,803,025 682,280 0 0 0 0 3,894,332
25.43% | %sector of county sector 5.04% 10.68% 1.70% 60.60% 13.84% 2.08%
Ysector of municipality 8.02% 2.39% 0.09% 71.98% 17.52% 100.00%
117|Total Municipalities 312,450 93,047 3,530 2,803,025 682,280 0 0 0 3,894,332
25.43% | %all municip.sect of cnty 5.04% 10.68% 1.70% 60.60% 13.84% 2.08%
Sources: 2015 Certificate of Taxes Levied CTL, 2010 US Census; Dec. 2015 Municipality Population per Research Division NE Dept. of Revenue, Property Assessment Division  Prepared as of 03/01/2016
CHART 5 EXHIBIT 3B Page 5

Cnty#

County

[ 3 ]

ARTHUR
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County 03 Arthur 2016 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

(Total Real Property Records : 1,104 Value : 208,793,697 Growth 321,885

Sum Lines 17, 25, & 30 Sum Lines 17, 25, & 41 ]

Schedule I : Non-Agricultural Records

Urban

SubUrban

Rural Total
Value Records

Growth

Records Value Records Value Records Value

02. Res Improve Land 76 299,215 I 12 101,749 I 10 63,470 98 464,434
91 2,837,600 I 15 1,017,531 I 14 863,046 120 4,718,177

20 94183 || 2 106 | 0 0 22 104,842
32 4,630,658 ] 4 169,789 1 90,895 37 4,891,342

0o .0 /. 0 0 . 0 0 | 0 0
16. Rec Total 0o 0 /0 0 . 0 0 | 0 0 0

% of Res & Rec Total 75.83 60.14 I 12.50 21.57 I 11.67 18.29 10.87 2.26 12.72
% of Com & Ind Total 86.49 94.67 I 10.81 3.47 I 2.70 1.86 3.35 2.34 20.96

% of Taxable Total 78.34 717.72 12.10 12.36 9.55 9.93 14.22 4.60 33.69

04. Res Total

06. Com Improve Land

08. Com Total

10. Ind Improve Land

12. Ind Total

14. Rec Improve Land
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County 03 Arthur

2016 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule II : Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

-

Records

19. Commercial 0

Urban
Value Base

21. Other 0 0
Rural
Records Value Base

19. Commercial 0

21. Other 0

Value Excess

Value Excess

Records

Records

SubUrban

Value Base Value Excess

0 0

Total

Value Base Value Excess

Schedule III : Mineral Interest Records

Urban

Mineral Interest Records

24. Non-Producing

Records

SubUrban Value

Growth

Schedule IV : Exempt Records : Non-Agricultural

Urban
Records

SubUrban
Records

Rural
Records

Total
Records

Schedule V : Agricultural Records

Urban

Records

28. Ag-Improved Land

Value

Records

SubUrban

Value Records

Rural Total

Records

122 27,936,907

30. Ag Total

199,184,178
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County 03 Arthur

2016 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule VI : Agricultural Records :Non-Agricultural Detail

Records

32. HomeSite Improv Land

34. HomeSite Total

36. FarmSite Improv Land 0 0.00

Records

SubUrban
Acres

12.00 6,600

38. FarmSite Total

40. Other- Non Ag Use 0 0.00
Rural
Records Acres

32. HomeSite Improv Land 95 95.00

34. HomeSite Total

36. FarmSite Improv Land 106 408.07

38. FarmSite Total

40. Other- Non Ag Use 0 0.00

Value

285,000

224,439

Records

97

104

109

122

0.00 0
Total
Acres Value

97.00 291,000

104.00 6,375,261

420.07 231,039

448.07 2,354,707

Growth
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County 03 Arthur 2016 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule VII : Agricultural Records :Ag Land Detail - Game & Parks

Urban SubUrban
Records Acres Value Records Acres Value
42. Game & Parks 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0
Rural Total
Records Acres Value Records Acres Value
42. Game & Parks 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0
Schedule VIII : Agricultural Records : Special Value
Urban SubUrban
Records Acres Value Records Acres Value
43. Special Value 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0
44. Recapture Value N/A 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0
Rural Total
Records Acres Value Records Acres Value
43. Special Value 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0
44. Market Value 0 0 0 0 0 0

* LB 968 (2006) for tax year 2009 and forward there will be no Recapture value.
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County 03 Arthur 2016 County Abstract of Assessment for Real Property, Form 45

Schedule IX : Agricultural Records : Ag Land Market Area Detail Market Area 1

Irrigated Acres % of Acres* Value % of Value* Average Assessed Value*

46. 1A 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

48.2A 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

50. 3A 2,541.35 23.36% 5,336,835 23.36% 2,100.00

52.4A 4,555.99 41.88% 9,567,579 41.88% 2,100.00

Dry

55.1D 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

57.2D 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

59.3D 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

61. 4D 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

Grass

64.1G

o
o
(=]

0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

66.2G 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

68. 3G 16,970.44 3.85% 6,448,748 3.85% 380.00

70. 4G 385,379.01 87.39% 146,443,987 87.39% 380.00

Dry Total 0.00 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00

72. Waste 3,911.00 0.86% 39,121 0.02% 10.00

74. Exempt 0.00 0.00% 0 0.