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¢ Compliance and reasonableness of
methodology and assumptions

¢ Inspect the subject and comparable sales

e Verify the comparable sales

29.82 AC of Medium and Heavy Industrial zoned
land located within the city limits of Newport,
Lincoln County, Oregon. The subject’s larger parcel
is comprised of four tax lots (200, 300, 301 and 400)
on Lincoln County Assessor’'s Map 10-11-20. There is
one structure on site; however, it has exceeded its
economic life and does not contribute value.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

DATE OF THE REVIEW:

November 1, 2018

REVIEW SYNOPSIS

Appraiser’s
Type of Value Effective Date Conclusion Reviewer’s Conclusion
Value of February 24, 2018 $2,250,000 Report is compliant and
Larger Parcel marginally reasonable;
abbreviated and incomplete
YES NO See Comments
1. Report meets industry standards X
2. Report meets client standards: X
3. Market conditions are adequately addressed: X See Comments
4. Highest and Best use is reasonable: X
5. Major property issues of concern: X See Comments
6. Major valuation issues of concern: X See Comments
7. Major extraordinary/hypothetical assumption: X

REVIEWER’S OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE WORK UNDER REVIEW

REVIEWER’S SCOPE OF WORK

The reviewer'’s Scope of Work in this assignment is to:

1.

a > N

Read the appraisal report;

Conduct a review of the appraisal report under review;

Inspect the subject of the appraisal under review;

Inspect and verify the comparable land sales utilized in the report under review;

Develop an opinion as to the credibility and reasonableness of the appraisal within
the context of the appraiser’s scope of work.

The reviewer’s Scope of Work does not include the following:

a. Additional comparable research for sales that were not included in the
report under review;

b. Independent research regarding the developability of the site and/or
review of information not included within the report under review;

c. Thereviewer's opinion of value.

P181560
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

CONTEXT OF THE REVIEW

USPAP Standard 3, Standards Rule 3-3 calls for in developing an appraisal review, a
reviewer must apply the appraisal review method and techniques that are necessary for
credible assignment results.

3-3(a) (i, ii, iii) indicate the reviewer must develop an opinion as to whether the analysis is
appropriate within the context of the requirement applicable to the work. Further, the
reviewer must develop an opinion as to whether the opinions and conclusions are
credible within the context of the requirement applicable to that work and develop the
reasons for any disagreements.

“Consistent with the reviewer's scope of work, the reviewer is required to develop an
opinion as to the completeness, accuracy, adequacy, relevance and reasonableness
of the analysis in the work under review, given law, regulations, or intended user
requirements applicable to the work under review.” (USPAP Standard 3, page 28, line
872, 2018-2019 Edition).

The appraisal under review is of a 29.82 Acre tract of Medium and Heavy Industrial zoned
land located within the city limits of Newport, Lincoln County, Oregon. The property is
comprised of four tax lots. According to the report under review, the site has varying
degrees of developability, with 19.60 AC described as “high utility lands” and 10.22 AC
referenced as “low utility lands”. There is sloping topography and adequate drainage
on site, with the possible exception of one area near the site’s NE Avery Street frontage.
Areas of ponding were noted in the appraisal.

This appraisal was not prepared for a lending institution.

REVIEWER’S INSPECTION OF THE SUBJECT

| inspected the subject property from the public right-of-way of NE Avery Street on
October 31, 2018. The property generally appeared as described in the report, with
significant areas of uneven topography throughout the site, steep slopes along the
easternmost portion of the site, various drainage infrastructure on the west portion of the
site near NE Avery Street, two clear points of ingress/egress, and an older warehouse
structure. The warehouse was not inspected, nor was the eastern portion of the site (not
easily accessible via NE Avery Street).

Refer to the subject photographs presented on the following pages for a visual
representation of the reviewer's inspection.
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SUBJECT PHOTOGRAPHS — TAKEN OCTOBER 31, 2018

1. View north along NE Avery Street, subject at right. 2. View south along NE Avery Street, subject at
3. View southeast toward subject from adjacent property. 4. View east at north access point via NE Avery Street.
(11944-14) (11944-15)
5. View southeast across subject at mid-point; note 6. View southeast across subject near mid to south
drainage, topography, and warehouse. portion of site; note ponding and drainage.
(11944-19) (11944-21)
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

7. View east along south access point via NE Avery Street. 8. View west along south access point to/from NE
(11944-22) Avery Street. (11944-32)

9. View north along west portion of subject near south 10. View northwest across subject.
boundary. (11944-26) (11944-28)

12. View southwest along sloping south boundary.

11. View southwest near SW corner of property (11044-31)

at south access point. (11944-30)

P181560 PoweLL BANZ VALUATION, LLC © 2018



APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

REVIEWER’S COMPARABLE INSPECTION AND VERIFICATION

The report under review included five comparable sales. Each was physically observed
via public rights-of-way, with photos included on the following pages. A concerted effort
was made to verify each transaction via deeds, County records, Assessor representative
interviews, and when possible, verification with a party to the transaction. My findings

are as follows:

7564 & 7566 NE Avery Street
Newport, Oregon
(Photo taken October 31, 2018, #11944-34, 40)

Comparable 1 - The report under review
references a sale price of $313,000, allocated
as follows:

Sale 1 Price Land (AC) Land (SF) $/SF
Land $281,700 6.00 261,360 $1.08
Less Utility Land $31,300 2.99 130,244 $0.24
Total $313,000 8.99 391,604 $0.80
Confirmed $600,000 8.99 391,604 $1.53

Note, the calculation of price per SF for the “less
utility land” is incorrect in the report ($0.72/SF).
This has been corrected in the table above
($0.24/SF).

The recorded "“Personal Representatives Deed”
reports a sale price of $600,000 ($1.53/gross SF).

According to the listing agent, Dennis Regen,
the property sold for $600,000, with no value
allocated to the structures. The property was
improved with two structures at the time of sale.
The seller agreed to remove the structures
within 30 days of closing. Upon inspection, at
least one of the structures has since been
removed.

A representative with the Lincoln County
Assessor’s office was contacted in order to
discern the difference between the sale price
reported in the appraisal report ($313,000) and
the price reported by Mr. Regen and the deed.
The representative indicated this was an
“unconfirmed sale” within their system;
however, the County records also reported a
sale price of $600,000.

The buyer, Ken Riley, was contacted. He
verified the sale price of $600,000, and said it
was a straight forward deal. He said that the
parties estimated the undevelopable land as
three acres (similar to the 2.99 acres allocated
in the report under review). However, My Riley
said this was an “off the cuff estimate” and he
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

Comparable 1 (continued)

5940 Highway 126
Florence, Oregon
(Photo taken October 31, 2018, #11944-6, 3)

really has no idea how much of the site is
undevelopable.

Based on my research, it is unclear where the
$313,000 sale price as indicated in the report
under review comes from. There is no narrative
in the report that discloses an adjustment of this
magnitude (-$287,000).

Comparable 2 - The report under review
references a sale price of $350,000, allocated
as follows:

Sale 2 Price Land (AC) Land (SF) $/SF
Land $326,795 4.25 185,130 $1.77
Less Utility Land $23,205 46.41 2,021,620 $0.01
Total $350,000 50.66 2,206,750 $0.16
Confirmed $350,000 50.66 2,206,750 $0.16

The deed references a sale price of $350,000,
which corresponds with the sale sheet in the
report under review.

Calls were made to the buyer, but were not
returned as of the publication of this report.

A representative with the Lane County
Assessor’'s Office (Ilsabel Matthews, 541-682-
3691) reported approximately 48 acres of the
site was undevelopable due to
wetlands/tidelands. She verified with the buyer
this was a non-arm’s length transaction due to
other non-assessable aspects of the sale. The
transaction included deep water access and
bulkkhead mooring. The sale included a
Department of State Lands waterway lease.

Upon inspection, the majority of the site
appeared to be submerged and not
developable. The report under review
references a State of Oregon land lease;
however, no additional information is provided.

No supportis given in the report for the $500 per
acre of "fideland” allocation. Assuming this
area reflects the undevelopable submerged
land, it is questionable whether the allocation
should have been made. Consideration may
have been given to the access to/from the
Siuslaw River, as gained via the submerged
tideland, resulting in a positive allocation.

P181560 PoweLL BANZ VALUATION, LLC © 2018 7



APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

Comparable 2 (continued)

However, there is no narrative explanation in
the report.

Further, the comparable narrative on page 44
of the report under review references a price
per SF of $1.89 for the usable area; whereas, the
actual calculation based on the allocated
price per acre of the usable land ($76,893) is
$1.77 per SF. The Sales Comparison Summary
Chart on page 55 of the report references the
correct calculation.

The data sheet references seller financing;
however, there is no calculation to indicate
whether a cash equivalency adjustment was
warranted.

Lastly, as observed during the inspection of the
comparable, there appears to be a billboard
on the property that was not mentioned in the
report under review. An ORMAP aerial includes
the billboard on the comparable tax lot;
however, the reviewer was unable to confirm
this. If the Dbillboard is located on the
comparable site, this suggests additional
income generating ability that was not
disclosed nor adjusted for in the report under
review.

P181560
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

7925 NE Avery Street
Newport, Oregon
(Photo taken October 31, 2018, #11944-43, 45)

Comparable 3 - The report under review
references a sale price of $175,000, allocated
as follows:

Sale 3 Price Land (AC) Land (SF) $/SF
Land $174,550 1.16 50,530 $3.45
Less Utility Land $450 0.9 39,204 $0.01
Total $175,000 2.06 89,734 $1.95
Confirmed $175,000 2.06 89,734 $1.95

The deed references a sale price of $175,000,
which corresponds with the sale sheet in the
report under review, as well as the sale price
reported by the Lincoln County Assessor's
representative. The Assessor's representative
did state the sale is identified as "not open
market” in their database; however, no reason
was given.

There is no broker, buyer, or seller contact
information identified in the report under
review. Therefore, additional verification was
not possible. However, based on the deed and
County reporting, the sale price appears to be
correct.

The property has since been developed with a
warehouse and manufactured structure. Areas
of the site are encumbered by steep slopes and
are clearly undevelopable. Signage fronting
NE Avery Street indicates a street address of
7925 NE Avery Street.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

Comparable 4 - The report under review
references a sale price of $2,125,000, allocated

as follows:

Sale 4 Price Land (AC) Land (SF) $/SF
Land $1,410,293 9.86 429,502 $3.28
Less Utility Land $52,707 1.21 52,708 $1.00
Building $662,000 12,845

Total $2,125,000 11.07 482,209 $4.41
Confirmed $2,125,000 11.07 482,209 $4.41

According to the Lincoln County records and
the respective deeds, tax lots 301, 503, 504, 505,
506, 507, 508 are grouped together and sold for
$550,000.

Tax lots 202, 203, 204, and 205 are grouped
together and sold for $1,450,000.

Tax lot 502 is on its own and sold for $125,000.

Totaling the above equates to $2,125,000,
which corresponds with the indicated sale
price in the report under review. This is an
assemblage, not one sale transaction.

One item of note - the Lincoln County
7701 NE Avery Street representative indicated that tax lot 400, which
Newport, Oregon d for $100,000 lso included in the total
(Photo taken October 31, 2018, #11944-50, 54) S0 or ! » Was also Included In e tota

transaction/assemblage. This is not included in
the above $2,125,000, and is not referenced in
the report under review.

Based on a deed for the transaction, tax lot 400
sold to the PUD on September 25, 2015. It does
appear to be part of the assemblage that
compirises the sale transaction. However, it was
improved at the time of sale, which may be
why it was excluded from the comparable.

The Assessor's representative also indicated
there were houses that were demolished as
part of the redevelopment. The report under
review references a 12,845 SF metal building
with retail and office space (12,250 SF per page
51 versus 12,845 SF on page 55). This does not
appear to be the residence mentioned by the
Assessor’'s representative, or the building on tax
lot 400.

The report under review allocates $3.28 per SF
to the developable land area, and allocates
$52,707 to the non-developable area. The
calculation on page 55 reports a price per SF
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

Comparable 4 (continued) for the non-developable area of $0.01. This is in
error and should instead be $1.00 per SF,
assuming the allocated dollar amount
($52,707) is correct. When compared to the
other allocations for “low utility” or non-
developable land, $1.00 per SF appears to be
overstated, suggesting the price per SF
allocation for the developable land may be
understated. As this sale reflects an
assemblage of tax lots purchased from various
seling entities, there may be some plottage
value at play, resulting in a higher overall price.

Subsequent to sale, the assemblage was
redeveloped with the Central Lincoln Northern
Operations Center. This property benefits from
significant frontage along Highway 101.

Comparable 5 - The report under review
references a sale price of $620,000, allocated

as follows:

Sale 5 Price Land (AC) Land (SF) $/SF
Land $620,000 3.35 145,926 $4.25
Less Utility Land $0 0 0 $0.00
Total $620,000 3.35 145,926 $4.25
Confirmed $620,000 3.35 145,926 $4.25

The price on the deed is $620,000, which
corresponds with the Sales Comparison
Summary on page 55 of the report under
review.

The listing agent, Carolyn Decker, was
interviewed regarding the sale. Ms. Decker
verified the sale price of $620,000 and said the
property had been listed for $650,000. She
indicated this was a straight forward
transaction, with the entire site being usable.

Of note, there appears to be some
discrepancy regarding the tax account
number, which does not correspond with the
4506 Third Street address per Tillamook County Assessor’s
Tilamook, Oregon d hi b
(Photo taken October 31, 2018, #11944-87, 66) records. However, this appears to be an
Assessment error, not an error in the report
under review, as the deed also references the
account number 153434 identified in the report.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

COMPLETENESS

To be complete, an appraisal report must be comprehensive and thorough.
Comprehensive means nothing needs to be added to development and reporting.
Thorough means developed and written carefully and in a methodically sound manner.

The report was well researched and contained adequate discussion of method and
valuation application. However, it is incomplete noting the absence of an exhibit that
clearly illustrates the “low utility” land areas as compared to the “high utility” land areas.
Allocations are reported, as well as a brief description of where the low utility lands are
on the site; however, the reader is left with uncertainty regarding the specific location(s)
and how the allocations were derived. The discussion and supporting exhibits regarding
developability are incomplete.

In addition, the report should have included an extraordinary assumption that the
wetland areas were properly mitigated and drainage areas professionally engineered
and constructed, as reported by the property owner.

ACCURACY

Accuracy means the appraisal report complies with the scope of work given the
assignment under review and is mistake free. Finally, are the results probable and
supported?

An engagement letter outlining the scope of work for the appraiser was not provided to
the reviewer and was not included in the report under review. This is typical with ODOT
appraisal assignments. However, it makes the scope of the appraisal, as understood by
the appraiser, difficult to confirm.

The appraisal generally demonstrates accuracy in math and narrative description
throughout the report. However, a few inconsistencies were found in the calculation of
comparable developable and non-developable land on a per SF basis. There were also
some inconsistencies with regard to information reported on the Sales Comparison
Summary (page 55) versus the narrative on the comparable data sheets. These errors
were discussed in the aforementioned Reviewer's Comparable Verification section of this
review.

The comparable sales are not adjusted for property rights, seller financing, conditions of
sale, or market conditions. As one or more of the sales had differing characteristics
relating to these items, the accuracy of the price per SF indications could be in question.
Specifically, Comparable 2 was encumbered with one or more leases at the time of sale
and had seller financing. Comparable 4 had a motivated buyer who was creating an
assemblage, which could have resulted in plottage value.

On balance, the errors and inconsistencies do not appear to have had a measurable
impact on the conclusion of value; however, they do reflect a lack of attention to detail.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

ADEQUACY

Adequacy means is the appraisal report under review adequately documented,
supported, verified, researched and analyzed?

See USPAP Standards Rule 2-1(b) and 2-2(a&b).

The quantity and quality of the data used in the appraisal report was adequate. Three
of the five comparable sales are located in close proximity to the subject, fronting NE
Avery Street. The market appears to have been well researched for the most similar
comparable transactions.

However, other than allocations, no adjustments were made to the comparables.
Specifically, the report does not include a Market Analysis that discusses supply and
demand for industrial land along the Oregon Coast. One sentence in the Financial
Feasibility section of the Highest and Best Use on page 35 references “stable or
improving” demand for this property type. However, there is no support given, and no
adjustment for market conditions in the valuation analysis.

Further, the sale prices of the comparables are allocated for developable or non-
developable areas. However, no support or additional information is given for the
allocations. The concluded value for the subject’s “low utility” land reflects a 920%
discount from the “high utility” land area, at $0.25 per SF. While the report does not
adequately explain the discount and/or conclusion, it appears reasonable based on the
comparable data.

The description of the subject property and its history was not adequate. As previously
indicated, it would be helpful to have a map exhibit that clearly illustrates the “low utility”
and “high utility” land areas. Without such an exhibit as support, the reviewer is left with
lingering doubts and concerns regarding the allocation of “low” and “high” utility areas.

In addition, the subject photo captions on pages 22 and 24 reference a “quarry area”
and rock resources. |n conjunction with the undulating topography, it left the reviewer
with questions regarding prior uses of the property for mining or quarry related uses.

Lastly, the report references “extensive costs to fully utilize” portions of the site and states
“significant costs would be incurred” to develop portions of the property; however, no
estimate of costs was provided. The report also references the impending cost to assist
in the addition of a traffic signal at Highway 101 at 73 Street. A cost of $100,000, as
estimated by the appraiser, was reported, but information regarding how this cost was
calculated was not provided. A test of financial feasibility that quantitatively compares
the cost of readying the site for development and/or comparing the cost to cure the
topography/drainage issues associated with the “low utility” land with the value of the
site as if fully (or mostly, within reason) developable was not presented.

Similar to the allocation of “low” and “high” utility areas, these allocations and statements
regarding costs to cure and financial feasibility are not adequately supported within the
report.

The inadequacies noted above leave the reviewer with lingering doubts and questions
regarding the developability of the subject (drainage and topography issues), the
allocations for *low” and “high” utility areas (are they contiguous or scattered throughout
the site? If scattered, how will a developer incorporate these areas into a new industrial
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

development?), the cost of readying the site for development, and the overall history of
the property.

RELEVANCE

Relevance means, was the appraisal report relevant to the value conclusion and was it
linked to the conclusion as well as applicable, useful and significant?

The data used in the appraisal connects directly to the value opinion. The data is
relevant given the context of the appraisal under review. It is acknowledged that
comparable data for large industrial sites along the Oregon Coast is scarce. While the
subject is larger than most of the comparables, particularly on a developable area basis,
the value conclusion appears to have taken this into account when considering the
comparable range and concluded value per SF for the subjects components.
Expanding the comparable search outside of the coastal market in order to better
bracket the size of the subject’s developable land area would not have resulted in a
more relevant conclusion due to the differences in supply, demand, demographic, and
economic make-up of the coast region as compared to the Willamette Valley or Portland
Metro Area. However, an expanded narrative would have aided the reader in following
the logic and reasoning of the final value conclusions.

On balance, the comparables presented within the report effectively represent sales of
industrial lands that would appeal to a similar buyer as the subject.

REASONABLENESS

Reasonableness means, does the appraisal report under review produce a realistic and
credible conclusion? Does it make common sense and is it rational, fair and suitable?

An appraisal should be balanced, presenting both positive and negative attributes of
the subject. The subject is comprised of four industrially zoned tax lots that have
undulating topography, located amongst other industrial uses in north Newport.

The report was well researched and presented the positive and negative characteristics
of the subject relative to the market. Value conclusions for the “low” and *high" utility
areas were bracketed despite the lack of support for the allocations and inconsistencies
amongst some of the comparable calculations. The valuation path leading to final
conclusions was logical; albeit, very abbreviated, and assuming the allocations for
developable and non-developable land are correct.

CONCLUSION

The appraisal report under review generally supports the value conclusion reported.
Based on the comparable data and analysis contained within the report, the conclusions
appear reasonable (bracketed amongst the comparable data); however, the
inadequacies within the report regarding the developability of the site and corresponding
costs preclude the reviewer from determining whether or not the final value is reasonable.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

USPAP COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST

USPAP Appraisal Reporting Requirements:

YES NO N/A
1. (2-1a) Appraisal is misleading X
2. (2-1b) Written report contains sufficient information to enable the
intended user to understand the analysis, rationale, opinions, and
conclusions: X
3. (2-1c) All assumptions and limiting conditions are clearly disclosed: X
4. (2-2a/b) The proper report format is used and prominently stated: X
5. (2-2a/bi) Client and intended users are identified: X
6. (2-2a/bii) Intended use of the report is stated: X
7. (2-2a/biii) Property is sufficiently identified (location & legal description) X
8. (2-2a/biii) Physical and economic characteristics are described: X
9. (2-2a/biv) Identifies real property interest appraised: X
10. (2-2a/bv) Type and definition of value is stated (including definition
source): X
11. (2-2a/bvi) States effective date of appraisal and date of report: X
12. (2-2a/bvii) Scope of Work used to develop the appraisal is adequately
described: X
13. (2-2a/bviii) Explains exclusion of any valuation approach: X
14. (2-2a/bviii) Information analyzed, methods and techniques employed,
reasoning to support analysis, opinions, and conclusions are adequately
described: X
15. (2-2a/bvix) Use of property on the date of value is stated: X
16. (2-2a/bvix) Use of the property as reflected in appraisal is stated: X
17. (2-2a/bix) Support and rationale for the appraiser’s highest & best use
opinion is adequately described: X
18. (2-2a/bx) Extraordinary assumptions and Hypothetical conditions are
clearly disclosed, and whether their use has affected the results of the
assignment: X
19. (2-2a/bxi) Include signed certification consistent with 2-3: X
20. Appraisal report format and content is appropriate and complete: X
Additional Comments: The report under review was minimally adequate to support the conclusions
made therein.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

INTENDED USE & PURPOSE OF REVIEW

The purpose is to ensure regulatory compliance and to evaluate the adequacy of
the appraisal report, including its scope, methods, accuracy, and reasonableness.
The report has also been reviewed for conformity and compliance to USPAP, ODOT
requirements, and the Appraisal Institute.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

This is a desk review of an original appraisal report with the intent to develop and
communicate an independent opinion or conclusion about the quality of another
appraiser's work especially with regard to its quality, methodology, accuracy,
completeness, relevance, appropriateness, reasonableness and value.

It is intended that the review process and the reporting of the review process satisfy the
requirements of Standard 3 of USPAP relating the appraisal review function. The scope of
this review includes:

1. Reviewing the original appraisal report in its entirety;

Analyzing the subject property characteristics;

Checking quality and appropriateness of the market data in the appraisal,
Checking for omitted data or techniques;

Checking reasonableness of analysis and conclusions;

Checking for conformity to USPAP standards;

Checking mathematics for accuracy;

©® N o g b~ W N

Inspecting of the subject property and comparable sales; Katherine Powell
Banz, MAI has inspected the subject property and comparable sales via public
rights-of-way.

9. Verifying the comparable sales;
Additional Scope:

- None.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW — INDUSTRIAL PARCELS (continued)

ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS OF REVIEW

This review is based on data and information contained within the appraisal report
under review. Additional information or sources may be cited if necessary.

Unless otherwise stated herein, the reviewer is using or accepts standard USPAP,
and/or those definitions identified within the appraisal report.

Itis assumed that the data and information contained in the appraisal under review
are factual and accurate.

Unless otherwise stated, all of the assumptions and limiting conditions contained in
the appraisal report under review are also conditions of this review document.

The reviewer reserves the right to consider any additional information that may
subsequently become available and to revise any opinions and conclusions if such
data and information dictate the need for change.

The reviewer assumed no responsibility for any hazardous waste and/or toxic
materials. Such determination would require investigation by a qualified expertin the
field of environmental assessment. The presence of substances such as asbestos,
urea-formaldehyde foam insulation or other potentially hazardous materials may
affect the value of the property. The review is predicated on the assumption that
there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss in value. No
responsibility is assumed for any environmental conditions, or for any expertise or
engineering knowledge required to discover them.

REVIEWER’S EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS

1. The review assumes the subject descriptions within the appraisal report under
review factually represents the correct quality and condition of the subject
property as of the date of value. If found to be false, the conclusions herein wiill
need to be revisited.

2. The review assumes the data reported was the best available within the market.
If found to be false, the conclusions herein will need to be revisited.

REVIEWER’S HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS

None.
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CERTIFICATION OF APPRAISAL REVIEW

| certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

| have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of the work
under review and no personal interest with respect to the parties involved.

| have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the
property that is the subject of the work under review within the three-year period
immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

| have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of the work under review
or to the parties involved with this assignment.

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

My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses,
opinions, or conclusions in this review or from its use.

My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the
development or reporting of predetermined assignment results or assignment results
that favors the cause of the client, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the
occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal
review.

My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this review report was
prepared in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

[, Katherine Powell Banz, MAI, have made a personal inspection of the subject of the
work under review, via public rights-of-way.

No one provided significant real property appraisal or appraisal review assistance to
the person signing this certification.

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

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

As of the date of this report, |, Katherine Powell Banz, MAI, have completed the
continuing education program for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute.

November 1, 2018

Katherine Powell Banz, MAI Date
OR Certified General Real Estate Appraiser

License No. C000897

Expiration Date: August 31, 2020
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EXPERIENCE & QUALIFICATIONS

The firm concentrates on complex commercial, industrial and multi-family valuation assignments for
government, corporations and individuals. Work has been performed on a national scale. This is a

sample of clients served:

Financial

AKT, LLP

Bank of America

Bank of the Pacific

Bank of the West

Banner Bank

Church Extension Plan
Citizens Bank

CitiGroup

CIT Small Business Lending
Continental Bank

Evangelical Christian Credit Union
First Bank

First Community Credit Union
First Federal, McMinnville
First Interstate Bank, N.A.
HomeStreet Bank

JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA
Northwest Community Credit Union
OnPoint Community Credit Union
Oregon Coast Bank

OSU Federal Credit Union
Pioneer Trust Bank, N.A.
Regents Bank

Riverview Community Bank
Siuslaw Bank

Umpagua Bank

Washington Federal

Wells Fargo Bank

Willamette Community Bank
Willamette Valley Bank

Governmental;
Benton County
Bonneville Power Administration
City of Albany

City of Coos Bay
City of Corvallis

City of Eugene

City of Lincoln City
City of Newport

City of Salem

City of Silverton

City of Sweet Home
City of Woodburn
Dallas School District
Douglas County
FDIC

Federal Home Loan Bank
Klamath County

Lane County

Marion County

Military Dept. - State of Oregon
Mount Angel School District
Oregon Attorneys General
Oregon Dept. of Parks & Recreation
Oregon Dept. of Transportation
Oregon Division of State Lands
Oregon Dept. of General Services
Polk CDC

Port of Portland

Riverdale School District
Salem/Keizer School District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Dept. of Interior

U.S. Marshall's Office

U.S. Forest Service

Washington Dept. of Fish & Wildlife
Woodburn School District

Yamhill County Housing Authority

Insurance/Medical:

Corvallis Clinic

Good Samaritan Hospital (Corvallis)
SAIF

Salem Health

Samaritan Albany General Hospital
Samaritan Health Services

St. Paul Fire & Marine

General:

Arnold, Gallagher, PC

Catholic Community Services
Martinis & Hill

McDonalds Corporation
Roth’s Fresh Market

MDH Management LLC
Saalfeld Griggs PC

Feibleman & Case, PC

First American Title

Morrow Equipment

Sherman, Sherman, Johnnie & Hoyt
Mtn. West Development Corp.
State Farm Insurance Co.
GHR Lawyers
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KATHERINE POWELL BANZ, MAI

Katherine Powell Banz, MAI is a Principal and
Certified General Appraiser with Powell Banz
Valuation, LLC. Katie is licensed in Oregon and
Washington and has performed a diverse range of
commercial valuation assignments throughout the
Northwest since joining the firm in 2002. In 2014
Katie and her husband, Jonathan Banz, MAI
purchased the business and rebranded the
company Powell Banz Valuation, LLC.

Katie’s professional experience includes a wide
variety of valuation-related work, including
consultation, appraisal, expert witness testimony,
appraisal review, and feasibility analysis of income
producing properties; including retail, office,
development land, industrial, single and multi-
family residential, and special use properties such

kbanz@powellbanz.com
as churches and schools.

503-371-2403
Katie is the 2018 President of the Greater Oregon
Chapter of the Appraisal Institute (GOCAI). She has
been an active GOCAI Board Member since 2012.
Katie plans to expand home-grown education and AFFILIATIONS .
seminars to help implement appraisal concepts in * State 9f Oregon Certified General
practical day-to-day valuation assignments, create Appraiser, #2000897

a GOCAI Women’s Network, and explore
collaborative efforts with other valuation and
professional groups.

Katie graduated from Linfield College (McMinnville,  * Designated Member of the
Oregon) in 1997 with a Bachelor of Arts degree. Appraisal Institute (#480999)
Following college, she worked as a graphic artist
and project manager with the Boeing Company in

» State of Washington Certified
General Appraiser (#1101856)

* State of Oregon Supervising

Seattle until joining Powell Valuation Inc in 2002. Appraiser

In her spare time, Katie enjoys reading, gardening, * Greater Oregon Chapter of
striving to live a creative life, and spending time the Appraisal Institute -
with her husband and three Great Danes. GOCA!:

o 2018 President
EXPERTISE & SERVICES

o 2017 Vice President
» Real Estate Valuation o 2016 Treasurer
o Professional & Medical Office 0 2015 Secretary
0 Retail o 2012- 2014 Board
o Industrial Member
0 Subdivision Analysis « Board Member -Deepwood
o Multi-Family Museum & Gardens, Salem,
o Lodging Oregon
0 Special Purpose Properties
* Expert Witness Testimony
+ Eminent Domain and Condemnation EDUCATION
+ Market Analysis & Feasibility Studies * MAI - Appraisal Institute
« Appraisal Review * B.A. - Linfield College
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APPRAISER CERTIFICATION
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KATHERINE J BANZ
POWELL BANZ VALUATION LLC

201 FERRY ST STE 300
SALEM, OR 97301
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Appraiser Certification and Licensure Board
State Certified General Appraiser

28 hours of continuing education required

License No.: C000897
Issue Date: September 01, 2018
Expiration Date: August 31, 2020
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