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Summary of Research Findings

Since 1984, the agricultural state equalized value (SEV) base of the state has been
reduced by nearly 17%. Agricultural SEV as a percent of total SEV in the state has
dropped from 7.6% (1983) to 5.6% (1987). Substantial losses in agricultural SEV have
been incurred by the 29 counties that were designated as disaster counties as a result of
the 1986 fall floods in Michigan. The disaster counties contain 50.1% of the agricultural
SEV of the state and produce 65% of the total value of agricultural production in the
state.

Based on the research sample, more farm real estate sales occurred in 1986 as
compared to 1985 but the sale price per acre dropped between 1985 and 1986. A higher
percentage of 40-80 acre parcels sold in 1985 and 1986 as compared to other parcel
sizes. Warranty deed sales represented the most frequently used method of sale followed
by land contract. Estate and auction sales represented only 1.8% of the sales identified
in the research.

The average gross sale price of $1,146 per acre was highest in the control counties
in 1985, followed by the eastern region, $1,036; western region, $999; and, central region
at $775 per acre. In 1986, the control counties again led the way in gross sale prices per
acre of $972, a drop of $174 per acre from 1985 averages. The eastern region dropped
from $1,036 to $933 per acre followed by the western region ($999 to $851) and central
region (§775 to $638).

If improvements (houses and farm related structures) are subtracted from the gross
sale price, the price of farmland decreases: control counties-$1,001 (1985) and $784
(1986); eastern region-5897 (1985) and $761 (1986); western region-$764 (1985) and $659
(1986); and central region-$649 (1985) and $584 (1986). The market price of farmland
continues its downward trend in 1987 based on a limited sample.

The range in the price of farmland is large in all regions for all three methods of

determining price: gross price per acre; gross price less improvements; and price per




tillable acre. The wide variation in market price presents difficulty for local, county,
and state assessors in discovering True Cash Values of farmland.

Research has indicated that overassessment of agricultural land is significant in the
central and eastern region of the state. The central region exhibited an average 45%
overassessment. Sales data for 1986 indicated the eastern region was overassessed by
approximately 15% and the western region exhibited the lowest overassessment with 5%
recorded for 1986.

Gratiot county displayed the highest overassessment with 1986 data showing a
77.1% overassessment. Farmland sales and assessing research data indicated that Kent
county farmland is underassessed by 12.1%.

The range of over and under assessment within a region is substantial, which adds
to the difficulty in determining the market value of farmland for tax assessing purposes.

The research was unable to determine whether farmland in the designated disaster
area suffered permanent damage as a result of the flood that would necessitate a
lowering of farmland assessments.

The loss of property tax revenue due to declining agricultural SEV is substantial.
Local governments in the 29 counties experienced a gross $32 million property tax
revenue loss for the fiscal year 1986 and 1987. While other classes of real property
offsets the agricultural SEV decreases, the magnitude of the agricultural SEV loss in
eight counties in 1986 and ten counties 1987 resulted in a net property tax revenue loss
for the impacted counties. If the overassessment of agricultural land is reflected in
further downward movement in farmland assessments, local governments, including
schools, have the potential to lose an additional $30 million in 1988.

The impact on the 199 K-12 school systems in the 29 counties is a function of
whether the school district is an "in-formula™ or "out-of-formula®™ district for state
membership aid. "Out-of-formula" districts experience a net property tax revenue loss

as the SEV of the district drops. The impacts of declining land values on "in-formula"



districts is minimal since the state school aid membership formula replaces lost property
tax dollars lost due to declines in the districts SEV. The capacity of both "in-formula"®
and "out-of-formula" districts to repay capital debt is reduced when the SEV of the
district decline due to decreases in agricultural land values.

Townships, community college districts and intermediate school districts all

experience a net loss of property tax revenues when the SEV of the units decreases.




I. Introduction

The depressed economic condition in selected sectors of Michigan agriculture, the
result of macroeconomic policies, rising world food production and declining U.S. farm
exports, has had a negative impact on the value of farm assets. The flood in the fall of
1986 in mid-Michigan exacerbated an already difficult agricultural economic situation
for farmers in the flood impacted region. Farm families leaving agriculture has resulted
in a surplus of farmland in the farm real estate market. Declining land values not only
reduce the value of farm assets but have an adverse effect on the yield of the property
tax, a primary revenue source for local governments in Michigan.

The 1987 total state equalized value (SEV) of the state for the seven classes of
taxable property, (agricultural, residential, commercial, industrial, timer-cutover,
developmental and personal), is $111.25 billion. The state SEV increased by 20.9%
between 1984 and 1987 (Table 1).

While the total SEV of the state has been increasing, agricultural SEV in the state
has been decreasing since 1984. The $6.22 billion agricultural SEV in 1987 is $1.24 billion
lower than in 1984 representing a 16.7% decrease. Agricultural as a percent of total

state SEV has dropped from 7.4% to 5.6% over the four year period.

Table 1
State Equalized Values
1981-1987
Year Total SEV Agricultural SEV Ag SEV as %
(billions) (billions) Total SEV
1981 $92.06 $6.85 7.4
1982 98.21 7.38 7.5
1983 98.35 7.43 7.6
1984 100.17 7.46 7.4
1985 102.80 7.40 7.2
1986 106.24 6.96 6.5
1987 111.25 6.22 5.6

Source: Michigan State Tax Commission Annual Reports




The 29 designated disaster counties! (Chart 1) contain 26.9% of the state's total
SEV and 50.1% of the state's agricultural SEV in 1987 (Table 2). Agricultural SEV in the
29 counties constitutes a larger percent of the total SEV base (10.4) in 1987 as compared
to the state as a whole (5.6). Total SEV for the disaster counties has increased from
$24.9 billion in 1981 to $29.9 billion in 1987, a 20% increase. Agricultural SEV, on the
other hand, has dropped from $3.4 billion to $3.1 billion, a loss of $300 million, for the
same time period in the 29 counties. The decrease in agricultural SEV over the seven

year period represented a 9.3% drop in value.

Table 2

STATE EQUALIZED VALUES
29 Research Counties

1981 - 1987
Ag SEV
Ag as % of 29 Counties

Total SEV Agricultural SEV Total SEV As % of Total
Year (billions) (billions) 29 Counties State Ag SEV
1981 $24.97 3.43 13.7 51.5
1982 26.90 3.73 13.9 50.6
1983 27.56 3.82 139 51.4
1984 28.90 3.90 13.8 52.1
1985 28.78 3.90 13.6 52.7
1986 29.33 3.65 12.5 52.5
1987 29.96 3.11 10.4 50.1

While the 29 counties contain 50% of the agricultural SEV of the state, the region

accounts for 65% of the total value of agricultural production in the state.?

1. Thirty counties were initially designated as "disaster counties" as a result of the
September 1986 flood. For purposes of the agricultural land market study, Macomb
County was eliminated due to insufficient data on farm real estate sales.

2. 1982 Census of Agriculture, Vol. I, Table 3.
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The nominal increase in the state SEV between 1981 and 1987 was $19.2 billion. If
the SEV for the state is adjusted for inflation, state real and personal property valuation
has remained relatively constant over a 12 year period (Chart 2a). The SEV of
agricultural property in the state, on the other hand, has decreased in both nominal and
real terms (Chart 2b) over the past several years. Agricultural SEV as a percent of total
SEV has declined for the state and in the three research regions and control counties’
since 1983 (Table 3). Readers are referred to Appendix C for a listing by county of "Ag
SEV and Total SEV."

Table 3
Ag SEV as a Percent of Total SEV By Region & Control Group
1981 - 1987
Year Eastern Central Western Control State
1981 16.6 20.7 7.4 15.5 13.7
1982 17.3 20.7 2ol 13.9 13.9
1983 17.4 20.6 7.2 15.0 13.9
1984 17.5 20.5 7.0 14.4 13.8
1985 17.4 20.5 6.8 13.2 13.6
1986 15.9 19.4 6.3 11.6 12.5
1987 13.0 16.2 5.7 10.1 10.4

The rapid decline in agricultural land values has presented problems for local
assessors and county equalization departments in reflecting lower farm real estate values
in property assessments. This difficulty is due to lack of sales data and the lag that

occurs in sales ratio studies being reflected in current assessments. There is also a

3. Barry, Berrien, Lenawee, Monroe, St. Clair and St. Joseph counties were
selected as control counties for the agricultural land market study since the counties
were important agricultural production counties but were not designated as "disaster
counties",
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reluctance by farmland owners to revenue purchase prices and terms of sales, even when
their assessed values would be lowered from the information.

Declining agricultural land values results in a reduced yield of the property tax and
impacts local government revenues. Downward adjustments in agricultural SEVs also
impacts on state finances through the state's funding of property tax credits and
financing K-12 education.*

As a result of the rapid decline in agricultural SEVs and the concern over the flood
in the fall of 1986, a research project was initiated by Michigan State University's
Cooperative Extension Service and Department of Agricultural Economics to investigate
farmland values in the state. The project, funded by special appropriation from the State

of Michigan was initiated in January of 1987.

Il. Research Objectives

The objectives of the research project were:

l. Determine the market value of agricultural land in the designated disaster
counties for the years 1985-1987.

2. Compare market values of agricultural land with assessed values in order to
determine whether farmland in the 29 counties is over or under assessed for

property taxation purposes.

3. Determine the extent to which agricultural lands in the 29 disaster counties
suffered permanent damage as a result of the flood which would result in a
reduced market value for the farmland and thus lower property assessments.

4. To estimate the property tax revenue loss to the local governments in the 29
counties due to declining agricultural land values.

Ill. Research Methodology

State equalized values and tax millage rates were obtained from the State Tax
Commission. Financial data pertaining to K-12, Intermediate and Community College

districts was secured from the annual reports published by the Michigan Department of

4. The revenues impacts on state and local government are discussed in Section IX.



10

Education and from phone interviews with school superintendents.

Farm real estate sales information was collected from county equalization offices,
Farm Credit Services, Farmers Home Administration offices, commercial banks,
township assessors and farm real estate agents and auctioneers located in the 29 disaster
counties and six control counties. Cooperative Extension Service offices provided
information on local real estate contacts. Six control counties were identified in order
to provide a basis of comparison between the 29 disaster counties and similar ag
dependent counties located outside of the designated disaster area. Follow-up contact by
phone and personal interviews were conducted for the purposes of clarifying data and
collecting additional information related to the farm real estate sales. Appendix E
provides a detailed display of farm real estate sales data for sales collected for the 35
counties.

In the Thumb and Saginaw Valley area particularly, where tiling improvements are
an important factor in determining the value of cropland, it was discovered that
information regarding tile spacing, age of tile and condition of drainage ditches, etc. was
not readily available.

Data was "standardized" with the following procedures:

I. Land was assumed to be tiled if the soil class required tile drainage. Values

per acre reflect the tiled value.

2. Tillable acres were used as a basis to derive the tillable price per acre.

3. The values for improvements and nontillable land were provided by the
organizations who provided the sales data. In some cases, two different values
were given for improvements and nontillable acres for the same sale.
Therefore, an arbitrary choice was made by researchers.

4. All available sales (1,483), including farm auctions and estate sales (27), were
included in the study.

5. Sales were not used if the improvement values on improved parcels were not
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given, unless the sale contained information on assessed values.
6. Information received from county equalization office that displayed sale
acreage in terms of "equivalent acres" was converted back to total acres.

IV. Farm Real Estate Sales - Size of Farm

The agricultural land study collected data on 1,483 farm real estate sales for the
years 1985, 1986 and 1987 from 35 counties (29 disaster and 6 control). Ninety-five
percent of the sales were for 1985 and 1986. A majority of the sales (1,215) were
collected from the 29 targeted disaster counties. Table 4 provides a breakdown and
regional summary of farm real estate sales utilized in the study.

All farm real estate sales were placed in one of four size categories: 40 acres or
less; 40-80 acres; greater than 80 acres; and not known. The 40 acres or less category
constituted 27% of all farm real estate sales in the sample. The largest category,
40-80 acres, represented 48.5% of the sales with the balance distributed between greater
than 80 acres and not known. The same relative proportion of sales related to farm size
was maintained for each of the three years for which data was obtained.

The values of farm real estate transactions for 1985 in the 29 counties amounted to
$35.6 million based on the sale of 36,721 acres. Both the sales value and number of acres
sold, increased in 1986 where 47,398 acres were sold at a value of $40.3 million (Table 3).

The eastern region, which included eight counties, had proportionately more farm
sales as compared to the other two regions, with the region accounting for 39.7% of all
farm real estate sales collected. Central region contributed 394 sales for the eleven
counties or 26.6% of the total. The 10 western region counties, provided 23.2% of the
farm real estate sales. The control group, consisting of six counties, contributed 268
sales or 18.1% of total sales collected. Appendix A provides a breakdown of farm real

estate sales by size of farm for each of the 35 counties included in the research project.
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Table &4
FARM REAL ESTATE SALES BY SIZE OF FARM
REGIONAL SUMMARY
Number Number Number
Number OF OF OF
OF Parcels 40-80 Acre Parcels
Region Sales < 40 Acres Parcels > 80 Acres Not known
1985
Eastern 218 60 120 22 16
Central 166 38 96 32 0
Western 167 67 46 21 33
Control Group 112 36 - _23 0
Sub-Total 663 201 315 98 49
1986
Eastern 234 66 129 36 3
Central 207 39 122 46 0
Western 164 43 51 22 48
Control Group 152 _45 72 35 _0
Sub-Total 757 193 374 139 51
1987
Eastern 25 2 18 5 0
Central 21 3 9 9 0
Western 13 2 4 7 0
Control Group 4 - | _0 3 0
Sub-Total 63 8 31 24 0
TOTALS 1483 402 720 261 100

<="less than"

>="greater than"
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Table 5

Farm Real Estate Sales Value and Total Acres

1985
Region Dollar Value Acres
Eastern $12,431,217 11,994.6
Central 8,551,205 11,040.9
Western 6,970,230 6,977.2
Control 7,687,351 6,708.4
Total $35,649,003 36,721.1
1986
Eastern $13,592,959 14,571.3
Central 10,385,012 15,104.2
Western 6,638,633 7,801.5
Control 9,644,919 9,921.4
Total $40,261,523 47,398.4

V. Farm Real Estate Sales-Method of Sale

Warranty deed sales were the most frequent used sales instrument in farm real
estate sales for the three-year period. Thirty-one percent, or 467, of the 1,483 farm
sales for which data was provided were sold by warranty deed (Table 6). Land contracts
were the second most common sale method. Twenty seven sales occurred by auction or
were estate sales but are included under the designation as "method of sale not known",
since information was not provided so as to determine whether the parcel was sold with
commercial bank financing or by land contract. (Appendix B provides a breakdown by
county for "method of sale™.)

The agricultural land study did not attempt to analyze whether method of sale was
a contributing factor to differential prices in farmland. This is certainly an area for
further research. One would hypothesize that land sold by land contract would carry a
higher sale price due to concessionary financial arrangements, such as lower down
payments, lower interest rates, extended period of payback, etc. Assessing officers and

equalization personnel find it extremely difficult to obtain data on land contract sales
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Table 6

METHOD OF SALE—FARM REAL ESTATE

REGIONAL SUMMARY
1985
Total > -
Region Sales WD LC Not Known

Eastern 218 68 65 &85
Central 166 28 16 122
Western 167 53 43 Fil}
Control Group 112 3 _3 104
Sub-total 663 154 127 382

1986
Eastern 234 113 58 63
Central 207 61 45 101
Western 164 65 42 57
Control Group 152 96 27 64
Sub-total 757 295 172 290

1987
Eastern 25 o 3 17
Central 21 10 | 10
Western 13 3 0 10
Control Group _4 0 _0 4
Sub-Total 63 18 4 4]
TOTALS 1483 467 303 713

*¥ WD=Warranty Deed
*% | C=Land Contract
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for use in appraisal and sales ratio studies. Yet land contract sales are an important
transaction method in the farm real estate market.

VL. Agricultural Land Prices

Agricultural land prices vary between regions, within a region and within a
county. Three methods were utilized to determine sale price per acre in the research.
"Gross sale price per acre" refers to total sale price divided by total acres sold. The
price includes the value of improvements (houses, barns and outbuildings). The gross sale
price per acre overestimates per acre sale price but is a common method of quoting
agricultural land prices.

The second method is "gross sales price per acre less improvements", where the
value of improvements is subtracted from the total sale price to yield net sale price. In
addition to improvements such as house, barns and outbuildings, MCL 211.7e excludes
from agricultural assessments the value of fruit trees, shrubs, christmas trees and
perennial crops. Farm real estate sales classified as fruit or nursery farms were adjusted
for the value of improvements if the values were provided for the sale. The net sale
price is divided by the total acres sold to determine "sale price per acre less
improvements." Assessors in determining value generally separate the value of
improvements from the value attributed to land.

The third method, "price per tillable acre", is determined by subtracting the value
of improvements from the total sale price and assigning differential values to tillable and
untillable land. Therefore, the "price per tillable acre" generally is higher for this
method as opposed to the other two methods.

The average gross sale price per acre for the 29 research counties was $971 in 1985
and $849 in 1986 (Table 7). If improvements are subtracted from sale price, the average
per acre price drops from $971 to $815 in 1985 and from $849 to $695 per acre in 1986.

Variation occurs between regions in the average price per acre, with the control

group showing the highest gross price per acre on average at $1,146 in 1985 and $972 in
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1986, a 15% decrease over the two year period. If improvements are deleted from sale

price, the control group again registers the highest price per acre for both years.

According to the research results, farmland in the central region has the lowest gross

price per acre and gross price less improvements per acre for 1985 and 1986.

Region

Eastern
1985
1986

Central
1985
1986

Western
1985
1986

Control Grp.
1985
1986

Totals
1985
1986

Footnotes:

* Improvements include barns, houses, outbuildings. MCL 211.7e also

Total Value
Farm Real
Estate Sales

$12,431,217
$13,592,959

58,551,205
$10,385,012

$6,970,230
$6,638,633

7,687,351
$9,644,919

$35,640,003
540,261,523

Table 7
Regional Summary
Agricultural Land Prices
1985 - 1986
Total Average Total Sale
Acres Gross Value Less
Sold Sale Price Improvements*
Per Acre
11,994.6 $1,036 $9,951,540
14,571.3 8933 $10,998,849
11,040.9 $775 §7,163,258
15,104.2 5688 $8,424,569
6,977.2 $999 54,602,694
7,801.5 $851 84,736,742
6'708-4 310146 360?12!255
9.921.4 §972 $7,774,951
36,721.1 S971 528,429,747
47,398.4 5849 $31,935,111

Total Average
Acres Sale Price

Per Acre

Less Improv.
11,096.6 $897
14,439.1 §761
11,040.9 5649
14,429.2 $584
6,024.7 §764
7,190.6 $659
6,708.4 $1,001
9,921.4 $784
34,870.6 $815
45,980.3 $695

defines fruit trees, nursery stock, christmas trees and perennial vegetable crops

as non—assessable property.

Regional per acre price of farmland does not capture the variations that occur

within a region. Tables 8-11 display sale price data for each region and for the counties

within the region. Data for each county is provided both on a "gross sale price per acre"
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and "sale price per acre less improvements" for the years 1985, 1986, and 1987. Three
counties, Huron, Gratiot and Oceana, were selected as sample counties for analyzing
"price per tillable acre™.

While data on 1,483 farm real estate sales were collected, 102 sales were
eliminated for the purposes of determining the sale price less improvements per acre. In
some instances, a farm real estate sale did not include a value for improvement,
therefore could not be used in the sale price less improvement sort. Sale price data is
also displayed in graph form in appendix D.

Eastern Region

The average price per acre less improvements for the eastern region in 1986 was
$761 which was 15% lower than the average price per acre in 1985, based on 436 sales
(Table 8). The average price dropped an additional 10% for 1987. Averaging a large
number of sales can result in a useful measure of price trends in region. However, a
closer examination of sales by counties shows some anomalies.

Average price per acre in Genesee County in 1986 showed an increase over 1985 of
12 per cent. Several factors may be important in explaining the increase. There are
strong urban influences tending to raise agricultural land prices in Genesee County. The
urban influence on market price perhaps more than compensated for downward pressures
on agricultural land prices. The sales of agricultural land during 1985 may have occurred
in the more rural areas, in contrast, more of the sales of agricultural land in 1986 might
have occurred in areas under urban market influences. Another factor of possible
significance is attributable to the wide range of values within the group of sales for each
of the two years. It is probable that a different mix of land quality in one year as
compared to the other resulted.

The Tuscola county data presents another anomaly. Agricultural land sale prices
remained nearly constant over the two years 1985 through 1986. It appeared that more

acres were sold in 1986 which fell into the higher values within the range. When
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Table 8

Agricultural Land Prices

Eastern Region
1985
Number of Average Range Average SP/A  Range SP/A
County Sales* SP/A** SP/A less improv. less improv.
S $ $ S
Bay 19 1712 853 - 2500 1613 853 - 2500
Genesee 21 932 487 - 2253 932 487 - 2253
Huron 16 1101 600 - 3042 1016 567 - 1810
Lapeer 38 1904 362 - 5235 806 362 - 3172
Saginaw 11 1588 790 - 2454 1588 790 - 2454
Sanilac 61 752 250 - 3000 614 180 - 1091
Shiawassee 18,2 1141 570 - 2525 969 588 - 1350
Tuscola 18 1100 500 - 2598 974 500 - 2598
Total: 202,186 1036 250 - 5235 897 180 - 3172
1986
Bay 28 1042 300 - 3187 872 104 - 2241
Genesee 18 1147 507 - 2727 1044 507 - 2727
Huron 29 1163 400 - 3796 972 345 - 1811
Lapeer 28 844 425 - 2468 689 425 - 1389
Saginaw 23 967 353 - 2795 892 350 - 1578
Sanilac 59 652 297 - 1700 471 168 - 835
Shiawassee 27,241 998 600 - 6087 T70 540 - 1100
Tuscola 19 1220 783 - 2200 987 421 - 1954
Total: 231,225 933 297 - 6087 761 104 - 2727
1987
Bay 3 865 588 - 1321 865 588 - 1321
Genesee 0 - - - -
Huron 14 720 382 - 1635 718 382 - 1635
Lapeer 3 590 - 590 -
Saginaw 2 153 538 - 963 703 538 - 863
Sanilac 1 400 - 400 -
Shiawassee 3 655 613 - 867 655 613 - 867
Tuscola 1 336 - 151 -
Total: 25 699 382 - 1635 636 382 - 1635

* The first number represents the number of sales used to estimate SP/A and

the second number is used to estimate SP/A less improvements.

** SP/A is Sale Price per Acre.
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averaged, that would tend to compensate for an actual decrease in market value on
individual farms during the period. Distortion of values by this type of occurrence can be
prevented by appraising each productivity level against a common productivity standard.

A possible cause of the very wide range of per acre prices within the groups of
sales for each county is the tendency of assessors to leave land in the agricultural class
which should be in another class. On one end of the scale, some land which is in the
agricultural class should be in timber-cutover, and on the other end of the scale, some
land should be in commercial, residential or developmental classes. On the other hand,
there are townships where all ofthe agricultural classification has been reclassified as
residential property. Reclassifying property throughout townships would narrow the
range of sale prices falling within the agricultural class.
Central Region

A wide range in farmland sale price less improvements occurred in the central
region for the three years for which data was collected (table 9). The sale prices for
1986 were slightly higher than 1985 in Gladwin, lonia and Montcalm Counties. For the
region, Gratiot County experienced the largest drop in land values for the two year
period. The 33% drop between 1985 and 1986 was followed by an additional 5% decrease
between 1986 and 1987. However, fewer sales were used in the 1987 sample as compared
to the two previous years. Clinton County showed a drop in farmland sale price less
improvements of 15%, with the rest of the sample counties showing downward movement
in land prices.

Deleting improvements from the farm real estate sale on average reduces the
average price per acre of farmland in the central region by 16% for each of the years.
Caution needs to be observed in extrapolating 1987 sales data due to the limited number

of farm real estate sales collected as compared to the two previous years.
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Table 9
Agricultural Land Prices
Central Region
1985
Number of Average Range Average SP/A  Range SP/A
County Sales* SP/A** SP/A less improv. less improv.
$ S S $
Arenac 2 518 410 - 1100 433 309 - 1100
Clare 10 685 342 - 1067 591 342 - 871
Clinton 15 930 506 - 2250 858 506 - 1394
Gladwin 6 681 350 - 1282 397 315 - 600
Gratiot 21 1137 274 - 2100 1063 147 - 2100
Ionia 36 788 346 - 2096 613 52 - 2017
Isabella 25 762 338 - 1300 632 267 - 1250
Mecosta 3 492 375 - 583 343 275 - 533
Midland 9 989 301 - 1563 921 301 - 1409
Montcalm 35 588 247 - 1221 459 98 - 809
Osceola 4 467 439 - 491 404 331 - 491
Total: 166 775 247 - 2250 649 52 - 2100
1986
Arenac 6 765 475 - 1872 620 475 - 884
Clare 1 375 - 375 »
Clinton 29 793 333 - 1623 743 333 - 17
Gladwin 9 715 350 - 1691 424 253 - 667
Gratiot 43 821 198 - 3375 710 198 - 1475
Ionia 14 796 296 - 2250 625 111 - 885
Isabella 24 715 300 - 1750 608 300 - 1125
Mecosta 23 4817 250 - 1238 338 116 - 549
Midland 6 830 420 - 1125 814 361 - 1125
Montcalm 23 564 200 - 1313 526 200 - 649
Osceola 29,16 519 242 - 4500 393 250 - 744
Total: 207,194 688 198 - 4500 584 1l = 1I1H
1987
Arenac 0 - - - -
Clare 3 667 289 - 1800 382 263 - 440
Clinton 1 659 - 588 -
Gladwin 1 T - n -
Gratiot 5 751 600 - 900 751 600 - 900
Ionia 0 - - - -
Isabella 6 469 333 - 600 469 333 - 600
Mecosta 2 240 188 - 300 191 128 - 266
Midland 0 - - - -
Montcalm 0 - - - -
Osceola 2 269 188 - 700 145 128 - 240
Total: 20 531 188 - 1800 444 128 - 900

* SP/A is Sale Price per Acre.
** The first number represents the number of sales used to estimate SP/A and

the second number is used to estimate SP/A less improvements.
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Western Region

Fewer farm sales occurred in the western region as compared to the other regions
(Table 10). Kent, Allegan and Newaygo Counties showed land sale prices higher in 1986
than in 1985. The western part of Michigan contains more specialty farms, such as
nursery and fruit farms, that may account for supporting higher land prices.
Additionally, the Kent County corridor is an area of rapid development which would keep
values higher for farmland as compared to the rest of the regions due to the competition
for land. Areas such as Newaygo County are a prime recreational area thereby providing
competing uses.

The extraordinary fall in average sale prices for agricultural land in Van Buren
County may be explained by a small number of sales, 4 in 1985 and 16 in 1986. The range
of sale prices would suggest that land with lower productivity was sold in 1986, thus
bringing down the average price.

Control Counties

Table 11 displays sale prices for the control group of counties which were used for
purposes of comparison with the designated disaster counties. Lenawee County land sale
prices averaged nearly 15% lower in 1986 than in 1985, on the basis of 150 sales. In an
agricultural county, 150 sales provide average price change results which may be
reflecting similar changes throughout the county. On average, farmland sale prices were
higher in the control counties as compared to the other three regions in the research
sample.

Price per Tillable Acre

Thus far the discussion of results has dealt with the gross sale price per acre and
sale price less improvements per acre. Another useful comparison is "price per tillable
acre”. Table 12 and Chart 3 displays data on tillable price per acre for Huron, Gratiot
and Oceana Counties. Obtaining farm real estate sales information related to tillable

and non-tillable acreage was difficult, especially from financial institutions. County
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Table 10

Agricultural Land Prices

Western Region
1985
Number of Average Range Average SP/A  Range SP/A
County Sales* SP/RA** SP/A less improv. less improv.
S $ S S
Allegan 23 1016 372 - 2700 750 361 - 1645
Kent 10 1132 350 - 2757 875 350 - 1580
Lake 11 673 368 - 3000 - =
Manistee 8,0 596 300 - 6235 - =
Mason 9,0 434 314 - 563 434 314 - 563
Muskegon 4 818 437 - 1051 736 437 - 1051
Newaygo 22 1129 494 - 2473 658 375 - 2473
Oceana 19 828 225 - 2184 536 225 - 2184
Ottawa 24 1372 561 - 6667 1113 561 - 3862
Van Buren 4 1518 593 - 3300 927 593 - 1480
Total: 134,115 999 225 - 6667 764 225 - 3862
1986
Allegan 5 1351 533 - 2750 1015 528 - 1305
Kent 10 1176 605 - 4622 919 605 - 2373
Lake 6,0 629 375 - %00 - -
Manistee 8,0 479 188 - 842 - -
Mason 10 437 170 - 1500 394 170 - 1500
Muskegon 8 871 400 - 1902 652 323 - 966
Newaygo 18 1265 405 - 7010 754 405 - 2118
Oceana 15 496 225 - 1795 319 175 - 1013
Ottawa 20 1143 650 - 2017 965 633 - 1953
Van Buren 16 521 200 - 1400 382 200 - 1400
Total: 116,102 851 170 - 7010 659 170 - 2373
1987
Allegan 0 - - - =
Kent 1| 1000 _ 1000 =
Lake 0 - - - -
Manistee 0 - - - -
Mason 1 358 - 238 -
Muskegon 0 - - - -
Newaygo 2 1357 522 - 1430 1357 522 - 1430
Oceana il 438 - 438 -
Ottawa 1 969 - 638 -
Van Buren 6 590 385 - 1500 354 244 - 588
Total: 12 702 385 - 1500 596 244 - 1430

* SP/A is Sale Price per Acre.
** The first number represents the number of sales used to estimate SP/A and
the second number is used to estimate SP/A less improvements.
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Table 11
Agricultural Land Prices
Control Group
1985
Number of Average Range Average SP/A  Range SP/A
County Sales* SP/A SP/A less improv. 1less improv.
S S S S
Barry 0 - - - -
Berrien il 1800 - 1800 -
Lenawee 67 1214 400 - 3625 1022 275 - 3000
Monroe 22 1270 556 - 2000 1244 556 - 1700
St. Clair 6 809 475 - 1538 587 475 - 788
St. Joseph 16 960 292 - 1626 853 292 - 1550
Total: 112 1146 292 - 3625 1001 275 - 3000
1986
Barry 20 583 333 - 2500 294 117 - 660
Berrien 4 978 750 - 1761 908 719 - 1549
Lenawee 83 1071 460 - 2948 870 309 - 2400
Monroe 25 1144 463 - 1669 1091 463 - 1500
St. Clair 6 475 400 - 750 452 400 - 750
St. Joseph 14 1126 565 - 2534 773 458 - 1640
Total: 152 972 333 - 2948 784 117 - 2400
1987
Barry 0 - - - =
Berrien 0 - - - -
Lenawee 1 939 - 939 -
Monroe 1 1000 - 1000 -
St. Clair 0 - - - -
St. Joseph 2 766 436 - 833 711 436 - 767
Total: 4 868 436 - 833 840 711 - 100

* SP/A is Sale Price per Acre




equalization offices in conducting sales ratio studies and assessing farmland generally
break out tillable and non-tillable acreage. However, information on farmland sales from

financial institutions generally did not separate tillable and untillable values.

Table 12
Price Per Tillable Acre
Sample Counties
Total Average
Number of Tillable Tillable Range of Price
County Sales Acres $/Acre Tillable Acres
$
1985
Gratiot 17 897 1,337 128 - 2221
Huron 16 906 1,072 596 - 1857
Oceana 18 751 678 290 - 1254
1986
Gratiot 42 2,249 805 203 - 1863
Huron 29 1,587 1,051 317 - 1837
Oceana 15 523 430 179 - 1039
1987
Gratiot 4 548 800 683 - 923

Huron 14 1,057 783 418 - 1721
Oceana* = - -

*Insufficient 1987 sales data for Oceana county.

Tillable land prices tend to be higher than gross land price per acre as would be
expected since the non-tillable land values and improvements have been deducted from
the sale price. Gratiot County tillable price per acre dropped 40% between 1985 and
1986, Oceana dropped 36%, while Huron County's values remained relatively stable with
a 2% drop. However, between 1986 and 1987 Huron County's tillable price per acre

decreased by 25% indicating perhaps that the adjustments in land values in the Thumb
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area may be significant throughout 1987.

Chart 3

Price per Tillable Acre=
Sample Counties
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VIL. True Cash Value Versus Sale Price

True cash value (TCV) is the official term used in assessing which refers to the
market value of taxable property as determined through assessment and county and state
equalization. The ™true cash value™ of a property should reflect the usual selling price of
the property or what the property would bring on the real estate market. But the TCV of
property often varies due to either assessing practices or rapid changes in the real estate
market that result in assessments lagging market values. Township and county assessors
conduct sales ratio studies to collate data on agricultural sales in order to determine the
value of comparable land and buildings to be used in assigning value to agriculutural
parcels in the taxing jurisdiction. Generally, if a property sells for much more or much
less than the usual selling price, the sale(s) is excluded from the sales study to avoid
skewing the data. Assessors also attempt to subtract from sale prices personal property

that may have been included in the real estate sales. The M.S.U. study compared the
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sale prices of property to "true cash value™ recorded for 160 sales in 1985 and 217 sales
in 1986. TCV data was obtained from county equalization offices. Unless noted on the
sales information, the sale price was assumed not to include personal property.

Based on research samples of farm real estate sales in thirteen counties for which
complete sales and assessment data was available, agricultural land is overassessed.
Over or under assessment was determined by dividing the "true cash value” by the sale
price and multiplying by 100 to convert to a percentage. If "true cash value" equaled
sale price, that is, the farmland sold for the same price as the property was appraised for
taxation purposes, the index value would equal 100.0. Values less than 100.0 would
indicate underassessment and values greater than 100.0 would indicate overassessment.

As can be seen from Table 13, with the exception of Kent County (1986) and
Manistee County (1985), farmland in the 13 sample counties data would indicate that
farmland was generally overassessed. The central region appears to exhibit a higher
degree of overassessment as compared to the other two regions. True cash value and
sale price were more closely aligned in the western region.

The overassessment appears to be most pronounced in 1986 as opposed to 1985.
This is not suprising due to more sales occurring in 1986 and falling land values.
Assessments would tend to lag sale prices.

The overassessment in Gratiot County amounted to 77.1% (index 177.1) in 1986.
Similar substantial overassessments were also recorded for Gladwin, Lake, Osceola,
Manistee and VanBuren. Chart 4 displays the graphics comparison of over or under
assessment for the three regions.

The variation within a county is displayed in the second column of Table 13. As can
be seen the variation is substantial. For example, Lapeer County (1985) and Sanilac
(1985) had a range of 73.8-252.0 and 75.9 to 280.0 respectively. That is, individual
farmland TCV vs. sale price ranged from 26.2% under assessment to 152% over

assessment in Sanilac County for 1985.
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Table 13

True Cash Value As a
Percent of Sale Price

TCVAsA * Range
Percent of TCV As A

Region Sale Price Percent of Sale Price
EASTERN
Lapeer '35 113.6 73.8 - 252.0
Lapeer '86 118.9 80.0 - 173.3
Sanilac '85 116.6 75.9 - 280.0
Sanilac '86 116.5 72.8 - 197.3
Shiawassee '85 101.2 63.2 - lé64.1
Shiawassee '86 106.3 67.1 - 143.3
CENTRAL
Clinton '85 108.9 67.1 - 167.5
Clinton '86 130.9 71.3 = 1785
Gladwin '35 130.8 120.8 - 152.9
Gladwin '86 115.2 79.0 - 195.6
Gratiot '85 121.9 69.8 - 207.5
Gratiot '86 177.1 81.9 - 280.9
Lake '35 102.4 49.2 - 184.6
Lake '86 142.2 96.7 - 285.7
Osceola '35 na na - na
Osceola '86 131.1 6l1.5 - 357.9
WESTERN
Allegan '35 na na - na
Allegan '86 101.6 55.4 - 324.1
Kent '35 101.7 86.7 - 126.4
Kent '86 82.1 71.6 - 96.8
Manistee '85 99.0 70.3 - 124.0
Manistee '386 122.4 50.6 - 300.0
VanBuren '85 100.3 42,7 - 160.0
YanBuren '86 140.1 80.0 - 236.0
CONTROL
Lenawee '35 na na - na |
Lenawee '86 114.5 82.2 - 220.7 i

* TCV X 100

Sale Price
TCV = Sale Price Index = 100.0
TCV 2 Sale Price Index > 100.0 overassessed

TCV < Sale Price Index< 100.0 underassessed
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Substantial variation is also evident in Shiawassee, Clinton, Gladwin, Gratiot, Lake,
Allegan, Manistee and VanBuren. Kent County sales data exhibited the narrowest
variation. While the western region appears to exhibit the smallest degree of
overassessment the results may be misleading. The western counties contain substantial
acreage of fruit farms and nurseries. The value of fruit trees, etc. is exempted for tax
assessing purposes but their value would be included in the sale price of the farm. This
could result in the land yielding a higher price per acre as compared to the value of the
land for tax assessing purposes. State Tax Commission reports of SEV for the western
region correlate with research sales data. This increases the probability that the farm
sales obtained from the western region may have included the sale of fruit farms whose
fruit trees had been substantially depreciated. Thus sale price and assessed values show
a fairly narrow difference. Appendix F displays individual TCV vs. Sale Price

information for each sale recorded for each county examined.
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The wide variations in TCV to Sale Price presents problems for local assessors in
attempting to discover the prices of farmland in a county or township. For example, the
ratio of TCV to Sale Price for farmland sales in Shiawassee County for 1985 was 101.2.
However, the range in 1985 for farmland sales was 63.2-164.1 for the county. With
widely fluctuating farmland market prices as discussed in Section VI, it is not suprising to
find substantial variation in TCV to Sale Price ratios. A volatile market contributes to
the variation as well as assessing practices. If sales ratio studies are not conducted on a
timely basis or if a two year rolling average is used in sales ratio studies, assessments
will lag behind movement in land market prices.

VIl Permanent Damage to Agricultural Land

The research study attempted to determine the extent of permanent damage, if
any, to agricultural lands in the designated disaster area. The focus of the research
question was to determine whether the paermanent damage would result in decreasing
the value of the land, thus necessitating lower assessments for property taxation
purposes.

Equalization directors, township assessors, county extension agents and farmland
owners were questioned during the course of field data collection as to the extent of
permanent damage to agricultural land. While isolated examples could be found of
erosion damage especially to land located near a river, no evidence was gathered that the
flood inflicted permanent damage to agricultural land. No doubt surface erosion
occurred with most land as flood waters moved across the land. Erosion damage
represents a long term cost with respect to decreased productivity of the land. Flood
damage probably did not decrease land values in the disaster area except in cases where
damage was obvious and considerable.

The Department of Agricultural Engineering, Michigan State University initiated an
investigation into the potential costs resulting from damage to county drains, roads and
bridges. If interested, readers should contact the Department of Agricultural

Engineering and request a copy of their report.
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IX. Revenue Impacts on Local Units of Government

Declining agricultural state equalized values not only reduces the value of farm
assets but reduces property tax revenues to local governments. The 29 disaster counties
include 1,008 local governmenta15 units. Table 14 provides a breakdown by region, type

and number of local governments.

Table 14
Local Governments Dependent on Property Taxes

Region Counties Townships Cities Villages K-12 Dists. ISDs C.Coll.

Eastern 9 169 30 52 75 8 2
Central 11 175 24 37 46 7 2
Western 10 180 4L 36 78 3 3
Total 29 524 100 125 199 24 7

Revenue losses associated with declining agricultural land values mainly impacts on
counties, townships, K-12 districts, intermediate districts (ISDs) and community colleges
(C. Coll.). The amount of agricultural land value contributing to the property tax base of
a city or village is minimal. Therefore, in estimating revenue losses to local units of
government due to declining agricultural land values, the sum of the 1986 county millage
rate plus the average millage rate for townships and schools located within that county
multiplied by the agricultural SEV loss, can be used to approximate the revenue loss.

The net agricultural SEV loss in the 29 counties for 1986 (1986 Ag SEV - 1985 Ag
SEV) totaled $250.2 million. This resulted in an approximate property tax revenue loss of
$10.3 million for the 752 counties, schools and townships in the designated disaster area
(Table 15). Only Mecosta and Manistee Counties experienced net ag SEV increases for

1986. Local units in Tuscola County suffered the largest property tax revenue decrease

5. Excludes "special authorities" which have taxing authority. See Appendix G for
breakdown of local units by county and region.
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for 1986 with an estimated loss of $2.06 million, followed by Huron ($1.46 million) and
Sanilac ($1.20 million). (Appendix G provides a detailed listing by county of property tax
revenue losses).

The loss of property tax revenue due to declining agricultural SEVs increases for
1987. The agricultural SEV declined by $538.4 million in the 29 counties resulting in a
$22.4 million revenue loss for local units. Local governments located in the eastern
region experienced larger revenue losses as compared to other regions. Tuscola County
again experienced the largest property tax loss with local units losing a combined
$3.6 million. Other major losers were units in: Saginaw County, $3.08 million; Gratiot,
$3.03 million; Huron, $2.58 million; and Bay, $1.64 million. Of the 29 counties only
Ottawa and Manistee avoided net property tax losses due to declining agricultural land
values. The combined loss for local units in the 29 county designated disaster area for
the years 1985 and 1986 approximated $32.7 of property tax revenue. Sixty percent of
the two year property tax revenue loss is associated with five counties: Tuscola,
$5.73 million; Saginaw, $4.14 million; Huron, $4.04 million; Gratiot, $3.65 million; and
Sanilac, $2.12 million.

Table 15

Property Tax Revenue Gain or Loss Due To
Change In Agricultural Land Values

1986
Estimated
Net Ag SEV Loss Average * Revenue
1985-1986 Total County Gain or (Loss)
Region (millions) Millage (millions)
Eastern $175.163 40.218 (S 7.044)
Central 52.914 43,583 ( 2.306)
Western 22.144 43,620 ( 0.965)
Total $250.221 (§10.315)
1987
Eastern $319.105 40,984 ($13.078)
Central 178.114 42.439 ( 7.559)
Western 41.229 44,073 ( 1.817)

Total $538.448 (522.45%)
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Despite the large agricultural SEV declines in the 29 county area for 1986 and 1987
total property tax collections in the region increased by $27.8 million in 1986 and
$34 million in 1987 (Table 16). This is in large part due to increases in the value of other
classes of real property, especially residential. The decline in the SEV of agricultural
lands was large enough in eight counties in 1986 and ten counties in 1987 to result in an
overall decline in total SEV for the counties. Major overall property tax revenue losses
occurred in 1987 for local governments located in Gratiot, Huron, Saginaw, and Tuscola

Counties which is indicative of the importance of agricultural SEV to the overall tax

base.
Table 16
Total Property Tax Gain or Loss
Net SEV Estimated
Gain (Loss) Revenue
1985-86 Gain (Loss)
Region (million) (million)
1986
Eastern $ 2.182 $0.102
Central 35.845 1.605
Western 505.100 24,341
Total $543.127 $§24.930
1987
Eastern S 44,279 S 5.385
Central (60.935) (2.901)
Western 651.718 31.790
Total $635.062 $34.274

Revenue Impacts of Declining Agricultural Land Value

Declines in agricultural SEV and total SEV have differing impacts on local units of
government. For example, when counties, townships, villages, cities, intermediate and
community college districts experience a loss in SEV, the unit is a net loser in property
tax revenue. Such is not the case in K-12 school districts. Revenue losses to local K-12
schools is dependent on whether the district is in "in-formula®™ or an "out-of-formula"

district. A district is "out-of-formula” when the ability of the local district to generate

property tax revenue on a per student basis is greater than the state guarantee, that is,




the district's SEV per pupil is greater than the average SEV per pupil in the state. When
a district is "out-of-formula", the district does not receive state membership aid. Being
"out-of-formula" does not prohibit the district from receiving categorical aid, such as aid
for transportation, special education, vocational education and the like.

The 29 designated disaster counties contain 199 K-12 school districts. Of the
199 school districts, 161 are "in-formula" districts and 38 districts are "out-of-formula.™
Appendix H provides a breakdown by county of "in" and "out-of-formula™ school
districts. Therefore, the 38 "out-of-formula"™ districts would be net revenue losers if the
district experienced a drop in the SEV for the district. Due to the operation of the State
School Aid Membership Formula, the 161 "in-formula® districts would receive additional
state membership aid if the districts SEV declined due to decreased in the agricultural
SEV or decrease in other classes of real property. Therefore, the local property tax
revenue loss is offset with increases in state membership aid. Table 17 illustrates the
dynamics of declining agricultural SEVs and the impact on K-12 schools. School finance
data for four schools is displayed, with each school representing a different scenario.

The Breckenridge district (Gratiot County) is an "in-formula" district but has
experienced a decline in the property tax base of the district due to substantial declines
in agricultural SEV. While the SEV per pupil declined between 1985-86 school year and
the 1987-88 school year, state school membership aid increased from $381,356 to
$1.3 million for the same period due to a decrease in the SEV per pupilG, an increase in
district operating millage and enhancements that occurred in the State Membership Aid
Formula (see Footnote - Table 17). Per pupil revenue increased in the district despite
the district experiencing a decline in their tax base.

The Deckerville district (Sanilac County) was an "out-of-formula" district in

6. Total State Equalized Value of School District =SEV/pupil
Total number of pupils




District

Breckenridge
(6ratiot)

Deckerville
(Sanilac)

Hartin
(Allegan)

Elkton-Pigeon-
Bayport
{Huron)

Footnotes:

* Estinates

Year

1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88

1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88

1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88

1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88

No.
Students

1,288
1,286
1,246
1,241

976
1,067
1,048
1,044

827
805
808
813

1,393
1,375
1,402
1,362

SEV/Pupil

$68,945
$70,093
67,826
51,751

181,079
$74,549
472,176
$68,707

$44,265
845,497
144,788
144,505

$139,054
§146,706
$135,086
$118,085

Total
SEV

$88,801,160
190,139, 598
$84,510,662
$64,222,991

79,133,104
$79,543,783
§75,640,4648
$71,730,174

36,607,155
$36,625,085
136,188,667
36,182,588

$193,702,222
$201,720,750
$189.391,158
$160,831,885

1. Total Property Tax Revenue = SEV x Operating Millage

1. State Neabership Aid Poraulas:

Oper.
Hillage

28.54
29.79
30.48
32,40

23,75
26.65
26,65
26,65

30.00
30.00
30.00
L&

18.75
18,75
17.75
25.25

CASE EXAMPLES - SCHOOL FINANCE

Debt
Hillage

Total
Prop. Rev.

2,534,385
$2,685,259
2,575,885
§2,080,825

$1,879,411
$2,119,842
$2,015,818
$1,911,609

1,098,215
$1,098,753

5 41,085,660

$1,152,054

13,631,917
13,782,264
$3,361,693
4,061,005

1984-85 5328/pupil + ($64.000 - SBV/pupil I-12 district) x operating nillage of I-12 district
1985-86  S344/pupil + (568.500 - SEV/pupil I-12 district) z operating millage of I-12 district
1986-87 §346/pupil + (572.250 - SEV/pupil I-12 distriet) x operating millage of I-12 district
1967-88 $347/pupil + (575.100 - SEV/pupil 1-12 districti x operating millage of I-12 district

3, Total Revenue = Operating Revenue Only

Data Sources:

Other Local State School Categor.

Revenue

$171,703
$438,435
175,231
$175,000

$145,789
$122,992
$144,703
$115,774

$460,680
$115,992

182,066
$135,331

$145,899
$128,236
$72,547
$98,052

Hember Aid

$240,688
$381,356
549,315
1,369,455

10
$195,041
$364,674
540,137

760,881
1832, 442
951,696
$1,074,250

§0
0
$0
$0

Finance Data for school years 1984-86 -- Bulletin 1014, Michigan State Board of Education, Lansing, MI

Data for school years 1986-88 -- Phone interviews with School Superintendents

Aid

$220,416
$178,05¢
$257,4
$250,000

$31,232
$71,709
$128,902
$128,902

$102, 507
$126,313
$148,588
$168,846

165,471
$44,000
§62,948
§30,986

Federal
Aid

$105,616
$120,884
$108,402
$108, 402

479,056
$124,839
$122,967
$122,947

$46,312
$53,130
452,609
$63,799

$117,012
$143,000
$118,676
§118,676

Total
Revenue

43,272,808
$3,803,988
13,733,916
13,983,682

$2,135,488
$2,634,423
12,777,044
$2,819, 369

$2,468,595
$2,226,630
$2,362,235
$2,594,280

13,960,299
$4,097,500
43,615,864
4,308,719

Per Pupil
Revenue

2,541
$2,958
$2,997
3,210

12,188
12,469
$2,650
12,701

12,985
12,766
$2,9U
3,191

$2,843
$2,980
$2,579
$3,164

LT @1qel
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1984-85. However, due to the combination of increasing enrollments and declining

property tax base, the district came back "in-formula® in 1985-86 and has remained an
"in-formula" district with associated property tax revenue losses due to declining ag SEV
being replaced with increased state membership aid.

The Martin district (Allegan County) has had stable enrollment over the four-year
period and a stable SEV base. Due to increases in the state membership aid formula, the
district's state aid (categorical and membership aid) has increased from $863,388 for
1984-85 to $1,243,096 for the 1987-88 school year. The percentage share for the state's
contribution to financing the Martin school district has increased from 35.0% to 47.9%
for the same time period.

The decline in agricultural SEV has significant financial impact on "out-of-formula”
districts. The Elkton-Pigeon-Bayport district (Huron County) has been and remains an
"out-of-formula” district despite a 19.5% decrease in SEV per pupil between the 1985-86
and 1987-88 fiscal year. Since the district is an "out-of-formula” district, the decline in
agricultural SEV resulted in a net loss of revenue to the district. School district voters
recently approved a 7.5 mill increase in operating millage in order to replace an
anticipated $506,000 loss due to declining land values. The SEV per pupil in the
Breckenridge district would need to fall an additional 24.7% in order for the district to
come back "in formula"™ and receive state membership aid under the current formula.

Despite falling agricultural SEVs, the four sample school districts were able to
increase "per pupil revenue” during the four year period. The increase was the result of
enhancements to the state membership aid formula and millage increases.

State Revenue Impacts of Declining Agricultural Land Values

Declining agricultural land values impact on state finances. While lower SEVs
translate into lower property tax bills for individual farmland owners, decreases in the
SEV also reduces the amount of property tax credits paid out by the state. Savings to the

state treasury occur in the form of reduced payment of homestead and P.A. 116 credits,
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assuming property owners benefitting from reduced property assessments have previously
qualified for the various property tax credit programs.

While the state accumulates savings as the result of reduced property tax credit
liabilities, the state incurs additional liabilities for the funding of K-12 education. "In-
formula™ school districts experiencing a decrease in their SEV for the district which
translates into reduced property tax revenues, shift the revenue loss to the state. The
revenue situation for the school districts remains unchanged but the percentage share of
state versus local financing changes. Estimates of the savings and increased liabilities
cannot be made at this time due to lack of information on household incomes and the
uncertainty that currently exists related to the outcome of school finance reform in the
state.

[f the agricultural SEV of the region continues to decline, schools located in
agricultural areas of the state that are currently "out-of-formula™ may come back into
formula, thus further increasing the state's liability for funding K-12 education. The
extent to which additional districts are brought back into formula is a function of the
movement of the SEV per pupil in the district, changes in enrollments and legislative
action on the structuring of the membership aid formula in future years.

X. Recommendations

I.  Declining revenues in county government have resulted in some cases in a reduction
in county personnel, including the county equalization office. The ability of some
county equalization departments to conduct reliable and timely sales studies to
reflect market changes is constrained by lack of personnel. County decision-
makers should refrain from making deep cuts in equalization departments in order
to protect needed capacity to carry out the functions and duties of the department
and to ensure a system of uniform tax equalization.

2.  Additional training of local township assessors in conducting agricultural sales

studies is needed to ensure that they are able to reflect the rapid decline in
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8.

agricultural land values.

The State Tax Commission should continue to require one-year averages to be used

in all sales ratio studies when substantial decline in value occurs in order to
diminish the time lag between farm real estate market decreases and the reflection
in property assessments.

Currently, it is very difficult for assessors to obtain information on land contract
sales despite the frequency of use of this type of sales transaction, thus land
contract sales are not often reflected in sales ratio studies. The Michigan
Legislature may want to consider the passage of legislation requiring full disclosure
of terms of sale in order to provide additional data for local, county and state
assessors.

The adoption of computer technology by townships has the potential to provide
additional "tools™ to local assessors to consent in requiring assessing practices and
procedures.

When farmland assessments are reduced to reflect the downward movement in farm
real estate sales, local units will experience another round of revenue shortfalls
from the property tax loss. Local decision-makers are encouraged to explore either
revenue enhancement or expenditure reductions. Additional research is needed on
the impacts of revenue decreases on the provision of local services.

Local communities may be forced to explore intergovernmental contracting as a
means of cost reduction in producing and delivering services. Reduced property
taxes will force the re-evaluation of the capacity of local units to be both the
producer and provider of selected public services. Additional research on
intergovernmental contracting and collaborative arrangements is needed in order to
demonstrate the feasibility of alternative service delivery arrangements.

The decline in farmland value has increased the state liability for financing local
"in-formula™ K-12 districts. The decline in ag land values results in additional "out-

of-formula™ districts coming back into formula, which increases the state's




financing liability. "Out-of-formula® districts located in predominantly ag counties

suffer 100% of property tax revenue loss associated with declining ag land values.
The Legislature is encouraged to adopt school finance policies which take into
account the declining tax base of school districts located in agriculture-dependent

counties, especially as it impacts on "out-of-formula® districts.




APPENDIX A
Size of Farm—Farm Real Estate Sales
Listing by Region and County
1985-1987




A-1

FARM REAL ESTATE SALES BY SIZE OF FARM

EASTERN REGION
1985
Number Number Number
Number of of of
of Parcels 40-80 Acre Parcels Acreage
County Sales <40 Acres Parcels >80 Acres Not known

Bay 19 10 9 0 0
Genesee 21 9 12 0 0
Huron 16 3 11 2 0
Lapeer 38 13 24 l 0
Saginaw 11 3 6 2 0
Sanilac 6l 13 36 12 0
Shiawassee 34 7 8 3 16
Tuscola 18 2 14 2 0
Sub-total 218 60 120 22 16

1986
Bay 28 12 10 6 0
Genesee 18 6 9 3 0
Huron 29 6 21 2 0
Lapeer 28 3 21 2 0
Saginaw 23 10 10 3 0
Sanilac 59 12 34 13 0
Shiawassee 30 6 15 6 3
Tuscola 19 9 9 - 0
Sub-total 234 66 129 36 3

1987
Bay 3 0 3 0 0
Genesee 0 0 0 0 0
Huron 14 | 10 3 0
Lapeer l 0 | 0 0
Saginaw 2 0 2 0 0
Sanilac 1 0 | 0 0
Shiawassee 3 | | | 0
Tuscola i 0 0 i 0
Sub-total 25 2 18 5 0
TOTAL 477 128 267 63 19

<{="less than"
>="greater than"




A-2

FARM REAL ESTATE SALES BY SIZE OF FARM

CENTRAL REGION
Number Number Number
Number of of of
of Parcels 40-80 Acre Parcels Acreage
County Sales < 40 Acres Parcels >80 Acres Not Known
1985
Arenac 2 | — 1 -
Clare 10 3 5 2 .-
Clinton 15 6 d 2 -
Gladwin 6 2 3 1 —
Gratiot 21 3 15 3 -
Ionia 36 9 20 7 —
Isabella 25 0 21 4 -
Mecosta 3 0 1 2 -—
Midland 9 4 4 l -
Montcalm 35 10 18 7 -
Osceola 4 0 2 2 —
Sub-total 166 38 96 A2
1986
Arenac 5 2 3 - -
Clare 1 - 1 - -
Clinton 29 4 16 9 -
Gladwin 10 2 4 4 -
Gratiot 43 6 30 7 -—
Ionia 14 3 6 3 -
Isabella 24 5 12 7 -
Mecosta 23 4 15 4 -
Midland 6 0 5 l -
Montcalm 23 7 14 2 -
Osceola 2 6 16 I -
Sub-total 207 39 122 46
1987
Arenac 1 - - 1 -
Clare 3 —= 2 l -
Clinton | -— -- 1 -
Gladwin 1 e | -— -
Gratiot 5 | 3 1 -
lonia 0 - - - -
Isabella 6 2 2 2 -
Mecosta 2 - - 2 -
Midland 0 - — - -
Montcalm 0 - - - -
Osceola 2 = L 1 -
Sub-total 21 3 9 9
TOTAL 3% 80 227 87 0




A-3
FARM REAL ESTATE SALES BY SIZE OF FARM

WESTERN REGION

Number Number Number
Number of of of
of Parcels 40-80 Acre Parcels Acreage
County Sales < 40 Acres Parcels > 80 Acres Not Known
1985
Allegan 23 14 5 4 0
Kent 10 | 7 2 0
Lake 11 6 4 1 0
Manistee 8 3 3 2 0
Mason 9 6 3 0 0
Muskegon 4 3 1 0 0
Newaygo 22 14 5 3 0
Oceana 19 8 b 6 0
Ottawa 24 11 10 3 0
Van Buren A | . | 0 2
Sub-total 167 67 46 21 33
1986
Allegan 48 2 3 0 43
Kent 10 2 6 2 0
Lake 6 3 3 0 0
Manistee 8 5 3 0 0
Mason 10 3 4 S 0
Muskegon 8 3 2 3 0
Newaygo 18 8 9 l 0
Oceana 15 7 6 2 0
Ottawa 20 7 7 6 0
Van Buren 1 3 8 _J |
Sub-total 164 43 51 22 48
1987
Allegan 0 0 0 0 0
Kent 1 0 | 0 0
Lake 0 0 0 0 0
Manistee 0 0 0 0 0
Mason 1 0 0 | 0
Muskegon 0 0 0 0 0
Newaygo 2 1 0 1 0
Oceana 2 0 0 2 0
Ottawa 1 0 0 | 0
Van Buren _6 . | | _2 0
Sub-total 13 2 4 7 0
TOTAL 344 112 101 50 8l



A-4

FARM REAL ESTATE SALES BY SIZE OF FARM

CONTROL COUNTIES
Number Number Number
Number of of of
of Parcels 40-80 Acre Parcels
County Sales < 40 Acres Parcels >80 Acres Not known

1985
Barry 0 0 0 0 0
Berrien 1 1 0 0 0
Lenawee 67 24 33 10 0
Monroe 22 9 8 5 0
St. Clair 6 0 5 | 0
St. Joseph 16 | 7 7 0
Sub-total 112 36 53 23 0

1986
Barry 20 4 8 8 0
Berrien 4 0 2 F 0
Lenawee 83 32 36 15 0
Monroe 25 9 10 6 0
St. Clair 6 0 4 2 0
St. Joseph 14 0 12 2 0
Sub-total 152 45 72 35 0

1987
Barry 0 0 0 0 0
Berrien 0 0 0 0 0
Lenawee | 0 0 | 0
Monroe 1 | 0 0 0
St. Clair 0 0 0 0 0
St. Joseph . 0 _0 2 _0
Sub-total 4 1 0 3 0
TOTAL 268 82 125 61 _0

|




APPENDIX B

Method of Sale—Farm Real Estate
Listing by Region and County
1985-1987



B-1
METHOD OF SALE--FARM REAL ESTATE

EASTERN REGION

1985
Total g -
County Sales WD LC Not Known

Bay 19 9 5 5
Genesee 21 - - 21
Huron 16 2 10 1
Lapeer 38 - - 38
Saginaw 11 7 4 -
Sanilac 61 23 19 19
Shiawassee 34 11 22 |
Tuscola 138 13 3 -
Sub-total 218 68 65 85

1986
Bay 28 15 11 2
Genesee 18 2 2 14
Huron 29 13 11 5
Lapeer 28 - - 28
Saginaw 23 17 6 -
Sanlac 59 39 20 -
Shiawassee 30 23 3 4
Tuscola 3 _4 2 0
Sub-total 234 113 58 63

1987
Bay 3 1 2 -
Genesee 0 - - -
Huron 14 - - 14
Lapeer 1 | - -
Saginaw 2 1 - 1
Sanilac 1 1 -_— —
Shiawassee 3 1 | 1
Tuscola . - - -
Sub-total 25 5 3 17
TOTAL 477 186 126 165

* WD=Warranty Deed
¥¥ | C=Land Contract



B-2

METHOD OF SALE--FARM REAL ESTATE

CENTRAL REGION
Total
County Sales WD LC Not Known

1985
Arenac 2 1 1 -
Clare 10 2 3 2
Clinton 15 8 2 2
Gladwin 6 4 2 -
Gratiot 21 1 -- 20
Ionia 36 2 - 34
[sabella 25 4 1 20
Mecosta 3 2 1 -—
Midland 9 - - 9
Montcalm 35 - - 35
Osceola b A 2 =
Sub-total 166 28 16 122

1986
Arenac 5 4y 1 =
Clare 1 - - l
Clinton 29 13 9 7
Gladwin 10 7 3 -
Gratiot 43 8 13 22
lonia 14 3 y 7
Isabella 24 6 Z 16
Mecosta 23 - - 23
Midland 6 4 1 |
Montcalm 23 - — 23
Osceola 29 16 12 |
Sub-total 207 6l 45 101

1987
Arenac | 1 — -—
Clare 3 - - 3
Clinton | -— - 1
Gladwin 1 - 1 -—
Gratiot 5 5 - -
lonia 0 - -— -
[sabella 6 4 -- 2
Mecosta 2 - - 2
Midland 0 - e -
Montcalm 0 - - —
Osceola - - - 2
Sub-total 21 10 | 10
TOTAL 394 99 62 233




B-3
METHOD OF SALE--FARM REAL ESTATE

WESTERN REGION
Total
County Sales WD LC Not Known

1985
Allegan 23 - 1 22
Kent 10 2 1 7
Lake 11 7 4 -
Manistee 8 - - 8
Mason 9 - 1 8
Muskegon 4 3 - 1
Newaygo 22 3 1 18
Oceana 19 12 7 -
Ottawa 24 11 10 3
Van Buren 37 13 18 4
Sub-total 167 33 43 71

1986
Allegan 48 26 19 3
Kent 10 5 - 5
Lake 6 2 4 -
Manistee 8 - - 8
Mason 10 3 1 6
Muskegon 8 2 4 2
Newaygo 18 2 1 15
Oceana 15 12 3 -
Ottawa 20 10 8 2
Van Buren 21 3 2 e
164 65 42 57

1987
Allegan 0 - -~ -
Kent 1 - - 1
Lake 0 - - s
Manistee 0 - -
Mason 1 - - 1
Muskegon 0 - - ==
Newaygo 2 - - 2
Oceana 2 2 - -
Ottawa 1 1 — --
Van Buren 6 - - _6
Sub-total 13 3 - 10
TOTAL 344 121 85 138




B-4
METHOD OF SALE--FROM REAL ESTATE

CONTROL GROUP
Total
County Sales WD LC Not Known
1985
Barry 0 - - -
Berrien 1 - - 1
Lenawee 67 3 1 63
Monroe 22 - - 22
St. Clair 6 2 2 2
St. Joseph 16 e - 16
Sub-total 112 5 3 104
1986
Barry 20 0 0 20
Berrien 4 0 0 4
Lenawee 83 52 24 7
Monroe 25 3 1 21
St. Clair 6 1 2 3
St. Joseph 14 = .. 14
Sub-total 152 56 27 69
1987
Barry 0 - - -
Berrien 0 - - -
Lenawee 1 - - |
Monroe 1 - - 1
St. Clair 0 — s e
St. Joseph . - - 2
Sub-total 4 - - 4

TOTAL 268
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APPENDIX C
AGRICULTURAL SEV AND TOTAL SEV
Listing by Region and County
1981-1987




c-1

Ag SEV and Total SEV

1981 Ag. Total 1981 Ag Value as a
County Region SEV SEV % of tot. SEV
ARENAC Central $50,594,444 $175,124,938 28.9
CLARE Central $24,971,652 $285,685,578 8.7
CLINTON Central $174,139,586 $531,939,504 32.7
GLADWIN Central 532,842,692 $§217,767,550 15,1
GRATIOT Central $172,956,154 $373,234,928 46.3
IONIA Central $127,166,720 $377,831,200 33.7
ISABELLA Central $92,080,636 $379,332,828 24.3
MECOSTA Central $54,455,431 $321,593,227 16.9
MIDLAND Central $54,347,040 $1,268,212,051 4.3
MONTCALM Central 5106,537,558 $415,859,230 25.6
OSCEOLA Central $55,390,770 $224,454,161 24.7
Sub-total: $945,482,683 $4,571,035,195 20.68
BAY Eastern $162,164,877 $1,341,366,057 12.1
GENESEE Eastern $127,598,457 $4,124,200,690 3.1
HURON Eastern $329,642,776 $623,975, 283 52.8
LAPEER Eastern $159,600,445 $675,187,479 23.6
SAGINAW Eastern $287,275,512 $2,178,609,740 13.2
SANILAC Eastern $254,252,826 $493,036,657 51.6
SHIAWASSEE Eastern $158,470,459 $575,410,409 217.5
TUSCOLA Eastern $282,695,586 $573,832,693 49.3
Sub-total: $§1,761,700,938 $10,585,619,008 16.64
ALLEGAN Western $163,523,299 $765,434,319 214
KENT Western §78,215,834 54,021,289,332 1.9
LAKE Western $§12,542,681 $142,995,712 8.8
MANISTEE Western $21,251,959 $282,458, 255 15
MASON Western $37,471,425 $502,951,735 1.5
MUSKEGON Western 538,468,769 $1,193,056,925 3.2
NEWAYGO Western $59,579,742 $350,468,428 17..0
OCEANA Western $49,925,521 $227,120,550 22.0
OTTAWA Western $144,638,213 $1,745,929,489 8.3
VAN BUREN Western $118,089,632 $582,785,507 20.3
Sub-total: $723,707,075 59,814,490,252 i ekl
Total: $3,430,890,696 24,971,144,455 13.74
BARRY Control $§95,709,500 $378,419,267 25.3
BERRIEN Control $150,925,564 $1,819,791,331 8.3
LENAWEE Control $284,989,733 $948,957,806 30.0
MONROE Control $§223,011,904 $1,771,412,668 12.6
ST. CLAIR Control $250,650, 855 $1,891,809,176 13.2
ST. JOSEPH Control $§136,291,047 $563,506,209 24.2
Sub-total: Control $1,141,578,603 $7,373,896,457 15.5




County

ARENAC
CLARE
CLINTON
GLADWIN
GRATIOT
IONIA
ISABELLA
MECOSTA
MIDLAND
MONTCALM
OSCEOLA
Sub-total:

BAY
GENESEE
HURON
LAPEER
SAGINAW
SANILAC
SHIAWASSEE
TUSCOLA
Sub-total:

ALLEGAN
KENT

LAKE
MANISTEE
MASON
MUSKEGON
NEWAYGO
OCEANA
OTTAWA
VAN BUREN
Sub-total:

Total:

BARRY
BERRIEN
LENAVWEE
MONROE

ST. CLAIR
ST. JOSEPH
Sub-total:

Region

Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central

Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern

Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western

Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control

c-2

1982 Ag.
SEV

$53,712,700
$26,359,290
$184,776,628
$38,956,066
$204,728,460
$136,351,000
$97,630,461
$56,358,753
$59,544,847
$113,509,334
$56,208,361
$1,028,135,900

$173,385,400
$129,890,928
$381,375,479
$169,183,482
$317,897,7317
$295,374,344
$162,838,825
$314,367,765
$1,944,313,960

$175,790, 312
875,351,814
$13,533,405
$20,283,179
$36,265,466
$41,615,576
$67,984,587
$52,114,504

$153,628,498

$125,435,676
$762,003,017

$3,734,452,877

§101,887,891
$160,498,053
$319,746,659
$237,743,796
$263,100,480
$143,230,704
$1,226,207,583

Ag SEV and Total SEV

Total 1982
SEV

$189,782,530
$307,839,090
$574,754,499
$239,651,226
$414,473,468
$405,461,330
$413,402,208
$347,294,228
$1,377,606,836
$452,417,919
$235,310,544
$4,957,993,878

$1,371,383,125
$4,327,100,665
$699,956,032
$735,643,097
$2,304,595,621
$546,644,443
$606,834,643
$630,484,940

$11,222,642,566

$845,735, 342
$4,425,239,476
$156,445,665
$299,641,585
$542,494,960
$1,279,610,879
$375,268,059
$238,257,243
$1,927,063,579
$624,549,882
$10,714,306,670

$26,894,943,114

$407,441,777
$1,912,930,748
$1,039,334,985
$1,900,328,852
$1,854,639,346

$594,651,038
$7,709,326,746

Ag Value as a
% of tot. SEV
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County

ARENAC
CLARE
CLINTON
GLADWIN
GRATIOT
IONIA
ISABELLA
MECOSTA
MIDLAND
MONTCALM
OSCEOQOLA
Sub-total:

BAY
GENESEE
HURON
LAPEER
SAGINAW
SANILAC
SHIAWASSEE
TUSCOLA
Sub-total:

ALLEGAN
KENT

LAKE
MANISTEE
MASON
MUSKEGON
NEWAYGO
OCEANA
OTTAWA
VAN BUREN
Sub-total:

Total:

BARRY
BERRIEN
LENAWEE
MONROE

ST. CLAIR
ST. JOSEPH
Sub-total:

Region

Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central

Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern

Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western

Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control

C-3

1983 Ag.
SEV

$55,144,350
$23,787,382
$184,654,289
$38,827,682
$220,057,781
$138,474,350
$107,531,725
$58,211,256
565,781,406
$117,844,382
$57,688,463
$1,068,003,066

$180,819,600
$131,359,284
$391,432,552
$165,278,830
§327,277,732
$274,762,005
$161,981,339
$323,243,402
$1,956,154,744

$180,052,465
$99,258,206
$14,238,582
$22,714,353
$35,214,282
541,571,725
$66,399,250
§53,521, 227
$157,855, 345
$125,850,623
$796,676,058

$3,820,833,868

$102,329,666
$148,304,801
$318,442,901
$235,055,581
$240,700,121
$145,691,799
$1,190,524,869

Ag SEV and Total SEV

Total 1983
SEV

$198,681,158
$316,243,187
$583,723,989
$248,763,029
$434,399,025
$413,718,790
$439,503,177
$364,612,061
$1,461,629,701
$473,332,331
$247,243,404
$5,181,849,852

$1,377,777,675
$4,325,531,144
$721,541,574
$736,397,611
$2,288,728,772
$524,859,552
$612,331,933
$647,060,980
§11,234,229,241

$880,915,568
$4,661,972,614
$157,828,742
§311,154,281
$558,860,641
$1,286,158,107
$386,465,152
$249,701,805
$2,004,212,900
$648,650,158
$11,145,919,968

$27,561,999,061

S412,855,987
$1,941,028,303
$1,030,313,981
$1,987,975,871
$1,933,376,454

$614,574, 343
$7,920,124,939

Ag Value as a
% of tot. SEV
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County

ARENAC
CLARE
CLINTON
GLADWIN
GRATIOT
IONIA
ISABELLA
MECOSTA
MIDLAND
MONTCALM
OSCEOLA
Sub-total:

BAY
GENESEE
HURON
LAPEER
SAGINAW
SANILAC
SHIAWASSEE
TUSCOLA
Sub-total:

ALLEGAN
KENT

LAKE
MANISTEE
MASON
MUSKEGON
NEWAYGO
OCEANA
OTTAWA
VAN BUREN
Sub-total:

Total:

BARRY
BERRIEN
LENAVEE
MONROE

ST. CLAIR
ST. JOSEPH
Sub-total:

Region

Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central

Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern

Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western

Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control

C-4

1984 Ag.
SEV

$55,344,788
$25,344,053
$185,236,750
$37,434,121
$227,894,176
$140,154,020
$119,972,163
558,463,435
$66,393,975
$124,084,129
$57,838,153

$1,098,159,763

$178,807,770
$131,494,664
$403,823,853
$167,175,468
$326,798,229
$273,954,997
$§161,777,150
$340,636,006

$1,984,468,137

$183,146,790
$98,909,275
$13,909,866
$22,151,820
$35,016,475
$42,640,076
$68,351,993
$54,797,807
$157,359,147
$126,164,013
$802,447,262

$3,885,075,162

$107,081,990
$152,258,088
$311,151,639
$229,484,348
$225,836,630
$147,382,449

$1,173,195,144

Ag SEV and Total SEV

Total 1984
SEV

$201,818,523
$322,024,850
$595,612,607
$258,157,439
$448,940,352
$421,898,720
$466,333,963
$374,052,488
$1,522,191,325
$499,713,383
$252,928,817
$5,363,672,467

$1,386,998,660
$4,344,753,383
$749,815,705
$749,888,994
$2,274,228,995
$527,438,436
$618,598,941
$676,873,649
$11,328,596,763

$929,559,763
$4,836,845,739
$156,490,672
$317,767,945
$569,279,818
$1,310,096,105
$405,717,562
$255,779,530
$2,060,063,290
$664,603,487
$11,506,203,911

$28,198,473,141

$428,798,793
$1,998,228,155
$1,028,690,943
~$2,092,506,691
$1,976,170,991
$627,439,137
$8,151,834,710

Ag Value as a
% of tot. SEV
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County

ARENAC
CLARE
CLINTON
GLADWIN
GRATIOT
IONIA
ISABELLA
MECOSTA
MIDLAND
MONTCALM
OSCEQOLA
Sub-total:

BAY
GENESEE
HURON
LAPEER
SAGINAW
SANILAC
SHIAWASSEE
TUSCOLA
Sub-total:

ALLEGAN
KENT

LAKE
MANISTEE
MASON
MUSKEGON
NEWAYGO
OCEANA
OTTAWA
VAN BUREN
Sub-total:

Total:

BARRY
BERRIEN
LENAWEE
MONROE
St.CLAIR
St.JOSEPH
Sub-total:

Region

Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central

Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern

Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western

Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control

C=-5

Ag SEV and Total SEV

1985 Ag.
SEV

$55,461,886
$23,362,697
$185,158,570
$37,280,307
$227,817,483
$140,347,060
$113,614,514
$57,320,900
365,454,586
$122,794,533
$57,503,261
$1,086,115,797

$173,629,463
$127,731,147
$409,677,613
$168,944,770
$331,632,871
$268,745,941
$161,128,550
$360,757,885
$2,002,248, 240

$184,446,468
$101,390,795
$13,675,457
$22,378,966
$34,462,973
$41,725,894
$68,059,887
§55,939,411
$160,110,138
$129,912,039
$812,102,028

$3,900,466,065

$104,972,041
$146,098,700
$286,682,674
$219,889,867
$220,082,024
$145,865,801
$1,123,591,107

Total 1985
SEV

$206,494,472
$328,135,388
$606,537,866
$262,970,238
$459,226,846
$428,079,620
$478,337,054
$389,042,039
$1,362,969,152
$519,514,803
$255,284,140
$5,296,591,618

$1,393,835,579
$4,423,187,472
$777,523,277
$770,486,252
$2,299,066,724
$529,384,354
$623,081,197
$700,281,856
$11,516,846,711

$959,747,650
$5,114,1770,152
$156,345,663
$318,7717,235
$580,569,385
$1,317,202,764
$420,314,968
$261,906, 350
$2,137,370,106
§702,502,139
$11,969,506,412

$28,782,944,741

$445,925,564
$2,058,126,393
$1,003,585,078
$2,189,906,398
$2,164,960,612

$630,413,191
$8,492,917,236

Ag Value as a
% of tot. SEV
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County

ARENAC
CLARE
CLINTON
GLADWIN
GRATIOT
IONIA
ISABELLA
MECOSTA
MIDLAND
MONTCALM
OSCEOLA
Sub-total:

BAY
GENESEE
HURON
LAPEER
SAGINAW
SANILAC
SHIAWASSEE
TUSCOLA
Sub-total:

ALLEGAN
KENT
LAKE
MANISTEE
MASON
MUSKEGON
NEWAYGO
OCEANA
OTTAWA
VAN BUREN
Sub-total

Total:

BARRY
BERRIEN
LENAWEE
MONROE
St.CLAIR
St.JOSEPH
Sub-total:

Region

Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central

Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern

Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western

Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control

C-6

Ag SEV and Total SEV

1986 Ag.
SEV

$53,512,998
$22,776,155
$165,490,505
$35,618,955
$213,175,319
$135,485,810
$113,331,838
857,799,350
$62,125,271
$116,639,226
$57,245,940
$1,033,201,367

$156,530,300
$123,968,794
$366,522,575
$166,795,974
$307,962,620
$237,484,090
$157,660,664
$310,159,870
$1,827,084,887

$169,942,556
$99,922,226
$13,619,051
$22,954,577
$33,672,897
541,513,221
$65,242,999
$55,633,594
$159,800,974
$127,656,236
$789,958,331

$3,650,244,585

$91,070,867
$133,675,069
$262,488,569
$204,631,944
$218,889,567
$118,056,511
51,028,812,527

Total 1986
SEV

$212,914,351
$330,712,265
$602,283,368
$261,941,626
$447,705,802
$439,481,120
$492,718,534
$397,383,750
$1,361,317,473
$524,855,714
$261,122,758
$5,332,436,761

$1,360,257,578
$4,550,424,888
$738,667,076
$777,318,744
$2,303,344,985
$506,033,618
$626,532,878
$656,449,211
$11,519,028,978

$976,332,573
$5,382,976,781
$159,531,412
$325,036,423
$594,916,452
$1,351,146,322
$427,981,570
$268,521,755
$2,240,751,964
$747,410,929
$12,474,606,181

$29,326,071,920

$460,853,295
$2,103,415,010
$999,503,009
$2,439,324,806
$2,263,524,251
$613,102,041
$8,879,722,412

Ag Value as a
% of tot. SEV
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County

ARENAC
CLARE
CLINTON
GLADWIN
GRATIOT
IONIA
ISABELLA
MECOSTA
MIDLAND
MONTCALM
OSCEOLA
Sub-total:

BAY
GENESEE
HURON
LAPEER
SAGINAW
SANILAC
SHIAWASSEE
TUSCOLA
Sub-total:

ALLEGAN
KENT

LAKE
MANISTEE
MASON
MUSKEGON
NEWAYGO
OCEANA
OTTAWA
VAN BUREN
Sub-total:

Total:

BARRY
BERRIEN
LENAVEE
MONROE
St.CLAIR
St.JOSEPH
Sub-total:

Region

Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central
Central

Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern
Eastern

Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western
Western

Control
Control
Control
Control
Control
Control

Cc-7

Ag SEV and Total SEV

1987 Ag.
SEV

540,309,106
$21,305,030
$140,435,582
$32,509,263
$141,406,234
$124,947,770
589,639,515
$56,394,850
$42,961,397
$110,703,191
$54,475,489
$855,087,427

$121,634,027
$118,029,418
$290,351,904
$153,852,723
$239,142,396
$213,947,564
§150,124,179
$220,897,339
$1,507,979,550

$158,302,039
$97,.862,911
$13,578,289
$23,154,990
$31,633,900
$41,299,584
$65,114,926
$54,663,900
$164,771,723
$98,347,469
$748,729,731

$3,111,796,708

$81,256,425
$105,714,914
$221,412,462
$191,154,833
$213,918,159
$117,502,418
$930,959, 211

Total 1987
SEV

$473,391,622
$265,395,725
$382,825,233
$533,669,105
$404,734,950
$602,099,733
$442,631,180
$200,111,808
$1,367,610,625
$337,461,203
$261,570,450
$5,271,501,634

$581,024,066
$2,261,236,193
$675,922,792
$792,517,695
$4,803,047,133
$488,660,055
$633,056,844
$1,327,843,363
$11,563,308,141

$333,136,068
$598,823,545
$1,014,738,831
$277,850,687
$162,181,103
$2,386,816,041
$1,414,301,706
$442,000,008
$5,766,010,483
§730,466,115
$13,126,324,587

$29,961,134,362

$473,472,004
$2,161,023,391
$1,000,149,553
$2,611,146,455
$2,294,223,104

$636,616,707
$9,176,631,214

Ag Value as a
% of tot. SEV
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APPENDIX D

Sale Price Per Acre
By Region

and

Sale Price Per Acre Less Improvements
By Region
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APPENDIX E
Farm Real Estate Sales
Detail Data on Individual Sales
by Region and County
1985-1987




EASTERN REGION




Bay County

Sale  Sale  Number of illable Assessed Improved Untillable Tillable Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price beres  Crop deres  Value Talue Value Value  per dere  Impr/lere Price/dere Sale

Ja/8s 91,500 39.0 nsy 0 0 91,500 2,500 1.500 1,51 il
Ja/85  12.000 6.5 58 0 0 12,000 1,860 1,860 .08 (Cash
Jan/85 20,000 10.0 X . 0 0 20.000 1,000 1.000 .08 Cash
Jan/85  50.000 8.0 %0 0 10,343 39681 1.082 1.0 1.525 L
Ja/s 92,500 .5 0y _ §00 3430 39400 1,667 1,656 1384 i
Jan/85  27.000 1. ar 0 LABL 18 853 853 1.126 L]
Peb/85  160.000 §0.0 ne 18.710 0 141,29 1,000 1.766 1.83% 3

Feb/85  50.000 0.2 1 . 0 0 50.000 1.651 1.657 1303

Feb/85 110.742 n.2 1.5 _ 3.4 0 106.911 1,556 1.503 L35 MC
lpr/85  80.000 0.0 1 0 0 80.000 2.000 2.000 1108 "

bpr/85 44500 0.0 185 _ 0 0 W50 3,25 3.10% 2.405 il
dpr/85  537.750 .2 L1 0 0 31,750 1.511 1511 1,659 il
hpr/85  78.500 .6 L X 12,428 0 86.0M 1,083 (111 893 L

lpr/85  80.000 40.0 LI S 0 0 80.000 2.000 2.000 2.041 -

Nag/85  24.000 112 169 _ 0 0 24.000 1.398 1,39 IR ¢

Ray/85  110.000 §0.0 . B 15,686 .0  92.108 1.833 1.5 1.135 il

May/85  33.000 i 9.8 _ 3,526 3.000 20,404 1.3 1118 1.0} -

Jul/85 100,000 0.0 nsS 1.6 0 8.0 2.500 .13 1.160 il
Dec/85  75.000 8.0 ¥ 0 0 75,000 IR 1.4 2044 L
Mar/86  60.000 (0.0 ns 0 9.100  50.900 1,500 1.500 1,168 il
Mar/d§  42.000 0.0 185 _ 0 0 42.000 2,100 3,100 . il
Mar/8§  24.000 302 A 0 1.000 22,000 195 19 3 L
lpr/86  133.300 §1.1 8o 0 0 133.500 L L8 1.500 il
lpr/86  §7.000 100.0 n4 1916 10,000  32.084 510 {1 i) L
May/86 180,000 19.3 "6 _ 35,860 0 LI 1,269 1,565 1,64 il
May/86  23.000 0.0 % 0 {00 22.500 L1 573 §19 L
Nay/86  70.000 §5.4 Nt _ 0 3.600  66.400 1.070 1.070 1.23% L
Nay/86 30000 W3 175 12,992 .0 65,004 1,203 896 L i
May/86  30.000 0.1 ns 0 0 30.000 1.010 1.010 1.086 il
Nayi86  30.000 18.8 sy _ 0 0 30.000 1.392 .59 1.676 i
Nay/86  170.000 19.0 noe 42,000 0 128.000 1.182 1.620 1,183 A

Jun/86  105.338 §8.0 §.0  _ 0 0 105,338 1.550 1,550 1.5n L
Ju/86  80.000 3.1 n4 3.4 0 5.9 118 L.l 1.400 L
Jul/86 15,000 3.1 6.9 _ 0 3,100 11.%00 420 20 {2 i
Jul/86 14,500 19.1 166 _ 0 500 14,000 135 13§ 84 L

Jul/86  58.000 19.0 1.1 _ 25,152 0 32848 3.083 113 1761 M
lug/86  30.000 0.0 155 Win 300 L.778 1.500 184 308 L
log/86  33.000 180.0 L 1000 42.780 49220 517 511 §62 i
lng/86  13.000 10.0 L 0 0 13.000 1.300 1,300 1.486 il
Oct/86  75.000 1587 .7 §8.754 0 16,26 LN 104 109 il
det/86  54.500 314 ns 18.342 0 J5.1%8 134 int %2 il
Occ/86  38.000 55.0 0o 12.000 5,200 20.800 891 i 520 LC
Jee/86  6.000 0.0 6 0 0 §.000 300 300 306 i
Nov/86  142.000 136.0 1.0 _ 0 1.9%0 140,010 104 1044 1.0m i
Dec/86 100,000 181.0 15.7  _ 0 fALE 5.5 552 852 §02 il
late/86  50.000 5.6 2.4 0 0 60.000 1.061 1.061 1.136 il
Dec/86  40.000 §8.§ L1 0 W 35,70 583 583 519 LC
Jadl 81478 1.0 0.0 0 950 56,925 193 32 828 L
Jan/81  40.000 §8.0 6.0 _ 0 400 39,600 588 588 §00 LC
Feb/87  170.000 5.0 5.0 0 1150 68.850 1.3l 1321 1.350  Cash



Genesee County

Sale
Date

Jan/§h
Teb/85
Feb/ 8%
Nar/85
Apr/85
Nay/8h
Xay/85
Jul/8s
Jul/8s
Jul/8s
lug/85
Rug/8%
Sep/8s
Sep/8%
Oct/8s
Oct/85
Ot /85
Qct/85
Nov/85
Nov/83
Dec/85
Feb/88
Nar/86
Yar/8%
Nar/86
kpr/86
Rpr/86
Lpr/ 86
Apr/8f
Lpr/85
Nay/ 86
Nay/86
Xay/86
Nay/ 88
Jun/86
Jul/86
Sep/d6
Oct/86
Nov/8§

Sale
Price

§0.000
19.600
78.000
45.000
12,320
§9.500
33,900
18.500
§0.000
34000
13.000
38,500
52,800
18.000
25.000
11.000
18.300
26.700
§1.000
35.100
11.500
10.000
33.200
123.100
35.000
$4.000
52.500
92.000
40.200
34.500
18.000
§9.500
10.000
136.000
42.000
71.200
§7.200
145.000
20.000

Nuaber of
deres

8.0
{0.§
8.0
{0.0
19.1
§3.8
50.0
3.2
80.0
§9.8
0.0
0.0
3.4
18.0
1.0
0.1
9.4
i
80.0
40.0
0.0
2.5
16.8
§2.1
§9.1
.8
1.3
107.8
0.0
0.0
8.8
§9.0
3.0
160.0
.9
16.0
§0.0
1%.0
19.4

Tillable Assessed
Crop heres  Talue

acant
vacant
vacant
vacant
acant
Tacant
racant
vacant
Tacant
acant
racant
vacant
vacant
vacant
racant
vacant
racant
vacant
Tacant
vacant
vacant
vacant
Tacant
vacant
Tacant
vacant
Tacant
vacant
racant
Tacant
racant
4.0
2.0
156.0

10.0

Inproved (Ontillable
Talue Talue

S O O o D T O T o O S T £ T O T S S O T o T D T O OO O O O o

13,006

36.00 §.000

0 0

0 .

0 &

0 .

68.000  29.000
0

Residual
Talue

§0.000
19.600
18,000
£5.000
12,320
§9,500
33.%00
28,500
80.000
34.000
23,000
38.500
52,500
18,000
15,000
21,000
18.300
26.700
§7,000
35.100
27.500
10.000
33,200
123.100
35,000
44000
§2.500
92.000
40.200
34,500
18.000
46,434
18,000
136.000
42,000
11.200
§7.200
48.000
20.000

Sale Price Sale Price

per lere

41
1,959
1.000
1.12%

§21
1.08%

678

859
1.000

87
1.150

%3
1,183
1,001

91§
1.0l

814

L1V,

13

8

584
1.647
1.002
1.4%¢

0
1.9
1,33

54
1.005

883
1.1
1,007
134

850

87§

7
1,120
1.835
1.013

Tillable

Inpr/hcre Price/lere

14l
1,95
1.000
1.128

821
1.089

§78

§59
1,000

487
1.150

93
.18
1.001

928
10U

814

1V

13

818

688
1847
.00
1.49¢

507
1.5
1,336

(4]
1,008

863
.11
1.007

Lt

850

§76

97
1120

978
1.013

Teras for
fale



Buron County

Sale
Date

Jan/ 88
Feb/8%
Nar/§5
Lpr/ 83
ay/8%
LEVEE]
Jun/8%
Jul/ds
Jul/8s
Rug/8%
Rug/ 83
Sep/85
Nov/8%
Novidh
Dec/85
Dec/8s
Jan/ 88
Jan/ 86
Pebi 86
Ped/ 86
Xar/ 85
Nar/86
Nar/§8
Har/86
Nar/88
hpr/ds
Apr/88
Lpr/6
lpr/88
kpr/B4
Nay/ 88
Nay/ 86
Yay/ 86
Jun; 8%
Jun/86
Jun/ 84
Juni 86
Jun/ 86
Jul/de
Sep/88
Dec/88
Dec/ 85
Dec/88
Dee/ 86
Dec/ 86
Jan/d7
Feb/87
Ped/47
Feb/81
Feb/87

fale
Price

36.000
50.000
§0.000
£0.000
§2.000
£0.000
37.000
100.000
155.750
40.000
41.500
23.400
84,000
24.000
125.000
115.000
200.000
40.000
£0.000
§0.000
%0.000
§6.600
130.000
§.000
35.000
§0.000
£5.000
§5.000
§5.000
180.000
50.000
140.000
§6.500
21.000
30.000
84.000
36.000
21.000
40.000
£0.000
§2.000
§8.130
15.000
192.000
§.000
25.000
39,900
45.360
26.000
31.200

Yumber of
keres

§0.0
{0.8
40.0
40.0
18.1
13.2
{0.0
40.0
158.0
40.0
1.0
380
1.0
0.0
152.0
30.0
100.0
26.0
$0.0
80.0
§0.0
.0
§0.0
0.0
{0.0
40.0
§0.0
§0.0
80.0
1.4
§0.0
120.0
4.0
0.0
40.0
80.0
.1
0.0
{0.0
38.8
0.0
1.8
40.0
80.0
11.0
{0.0
8.3
§0.0
0.0
3.0

Tillable lssessed Iaproved Untillable Residual

Crop heres  Value

36.5
8.0
3.2
36.8
.4
12.6
19.0
39.0
150.9
3.3
.0
1%
1.8
304
145.0
13.0
9.1
1.5
1.1
16.0
1.0
10.0
1.8
18.0
.5
3.0
§1.8
61,1
§9.1
£5.0
il
114.5
1.8
2.0
38.0
19.0
3.0
18.3
W3
3.0
L B
16,8
1.5
1.9
10.5
il
.0
5.0
30
38.0

Talue

1000
0

0
mnn
121895
0
42068
0

0
44
13768
100

0
5168

Value

1123

E— N — i — . — A A — L — I — I — R — O — I I ——  —  —

521

S oo O o O o O o

Value

34875
50.000
§0.000
38.000
§2.000
11.%63
31,000
12.404
155,750
13,861
35,460
22095
§4.000
24,000
125.000
115,000
168.37¢
40.000
§9.087
§0.000
§8.047
§6.600
128.430
1.3
30.500
§3.000
38.010
§3.860
18,94
58.105
37.580
9.982
§6.600
15,105
20.181
§0.232
Al
21.000
3.4
40.000
§2.000
§8.130
35.000
144,908
§.000
18,790
39.900
§5.360
16.000
31200

Sale Price
per lere

800
1228
1500
1000
1048
04

§2%
2500

11
1000
1064

§00
1081

§00

$22
1438
2000
1538

150
1000
1125

300
1625

400

873
1500

563

813

813
379

525
1161

%00

525

150
1050

L H
1050
1000
1032
1300

873

§18
2400

m

§25

326

156

§50

800

Sale Price -
Inpr./kere

900
1225
1500

950
1048

n

815
1810

1]

§97

%9

561
1081

500

822
1438
1684
1538

138
1000
11

300
1625

400

813
1328

563

813

i
1225

§28

815

900

§25

504

183

m
1050

3
1032
1300

875

878
1811

11

§28

§2§

156

550

800

1illabie
Price/Rere

9535
131§
1613
1033
10

]

H
1857
1012

§57

4l

5%
1134

609

862
1575
174
1708

150
105
1155

$51
1746

{07
1109
1710

618

W

in
129

1l

855

i

581

530

162

%1
1133

L
1111
1

836

886
183

161

84t

831

19§

§3

821

Teras for
Sale

L
il
il
il
i
il
L
L
i
L
LIS
il

I
L
I
i
il

Deed.exe
il
il
HLC

Estate
LC
LC
il
i
il
il
e
il
LC
LC
e
il
(1]




Huron County

Sale Sale  Number of Tillable
Date  Price heres  Crop Aeres

far/81 36118 §0.0 1.0
Nar/87  §4.000 "2 16.0
Nl 9,11 8.5 118.0
bpr/81  49.062 19.0 §7.0
Ipr/87 91,200 118.0 115.0
bpr/d7  37.500 80.0 13.0
Ipr/87  45.400 0.0 8.0
Yay/87  125.000 158.9 148.0
Nag/87  58.000 53.0 55.0

Assessed Improved Ontillable Residual

Talue

Talue

200

oS o O o O o O o

Falue

Talue

36,738
§4.000
.11
{7.0682
91,200
§7.500
§5.400
125,000
§8.000

Sale Price
per Aere

459
1061
1Y)
§ll
161
11y
1635
187
1153

Sale Price -
Inpr./kere

{59
1061
LY
596
167
1
1635
181
1153

Tillable
Price/kere

517
1108
{18
102
19
188
1n1
845
1236

Teras for
Sale



Lapeer County

Sale  Sale  Wumber of Tillable Assessed Iaproved Untillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price Reres  Crop Aeres Value Talue Talue Value  per dere  Impr/here Price/lere Sale

Jan/85  60.000 §0.0 §3.0 35309 24.200 2,500 33,220 150 e 1

Feb/83  70.000 §0.0 2.0 32800  28.700 9.632  11.668 1.750 1.4 LM 3
kpr/85  30.000 0.0 3.5 15,000 0 0 30,000 150 150 159 -
lpr/B5 55,000 {0.0 30.0 28,300  27.950 1.4% 23,554 1375 §16 185 _
lpr/85  60.000 §9.1 §1.0 26,000  17.360 (I Y1) 861 612 53§ B
Nay/85  60.000 .0 6.0 35.900 26,400 LUS 26,358 1,33 LY 1.0 -
Nay/85  75.500 80.0 8.0 42,350 32,150 .90 .40 Lt il i B
Jun/85  9.000 0.0 0.0 4,500 0 9.000 0 450 450 - "
Jun/85  49.000 1.3 0.3 21,000 0 30100 18,898 618 618 3 A
Jun/85  40.000 10.0 8.0 19.900 (700 29.264 6,08 ! L1 15 .
Ju/8s 12,000 3.1 §.5  5.000 0 1.456 £54 362 30 §99 p
Jul/85 22,000 {0.0 9.0 14.200 0 1.1 10261 550 550 864 _
Jul/8s 65,000 36.0 0.0 36400 34200 10,260 20.540 1307 856 1.007 -
Jul/8s 42,000 50.0 60.0 34,000 0 0 42.000 100 100 100 .
heg/85 45,000 40.0 3.0 26.200 25,500 5.0% 13710 1.125 {38 5% 4
lagids 36414 0.1 0.0 19.000 0 0 364U 1.300 1,300 1.821 5
Sep/d5  52.000 0.0 1.0 0500 28,100 LAY 22.404 1,300 598 100 .
Sep/85 45,000 §9.0 8.0 300 23410 0 2530 163 368 n _
Sep/8s 55,000 0.0 woe 25,260 1504 22.236 1.31% T4 A B
Sep/8s  §1.750 1.0 4.0 27.400 0 0 51750 150 750 180 .
Oet/85 41,548 35.8 no o 0 N BN 1,167 1.161 1.187 _
Jet/85  20.000 0.0 0 25,200 0 L310 18.4%0 500 500 1 .
Oct/85  79.900 {0 (.0 42.300 0 0 79,800 134 1949 1,348 -
Oct/85  179.000 M2 .0 80,600  70.548 0 108.4%2 5,235 L .19 .
det/85  20.185 1.1 : 7 S 0 15780 4,405 §52 §52 1.191 -
Oet/85  49.%00 6.3 5.0 30.700  27.6%0 9.360 12,850 1,083 i Sl .
Bov/85  57.000 1.5 .0 340 0 WIN a0 165 168 1,067 "
Nov/85  36.900 {0.0 .o 0 0 36.300 0 23 74 -
ov/85 93,000 132.9 104.0  58.100 0 12,68 80.3M 100 100 m .
Bov/85  61.500 .3 0.0 22.700 0 61.500 0 1489 1.489 » -
Rov/85 29,000 4.0 3.0 28.600 0 L2500 20L7%0 613 613 m .
Nov/d5 85,000 5.0 2.0 §5.600 57,070 0 20,930 3,400 L1117 L1 _
Rov/85  50.000 3.1 WO 30500 27.650 0 22.3%0 1.425 §31 §57 )
Nov/85  13.000 1.9 1,0 22.900 6,950  16.280 .70 m 168 1 .
Dec/85  15.000 0.0 0. 0 15.000 0 150 150 - .
Dec/85  72.300 1.2 3.0 400 36D 0 3557 .M 1. 1.078 -
Dec/85  86.000 WA W o 0 0 36.000 1,510 .50 .52 .
Dec/85  45.000 80.0 oo 0.4 0 2L108 20845 563 563 103 -
Jan/86 50,000 15.0 2.0 _ 0 5508 54492 800 $00 879 .
Ja/86  50.17M3 9%.7 2.0 25.700 0 ¢ M L)L) 515 552 -
Jan/86  75.000 LB o 0 1.5 §1.456 1,006 1.006 1.054 R
Jan/86  53.000 0.0 .0 0.000  26.000 0 27.000 133§ §75 1l )
Jan/86 60,000 15.0 6.0 41428 0 1,800 56.200 §00 800 852 ;
Mar/86  54.000 §0.0 1.5 38.800 §.500 L1600 45.340 §15 L §34 N
Nar/86  39.000 80.0 8.0 45300 23.800 LI 20416 138 40 566 .
ar/8§  20.000 0.0 39.0 14,000 1.200 0 18,800 500 in 82 .
lpr/86  60.000 §0.0 8.0 28.200 0 10850 42.150 150 150 360 R
Rpr/86  65.000 55.0 4.0 13,960 €000 37.040 1.182 146 861 .
Nay/86  30.000 80.0 8.0 .40 3.2 12,200 45,583 1123 1l 188 _
Nay/86  42.500 §0.0 2.0 0 2360 20,540 108 108 134

o o T o A T W S



Lapeer County

Sale
Date

Nay/ 86
Nay/86
Nay/dh
Jun/86
Jun/86
Jun/86
Jun/86
Jun/88
Jun/86
Jul/86
Jul/86
Sep/86
Sep/86
Oct/88
Oct/88
Oet/86
Dec/ 86
Nay/8]

fale
Price

41.800
18.000
59.900
33.600
10.000
§2.500
55.000
22.000
12.000
57.000
$0.000
22.500
35.000
208.000
38.000
30.000
97,000
36.500

Tuaber of
Leres

.0
20.0
W
19.0
40.0
18.0
80.0
.8
0.0
§0.0
§0.0
0.0
5.9
5.0
0.0
{0.0
840
§2.0

Tillable
Crop leres

— s e o e s
. - - . s - - - -

—
—
-

=

§1.0
1.5
.4
3.0
3.5
1.0
!
§2.0

Assessed Improved Ontillable Residual

Talue

27,200
29,200

22,000
14,600

10,300
18,000
26.300

26,000
14,800

Talue

0
0
26,180
0

—_= O o O o

21.500
13,525

£,500
§2.880
2,000

Talue

0
10,968
0
L245
10.000
31,900
40.800
9.828
8.880
14,150
5,368
4,392
3,876
§.200
0
10,355

0

Talue

41,800
1.082
3,10
29,355
0
0,600
14,200
12.11
13.120
5,350
§0,107
18,108
2.6
116,920
3,000
19,645
97,000
36,600

Sale Price Sale Price -

per dcre

1.100
300
1.488
425
500
1.058
688
894
1.100
950
1125
563
M
849
950
150
1,155
590

Inpr/here

1.100
900
1.389
423
500
1,058
§88
894
1.100
492
§31
563
518
51
300
150
1,155
5%

Tillable
Price/dere

1.100
1,005
1,466

481

1.289
4
1014
1312
535
897
§58
9
534
486
1,034

590

Teras for
Sale



Saginav County

Sale  Sale  Number of fTillable  Improved Untillable Tile  Sale Price Sale Price- Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price keres  Crop heres  TValue Value  Value  per Acre  Imp/dcre  Price/here Sale

Jan/85 91,000 0.0 1 0 ¢ 7 20718 2.2 1,39 i
Ped/85  82.500 §0.0 o 0 “« 1.011 1.011 - L
Mar/85 163,000 1.6 5 0 % . 1.6 1.218 “ i
Nar/85  108.000 5.8 » 0 # ] 1,836 1336 . il
hpr/85  90.000 3.1 - 0 - 1 145 1484 . (]
Yay/85  172.000 143.1 - 0 ? 1202 1,202 . i
Nay/8s 54504 30.3 » 0 < 1 1.800 1.800 - il
Sep/8% 26,000 2.9 = 0 % 190 190 5 L
Jet/85 83102 16.1 1.0 0 " ? 1.100 1,100 L L
Oet/85  80.000 60.0 5.0 0 2?2 1333 1.3 14D il
Jov/85  525.000 198.0 8.0 0 % ] 1,762 1762 2117 il
Jan/86  23.000 3.4 - 0 = 1 632 632 - il
Jan/86  38.500 0.0 38.0 5,000 0t 963 838 LY L]
Jan/d6  45.000 3.0 1.0 0 0 2 121§ 1216 1216 L
Peb/86 85,500 §1.2 §6.0 0 0 2 1N LN 1,295 il
Har/86  53.000 3%.0 35.0 0 ¢ ? 1.35% 1,359 1514 LC
Rpr/86  70.000 198.3 - 0 - 1 18 383 - il
pr/8§  42.000 3.0 2.0 0 0 ? 1.200 1,200 1.3 L
Lpr/86  110.000 99.0 §1.0 0 .0 1 L1 1111 1.3 il
Ror/86 95,200 §8.0 : 0 - 1 1.082 1.082 - il
lpr/86 43,000 1.0 1.0 11.000 §.52 2?2 1.103 564 104 il
Mayid6  40.500 8.0 36.0 0 4 7 1.068 1,068 L1l i
Nay/86  45.000 §0.0 1.0 17.000 12,056 2 563 350 550 Cash
Jun/86  33.000 38.0 36.0 0 0 1 868 868 m L
Jun/86  86.000 §0.0 - 0 = } 1.01% 1,078 » il
Jun/86  95.000 5.1 .3 14.383 ¢ ? 1.750 1.48% 1.485 i
Jun/86  109.000 39.0 39.0 47.450 ¢ ? 2.19% 1. 1578 il
Jul/g6 21,000 .0 * 0 % 9 150 150 i LC
Rug/86  100.000 80.0 1.0 0 0 U 1,250 1,150 1,299 il
Sep/86  21.000 19.4 - 0 = 1 1.081 1.081 - i
Tov/86  30.000 80.0 - 0 - 3 38 s » il
Dec/86  54.000 §0.0 . 0 - 1 900 300 - i
Dec/86 52,000 51.0 §1.0 0 00 LiY) n 1l L
Dec/86  65.000 1.0 10.0 0 U | 915 9% 923 il
Fed/87  77.000 §0.0 15.0 §.000 o0 2 %3 863 880  Estate
Fed/87  42.000 78.0 15.0 0 /0 538 38 350  Cash



E-8
Sanilac County
Sale Sale  Number of Tillable lssessed Improved Untillable Tile  Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price beres  Crop heres  Value Talue Talue  Value  Value  per kere Inpr/here  Price/dere Sale
Jan/85  60.000 §0.0 5.0 2,500 0 16,060 §7.500 1,000 958 1045 !
Jan/85  33.000 4.0 . 0 L 0 11.297 446 ) 92 il
Jan/8s  15.251 3.0 3.5 _ 0 I 15.251 2 462 489 il
Jan/B% 36,000 5.5 {0 _ 0 .06 0 33914 699 699 821 !
Jan/8s  44.500 51.0 o 0 L5 1 43,920 851 §51 1.046 !
Jan/85  60.000 1.0 8.0 _ 0 12,680 U 1.0 845 845 88 ke
Jan/85  94.000 118.0 1080 _ 39.110 n 5,11 197 465 302 !
Jan/88  69.300 1.0 N4 . 18,290 0 0 51.010 900 861 34 !
Jan/85  12.000 80.0 B0 0 1302 0 14,698 215 275 {20 !
Feb/85  15.000 L) 15 7,700 0 .46 0 1.5 1 s 02 il
Peb/85  §5.000 100.0 §.0 0 00 0 82.000 §50 850 983 Le
Peb/85  79.230 1.2 8.0 500 0 18,750  78.730 1.000 LT 1.038 !
Feb/85 173,510 1.5 8.3 _ 0 ¢ 17.000  T73.510 1.000 1.000 1013 :
Feb/85 60,000 §0.0 5.5  _ 0 0 14,000  60.000 1.000 1.000 1,062 ?
Feb/85  §0.000 §0.0 LT I 23.18 36 1 32,490 750 460 802 !
Feb/85  60.000 110.0 1.5 B 0 500 T 5.970 545 345 564 !
Feb/85  246.050 146.6 136.0  133.800 0 0 38,750  246.050 993 398 1.043 !
Yar/8%  90.000 138.0 0.0 _ 10,160 9.041 0 70.7% §52 i 887 WD.LC
far/85 24383 3.8 oo 0 ¢t 0 14,30 100 100 13 L
Nar/85 17,500 10.1 1 I 0 .0 0 10.409 250 250 m :
Nar/85  37.000 80.0 1.0 N 17.240 m o0 19.42) 463 Ul 268 Lt
pr/85 170,000 155.8 .7 _ 0 438 7,000  159.562 1,001 1.001 1,156 !
lpr/85 52,300 15.0 §9.0 30,200 0 0 2.500  52.500 100 700 761 il
dpr/85 20,000 40.0 e - 0 3.900 0 16.100 500 500 396 il
bpr/85  20.000 0.0 3.0 15.100 0 T 19,540 500 500 528 il
bpr/85  23.000 13,8 30.6 11,900 0 0 0 22.39% 685 1H 132 i
bpr/85 59,500 10.0 §9.1 34,800 0 0 0 59,500 850 §50 861 i
bpr/85  60.000 1.5 6.7 8.100 2.0 0 5,000 36,660 1,558 950 bLL i
bpr/85  16.000 .1 o 0 Ww 0 15,660 158 158 ) !
lay/85  35.000 12.0 0.0 _ 24,620 TR 10.380 2.9 865 1.038 !
Nap/85 17,000 8.0 {1 0 0 17.000 507 507 554 !
Nay/85  20.000 0.0 6.5 17.000 0 4 0 19.652 500 500 538 LC
Nap/85  48.000 75.0 "oy - 0 M0 0.4 540 540 654 Lt
Jun/85 24,500 0.0 24,0 15,000  10.0%0 LI LT | 11,135 613 351 464 il
Jua/85  48.000 80.0 13.0 27800 0 1.3 0 46,694 500 500 0 L
Jun/85  7.000 20.0 16.0  9.800 0 m 0 6.521 350 350 408 i
Jua/85  77.000 §0.0 4.0 30,400 28470 6.3 0 4,17 118} 9 91 LC
Jul/8%  40.000 119 0 20.900 0 40,000 0 ] 136 138 - L
Jul/es 49,700 80.0 §7.0  27.000 12,880 540 31.1% 621 460 551 LC
Jul/85  115.000 160.0 140.0 72400 25,190 0 §5.612 18 361 619 i
Jul/8%  183.500 295.0 4.5 118,900 31,850 44 0 148.408 §11 511 541 i
Jul/85  55.000 119.6 78,0 36.500 0 LIRT T I | 45,652 450 460 585 i
lug/85  36.000 0.0 3.5 15,500 3,000 0 7 33,000 900 825 880 il
hug/ds 24,882 0.0 1.5 14,400 21.0% 8 0 3,009 1.4 180 PRk LC
Aug/85 50,000 1.0 5.0 26.700 11,020 LM 0 16,268 §13 493 LT L
Sep/85  34.000 20.0 16,0 12,90  17.700 (1] 15,496 1,700 813 959 i
Sep/85 16,500 0.0 5.0 14.000 i 20 1 13,588 {13 13 L1 il
Sep/85  40.425 §0.0 §1.5  28.%00  21.180 0 0 28.26% 824 {11 92 LC
Sep/85  197.000 280.0 160.0 142,200  96.000 L 0 99,300 104 361 ¥ M
Sep/85  60.000 0.0 15.0 30,000 40,400 .50 1 17.070 1.000 380 1,138 LC
1 .




Sanilac Comnty

fale
Date

det/85
Oct /85
Oct/85
Oct/85
Jov/85
Nov/83
Dec/85
Dec/8h
Dec/8s
Dec/8%
Dec/85
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/Bh
Jan/86
Jan/ 86
Jan/88
Teb/86
Feb/ 88
Nar/86
Nar/86
Nar/86
Nar/8%
Lpridé
dpr/86
dpr/86
Apr/86
kpr/ds
dor/86
hpr/36
Apr/86
lpr/86
Rpr/8s
dpr/85
Xay/86
Yay/86
Xay/86
Xay/ 86
Hay/86
Nay/86
Nay/86
tay/ 86
May/86
LEV L]
Jun/86
Jun/ 88

Sale
Price

5,000
16.000
10.000
37.000
40.000
§.000
15.000
125.000
40,000
24,700
§0.000
43.000
35,000
18.000
§7.000
28.500
20.000
11.000
55,000
8,125
H.m
41,250
18.875
31.000
4,000
15.000
§2.000
45.000
48.000
35.000
16.000
34.000
§9.250
20.000
19.500
18.500
19,500
§7.000
50.000
48.000
122.000
§7.500
2,500
12,000
14,500
§.000
30.000
£5.000
11,500
§9.000

Nuaber of
Leres

§0.0
.l
.o
20.0
0.0
12,1
{0
105.0
0.0
0.0
16.1
18.8
1.0
{0.0
16.0
.2
§1.1
30.0
§0.0
5.0
40.0
§0.0
3.0
9.0
3.0
0.0
102.0
80.0
120.0
.2
0.0
0.0
19.0
{0.0
1.5
40.0
0.0
15.9
120
§0.0
120.0
122.0
0.0
0.0
15.0
0.5
15.5
.
{0
115.0

fillable

Crop Aeres

1.0
10.0
16.0
140
0.0
12.0

el AN —

0.
3.
3.
14
1.5
1.0
N
15.5
b1 104
5.0
2.3
56.5
§1.5
3.0
§1.5
3
§6.0
§.5
380
1.0
18.5
111.5
§8.1
18.0
18.5
140
39.0
i
5.0
3.0
§0.9
116
n.s
107.0
120.5
11.0
16.0
12.0
0.0
§8.5
1.0
]
110.0

Assessed Improved (Oatillable

Talue

28,300

24200

15,400

15,900

26.700
1.500
?

51,000

16.200
35.000
27,100
split
11.400
13,700
17.500
split
split
32.500
split
13.400
split
11,000
split
27.%00
14.800
39.900
18,100
37.500
21,400
13.000
19.000
split
14,400
split
13,200
14,000
36.400
30.000
11.800
86,800
43.700
19,600

split
21400
10,700
40.200

Value

0
4730
0
26.740
6
0

0
54,966
24350
0

0
11,671
L1
0

1.8

0 o O O O O O 0 O o O o

Talue

0

{86
§.776
LS
ER
0
25,000
3.620
0

I3}

0
§.432
0

§57

0

0
1,266
0

(1]
640
566

0

0
5.4
0

0
1132
0

935
160
4,864

Tile
Talue

e = o & e & o &1

5.400
18,250

=3

18.750
5.550

17.500

=

10.500

=&l g 99 &a =g a9 e 93

22.200

G &« S e

10.000
13.750

=1 g €1 3 & e A

Residual
Talue

56.000
20,784
132U
9.014
11,885
8.000
0
§6.414
15,650
24,468
§0.000
22.49
30220
17,14
§7.000
20.500
18,734
11.000
31612
§7.488
1044
41,250
28,875
3.5
44,000
15.000
.18
14.030
47,065
32,010
11,136
13.070
§9.250
20.000
11.130
§.040
18,33
28.9%0
49.405
48.000
14626
42.020
1.470
11,117
§.716
§.000
29212
21,590
17,882
§1.920

Sale Price Sale Price -

per Acre

700
350
488
1.850
1,000
630
§25
1.1%0
1.000
618
189
546
455
450
150
iy
91
367
811
[IH]
§00
688
§25
il
8
1
508
563
400
in
400
1,700
150
500
582
13
488
160
417
600
1.017
%3
1.2
§00
1.660
1]
31
1.162
563
§00

Tapr/here

100
287
488
513
1
630
625
667
39
618
189
N
LY
450
150
i1y
9
367
538
115
500
588
825
{1
@
L
i
175
400
2
400
854
150
500
LY
468
1]
{7
i1
§00
534
Lt
I
500
1
388
i
560
563
500

fillable
Price/bere

1
M
821
§44
tH
561

138
H
70
817
517
408
510
155
147
il
376
560
§52
651
m
LY
7
503
39
475
11
4l
468
519
106
§ol
513
LI
893
i
478
4l
519
§97
3
439
596
560
400
428
586
LY
611

Teras for
Sale

!

L
il
il
L
LC
L
i
!

il
il
il
LC

SSsErRSsSsSsss3388




Samilac County

Sale
Date

Jul/86
Jul/86
Jul/88
Jul/36
Jul/88
Jul/85
Jul/86
kug/ 86
Aug/ 88
Mug/88
kug/88
Sep/86
Sep/88
Sep/88
Sep/8s
Sep/86
Oct/88
Oct/86
Nov/8§
Nov/36
May/87

Sale
Price

25.000
£0.000
170.000
17.000
§2.000
22.000
37130
45.000
10.000
44.000
14,000
35.000
136.000
48.000
32,500
20.000
§5.000
47.500
22.000
§9.000
32.000

Nuaber of
Aeres

80.0
3.8
160.0
40.0
30.0
40.0
3.0
80.0
150.0
4.8
8.0
40.0
160.0
56.0
40.0
40.0
120.0
{0.0
§0
§0.0
§0.0

tillable
Crop Acres

2.0
30
1440
.0
5.3
36.3
a0
58.0
148.0
8.0
§5.0
5.0
153.0
.3
8.0
36.0
116.0
135
18
1.0
30.0

E-10

Assessed Iaproved [atillable

Talue

16.000
16.800
§1.700

1.900
26.700
14,700

21,700
46.700
20.000
14,300
20.800
45.000
20.200
21,200
16.500
split
17,300

Talue

0
21.070
§1.54%

0
19.960
11.450

J
12,400

0

1.5%0
19,370
28.2%0
§2.070
25.648
17.340
11,030
33,590
23.9%0

0
24.000

0

Talue

12,200
1,360
1.§52
4,305
1.460

366

0
3.680
156

18.304

§.011
42

0
§.4%6
0

0
1.
1.476
12.19
0
12.500

Tile
Talue

B — I B B — N I R B B — B B R — e — I — B — N

Residual
falue

12,800
17.570
§0.783
12,695
34,580
10.184
IL130
28.920
89,244
24,106
40.59¢

5.8
13,930
13.856
15,140

5.970
13,836
2.014

9.403
35.000
19.500

Sale Price Sale Price -

per lere

i3
1,084
1.063
423
118
350
835
553
3
§%0
LTS
§1%
850
§57
§13
500
108
1.188
181
138
400

Tapr/here

i3
503
515
423
526
264
§33
408
438
568
L}
168
461
3%
n
24
262
589
367
438
400

Tillable
Price/here

il
567
51
508
§71
M
833
{3
468
861
§28
130
il
5
198
Y
0
§59
545
453
§50

Teras for
Sale

1]
It
10
L
L
il
il
i
L
il
L
LI
i
i
il
i
i
il
i
L
Cash



E-11

Shiavassee County

Sale  Sale  Number of Tillable Assessed Improved Untillable BResidual Sale Price Sale Price - Tilladle  Teras for
Date  Price leres  Crop Aeres Value Talue Talue Value  per dere  Impr/Aere Price/here Sale

Jan/85 130,000 120.0 _ 66.400 ) _ _ 1.083 . _ LC
Jan/85 100,000 80.0 _ 63,200 _ _ . 1,250 . oM
Peb/85  21.500 sm.parcel _ 11,200 _ . . . . _ L
Peb/85  11.400 20.0 _ A.so0 _ _ . 510 . _ i
Feb/85  152.000 120.0 _ 66300 _ _ _ 1.267 _ ) i
far/ds  12.1M - _ 4600 . - . _ - LC
Mar/85  22.500 ) _ 400 _ ) . . _ L
Yar/85  20.000 . I ] ) _ ) ) ) LC
Kar/85  15.000 ] 8900 ) ) ] ) W
Rpr/85 75,000 30.0 _ 3L . _ _ 2,500 . _ LC
lpr/8s 87,938 . _ 21,800 . ; . _ g L
Rpr/85  40.000 40.0 _ 18,950 . _ _ 1,000 _ } i
pr/85 56,000 sm.parcel _ 11100 . . - - - il
kpr/85  26.000 sm.parcel _ 950 _ _ _ _ B L
Nap/d5 25,000 . _ 16,200 - _ _ . - il
Nag/85 44,000 _ _ 1100 . _ _ _ oo
May/85  14.500 _ _ 9,600 ; _ _ . . il
Jun/85  79.000 1.3 _ 35,850 N _ _ 1,022 _ _ i
Jul/85 16,000 20.0 _ o 1.000 _ _ _ 800 _ _ L
lug/85  58.000 B _ L8N . _ . _ . _ L
lug/85 82,500 100.0 _ 36150 _ _ _ §25 _ . L
lug/85  50.500 20.0 _ 26,850 - _ _ 2,525 . M
lug/8s 52,500 3.0 _ 25430 ) ) ) 1419 ) oI
Sep/85  35.000 {0.0 _ 18,500 _ _ _ 875 . . i
Oct/85  65.000 sm.parcel _ 300 . _ - _ . - i
Oct/85  52.500 {0.0 o _ 29.000 6.512  16.988 1,313 588 548 L
Oct/85 65,000 15.6 _ 100 ) _ ) 860 . I
Oet/85  82.500 §0.0 _ 52,000 . - . 1,031 - _ LC
Novi85 50,000 ) _iL300 ) ) ) } ) _m
Kov/85  21.576 13.0 R ) ) ) 1,199 ) L
Bov/85  §3.000 ) _ 5100 ) ) ) : e
Bov/85  54.000 40.0 v 0 91 5.0 1,350 1.350 1. LC
Dec/85 16,000 20.0 _ .60 R _ _ 800 _ _ i
Dec/85 72,000 } _ 36,700 ] ) ) ) } _m
Jan/86  58.000 §0.0 2.0 30,300 0 11,422 46,578 128 115 1,109 Cash
Teb/86  43.000 3.0 2.0 . 0 1 42,75 1,000 1,000 1,018 Cash
Feb/86  93.000 20.0 _ 51300 . . . 4,850 . . i
Ted/86  44.000 {0.0 o _ 0 w4, 1,100 1.100 1121 (ash
Nar/86 57,500 0.0 L [ _ ; _ 1.81% _ _ 11
Nar/86  98.000 16.1 _ 50.600 _ . _ §.087 _ _ L))
Tar/86  48.000 §5.0 5.0 19,080 0 3065 44939 138 138 317 i
kor/86 22,000 . _ o 10.500 _ _ _ _ . _ i
Rpr/86  137.000 119.0 e 12,000 5,000 120,000 1.181 1,050 1.083 i
bpr/86  17.000 sm.parcel _ 500 - _ _ . - - -
Nay/86 22,000 .0 _ 11200 _ _ _ " ) ; i
ag/B6 72,000 120.0 8.0 1,000 1312 89.488 §00 592 §76  Cash
Nay/86  52.500 §1.0 L1 1Y i 880 51.620 861 861 890 Cash
Jun/86  20.000 sm.parcel _ .00 _ _ _ . _ _ i
Jun/86  32.000 0.0 13,850 800 - il

/8 57.000 50.0 0.0 36,900 30,000 0 20.000 1140 540 TR T



E-12
Shizwassee County

Sale Sale  Number of Tillable \Assessed Improved Ontillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price keres  Crop Aeres  Value Talue Talue Talue per Rere  Impr/lere Price/Acre fale

/s .00 1.0 R TRIT i i i 4,000 ) m
Nl/sE 55.000  85.0 ne o 6000  5.000 45,000 59 548 2
niE 300.000 WS040 0,000 16332 262.668 i 627 3
N 6500 4.0 W0 39000 45,000 LM 23,766 1,628 §10 §99  Cash
nuse  32.000 0.0 wo o 0 0 32,000 300 800 0 Csh
NG 58000 0.0 W0 20550 15,198 0 42808 LSO 1,070 LI W
lg/86  55.000 800 WA 3400 6000 4008 44,99 48 513 0 M
Sep/86 99510 107.0 0o o 0 12,710 86.800 930 90 1085 L
Sep/d6 137.000 1190 140 13,000 4984 119016 LISL 104 Lo 2
Sepid6  53.000  40.0 9.0 30.500 22,000 6930 24070 1,325 m 00 Cash
Sep/d6 5.0 40.0 ¥o o 9,000 0 36.000 1,125 900 1000 Cash
Det/86 40600  45.8 %o o 0 L 45,75 1088 1,068 L1 Cash
Yoris6 61000 80.0 6.0 10000 0205 4175 %3 38 0 Csh
Dee/d§ 361 6.3 0o 0 LI 35238 19 193 Wooow
Peb/d]  18.200 210 T 0 506 17,50 31 87 9 Cash
Nar/81  7L500  120.0 wo 0 2 73.500 513 613 Y.
ridl 40000 600 5.0 0 L.000 39,000 561 567 ST




Sale
Date

Jan/85
Jan/8%
Jan/8%
Jan/83
Feb/85
Nar/83
Nar/85
Apr/8%
Apr/85
kprigs
dpr/88
Jun/88
Jun/ 85
Rug/8%
Rug/f5
Sep/83
Sep/85
Nov/ 83
Jan/86
Jan/86
Peb/ 88
Feb/86
Feb/8§
Peb/88
Peb/86
Feb/86
Feb/ 86
Xar/85
dpr/8%
hpr/g6
Rpr/86
Nay/85
Nay/38
Rug/ 86
Rug/88
Rug/88
Sep/8s
fen/47

Tuscola County

Sale
Price

§8.000
95.000
58,475
31,000
19.500
206.050
40.000
140.000
77.000
§2.000
95,000
IL.1%
17.000
121,500
15.000
41.000
20,000
35.000
31.000
25.000
38.000
39,000
§3.000
145.000
125.400
§0.000
50.000
37.500
16.300
§0.640
§5.500
34.200
15.000
36.000
§5.000
13,000
205.000
45,400

Nuaber of
deres

40.0
80.0
15.0
0.0
19.1
1.3
833
160.0
§3.0
80.0
9%.9
0.0
1.0
]
§0.0
5.3
40.0
{0.0
.3
.1
il.j
3.5
§0.0
10.0
§1.0
3.0
380
25.0
1.3
3.9
58.5
8.0
18.5
.0
0.0
0.0
194.1
135.0

Tillable Equivalent

Crop leres

3.0

heres

Inproved Ontillable

Value

0
24,150
§.000

0

3.670
§2.000
11.100

0

0
11.000
1.500
500
24,000
1.000
0

]

4.000

4870
15,106
19.000
1934
18.000
14.000

1,000

1.250

0

0
1.400
8.400
0
.11

1,000
20,600

5,700
43,750
25.000

Talue

1.800

Residual
Value

§6.200
10.850
52,873
31,000
19.500
206.050
36,330
13.500
§5.900
§1.400
95,000
26.7%0
14,500
121.000
51,000
40.000
20.000
35,000
33.000
20.130
12.4%4
20.000
33.658
127,000
111.400
43.000
42.750
37.500
26.800
§.240
11.100
34.200
{1,478
35.000
24,400
33,300
161,250
20.400

Sale Price Sale Price -
per Rere Impr./Rere

1.200
1,188
185
m
1,023
.59
150
818
1.483
m
961
H
130
1.532
938
692
500
875
183
801
1,782
1.040
188
.01
.00
1,515
1.316
1.500
830
1,600
1459
300
955
878
1,123
s
1.083
1%

2.200
§86
108
15

1.023

2,598
§81
438

1.243
78
91
§70
861

1,525
§38
§75
500
878
§98
126

1.0m
5§13
21

L3l

1.9

1.303

1.125

1.500
830

1,408

131§
900
810
854
§10
§33
§28
151

Tillable
Price/dere

1.611

.63
§2%

819

161

Teras for
Sale

i
L
LC
i
il
i
{

sSESsSseE

«3

sgaass,

i
LI
duction



CENTRAL REGION




Lrenac County

Sale
Date

Jan/85
Nov/ 8%
Hay/ 86
hug/86
Rug/86
Sep/B6
Qct/86
Janidl

Sale

Price

11.500
§5.000
12.000
10.000
59,900
24.000
17,050
48.000

Tunber of
heres

5.0
1.2
15.0
0.0
.0
§0.0
.0
101.0

fillable
Crop Aeres

20.0
5.5
$.0
17.0
15.0

0.0
1.0
§6.0

E-14

lssessed Improved Ontillable

Talue

Talue

0
13.529
14.000

0
31.600

0

0

0

Talue

1.200
14,459
10.400
10.004

5,600
24.000

940

.19

Tile
Taloe

!
U
!
U
!
{
!
U

Lesidnal
Talue

26.300
11.012
47.600
9.9%
12,700
0
16,060
LU

Sale Price Sale Price Tillable
Inpr/here Price/dere

per here

1.100
{10
960
500

141
500
§31
i

1.100
309
m
500
i3
500
§i1
475

1,15
L
1,058
588
1.313
in
130
i

feras for
Sale

L
il
Cash
Cash
I
Cash
Cash
Casd




E-15

Clare County

Sale Sale  Nuaber of Tillable [Improved UOntillable Residnal Sale Price Sale Price Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price heres  Crop deres  Value Talue alue  per Acre  Impr/hcre Price/lere Sale

Ped/85  30.000 §0.0 50.0 0 3,500 26.500 500 500 530 LC
bpr/85  21.040 1.0 §5.0 0 1650 19.388 Y LY {1 ?
Hag/8%  148.000 140.0 135.0  26.000 3.000 119,000 1,087 1)) 881 L
May/85  30.000 15.0 6.0 33U L1030 WA 1,067 §52 596 1)
May/85  30.000 §0.0 5.0 0 1,980 28.000 500 500 W NC
Jul/8s  60.000 1.9 1.8 0 0 60.000 823 LA 823 i
dug/85 23,000 3.1 36.1 0 0 23.000 §21 §21 §11 i
Sep/85  16.000 19.0 3.0 0 1008 14,992 LU 4l 48 i
Dec/85  9.695 .1 04 0 L4 §.248 356 356 368 !
Dec/85  45.200 95.0 0.0 0 45200 0 478 {15 " i
Oct/86  19.500 §1.0 H 0 ! 19,500 n 3 . 2
Ja/81 52,000 120.0 ? 0 ! §2.000 433 {3 - !
Jan/87 90,000 50.0 5.0 68,000 4 12,000 1.300 1] 629 !
Mar/87  22.000 16.0 §0.0 2,000 ! 20.000 289 263 333 luetion




Clinton County

Sile
Date

Jan/85
Mar/85
Rpr/85
Rpr/88
Jun/8s
Jul/8%
Jul/85
Jul/8s
Rug/85
hug/85
Qct/85
Oct/8%
Nov/85
Nov/85
Dec/85
Jan/86
Jan/86
Feb/88
Feb/88
Yar/86
Apr/86
Apr/86
Rpr/88
Apr/88
bpr/86
Apr/8s
Rpr/88
Apr/85
Nay/ 88
Nay/86
Nay/86
Jun/ s
Jun/86
Jun/86
Jul/86
Jul/88
Jul/88
Jul/88
Rug/86
Rug/86
lng/ 88
Sep/86
Dec/86
Dec/88
Xar/87

Sale
Price

24.000
§4.000
40.000
20.000
102.250
82,400
47.000
§2.400
$0.000
§0.000
§0.000
17.000
25.000
$0.000
14.200
124.000
§0.000
18.000
35,000
42.000
36.000
32.000
11,269
32,680
36.000
45.000
35.000
32.000
.22
18.000
34.000
12.500
25,000
64,9300
150.000
46.000
46.500
115.500
165.000
38.400
56,500
35,000
§5.000
30.000
56.000

Yuaber of
Reres

30.0
§0.0
19.0
20.0
%.0
125.0
§5.0
18.0
0.0
§0.0
310
1.0
3.0
§0.0
18.0
130.0
10.0
33,0
108
{0.0
0.0
{0.0
i
5.0
40.0
§6.0
$0.0
20.0
§6.0
§6.0
§0.0
0.0
§0.0
§0.0
162.0
§0.0
8.0
121.0
160.0
80.0
0.0
105.0
115.0
40.0
§5.0

Tillable
Crop Acres

?
1
§0.0

17.0
90.0
?

51.0
18.0
1.0

)

18.0
7

8.0
1.0
{
§1.0
7

.5
101
36.0
38.0
1.0

5.0
319.0
)

§3.0
1.0
18.0
18.0
1.0
§5.0
8.0
3.0
e
310.0
?

!
122.0
138.0
1.0
3.0
101.0
9%.0
e
1.0

E-16

dssessed Improved Ontillable Residual

Talue

9.%00
34.800
33.500

§.800
48,800
50.900

37,000

§.000
14,400
52.100

§.000

31,000
13,400

falue

L= = B I — I I —

44,000
0
14.000
0

0
5.500
0
1.500
0

24.30

L= = — i~ e — = = — - —

20.100
3.000

18.000
27.000

§.000

Talue

!

?

3.750
156

1,000

?

1.750
0
§,400
?
10.810
?

150
1,750

1.530
1,816
0
1.364
5,390
4,485
3,604
0
0
10.000
?
!
0
5.1
0
2.500
0
4,150
250
§.128

Talue

14.000
§4.000
36,250
19,24
101,250
82.400
.25
§2.400
39.600
80,000
35.1%0
17.000
W15
§2.750
14,200
§7.368
50.000
18.000
35,000
40.000
36,000
32.000
11,269
32.680
36,000
43.470
314
1.200
39,858
12.610
89,509
§.8%6
15,000
44.800
337,000
46.000
46.500
115.600
127,788
38.400
11.000
35.000
§0.850
29,750
4.1

Sale Price Sale Price -

per kere

800
§00
506
1.000
1,065
§59
m
800
2.250
1.000
1.818
1,000
§dl
1,125
189
354
14
545
m
1.050
300
§00
1]
126
00
§82
8
1.600
491
500
117§
625
625
1.623
97
161
3l
n
1.0}l
80
1413
3
138
150
659

Iapr/dere

800
800
506
1.000
1.065
§59
3
§00
1,150
1.000
1.3%4
1.000
13}
1,056
188
§96
14
L H
3
1,050
300
800
686
126
300
1Y)
48
360
1
500
1175
625
625
1.120
959
161
il
8o
§56
480
1
3
138
150
1]

Tillable
Price/Acre

-

S04
1.1
1125

851
800
1,200

1,958
51
1,165

130

Ty
111
W
LY
§51
38

§90
W
400
§11
H
1.in
1112
34
1.1
1.087

b
926
499
LT
1Y)
825
804
§01

Teras for
Sale

L
L)
L
It

.ugg

SsESsssgsssesss>

L
L
luction
huction
Ruction
luetion
I
L
il

N

SE38Ss83s8svEs38388S8
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i
Estate



¢ladrin County

Sale
Date

feb/ 85
Mar/8%
Nar/85
kpr/85
May/45
Sep/8s
Feb/86
Nar/86
Jun/86
Jun/88
Jun/86
hug/88
Rug/86
Sep/86
Sep/8§
Qct/86
Nar/87

Sale
Price

21.500
50.000
14,000
§0.000
20.000
42.500
150.000
58,000
40.000
28.000
125,000
14.000
§5,000
§0.000
£5.000
§0.000
29.000

Number of
Leres

36.0
39.0
§0.0
100.0
40.0
80.0
180.0
3.5
80.0
80.0
113.5
{0.0
1.9
3.5
80.0
$5.3
1.0

Millable
Crop Aeres

1.0
1.0
{0.0
80.0
0.0
40.0
§0.0
?

1.0
§0.0

!
3.0
9.0
o
0.0
§8.0
1.0

Lssessed
Talue

10.700
18,300

30.300
62,900
12.%00
14300
16.700
16.000

§.000
§3.200
33.300
44.000
30.900

E-17

Inproved Ontillable Residual

Talue

0
30.000
0
48.500
0
16.500
30.000
?

16.000
0
15,000
0
26,500
42,000
24,800
32,500
0

Value

0
1,150
0
§.300
20.000
8.500
W15

9.600
4.300

1720
§.675

162
1.95%
4.7%
1.m

Value

11,500
17.850
14.000
21,200

0
17,400
95,275
58.000
14400
23,700
50,000
12.280
48,825
17.238
12,245
22.70%
.12

Sale Price Sale Price -

per lere

§00
1.282
350
800
500
51
833
1548
500
350
1,100
350
587
1.§91
§63
30
n

Inpr/here

§00
13
350
35
500
3
§61
1.548
300
150
1)
350
404
507
153
188
mn

tillable
Price/dere

§17
661
350
340

45
1,588

60
3%

M
S
507
306
i
i1

Teras for
Sale

Cash
Cash
L
L
Cash
i
L
i
Cash
L
il
L
il
i
i
i
Contract



E-18

Gratiot County

Sale  Sale  Number of Tillable Assessed Improved Untillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price beres  Crop eres TValue Jalue  Value Vaine  per Rere  Impr/Rere Price/here Sale

/85 118700 51.0 3.1 41300 0 450 119.250 1.100 1.100 1.l _
/85 165,500 80.0 1.2 102.150 0 ¢ 165.500 2,069 1.089 .15 4
/85 75.000 §0.0 6.0 71.700 0 4500 70.500 s i 1.102 e
/85 23.400 19.5 18.0  15.600 0 0 213400 1,200 1,200 1.300 2
I8 51600 4.0 6.0 35.500 0 0 51,400 1.200 1.200 1.252 o
/8% 68400 3.3 36,0 29.400 0 5 6802 1.787 1.8 1.8%0 o
/85 130.000 100.0 §0.8  134.900 0 4950 125,050 1.300 1.300 1548 W
185 135,000 9.0 5.8 6.5 0 3330 131610 1.364 1.364 1.534

85 126,000 18.3 66,3 68,050  18.000 3,000  105.000 1§10 1.380 11}

B 000 40.0 L 22800 0 LA 42.400 1,150 1,150 gl b
T 5000 Tl 4 41918 4400 L850 6.950 10 107 m o
i85 10.000  100.0 10M1 70050 13413 L3200 125.260 1,103 1.151 s
T T T 6.0 20600 0 0 36.958 185 %5 T
85 B0 760 WA 2450 012300 22.700 41 i mo
85 15000 0.0 9.0 14.000 ) 150 14850 300 300 wo
T T 0.0 19.200 0 44500 0 38 028 O
85 0000 0 Tl 0.0 14.700 0 20.000 0 il m _=ts ]
85 0,000 0.0 0.5 13.300 ] 0 20.000 1,000 1,000 L
5 1000 0.0 0.0 9.000 0 18.000 0 50 0 s f
T 000 0.0 0.0 14000 6815 30.18 0 08 %3 L
Dec/dS  TR000 4.0 e 14.000 0 54000 1,950 1,600 LT M
J/s o 135000 40.0 wo o 3000 2.100  51.300 3,375 1.350 o
w0240 0.0 .4 41.100 00 LTI 1.060 1050 LI
Jwds 128.000  160.0 M2 103250 10.000 1530 116410 300 78 wo
86 20000 108.0 0.8 14700 2400 18300 8300 2%9 26 m o
bor/d  75.000 59 52 18600 2500 1125 7035 1,081 1,06 L
dor/d6 36400 ! no - 0 ) 38400 101 L1 Lo -
Ny 30000 788 00 5.900  L000  LES0 21380 iy 30 WK
(86 48.000 Ml 67.0  63.350 0 1,150 45,750 611 611 683 _
6 0000 0.0 5.5 §2.200 0 0 80.000 133 1,33 L
Ny 1550 40.0 9.5 94350 0 0 38500 488 i88 TEY:
Ny .50 4.0 W0 39080 0 0 33050 i i TTRT:
Nag/s6  55.000 569 5.0 51050 0 0 55.000 4 934 L
U85 000 s0. 54.5 i 0 D 48.000 185 % I
Np/ds 110000 L0 L0 ) 0 0 110.000 76 T84 Wi
Ny 9000 0.0 WO 400 2500 S0 45.900 1,25 1,163 L0 L
Npds 5000 §0.0 B4 16100 25989 0 3604 115 i1 05 Cash
I8 0000 10,0 .2 98.300 0 0 70.000 640 530 mo
Tu/ds 38400 Q W 26.500 ) 0 38400 %0 %0 Lo K
w/gs 35000 40.0 WS 39.950 0 500 34.400 85 415 W Cash
Jude  1.500 800 .5 L0 LS00 LS00 70.600 020 901 oo
ks 0500 40.0 1.4 i 0 0 33.500 38 38 TR
/s 31000 40.0 9.0 29.100 0 0 31.000 5 ik o
it 5000 T8 .5 i 0 50 53250 1 14 (TR
Iwds 4000 46.0 6.0 2.0 ] ) 42.000 13 13 WL
/s BRSO 1900 180 0 0 68,750 518 178 8 st
/s 9500 310 B0 0 0 30,600 1070 1.070 1100 Cash
86 3000 380 W0 25.000 0 0 32.000 W 32 Y
s 26000 30,0 .0 17.050 010 25050 87 8§ Mmoo
nugs 0000 40 0.0 70000 8.100  14.900 2.268 51 1850 Cash




E-19

Gratiot County

Sale Sale  Number of Tillable [lssessed Improved Oatillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price leres  Crop leres  Value Talue Value Value per Aere Inprikere Price/here fale

Sep/86  21.000 {5 mooo_ 0 L8  19.200 i1 in 519 il
Oet/86  40.000 {0.0 8.0 3.800  15.584 0 24.446 1.000 611 543 .
Jet/86  136.000 120.0 1060 _ 39000 2.400  94.600 1.13 §08 §92 L
Get/86  59.000 0.0 150 _ 0 .95 25.07% 1.47% LATS 1612 "
Oct/86  39.600 na e oo 0 0 3.600 1.050 1.080 1.100 !
/86 25,000 40.0 380 _ 0 0 25.000 625 §25 658 .
186 40.000 80.0 .00 35700 15252 14250 10.49% 500 309 500 .
I8 22,000 30.0 0.8 15.000 0 0 22.000 3 133 138 -
/86 66,000 §0.0 §1.2  45.500 5.000 L1400 59.860 825 163 §91 "
_ /86 75,000 1.5 8.0 53950 30.213  7.950  36.837 968 i 161 _
/86 18.000 {0.0 30,5 12.900 0 .50 15.750 450 50 318 .
/% 16.000 0.0 1.8 6.550 0 1.5%0 §.410 400 {00 §09 _
18 32,000 120.0 15,3 20.200 0 5 LI 161 161 m .
86 15.000 15.1 0.0 17.000 0 15.000 0 198 198 - .
Feb/87  18.000 i n 0 0 18.000 800 300 3 Cash
Nar/87  41.000 84 | 0 0 41000 8l 841 681 (Cash
Bar/81  50.750 §0 no_ 0 0 58.7%0 134 134 1 (ash
Mar/87  45.600 16 S 0 7 45,600 600 600 . fash
Mar/87  325.000 410 Eh 0 4.500 320,500 143 19 822 Cash



E-20

1oni1 County

fale Sale  Tuader of Tillable Assessed Improved (atillable lesidual Sale Frice Sale Price - Tillaple  Teras for
Date  Price beres  Crop heres  Value Jalue  Talue Falue  per lkere Inpr.ikere Price/kere Sale

080000 1500 i 0.0 - 59,900 500 I b
LI T R ) ) 5800 43700 554 554 M
LR T (0 R . W - 41150 5 340 L i
LR LT S T N ) L6 - 10,390 %) 2 T W
CERV T B+ I S L 020 7 §11 i N
oS0 s ) 0 W0 30540 59 59 el
B9800 M0 1 P 77.740 L1 1.080 PR
B 808800 60 ) D 5200 74480 1017 2017 "3
T T L B i W - 10.078 1.0 Bl s
B 16778 M68 ] 1L 125,008 52 522 e
60T 3 i ns - 11146 1078 3 T
B g0 100 i 5168 - 19,332 549 498 Tt
5 B0 B0 ] Wi o - i1.340 1.8 130 B ke
B ng 5 wus - 278 502 5 o
.00 54 ) 0.7 - 9.248 591 547 R
B 0158000 w0 ) L5 - 7,550 350 % -
B g0 L ) e - 31.000 i 107 -
LTI S T S ) D300 38500 1183 1,153 -
(T8 R O S ) ) 5000 16.000 it W o
52000 0 ) b 2200 16.800 10 10 S
o000 w0 i %51 - 13,330 150 i -
B0 w0 i gog o - 1,050 1578 109 .
B0 Be ] 0000 44000 550 53 - =
B 85500 14 ) 0,780 - 75,720 344 44 S
T R T  S i nu - 2.0 78 {02 o
BOs.00 %8 ] 0 L0 d5.540 30 30 -
B0 e i )0 4850 1250 1250 o
B me ) 5.000 - 1.0 i %9 o
I V| N 5 B ] 0o - 5,716 1,653 14 o
B 0000 400 ) R U I 1) 0 10 il
B0OEm B4 ] a0 - 13.660 o4 i85 -
IR T 1 B i 0 500 12.300 150 41 o
1A 100 ] .20 - 3.3 1,398 ) o
B0 s ) T 2780 5] T o

Grds o 0.0 76 50 16000 44.000 58 53 0w

g 55000 6.0 0.0 0 6000 59.000 B85 153 100w

I 12000 0.8 ) 41 - 4528 19 1t o

s B0 8.0 0 RV TR 59 g8 i s

ks 1,000 W 0o ) 0 12.000 300 300 wmo

Jwiss 65000 100 UE0 b L2000 83800 52 W I

SPPTELIRI IO NS T I S ) 0 700 2n.300 611 511 o

Pedids 1300 30 8.0 2 0 13500 150 159 TER:

Grds 1630 w0 i 0w - 15.500 I 400 L

Lk W0 4.0 0 0 10.000  8.090 850 £50 wooow

apds 35000 W wle 16,000 4000 303.000 37 i85 K

Gpd 6.0 W 0 5.000 2,350 11780 B W 0

apss 1000 0. Mg 0000 5000 115,000 3o 531 5 Catract

e RV X W ] TR i 3 oo

s LS00 10wy A0 1,200 95300 382 03 T,

Sep/d6 100000 0.0 0.0 LT 10500 34720 2,250 i15 WL



Isabella Couaty

Sale
[ate

feb/85
feb/85
LEVE
LEVERE
Mar/85
kprids
dpr/ds
dprids
Xay/88
Nay/ 85
LEVEEE]
Jun/ 85
dg/85
Sepids
Sep/ 88
Sep/88
Sep/83
Nov/8t
Yo/ 85
Nov/ 83
Dec; 85
Dec/ 85
Dec/85
Dec/85
Dec/8s
Jani 8
feb/ 8§
Feb/ 85
Yar/86
Harjds
hpr/85
dor/d6
LEVRL
Jun/ 88
Jun/8§
Jup/ 88
Jul/8s
Jul/ 88
Rug/86
kug/ 86
Sep/db
Sep/88
Sep/ 88
Qctids
det/ 86
Oet /88
Jer /8§
Qet/36
Dee/8§
Nar/87

Sale
Price

16.000
200.000
26,000
159.000
§0.000
18.000
35.000
§5.000
13.500
28.000
104.000
{1.500
45.000
15.000
24000
20.000
80.000
30.000
17.500
70.000
56.000
44.000
40.900
§1.000
46.200
15.000
20.000
32.000
§.500
15.000
180.000
16.000
30.000
100.000
16.000
§7.000
12.000
145.000
35.000
18.000
12.500
11.000
52.900
14.500
§0.000
§0.000
12.500
§7.000
17.000
§5.000

Yumber of
heres

§0.0
00.0
0.0
135.5
16.0
40.0
80.0
5.0
40.0
2.0
§0.0
40.0
0.0
{0.0
40.0
0.0
§0.0
0.0
{0.0
105.0
80.0
120.0
§0.0
$5.0
1.3
158.5
3.4
40.0
0.0
N
150.0
116.0
3.0
100.0
.1
125.0
40.0
159.0
20.0
§.0
{0.0
40.0
80.0
0.0
§0.0
8.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
132.0

Tillable lssessed
Crop leres  Talue

§1.0
?
3.0
129.0
4.3
1.0
n.0
§1.0
10.0
3.0
§8.9
1.0
1.5
1.0
.0
0.1
8.0
1.0
15.0
8.0
8.0
5.0
1.0
3.0
1.0
1.3
0.0

3

b |

A0
o5
0

e

Iy
146.0
113.0

W0

82.5

§0.5
103.0

10.0
e

17.5

2.0

3.0

3.0

1.0

L0

§1.0

15.0

3.0

330

0.0
102.0

E-21

Inproved Untillable Residual

Value

0
36.76%
0
51.468
i

1135
25.500
26.500

25.9%0
§.200

15.873
1.500
12.000
0

0

0
2.000
0
15.000
0

0
31.000
0
16.300
11.760
0
1.000
'
21.900
22.986

Talue

1.200
5.400
0

300
12.000
1.300
1100
0
§.700
1.400
3%
1.300
1.3%0
5.100
3.500
5.400
£.300
1.700
5.100
3.000
0
§.000
12.600
28.400
0
9.050
20.000
1.800
0
2.250
0

0
3,100
3,200
0
3.900
L840
1.500
0

0

300
1.900
0
12.500
4.500
2,600
0

0

0
8.000

Talue

34,400
157.831
26.000
106,532
38.000
16.200
33.900
§5.000
4,300
25,500
§1.256
20.700
17.150
9.%00
10.400
14.500
$9.510
20,100
12.400
51127
§3.500
24.000
17.400
22.500
46.200
§1.950
0
15.200
§.300
12.750
149.000
16.000
10.500
§9.040
26.000
46.100
1.360
115.500
12.014
18.000
11.700
19.100
§1.000
2.000
15.500
47.400
12.500
§5.000
17.000
46.000

Sale Price Sale Price
Inpr/here Price/here

per Aere

450
1,000
§50
LIN
§58
450
31}
1.250
i
11
1.300
1.188
1.125
in
§00
500
1.000
150
438
§61
100
361
500
113
598
in
501
800
328
481
1.200
£55
169
1.000
569
455
300
1
1.750
418
n
§28
§50
8
1.000
i
i
1.87%
425
417

450
816
§50
134
638
450
438
1.2%
338
6§71
1.033
550
463
L
§00
500
§75
L
{8
815
549
61
500
113
39
{61
501
423
325
481
943
§58
11
2
569
400
300
136
801
418
i3
525
§50
383
1.000
in
i
1128
428
{17

Tillable

L

§61
821
84
506
in
1.27%
430
116
120
509
S8
i
156
108
L
528
7
S
686
i
41
826
s
357

0

451
584
580
1.021
613
38
837
1Y
48
136
188
581
428
m
397
§75
500
1.138
632
iy
1.364
48
{51

Teras for
Sale

i — S —

=

aat sas eas B ead s
3

=

el — S B E’: R e - -
o™

Cash
Cash




Isabella County

Sale
Date

ar/d7
Nar/87
Nar/8]
Nar/87
Rpr/87

Sale

Price

45.500
15,000
12.000
31.000
12,000

Tunber of
Leres

16.0
160.0
3.0
§0.0
0.0

Tillable lssessed
Crop leres

16.0
160.0
3.0
80.0
0.0

E-22

Iaproved Untillable Residnal

Talue

[— =~ — 1

Talue

- O o S o

Talue

45.500
15.000
12.000
37.000
12.000

Sale Price Sale Price
Inpr/dere Price/here

per Aere

¥
469
313
483
§00

599
469
333
{63
§00

Tillable

399
463
31
{63
§00

Teras for
Sale

(ash
Cash
Luction

Cash
?



E-23

Yecasta County

Sale  Sale  Dumder of Tillable kssessed Improved Unatillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillabie  Teras for
Date  Price heres  Crop heres  Value Talue Value Talue per Aere Inpr./Acre  Priceshers Sale

Nay/85  40.000 5.4 .0 0 3.900 35100 33 33 582 It
Jul/8s  45.000 120.0 0.0 10.000  35.000 0 173 212 _ 0
hug/85  70.000 120.0 0.0 17000 23.400 9.500 383 275 W0 il
/86 40.000 80.0 3.0 _ 0 §.500  33.400 500 500 630 _
Jap/ds 23,600 5.4 : . 0 - 13,500 i1l i1l _ _
kprids  41.000 120.0 o 10.930 - 30.070 2 251 _ _
Nap/86  28.000 §0.0 ! _ ] - 28.000 47 467 : )
Nap/86 35,000 £0.0 r = 3. - 11.653 878 291 . _
Napi85  49.500 0.0 [ 34.708 - 14.792 1.238 170 _ .
Jun/88  6.54% 2.7 P 0 - §.55% 250 250 _ _
Jul/jd8  45.000 18.0 1234 - 22,070 i 83 _ _
Julids  40.000 80.0 r 16.000 - 24.000 500 00 ) .
lug/ 85 26.000 80.0 ; ) 0 - 26.000 325 328 B ;
Sep/85 23,000 0.0 A 18.187 - {583 575 115 o _
Sen/§6  26.74% 8.8 U 0 - 16.785 340 549 R _
Sep/86  58.000 107.9 e 29.050 - 28.9%0 LK 268 _ %
Jet/86  31.500 18.9 ! _ 0 - 32.500 7 417 _ _
Oet/85 15,000 §0.0 : ) i - 15.000 175 73 _ p
Jet/85  75.000 120.0 ! 21.701 - 1.1 525 LT _ _
fet/86  32.000 390 /S 13.168 - 18.832 82l 483 0 i
Yov/86  50.000 183.0 A 15.220 - 34,780 m 190 _ g
Novid5  8.500 .7 1N = 0 - 9.500 33 {38 _ _
Yow/85  24.000 80.0 ; 3 b} - 24.000 300 100 B .
Fov:35  20.050 0.5 i o 0 - 20.050 {9 84 _ _
Dee/8§  10.009 u.0 - ) - 10.000 {7 a o
Dec/88  34.000 f4 P 17.303 - 16.897 743 383 ) _
Nar/87  50.400 268.0 200 16.170 0 34130 188 128 171 Ruetion

Yar/87  §8.700 1.0 180.0 : 1.83% 9.000  51.86% N 256 W8 duetion




idland County

Sale
Date

Jan/ 85
Xar/85
dpr/85
Apr/8%
Nay/ 8%
May/ 8%
Kay/85
Jul/8%
Sep/ds
Feb/88
Nar/86
Nay/88
Jun/86
Jul/8§
fet/86

Sale
Price

§8.000
§7.500
21.000
120.000
132,000
28.500
14,500
11.000
125.000
85.000
$0.000
43.000
50,900
§0.000
38.700

Fuaber of
leres

§0.0
1.6
30.0
18.9
176.0
36.5
18.6
36.8
80.0
80.0
30.0
A
5.3
119.0
{0.0

Tillable
Crop Acres

14§
(0.3
9.1
15.1
135.5
335
16.0
.9
152
n.1
15.2
50,7
59
2
.0

E-24

lssessed Improved Oatillable

Talue

Talue

5,500
0
0
§.750

Talue

0
12,300
0

0
10.880
600
880
4.000
0
2.000
0

0

0
23,640
800

Tile
Talue

13.050
0

0
2.320
19.600
0

0

0
.10
0
3.31%
1.500
16.000

5,300

Residual
Talue

§2.500
§4.700
21,000
111,250
121.120
21.900
13.620
7.000
97.300
§3.000
30.000
43,000
50.000
19.360
37.900

Sale Price Sale Price
Inpr/here Price/dere

per lere

1,100
870
100

1.520
150
181
18
301

1,563

1.063

1,128
130
i88
20
368

1.031
80
700

1,409
150
181
118
301

1.216

1.083

1,125
140
888
361
968

Tillable

1.106
1,356
18
L8l
894
i
850
306
1M
1.158
1191
848
ae
520
10U

Teras for
Sale

Cash
Cash
{ash

tash




Yanceain Jauaty

file
[ite

AFLTEL]
Jap/ 83
Jani 83
Jani 83
Teh/ 43
Feb/ 83
LEVARE
kpr. 85
or: 33
bpridd
bpridd
Loridd
prs i3
pr:8t
LEVERE]
LEL
!3?:35
Mar/ i}
Jun/ 83
Jup/ 43
Jug/ 83
Jul, &8
Jui 83
Jul, &8
LR
Rug, 83
bugi 5
I
Sep:ii
Seps k8
Sen, 83
Det/R%
Jet. 83
Dec: &3
Jecidh
RELTRL
Jan/ 84
Jan 8%
72088
Fep &5
Tad 38
Fepids
IR
Mar, 34
LEHIE L]
Yar; 84
Narids
Nar, 88
tor 48
kpr 88

fale
Frice

18,50
12.500
11.000
27.000
13.000
{7.000
132.009
32.000
10.900
10.00%
1430
10.500
21500
70.000
35.000
§1.000
10,909
".500
15.000
§5.800
13.000
12.00
25.000
13.50
13.900
i1.000
§5.000
15.000
15.000
25.000
§2.500
}3.400
10.000
5.300
480.000
14.000
§0.400
18.300
36.000
3%.400
9,00
11,350
.00
18.000
35,000
10.3900
13.000
35.100
15.500

Tuaber of
keres

0.0
8.0
.7
3d
0.4
i85
150.0
{0.2
30.0
.7
.l
§5.0
3.0
1.8
$0.0
§0.5
.1
15.1
i#a
18.9
8.}
155.8
0.0
3.0
0.0
0.1
4.9
§2.0
#.4
28,5
na
%8.5
135.9
{0.0
4.5
§22.8
3.3
$3.3
iLg
§0.0
e
At
H
0.0
1.5
16,9
L
0.0
.0
§0.0

Tiilable ldssessed
{rop keres  Tilue

.1
18.7
3.3
3.

i

wr -
P s e OO oo e

,...
Res b=y

ety T Tl T S - R T A T

L N A e ey TR O GO L AT By P e GFF €53 AT G €53 b Sar gpe e

-
o oae 0

Py

e T

— ANV O €T s e

s Bt s Bt gy Bed e
- - -
b o VY e B

O s
(=

wre

“
- .
s

8.5
§3.1
324

E-25

Taproved Oarillable Residual Sale Frice Sale Price -

Talue

]
J
18.400
0
!
18,700
45.100
14.100

Talue

10.118
1.985
5.081

0
i.540
L.14

318
5.47%

16.100
5.4
3.16%
5.500

11.1%
3411

13,440

1,48
L340

i
3104
§.28%
5.511

13584
5.300
1300

13.500
11.%00
1.7
9
§.61%
148
.20
1.9
33600
10.090
5.%00
24.08%
00
1,368
§.23)
24.080
§
1.545
1§11
4,330
14175
5.380
10.500
140
347
1.450

Value

§.383
10.515
3.8
21.000
13,350
23,15
§6.373
11.428
13.900
1,578

1.085
245900
16.310
§1.182
19.760

1,515
15.5480

7.100

3.3%
40.548
4.987
{8.513
15.100

4.500

0
0
25.570
31.810
18.385
12.515

.89}

50.57¢
1
0

1450
13.300
49.03%
1,45
11.920
19.000

(811
1§.120
19.17¢
13.835
10,500

i
21.400
3.5
13,250

per kere

i
500
4
308
IE
1.2
Pk
0
508
it
555
500
it
548
m
64
TH
i
500
05
2
350
1
H)
i
BE
07
i
il
i3
5]
W
250
i
n
i)
GE
i)
50
L33
I
500
it
43
5
575
i

3%

Iepr.ikere

3
500
]
i?
473
70
33
i
%
08
48
853
300
54
i
85
i
43
i
590
37
408
i

%
150
28
92
31
4
509
n
8]
W
350
199
54
199
§0%
P
I
§33
i3
50

Tillzdie
Fricesbere

§30
852
11
§1
337
301
530
557
et
LI
{02
1Y
e
1K
{90
§14
4l
LT
102
535
874
{4l
10
1%

U}
558
357
188
842
A
551
]
122
{09

50

e
1,188

a1

{51

0

79

8

4%

508

i

{4

Teras for
Sale




Yaareals <ounty

fale
Jite

a8
bor; s
LEVIE L]
Yarid5
LEVS) 11

.....

fale
Frice

£2.50
.00
15.000
15,500
15.400

Tnaber of
keres

3.9
0.0
§0.0
8.0
4.0
i8¢
0.0

0.3

Tillable lssessed
{rop keres

4

i

{

)
4

]
v
)

.
—

i
.-

.
.

P

ar Bs tas

Falue

E-26

faproved Tarillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price -

falue

Talue

11.760
2400
16.000
16,343
1.1%0
1.5%
§.265
1.250

Talue

3000
)

......

per kere

338
0
0
444
427
451

il

Iapr./here

533
50
20
444
7
{51

13)
4.

Tillabie
Frice/kere

§%

143
484
4
45:

Teras for
Sile



Osceola County

Sale
Date

kpr/ 85
Jun/85
Jun/85
Jul/85
Feb/86
Teb/86
dpr/86
dpr/86
Hay/ 86
May/88
May/ 86
Nay/88
Jun/8§
Jun/88
Jul/8§
Jul/8s
Jul/d8
Aug/ 85
hug/6
hug/86
Rug/86
Sep/86
Sep/86
et /86
Qct/B8
Oct/86
Qct/86
Tov/86
Nov/86
Nov/86
Dec/88
Dec/86
Dec/ 8§
Feb/87
Xar/81

Sale
Price

18.000
§1.900
78,000
28.000
37.000
10.000
10,000
§2.000
17.000
12,000
40.000
41.000
10.000
§6.900
26.000
12.000
45.000
38,000
§2.500
44.000
20.000
25.000
20,000
21,850
25.000
32.000
15.000
43.000
11.500
19.000
150.000
14.000
19,000
35.000
50,400

Nuaber of
keres

{0.0
141.0
160.0

5.0

3.8

0.0

40.0
123.0

0.0
.0

§0.0

§3.0

0.0

§2.0

§0.0
U0

10.0

3.0

19.0
160.0

0.0

18.2

40.0

6.0

i

80.0

91.5

0.0

9.0

§2.3
117.0

40.0
120.0

50.0
2580

Tillable
Crop leres

L= — I e —
- . - -
A s O O O o

107.0
30.0
0.0
0.0

30.0
0.0
110.0

-
= o
-

-~

[
L

- o
- s = - . .
I — e I A T R T — ==Y

=3

5.0
200

E-27

hssessed Improved Untillable Residual

Talue

32.300
3.900

§.200

18.200
22.500

8.000
35.000

23,100
17.600
25.400
32.000
11.000
26,200
1.600
.11
12.200
16.400
12.500
19.000
§.400
34,000
127.000
1.800
28.100

Talue

29,500
1

?
107.000
?

}
23.000
16,110

Talue

18.000
15.300
38,880
28.000
!
!
20.000
128
1,250
§0.000
40.000
?

)
16.900

26.000
29.270
?

12.000

19,750

44.000
)

.5

!

?

5.000
13.800

!
13.500
11.500

)

4000
?

)

6.000
{

Talue

0
46.600
14120

0
31.000
10.000

0
18,182
14,750

0

0
41.000
10,000
29,250

0
11,130
45,000

§.500

0

0
20,000
25.000
20.000
11,550
15,000
18.200
25.000

0

0
19.000

0
14.000
29,000

§.000
.30

Sale Price
per lere

50
439
488
1
110
250
300
§61
423
00
500
T
150
1.079
32
304
4,500
1.000
§63
m
300
0
500
801
§76
400
m
1.075
108
382
1.282
390
LY
100
188

Sale Price -
Inpr./here

450
439
i
4l
1.101
250
500
§67
425
280
500
m
150
144
3
8}
4,500
{87
m
s
500
0
500
§01
Ml
400
m
3138
108
362
188
150
iy
P
128

Tillable
Price/here

31
153

%
W2

a5

W

Teras for
Sale

L
L
L
i
i
i
L
kC
L
18
LC
i
il
L
LC
il
il
i
il
i
il
L
L
LC
il
L

s=sSs33

" Mfadavit

i)
m

L
!
!




WESTERN REGION




kilegan County

Sale
Date

Jan/ 85
Feb/8}
Nar/85
Nar/8%
Yar/88
Ipr/8%
Ipr/85
Epr/85
LEVARY
Hay/88
Jun/85
Jun/85
Jun/ 85
Jun/8%
Jul/45
Jul/85
Rug/45
Rug/3%
Sep/ds
Oet/8%
fet/85
Det/8%
Nov/85
Jan/8§
Feb/88
Febi 85
Febj 86
Feb/8§
Fed/8§
ar/86
Nar/86
Kar/86
Rpr/d6
hpr/86
Apr/86
hpr/36
Apr/d8
Yay/8h
May/ 86
LEVIRLS
Nay/ 86
Kay/8%
Jun/ 86
Jun/86
Jun/ 8%
Jun/B8
Jun/ 88
Jul/86
Jul/88
Jul/8s

Sale
Price

108.000
§9.900
37.000
§3.000
37.500
12,500
46.300
§8.000
§1.244
96.2%0
20.000
91.000
13.000
20.000
50.000
36.000
36.000
29.000
10.000
§5.000
52,000
34.000
§0.936
12.000
13.000
26.000
20,000

(W1
29.300

267.500
30.000
40.469
19.500

160.000
36.500
31,000
12,500
§4.000
15.000
40.000
29.000
§9.000
40.800
30.000
41.700
13.500
£9.700

100.000
89.900
52.000

Tuaber of
Aeres

117.0
§1.8
3.5
1.1
0.8
18.5
.4
8.0
1.5
16.0
19.5
1.
3.0
i
9.3
39.0
96.9
180
19.0
9.8

116.8
38,1
§1.6

!

]
.5

3.5

P R T I T

§0.0

Sad ewd “uP smp SuD san TaS sad TS sas cab sad

caa et sas cmt sms mad

Bl sas SRS Sal Snd sad TR Sad Su Sad TP sas

Tillable
Crop leres

115.2
53.8
S
{1.1
.4

5.0
1.4
ind
§1.0
1.0
13.3
.2
1.5
16.0
13.3
11.0
.4
19.4

.

!
b
§
{
l

an SN oo O e

.1

10.8

18.0

Bssessed Iaproved Ontillable Residual

Talue

33.000
5.300
19.000
14,800
1900
11800
163.250
24.850
20.250
8000
30000
13000
15300
5.300
!
34400
30.000
14700
36.150
18.800
33,300
14500
4400
0600
§2.100
41.800
31.400

Talue

45868
20000

0
ny

§0252
0
0
10497
0
0
15300
3000
0
0
51242
0
!
!
!
200

Al sas TRS sas TRE sas TR sad AF sad TR sl

Value

0
5390
1050

0

0
332
1750
1839
5670

500
3375
350
825
3045
8385
14605
12850
§300
13
15188
25590
8215

800

Value

1132
34510
35950
4570
37500
nn"
4750
313%
§1614
$5750
16625
30398
2478
16958
11118
11385
13150
1400
181
49812
16410
11483
50936
12000
13000
26000
14060
4873
13715
267500
30000
{0462
19500
160000
18500
31000
12500
83200
15000
{0000
29000
53000
40800
30000
41700
13500
{9700
100000
§3%00
52000

Sale Price
per Acre

3
883
987
1.740
1§45
676
1213
1.783
1
1,266
1.026
2.700
885
810
1.706
)3
in
163
526
686
s
2.368
814

513

Sale Price -
Inpr./dere

§il
588
987
$58
1545
676
1.230
21
34l
1,268
1.026
n
i85
810
11
0
mn
361
168
686
5
§74
i

528

fillable
Price/Rere

535
541
1.0
958
16435
1.019
L3l
1.467
1.010
1312
1.230
il
LY
1,080
§36
1.945
43
il
§0%
155
3
81
§1

Teras for
Sale



Allegan County

Sale
Date

Jul/86
Rug/86
Rug/86
Rug/88
Rug/86
Rugidé
Rug/ 86
hug/36
Sep/ 86
Sep/86
Oct/85
Oet/88
Qet /86
Oct/86
et /86
Nov/85
Yov/8§
Nov/86
Nav/ 86
Dec/ 86
Dec/ 8§

Sale
Price

35.000
110.000
46.500
35,065
§5.900
29,845
§.000
102,500
160.000
38.000
12.000
§0.000
5.500
14.000
17.300
20.000
22.000
10.000
110.000
102.500
§8.900

Fumber of
keres

!

40.0

B e R

5.0

sl cab swd Sl sus *ad ewd FAF swh TRI sas TS sad

Tillable
Crop Aeres

!
30.0

)
?
!
!
?

§5.0

)
)
?
)
!
!
)
/
)
/
)
)
)

falue

30,000

15100
17,000
40100
16.800
3950

!
46.700
15.600
4200
§2.450
1.300
1000
25.000
14600
§.700
31.900
§9.150
§7.000
18100

b

57800
?

?

?

§000

!
?
l
!
{
!
{
!
!
4
!
!
!
!
?
!

E-29

Talue

;
7500

Bt ena mad eas e eaa

9510

Sad TRE =as nF mad SnB sad SwF sws el sas A sas

ssessed Iaproved Ontillable Residual

Talue Talue

35000
44700
46600
35085
55300
19843
§000
549%0
160000
38000
12000
80000
5500
14000
17300
20000
22000
10000
110000
102500
68900

Sale Price
per dere

2750

Sale Price -
Inpr./here

1,305

Tillable
Price/dere

1490

Teras for
Sale

LC
Ruction
Le
il
)]
il
i
huetion
L
L
il
il
il
L
il
[}
L
il
LC
LC
i



fent Caunty

file §ale  XNumber of Tillable
Date  Price heres  Crop beres

Jamidy  73.000 715 9.0
Jansds 10000 .t .0
Yipid5  160.000 1.9 5.8
Jun/8%  150.00¢ 155.0 130.0
Jul;83  155.900 7.0 35.0
bugids  28.000 80.2
Rug/85 144000 120.0 108,
Sep/83  20.000 2.4
Joms85  30.000 1.5
Dec/8%  40.000 4.0
Jsds 4000 ELN
Janids Q.10 58.0
fedids  57.000 EER 3.0
bpri%s  129.470 4.0 145.0
Yapid6  114.000 53,0 1.9
Jun/86  67.000 58.2 58.0
Jet/d6 146712 134.0 124.0
detids 85,218 1.0 §0.0
Jetj85  171.000 i1 12,0
Nowsd5  45.000 8.4 9.4
fed/d7 53430 3.4 50.9

R T .
oo G e O S

E-30

kssessed Improved (atillable Residual

Taiue
1,500
1.100
80,900

14,500
17,700

11,000
24.000

20330

.40

Talue

AU

— b

1.978
40.000
§5.876
i
15.000
0
d
0

= o o

47.500
.97
30.000
25.000
§1.200

l

Talue

8.1
15
2.516
§.000
§.945
18.000
§.800
20.000
5.000
800
19§
2.000
31l
20.000
2.400
1440
§.780
1.21%
10.900
10.000
3400

oo g

Talue

$4.537
18,184
109.506
102.000
18.13¢
0
124.200
0
44.000
39.200
4020
40.12
§6.488
109.470
§4.100
41.5%0
147.832
54.000
17.800
35.000
§2.830

Sale Price Sale Price - fillable

per kere

68
02
1,281
LY
2.013
350
1.200
{12
1.033
333
1.
12§
1.1%
§93
1.784
i
Lm
1.2
4.5
L
1.000

Inpr./here

i
802
1.580
105
L1y
159
1.07%
{12

1.053
833

1.m
1%
1.1%¢
505
1.2
555
1.181
TH
53
599
1900

Priceskere

40
858
L4
188
1,398

110

1287
2
Ll
157
1.2l
158
1086
1ni
1.193
900
240
388
L

Teras for
Saie

= &'

C;sh
i
Ruction



E-31
Lake County

Sale  Sale  Number of Tillable Assessed Improved Untillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price  lReres  Crop Aeres  Value Talue  TValue Valve  per kere  Impr./Acre Price/kere Sale

Ror/§5  §9.000 118.0 _ 80 I B 500 - ) il
bor/85  8.000 148 _ 5100 ¥ e 4 538 . . i
May/85  37.000 3.4 . L.100 T _ 4 1017 . ; L
Jul/8% 15,000 5.0 _ A0 I - 3,000 - . i
Jul/85 45,000 §0.0 - 29.500 [ . 813 - : e
Jul/8s  16.000 40.0 _ 13,000 L} . i {00 . " L
Jul/85  24.000 16.0 _ 15300 T M 368 . ) il
bug/85 5,900 10.0 _ L0 7 R 590 ; . il
lag/85  25.000 10.0 _ L2500 I . 1.500 . R il
Sep/85 32,500 0.0 _ .0 I . 3 813 ) R i
Tov/85  14.400 W0 L = 7 o 3 §00 _ . L
Jun/86  22.500 §0.0 _ L2200 I . : 38 - . I
Ju/86 4,500 5.0 _ 400 T 1 oy %0 - ; i
Jun/36  12.000 0.0 I S i A b 500 " N il
Jul/86  17.500 20,0 . 5.000 7 - . 878 - ) L
Jul/86  55.000 80.0 o 35550 I . . 588 . . LC
Sep/d5  30.000 40.0 15.500 [ 150 il




E-32

Kanistee County

Sale Sale  Number of Tillable \1Assessed Improved Oatill. Residval Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras fer

Date  Price Reres  Crop Aeres  TValue Talue Value Value  per dere  Iapr./here Price/Acre Sale
Nag/8s 41,461 5.8 - 18.200 - - 42,461 §.135 2 _ -
Yay/85 40,000 §0.0 o 24,000 - - 40.000 500 N N -
Nap/85 74,000 115.5 - 40.000 - - 74,000 641 » _ -
Jup/85 29,000 4.5 - 10.200 % ¥ 29,000 389 _ . =
Jun/85 40,000 1332 - 20.800 . - 40,000 300 _ _ .
Jul/8%  40.000 10.0 - 15,580 * = 40.000 4,000 ” _ =
Jul/88  16.301 0.0 - §.800 . - 16.301 408 g _ -
Der/88 15,000 38.1 - 9.300 - . 15.000 BLT _ _ -
lpr/86 15,000 §0.0 ® 22,500 . - 15.000 188 _ - =
Jul/d6 32,000 38.0 - 23,850 - - 32.000 842 _ - &
Jul/86 42,000 11.5 « 15,000 - - £2.000 574 A _ -
bug/86  10.000 40.0 - 12.100 - - 10.000 250 _ - 2
Sep/86  16.000 9.5 8 1.900 - - 16,000 405 s _ -
Dec/B6 12,000 3. - 9.960 - = 12.000 Y} - N #
Dec/86  32.000 9.3 - §.100 - - 32.000 §18 =~

Dec/86  26.000 3.5 - 12.300 . ® 26.000 658 i .




¥ason Couaty

Sile
Date

LR E]
LEVEEE]
Jun/ 83
Jun/83
Jun/ 85
Jun/ 8%
Jun/ 83
Jun/8s
Dec/85
kpr/88
Jun; 84
Jun/ 85
Jul/88
Oeti 86
detidh
Novi 85
Bovi 86
Dec/ 88
Dec/ 8%
Feb/§7

fale
Price

11.500
11.000
18.300
15.000

5.200
14,500
16.200
20.000
15.500
§5.328
15.290
31.825
15.000
13.430
14.000
15,200
15.600
17.000
32.500
5,748

Nuaber of
Leres

0.0
35.0
3L.9
30.0
194
.1
il
{0.0
ild
1%.0
0.0
8.0
WA
19.0
30
10.0
304
80.0
80.3
188.3

Tillable Rssessed
(rop Reres Talue

i8.0
0.0
{2.0
0.0
184
il
1.1
30.0

)

105.0
3.4
10.0
134
10.0
40.0
10.0
30.0

5.3
110.0

Inproved Ontillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price -
Inpr./kere

Value

D o 0 o D O S OO OO O o O o

>

25.000
{.631
19.000

Talue

§00
150
1.980
0

0
2.700
0
2,000
!
24,750
3.00%
§.250
§.760
400
2.800
0

0

?
5.100
4.900

Value

21,900
10.250
17.320
15.000

§.200
11.800
16.200
18.000
15.500
40.575
12,265
25.57%

§.40
12.530
21.200
15.000
15.600
52.000
12.569
32.845

per kere

L
3
n
500
320
381
437
500
493
335
1
3%
0
110
]
1.500
50
963
403
358

—

363
34
mn
500
i
il
437
500
9
135
3
ERE
0
mn
(1

A0

30
§50
ity
Al

il
Price

abie
/here

—

576
LY
4Ll
500
120
403
37
500

388
2
355
440
178
530

500

520

I
199

Teras for
Sale

33,

il
Ruction




¥uskegon County

file  Sale
Date  Frice

borsd%  3.000
Nayi 8% 20.000
Jun/85  37.000
Dec/83  31.000
Yar/86  33.000
Nar/85 325,000
Yari85  54.000
kori8s 115.700
bor/85  12.000
Nay; 85 8.000
Sen/88  34.000
Tec/86  140.000

Nuader of
keres

18.3
0.0
140
9.8
§0.0
2%0.0
30.5
178.0
it
0.0
5.0
200.0

Tillable
Crop keres

18.3
16.%
§3.0
0.4
15.4
1.0
0.3
153.0
5.0
0.0
310
18.9

E-34

hssessed Improved (Oatillable Residual

Talue

Talue

¢
5.000
§.700
0
4.000
45.000
32,260
31.900
0

0
31.%00
$.7120

Talue Yalue

§.000

15.000

50.300

31.000

54.000

21,200 258.800
15.740

1.500 75,300
§.500  15.500
8.000

8.240 3.360
%0.280

Sale Price
per here

{7
1.000
70
1.081
125
1.121
1.%02
§50
i
400
1.000
100

Sale Frice -
Iapr./kere

{7
750
580
1,051
§73
956
44
{11
51
400
3
§51

Tillabie
Price/here

i1
%
128
1.081
10
1.0%2
LT
44
§20
400
%
453

Teras for
Sale

WD
)
W

L
il

L
Auerion
uetion

MLC
LI
i



Yerayye

Sale
lare

Jani %
Jans 83
LEVRE)
Nar/4%
kpr/ds
kprids
bpr/88
Juni 88
BT TR L]
Jul/ 83
Julids
Jul/8%
lug/43
Seps 3
Sep; 83
fet 8%
deti 43
feti8s
Tovi 8%
Dee/82
Dec/83
Pec/ &8
Jans 88
Jani 88
Teb/ 85
Fed/ 4%
R
korids
dpri 8§
kor 8
tor/ 36
!ayrﬂi
LEVERL]
LEVEE L]
Jun; 8§
Jun/ 88
Juli B8
Rugids
bug/ b
Nov/ 85
Ted/d]
Nar/ b7

County

fale
Price

10.000
1.100
§8.000
20.000
10.300
135.000
11.000
45.000
38.009
§9.000
15.000
21.500
72.000
22.000
119.000
§0.000
35.000
105.009
19.500
§9.000
§7.500
19.000
70.000
15.000
33.000
42.000
315.000
30.000
125.000
48.500
§4.000
12.500
48.000
187,500
17.000
10.000
15.300
3.000
74.300
15,000
213.000
1.500

Yuaber of
keres

Tillable Assessed
(rop keres  Talue
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Inproved Onriilable Residual

Talue

d

0
1.428
0

0
§2.048
36.000
24,508
.69
LWL
J

0
§.000
0
§8.716
10.18
0
§1.331
0
§4.078
0

0
WA
0

0
11.467
04,781

falue

13

0

0

0
1,636
§.500

1.000
1.200

1]
1.530

V)
1.12
1.3
3.450
1.400
1.540
1.500
Lilg

3.000
§.332
15.330

12.1m
14,736
{.300
1.500
{12
3.400
2,088
2.000
1.200

3.826

173

Talne

29.85¢
1.100
$5.512
20.000
5.864
46,452
15.000
17.34
14.108
2.0
11470
20.988
§2.47%
14.580
.84
7418
32.360
30.183
14.452
14.922
§4.410
34,168
19,79
15.000
33.000
11.761
108.483
15.700
123.500
4378
§0.500
10.442
17.000
106.800
17,000
10.000
11.874
2.000
74.500
16.000
U611
1.500

Sale Price
per kere

1413
128
1.316
1.081
367
1.507
1.775
1.13
$52
1.576
63§
597
1)
§57
848
1.212
101
1.109
4
1.518
a6
1.538
594
508
{n
il
1.388
i
1.083
5713
810
41
2.400
1.010
438
590
il
300
L4
{08
1430

1
&l

Sale Price -
Inpr./kere

.4n
18
1.19%
1.081
57
530
3
516
its
14
§34
891
LEH
637
19%
§
b1l
1%
i
408
876
338
8
508
1]
il
83
i
2.083
IH
810
427
LH
.18
438
53
il
500
LA
403
LA

5

[

Tillable
Price/dere

1,567
128
1.19
1.08]
L.an
801
47
m
19
§81
19
§00
884
366
{1
861
14§
454
389
0
1.0%4
1.9%
1,165
308
i
1}
i
554
LN
0
9!
550
Wy
L
438

50
148

2304

Teras for
Sale

rpe of
fin

Muek

¥uck

fruit

!uEk
frehard




fale

lats

an il
bori 3
i dh
bor
Yapi 33
LETTEH]
!!?:35
LELFEL
Jun, 83
Sepi ks
Sap/83
detils
Jeti33
et 8h
Yo1,38
Fou 48
Dee: i3
Dec/B3
JETIRE
J1: 85
Jan: 48
NELTRD
dorids
Bori i
1m: 8%
Jun: B3
Juni 88
RLYREL)
Juiids
Juiids
Jui, 88
Sen; i§
Sens 38

......

file

Price

.30
13.50¢
17,90
i0,008
13.009
5.000
106.090
415.000
133,000
17.00¢
17.000
18.000
3.4
50.000
15.000
§0.300
35.000
27,480
10.000
30.000
§.630
10.000
14.300
8.500
26.000
13.000
40.000
10.000
36.00
9.000
1.3
25.000
20.000
1,80
79.090
§5.745

Yoaber of
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po—
- .

— o

3.0
5.0
10
4.0
58.9
3.4
1.0
00
124.9

E-36

issessed laproved {ncillable Residual

Talus Talue

) )
) )
] )
) 3
- )
i 18,100
) 139,250
i 14,800
i 5.000
i 1300
i 0
) )
, 17.400
i 1,000
i 10.000
] 12.500
] 0
i 1.000
] )
i )
i 0
i 5,500
] ]
i 13.000
) )
) 15,600
) 30,509
) 12,000
) )
) §.300
) 0
) )

Talue

[}
¢
3.348
8.854
L4872
LIk
332
45.920
1130
0
£.290
L4
1468
10.57%
§.965
13.571
3.040
15.120
1
154
183

¢
5.185
0
5.33¢
1£.500
2.000

alus

LAl
13,508
[4.838
21,135
§.328
{558
.M
128.830
n.m
12.000
11.710
14,517

.....

15.400
12.400
39.500
14.000

2.000
15.200
25,000
19,481
11,800
33.000
58,743

Sale Frice
rer kere

58
§15
378
gL
406
250

suy

Rt 1}
*44
300
225
i
500
ig
{17
1.181
30
526
484
150
78
383
280
k!
402
1.300
1,798
3k
25
597
{17
Y
1
438
130

Sals Frice -
Inpr.ikere

5
g5
0
06
2%
I
o
11
g7
I
25
18
12
0
m
750
30
I
84
350
m
15
W
51
i
§10
1413
175
28
I
o7
i
8
110

Tillzble

Fricejkers

il

5
b1
{6l
413
1
448
§i3
44
41
28
3%
255
LH |
128

37
70

033

17
33
#7
4l
i8
ild
Y
438

" A
i8ras Ior
$3ia

it

-] ] ] v
=i o) b Ca

-y
=

=
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Ottama County

Sale
Date

Jan/8%
Jan/ 85
Jan/ 85
Jan/8%
Jan/85
Feb/85
Feb/§5
Feb/8%
Har/8%
kpr/85
hpr/85
Apr/ 45
LEVARY
dug/85
Aug/85
Rug/83
Rug/85
Sep/85
Oct/85
Oer/ 8%
Jet/85
Nov/85
Nov/8%
Novi83
Jan/86
Jan/ 88
Xar/86
Yar/86
dor/86
dpr/88
Lpr/86
pr/86
Hay/88
Nay/86
Hay/8§
Jul/88
Jul/88
Rug/88
Sep/86
Oct/88
Yov/86
Dec/85
Dec/86
Dec/ 86
feb/d]

Sale
Price

§5.000
25.000
14.350
120.000
19.818
10.000
34.000
51.000
41,900
113.000
11,600
36.000
100.000
£2.000
§4.000
205.400
17.000
10.000
§5.620
24.000
100.000
128.000
31.020
§5.000
40.000
34.250
18.000
20,900
31,200
57.400
125,000
§5.000
240,000
150.000
§0.000
12.000
15.500
112.500
100500
18.500
§2.500
15,000
35.000
§8.000
155,000

Nuaber of
keres

4.0
26.0
85.5
80.0
3.
80.0
40.0
10.0
{7.0
16.0
§1.0
3.0
15.0
35.0
0.0
19.0
15.4
§4.0
§0.0
3150
15.0
3.5
3.0
3.5
3.8
1.0
120.0
19.5
3.5
5.
10.0
100.0
113.0
103.0
§0.0
80.0
18.1
100.0
§2.4
18.5
0.0
A
N
1.4
150.0

E-37

Tillable Assessed Improved Untillable Residnal

Crop Reres

1.0
§l.8

-y
s
Car
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e
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=1

26.0
10,0
18.0
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B
—= L oo
-

52.2
10.0
52.0
116.0
$5.0
38.0
62.1

68.0

10.0
13.0

133.5

Talue

114,850

Value

0
42.500
3,000
34.000
0

0

0

0
44.000
20,000

§3.00

Value

!

!
4,000
9,080
19.818
{.400
0
.25
!

0

1

?

900
4,000
4,000
0

!
12.100
§5.620
2,400
0

0

500

H

!
8.400

18.000
?

O o S s -

16.800
§.920
)

12,800

T L — )

1.200

Value

§5.000
25,000
10,350
10,920
0
§5.600
34.000
§.250
44,000
19,000
11.600
36.000
99.100
38.000
36.000
185.400
17.000
§7.900
0
21,600
15.000
125,500
31420
23.900
40.000
25.850
0
20,900
31,200
§7.400
125.000
§5.000
§9.612
97.000
33,800
§5.080
15.500
99,700
100,600
18.500
§2.500
15,000
35.000
§8.000
94.800

Sale Price
per Rere

1.205
362
810

1.500
561
1E]
850

5.100

1,000

1.487
§3
3

133

1.167

1,100

2.500

1037
833
1
1

§.567

1.938

1.001

1646

L1
128
§50

1.m
140

1,100

1.786
650

2,011

1.456

1.000
800
836

1,125

15
998
150

1,95}

1.038

114
969

Sale Price -
Inpr./Rere

1.20%
§62
810

1.000
51
815
850
850
836

1.03¢
823
3

1.3

1167

1.000

.34

1.3
8313
n1
n

1.000

3,862

1,001
503

L1
19
830

1.1
190

1,100

1.786
§50
183
W
§33
800
356

1.1

1.21%
998
150

1,983

1.038

1142
§38

tillable
Price/Acre

141
1138
1,120

951
H
$50

1,08
1,089

1,436
1.462
1.200
L3N

1078

800
1.000
1.862
1,083

L0
11U

1,100
1,746
1,280

m
1.021

§89
1.038

1,466

]
5,000

60

Teras for
Sale

¢
il
(1]
L
L¢
i
il
cash
L
L
LC
il
LC
i
1)
L
i
i
L
L
)]

(ash

LCY
il
LC

Cash
LC
L]
LC
il
L
il

L
L
LI

(ash



Tan Buren {ounty

Sale
Date

Jan/ds
Feb/85
Teb/83
Mar/&h
Nar/45
Apr/85
dori85
LEEE
Nay/8h
Nay/ 83
Xay/83
Nay/88
Nay/ 83
ay/83
Jup/ 88
Jun/83
Jua/ 88
Jul/ 88
Juli88
Jul/8h
Lug/85
Rug/83
Sep/ 85
Sep/d3
Sep/ 45
Sep/8s
deri 83
Oct/83
det/85
Jet/ds
Tor/85
Fav/85
Yov/483
Dec/83
Dec/83
Dec/ 8%
Dec/8)
Jan/88
Jan/ s
Jan/8%
Feb/ 8§
Feb/ 86
Mar/ 38
Ror/8s
dpr/ 88
bpr/88
Rpr/88
kpr/s
kpr/86
hpr/ 88

Sale
Price

§5.000
30.000
3.400
§8.500
21.000
35,000
10.200
40.000
33.000
12.000
§3.200
£9.000
§2.300
§.000
20.000
40.000
§0.000
10.000
52.000
§1.000
40.000
132.000
40.000
11.500
45.000
22.500
15.000
40.000
52.000
38.000
25.100
35.700
34,500
27.500
1.000
50.000
43.000
£5.000
30.000
2.2
23.000
25.000
25.000
§3.200
42.500
20.480
378
35.580
115.160
8.100

Yumber of
Leres

[
< wun

38.0
il
840
10.4
118.0
.0
5.0

Tillable
Crop Acres

[ o

3.9
110.0
i
4.0
§5.0
132.0
.0

E-38

kssessed [mproved Ontillable Residual

Value

35.300
35,300

1.900
30.000
13.000
12.000

{.500
20.000
25.000

3.000
26.500
25.300
35.600

4.800

8.600
23.800
33.700
44.400
27.200
50.300

16.300

§.000
16.000

4.300
11.%00
22,500
23.425
30.47%

11.400
15,100

1300
24.300
23.10
35,300
18.2%0

9,500
10,000
29,500

Value

= > o

12.000

§5.000

Value

Value

17,000
44.000

Sale Price
per kere

Sale Price -
Inpr./dere

Tillable
Pricejhere

L4
i1
81
488
354
{63
433

Teras for
Sale

LI
i
il
il

LIS

e

EnsessfsassEasE




Tan Buren County

Sale Sale
Date  Price
ipr/86  14.400
Jun/8s  55.000
Jet/86  100.000
Det/B6  40.100
Jet/86  43.000
Oet/86  95.000
Dee/86  42.000
Tee/85  42.000
Feb/81  19.500
Feb/87  60.000
Feb/87  31.500
Fed/87  37.000
Feb/87  49.200
Feb/87  50.000

Nuaber of
keres

3.0
98.0
1.0
10.0
31.0
176.0
§0.0
§0.0
3.0
{0.0
40.0
80.0
.0
130.0

E-39

Tillable Assessed Improved Untillable Residual
Crop Aeres  Value Talue Value Talue

.0 _ 0 x 14.400

0.0 _ 21.000 ’ 34,000

3.0 _ §0.000 a 40.000

8.0  _ 0 _ 40.100

B0 13.000 % 20.000

6.0 _ 0 i 35.000

. 1 15.000 o 27.000

B 20.000 . 12.000

LT 0 _ 19,500

1L 71 49.000 3 11.000

0 8.000 _ 13,500

6.0 _ 10.000 _ 17.000

6.0 _ 27.000 " 22.200

9.0 5.000 10,000  35.000

Sale Price
per Aere

400
361
1.38¢
i
154
540
528
525
513
1.500
788
463
34l
388

Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for

Inpr./here Price/lcre Sale
400 400 :
kLY 446 _
CH 5%0 _
i 116 .
351 571 _
540 540 N
138 309 _
175 400 3
L1E ] i _
n 3 _
588 571 A
18 HE] _
M 443 J
I 176




CONTROL GROUP




Berrien County

Sale Sale
Date  Price

Bar/85 35000
lug/86 110,000
lug/86  125.000
Oet/86  200.000
Yov/86 60,000

Tunber of
heres

0.0
136.0
1.0
8.0
§0.0

Tillable
Crop Aeres

19.0
100.0
5.0
142.0
15.0

E-40

ssessed Improved (Ontillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for

Value Talue Talue Jalue  per Rere Inpr./here Price/kere Sale
- 0 i 16.000 1,500 1,800 1,495 -
- 12.000 19,900  78.100 809 1 181 -
- 15,000 9,800 100.400 1,761 1,549 1,702 -
- 6.000 24,100  169.900 813 886 1.1% -
- 2,500 2,500  55.000 150 14 133 -




E-41

3arry Connty

Sale Sale  Yumder of Tillable (lMssessed Inproved Untilladle Residval Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price leres  (rop keres TValue Talue Talue Talue per kere Inpr./here  Priceskere fale

Jwds 46.000 105.0 B0 W18 o A 438 208 m B
Jan/86  52.000 110.0 Wi 2,350 . .55 4 {51 4 _
¥ar/86  30.000 0.0 ¥ 4 36.806 - LI 1.500 550 . .
bpr/86  22.000 50.0 05 0 . 2000 440 1Y) 4 _
Nag/86  36.000 80.0 §1.0 §.300 ) 450 1% il .
Nayi86  60.000 105.0 105.0 15,150 I W11 511 0 130 .
Jua/dé 68000 130.0 Wy §0.331 . 1144 53 13§ 31 )
Jui/86  65.000 120.0 .0 50,956 . oy 34l 13y 16 .
Jul/ 86 20.000 {0.0 14 _ 13.736 . §.164 00 157 L1} ;
Jul/85  §5.000 183.2 1080 _ 35,14 R % 11 355 328 {62 J
Sep/36  15.000 1.0 na _ 1.500 . 1.0 4l 38 4] .
Sep/85  20.000 §0.0 s 9.97% . 10028 EEE! 167 8 N
Jersd8  36.000 0.0 i 3% 15,350 . lo.sse 0 266 19 3
Oer/85  25.000 {1.2 o 1.700 . 43300 9 LY . B
Jet/86  87.000 8.3 nae o 19,656 ) 1.34 1.71% 13l i1 .
Jowid5  14.000 8.0 e 1.400 . 150 400 350 405 d
Dec/85  40.900 %.9 | 15 . 1.25 . L {1 138 480 .
Dec/85  70.000 155.0 | 1% N 43.55% R Y 2 111 32 .
Dec/86  42.300 3.0 1.4 3L 11,466 L. 38 581

Dec/B5  45.000 §0.0 Wy 500 4.400 581 555 48




E-42

Lenavee County

Sale  Sale  Number of Tillable Assessed Improved Ontillable Tile  Residual Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable
Date  Price Aeres  Crop leres Value Talue Value  Value  Value  per dere  Impr/here Price/here  Teras

Jan8  80.000 §0.0 8.0 12.601 | §1.393 1,000 1n w1 -
Jan/8h 37,500 0.0 % ¢ 0 7 31.500 1.250 1.250 1
Jan/85 64,000 0.0 0 d ¢ 1 64,000 1,600 1.600 1L -
Jan/B5  66.500 §2.4 i 0 I §6.500 807 807 Loy -
Ja/85  45.000 8.4 ' S 0 L | 45,000 i 54 i
Jan/85  100.000 {0.0 L 28.857 [ | 11.14 2.500 L1 1.9 -
Jan/85 34,000 1.0 0y _ 0 ¢ 1 34.000 1.61% 1.619 [y =
Jan/85  68.500 1.3 £ 1 0 i 1 §8.500 Y W e
Jan/85  292.500 9.5 1l 0 ¢ 1 292,500 3,000 3.000 Lie -
Peb/8  48.1 .1 0.3 _ 0 0 1 48,124 1,499 1499 1.5 -
Peb/85  45.000 15.0 1IN 0 L | 45,000 §00 600 N .-
Feb/85  58.500 §1.5 0.0 0 58500 U 0 569 §69 -l
Peb/85  72.000 40.0 S 0 S 12,000 1,800 1.300 . @
Feb/85  36.000 5.1 ne 0 L | 36.000 620 §20 L -
Nar/85 154,000 110.0 iy _ 0 T 154.000 1,400 1,400 ;7 B
Har/85  55.000 15.0 ne o _ 16.541 | 18,358 13 51 1162 -
Rpr/85  124.000 108.0 LI 20.000 i 1 104.000 1148 963 LUg o
Rpr/85 68,000 0.0 we 0 0 T 68.000 1,700 1.700 1L789 IC
bpridd  15.133 L ns 0 L | 15.133 {26 428 -
pr/8s  9.967 0.0 195 _ 0 0 7 9,967 498 498 -
Rpr/85  125.980 1.3 1’3 0 | 125,980 1,589 1,589 1688 -
bpr/dy 127,160 15.0 LT N 0 0 1 121.160 1693 1,895 L1 -
Rpr/8s 134,460 143 ny 0 0 1 134,460 1.810 1.810 1,886 -
Bpr/85 52,000 {0.0 175 S 21,313 | 24.687 1.300 817 160

bpr/85 18,000 0.0 0. 0 1000 0 0 800 00 s
Rpr/85  98.000 9.0 ne 40.546 L | §7.454 1,000 586 nw -
lpr/8s 38,384 84 - S 0 | 38384 1,000 1.000 .
Nay/8%  17.580 6.8 a0 0 L | 17.550 835 §55 i -
Nag/85  2.215 5.0 - 0 ? 0 1,215 3 i3 “ e
Nay/85  32.78% .0 S 0 HE | 32,785 i (18] « "3
Nag/8s 31200 1.4 S 0 A 31.200 {01 {01 # =
Nay/ds  19.98 20.5 0.0 _ 0 199 T 0 975 975 may'
Jun/8h  48.500 0.0 1 0 A 18.817 !l 29.683 1.213 14 1,08 -
Jun/8%  22.470 8.1 a.l 0 L | 22.410 581 581 L0 -
Jua/85  208.000 120.0 n.t 50,000 !0 158.000 1.143 L3 LA o+
Juas8y 21,900 3.0 : 0 | 11,900 854 564 vl s
Jun/85  148.000 80.0 i . 0 ! 1 148.000 1.850 1.850 A -
Jun/85  40.000 0.0 ne o 0 0 0 40.000 1.000 1,000 L -
Jul/85  170.000 0.0 0 35.000 0 2 35.000 1.750 818 m
Jul/88  129.500 §0.0 1.0 _ 0 I 129,600 1,620 1,620 L -
Jul/8s  30.000 50.0 . 0 LA | 30.000 §00 §00 v
Jul/8% 95,000 118.5 1000 _ 0 Pl 95.000 198 19% n -
lug/85  108.718 5.0 Mt 0 ¢ 1 108.718 1341 1.3 1917 M
log/85 38,304 §9.4 6.0 0 0 1t 8.3 149 1497 1.y -
log/83 45,300 §6.0 s 16.873 | 29,008 398 §31 1% -
log/85  28.000 3n.e - 0 A | 28.000 881 881 5 o
log/85  12.000 30.0 ns 0 (| 12.000 400 400 0 -
log/85  76.500 108.5 L 37.000 i X 39.500 699 361 -
log/83  35.000 0.2 0.0 L3 N8l T i 1.133 L.466 - -
Sep/8%  22.000 0.0 155 0 [ | 22.000 1,100 1.100 1418



Sale
Date

Sep/ 85
Sep/85
Sep/d8
Oct/85
Oet/85
Oct/85
Oct/85
Oet/88
Xov/85
Nov/83
Nov/85
Nov/83
Nov/83
Dec/85
Dec/85
Dee/85
Dec/85
Jan/85
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/88
Jan/86
Jan/d8
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/86
Jan/86
Feb/8§
Nar/8§
Mar/88
Xar/8§
kpr/86
bpr/8§
Lpr/86
Rpr/86
Nay/86
Nay/ 88
Nay/88
ay/86
LEVRY)
Hay/86
Nay/88
Nay/88
Nay/B6
Jun/ 86
Jun/86
Jun/ 86
Jun/86
Jun/86
Jun/88

Lenavee Comaty

Sale
Price

§6.700
33.800
18.500
§5.000
13,500
56.225
19.000
145.000
113,800
35.000
55,000
50.000
21.000
84,04
20.000
13.530
124,500
30.000
13.600
50.000
40.000
§1.000
11,000
45.000
1m.718
135,481
40.000
20,900
1.500
39.200
18.000
40.000
15,000
§4.000
13,000
150.300
32.000
18.000
16.500
21,500
10.000
12.000

28,000

§5.000
§8.000
45,000
19,234
150.000
88.785
165,735

Nuaber of
heres

1.0
3.1
0.0
I
12,0
83.8
30.0
0.0
Ha
1.8
50.0
0.0
50.0
3.5
e
15.0
8.}
120.0
16.9
25.0
il
1.4
1.3
§1.0
0.0
1.0
i
14.0
1.0
8.0
LW
15.0
(N
18.0
85.6
187.0
0.0
3.1
105.1
1.5
15.1
15.1
{0.0
§0.0
1.1
1.4
6.0
%0.0
110.0
1716

Tillable
Crop Acres

10.9
U0
0.0

—
— oo
oo

[ -

3 e L oD e O —3 3 B OO0 OO

- - - - - - - - - - &
s OO O O O o O o O o o

e B3 s O e

9.9
A
30.5
.0
0.1

P )
- - -
- TR A DD e Ta B

55.&
140
)

.8
156.0
19.1
16.0
101.0
)

1.6
e
3.0
18.1
A

105.0
160.0

E-43

lssessed Improved Ontillable

Talue

4041
30,695
10,240
26.108
11,067
16,817
35118
§1.176
1,081
13.11

1,054
26,94
12,15
25.500

5,300
28.500
43,200

20,000

§.600
39.300

§.000

5,100

9.300
14.400
43.200
31.300
23,200
14.000
74,200
49.500
82.400

Talue

13,385
0

0
54.545
0

0

0
109.267
10764
9748
0
20.883
0
39,064
0
44,203

Talue

H
!
18.900
?

13,500
;
0
)
09.0%
?

9.3

B e i I e — I i I — i I e . — I e e e —

tile
Talue

S 3 9 s o3 = e

Ll e BRI B B e B B — B B — B B B — I — B — B — A I B — e B B B — I — B — I I — I — B I — R I — B B — T B

Besidual
Talue

53,315
33.800
0
10.35%
0
56.225
19,000
35143
0
25.2%%
§5.000
2,111
27,000
44,980
20.000
0
124,500
30.000
13.600
13,666
40,000
18.254
21,000
£5.000
11,718
133,501
40,000
18,522
1.500
39,200
18.000
40,000
15,000
31.000
73,000
150.300
13,426
18.000
16,500
21,500
10.000
12,000
18.000
32,59
25,431
.21
29,254
105.900
§8.785
121.182

Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable

per Aere

1.097
963
i

1724

1,125
§11
§33

).625

35U

1,535

1,100

1,250
540

2,30
1L
90

1313
150
803

2.000

1.28%

1,63
1
8

1.0

LN

1,081

1,493

1.
§00
526
§

1.70%
82l
852
804

1.600
S04
128
956
663
M
100
313

1388

1,131
§50

1,661
807
966

Inpr/here

§75
93
n
%
1123
§11
§33
§%3
144
1,108
1,100
128
40
1.232
518
)}
1513
150
803
1Y)
1,285
430
sl
189
1343
1,690
1.081
133
1.0
§00
516
3
1.708
i
852
804
§11
504
128
958
663
"
100
{07
110
533
§50
LN
§07
T4l

B e L o

Price/dere

M
1.408

31

§18
819
L1

3.608
1.1%0
1213
1,350
1.956

588

1,368
560
1.3
589
1.0

1,035

2,14
.14

128
1,786

1500
963
580

1.125
151

22
1129
1y
L5
L

§s
195

Teras

LC
Affad

SSsSs8Ss8S3s3s

L
Estate
LC
i
Estate
il
i




Lenavee County

fale
Date

Jul/86
Jul/88
Jul/8s
Jul/86
Jul/8é
hug/88
hug/86
lug/86
lug/86
Lug/88
Rug/86
hug/86
dug/86
lug/86
Sep/86
Sep/86
Sep/8s
Sep/86
Sep/86
Oet/88
Oet/86
Nov/86
Nov/86
Nov/86
Nov/86
Nov/86
Nov/86
Nov/86
Nov/88
Dec/86
Dec/86
Dec/86
Dec/86
Dec/86
Dec/86
Dec/8§
Dec/88
Dec/86
Dec/88
Dec/86
Dec/86
Dec/88
Dec/ 85
Dec 88
Dee/86
Dec/85
Dec/86
Dec/ 85
Dec/86
Dec/86
Teb/87

Sale
Price

36.000
100.000
§4.100
§5.000
50.000
108.000
50.000
114,000
54.000
3200
50.000
33.000
36,184
§7.000
19,000
§5.000
13,500
46.000
56.430
58.500
40.000
174.900
41.000
87.000
40.500
§2.000
19.300
211,000
120.000
132.000
11.480
17.480
10,200
156.000
42.000
10.500
§8.354
51,646
§1.000
42.500
12.000
157.000
165,000
30.000
10.000
28,500
$0.000
§7.000
110.000
100.000
169.000

Nuaber of
keres

51.0
80.0
5.0
40.0
1.6
$0.0
WS
80.0
9.0
8.0
40.0
.8
154
0.0
1.9
0.0
10.0
1.0
113.%
40.0
§0.0
159.0
6.5
§0.0
10.7
5.4
3.0
2.3
50.0
120.0
16.5
3.5
L%
120.0
.5
10.0
45.5
0.0
0.0
25.0
1.8
158.8
- 10
36.6
8.5
§2.0
80.0
1.0
§0.0
§0.0
180.0

fillable
Crop leres

8.7
3.4
§1.0
3.0
§5.0
8.0
30.0
8.5

0.0
1.
.0

-~

l
l
l
}

P T

36.0
8.5
8.0
16.0
142.5
.4
§1.3
6.6
§3.0
115
1.5

E-44

Lssessed Improved OUntillable

Talue

23.700
§3.300
47.500
30.800
42.200

15.500
49.200
17.200
19,100
13,800
21,800
16,600
35,000
48,400
25,800

1.700
0.700
34.200
41,300
36.400

12,200
§3.100
15,500
13,500

5,600
12,100
95,200

9,900
14,700
56,500
§5.000
23,000

5,000
§5.600
32.500
32.900
28.000
§0.000

122.400
110.200
33,100

9.500
14,400
38.900
25,400
49.000
§7.200

Talue

§.622
§1.092
0
2.288
215.404
30.000
0
38.5M
0

0
26,045
0

0
53,768
10,197
3,379
0
11,043
0
2211
15,212

Talue

e - e T

_oe o

54,00

e T - a1

13,50

10.50

£ " cas D LD P s I s D e G €3 SO s D L CD v CD £ SN ad AR ras S v Gt i S S

Tile
Value

e €3 €3 €3 3 €1 8 8 =8 8 8 8 8 ~8 5 8 8 8 8 ] ] "V ] 1 €] 1 £ 0 €0 Y 3 8 ] 8 o] S A Cl 0 S -8 S g a g SEada-aaa

Residual

Talue

1.318
42,908
84,100
1.1
14,596
18.000
50,000
15.423
0
3200
13,955
33,000
26.784
33.2%
§.403
30.621
0
18,951
§6.430
19.28%
0,788
174,900
41,000
§7.000
40.500
48.018
19,300
21.000
120,000
132,000
11.480
16.032
10.200
124,139
42,000
0
§8.354
51,646
§1.000
42,500
12,000
157.000
120,600
19.400
3,000
28.500
§5.596
§7.000
110,000
13.42
169.000

Sale Price Sale Price - Tillable

per Aere

692
1,250
1.450
1,625

§28
1.200
143
1,425

§00
1.2
1,250
1.037
1.056
2.175
1,831
1,625
1348
LN

496
1,463

§67
1,100

814
1450

K

195

585

§38
1.400
1,100

§91

n

5
1,300
1.120
1,050
1341
1.1
1,528
1.700
1,003

989
LW

§11
1176

460
1,000

181
1,375
1.667

9

Inpr/here

57
§36
1450
568
309
367
1445
W3
600
1.211
599
1.3
1,056
§i1
i3
168
1,38
{85
496
m
{1
1.100
514
1.450
i1
134
585
638
2.400
1.100
§91
438
5
1.034
1120
1,050
1.1
1,281
1,528
1,700
1,003
989
1,058
§1
1,089
460
§95
181
1,375
N
§39

Price/dere

107
N
1.475
987
in
963
1,667
1.169

1,253
887

1.
1.2
it
863

L]
§16
m
1543
L
1.098
1.518
§51
18
L&
2

820
506
1.110
1048
117§

1.3
154
1.897

1.033

m
m

518
966

Teras

SSEsSSsssgdsgsa3s3s83sS8

Estate
L
i
i
Ll
e
il
il
LC
L
il
]
L
L
Le
Ll
il
i
il
il
I
I
I

Estate
il
L
L
L
i
i

luction




E-45

§t.Clair County

fale S§ale  Number of Tillable Improved Ontillable Residual Sale Price Sale Price Tillable  Teras for
Date  Price Aeres  Crop Reres  Value  TValue Value  per Rere Impr/here Price/lere Sale

Ped/85  77.500 8.1 §5.0 28,000 2,100 47,400 985 629 129 ]
Nar/85  51.000 0.0 L0 25,000 1,500 24,500 1.27% 650 190 L
Nay/8s 49,500 9.0 1.0 0 5,100 44,400 511 521 m 0
May/85 25,000 {0.0 133 0 ! 25,000 625 625 1,880 LC
Jun/85 61,500 0.0 7 30,000 P 3L500 1.538 188 5 .
log/85 38,000 80.0 0.0 0 12,000  26.000 in 475 650 -
Peb/86 23,500 {0.0 36.0 0 0 23,500 588 588 §53 L
Feb/36  34.000 18.0 §1.0 0 1,500  32.500 436 436 485 &
Peb/86  101.600 254.0 1.0 0 3,000  98.600 400 400 44 -
Nar/86  20.000 10.0 §0.0 0 3.000 25,000 400 400 {1 i
Jun/86  §0.000 101.0 9.0 13.500 900 45,600 94 {60 507 LC
Jul/86  30.000 0.0 .0 0 ¢ 30.000 150 150 811




Nonroe County

Sale
Date

Nay/85
Jun/85
det/85
I8
I8
I8
I8
I8
I8
I8}
I8
I8
I8
s
I8
18
__ I8
I8
I8
| L
I8
I8
Rpr/86
Nay/86
Jun/86
Jun/85
Jul/86
Sep/ s
Jov/86
188
|4
__I8%
I8
I8
I8
186
__18
188
13
I8
18
__188
I8
__ 18§
I8
I8
I8
Fen/87

Sale
Price

13.000
§0.000
150.000
§0.000
15.000
§5.000
40.000
110.000
20.000
10.800
50.000
§5.000
§0.000
44.000
102,000
§2.500
38.500
15.000
162.000
39.325
40.300
§6.000
§5.000
200.000
.10
135.000
173,300
308.000
L1
48.385
32.500
20.500
40.000
23.500
100.000
50.000
45.000
36.000
36.500
36.075
19.055
22.500
106.839
§3.000
30.000
18,500
35.000
20.000

Fuaber of
keres

§0.0
{0.0
125.0
0.0
10.0
3.0
1.0
§1.0
15.0
5.0
3.0
0.0
108.0
30
§2.0
§9.0
19.0
.0
1.0
0.0
N
0.0
80.0
110
15.0
§0.9
1480
220.0
$#.J
nJ
1.5
1.5
40.0
0.3
.12
40.0
.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.1
20.0
107.1
§0.0
1
{0.0
380
0.0

Tillable lssessed
Crop heres  Value

9.0
3.0
120.0

E-46

Inproved (Ontillable Residual

Value

0
30.000
0

0o O O O O O o 0 O O o O o O o O o o

10.000
40.000

33.000

0O O o O o O o O S T o O O D o O o O o o
.

Value

TR sas PRI ems SRF fad FAB sas Sad ewd Sab cas fad sas TaP s TRA cas TN 3 S 3 aF € NP cas TA3 cas RS Sas AP sad TS cad SRS cws Sad sad b s fad fas cad ses a3 €S cas

falue

13.000
50.000
150.000
§0.000
15.000
§5.000
40.000
110.000
20.000
10.800
50.000
§5.000
§0.000
44.000
102,000
§2.500
38.500
15.000
162.000
39.325
40,800
§6.000
§5.000
160.000
§1.120
102.000
173.%00
308.000
147
48.385
32,500
20.500
40.000
13.500
100.000
50,000
45.000
36.000
36.500
36.075
19,085
22.500
106.839
§3.000
30.000
18.500
35.000
20.000

Sale Price Sale Price - ftillable

per lere

L1
2.000
1.200
1.500
1.500
1447
1.026
1284
133
1200
1316
1315

556
1419
Ly
1.400
1.328
1.389
1.385
1311
1.700
1.400

813
1,821
1.103
1,689
1175
1400
L
1.500
1182

LY
1.000
1.160
1.263
1.250

536

300

L)€

il

43
1,125

97
1.060

§08

{63

17!
1.000

Tapr/here

L.
1.250
1.200
1.500
1.500
147
1.026
1.264
1,33
1.200
1.316
1115

536
L.418
LY
1.400
1.3
1,389
1,385
Ll
1.700
1.400

588
1.2l
1.103
1.261
1175
1.400
1.3
1.500
L18

§52
1,000
1.160
1,263
1.250

536

300

"

al

5
1.125

"
1.060

306

463

2l
1,000

Price/hcre

1430
1.388
1250

Teras for
Sale

huetion



St.josend Camnty

Sale
Date

lani 83
I
ori g3
kprigs
Epr/8h
Lor/%
Lprids
kpr/ 8%
LELZRE)
Juns 83
Juli8s
Eug/ 88
kug/ 33
Jet/88
for:85
LEHED
Jani 88
J10/85
Jan 8
Jan/88
Jan/ 85
Mayi 85
LEVERL]
Jun/ 48
Juis 8
Jul/85
Seni 84
Hovi 34
Tov/85
Dec/84
LETR Y]
187

Sale
Frice

§5.000
250.000
187.000

12.000

18,250

10.000

12.000
250.000

§4.000

47.000

15.200

17.500

§3.000

93.000

§8.500

18.000

30.000

22.500

48.000

§0.000

§7.500

§5.500

55.400

50.000
105.000

10.500
130.209
185.000

31.000

§1.2%¢
300.900

§3.000

E-47

Juaber of Tillable Assessed Improved UOntillable Residual

keres

§0.0
200.9
1154

0.0

10.0

§0.0

0.0
3.0
120.0
118.0

$.0

§0.0

§0.0

§0.0

1.4

1.0

0.9

0.0

80.9

0.0

30.0

0.0

3.0

§5.0
120.0

5.0

3.0

130

LR

4.0
0.0
121.5

Crop beres Value

70,0

Talue

1.500
0
15.000
0

0
10.509
0
40.000
12.000
i

0

0
24.000
0
12.000
0
25.900
0

—_— o O o

b
18.000
30.000
25.000
9.000

100.000

i
13.000
40.000

0

Talue

Talue

41.500
250.000
162.000

12.000

78.250

39,400

12.000
210,900

12.000

§7.000

46.200

17.500

59.000

93.000

56,500

18.000

25.000

21.500

18.000

50.000

37.500

§5.500

55.400

12.000

35.000

§3.500

33.000

§5.000

97.000

26.250
460.000

§3.000

*?1ilzbie 7alues zer acre vere provided by the county equalization deparcaent

Sale Price
per kere

588
1.280
1.§2§
1190
L1118

875

§00
1.088

533

398
L

i
1.038
1.550

n

361
1.28

583

400

§7%
1.150
1.540

18]

§e3

§78
1.022
1478
354

Sale Price -
Inpr./kere

4
1.230
1408
1.100
1113

4

800

847

150

1
1.027

282

138
1.35%

32

583

§25

1

§40

478
1150
1540

818

571

454

558

588
1.184
1.2%

597

187

433

illables
Friceshere

4
1.18
1.530
1.100
1.130

ul

i80
1.084

{6l

554
1.200

80
00
550
500
500
§50
§13
135
1
.18
1.758

8%

560

18

380
1.3%
L

k]

800

—

787
:

Teras for
Sale



APPENDIX F
Percent Difference of TCV to Sale Price
Individual Farm Sales by County
1985-1986



EASTERN REGION

Information not available for:
Bay
Genesee
Huron
Saginaw
Tuscola




Percent Difference of TCV* to Sale Price
Individual Farm Sales
Lapeer County
1985 — 1986
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True Cash Value as a % of Sale Price
Individual Sales
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F-2

of Sale Price

7%

True Cash Value as a
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LEGEND

1885

m 1888

LEGEND

1985

¢ Trus Cosh Voluo

Farm Sales
1986

Sanilac County
1985

Individual

N=43

N=34

% of Sale Price
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Percent Difference of TCV=*= to Sale Price
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of Sale Price

%
Sales
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F-6

Percent Difference of TCV* to Sale Price
Individual Farm Sales
Shiawassee County
1985 — 1986

4

LEGEND
1 1088

m 1988

0 .

&

N=16

Percent Difference of TCV to Sale Price
g

+

* Trus Cash Valus

TCV as o % of Sale Price

1
-
-]
il

True Cash Value as a % of Sale Price
Individual Sales*

Shiawassee County
1985

70

LEGEND
1985

B RN

AR

G ﬁNumbe; o} Acres

*Only smoll parcels of land wers sold
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7% of Sale Pr
Sales
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Shiawassee County

v

Ind

True Cash Value as a
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% of Sale Price
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APPENDIX G

Property Tax Revenue Gain or Loss
Due to Change In Agricultural SEV

1985 - 1986




G-1

Property Tax Revenue Gain or Loss Due To
Change In Agricultural Land Values

1985 Ag.
County SEV
CENTRAL REGION
ARENAC $55,461,886
CLARE $23,362,697
CLINTON $185,158,570
GLADWIN $37,280,307
GRATTIOT $227,817,483
IONTIA 140,347,060
ISABELLA $113,614,514
MECOSTA $57, 320,900
MIDLAND $65,454,586
MONTCALM $122,794,533
OSCEOLA $57,503,261
$1,086,115,797
EASTERN REGION
BAY $173,629,463
$127,731,147
HURON $409,677,613
LAPEER $168,944,770
SAGINAW $331,632,871
SANTILAC $268,745,941
SHIAWASSEE $161,128,550
TUSCOLA $360,757,885
$2,002,248, 240
WESTERN REGION
ALLEGAN $184,446,468
KENT $101,390,795
LAKE $13,675,457
MANISTEE $22,378,966
MASON $34,462,973
MUSKEGON $41,725,894
NEWAYGO 468,059,887
OCEANA $55,939,411
OTTAWA $160,110,138
VAN BUREN $129,912,039
$812,102,028

29 Counties $3,900,466,065

** 1986 Average County Millage = County Millage + Average Millage Rate for

1986

1986 Ag.
SEV

$53,512,998
$22,776,155
$165,490,505
$35,618,955
$213,175,319
$135,485,810
$113,331,838
$57,799, 350
$62,125,271
$116,639,226
$57,245,940

$1,033,201, 367

$156,530, 300
$123,968,794
$366,522,575
$166,795,974
$307,962,620
$237,484,090
$157,660, 664
$310,159,870

$1,827,084,887

$169,942, 556
$99,922,226
$13,619,051
522,954,577
$33,672,897
$41,513,221
$65,242,999
$55,633,594

$159,800,974

$127,656,236
$789,958,331

$3,650,244,585

Townships and Schools In the County
Source: Michigan State Tax Commission

Net Ag SEV Loss

1985-1986

(81,948,888)
(§586,542)
(819,668,065)
(81,661,352)
(514,642,164)
($4,861,250)
(8282,676)
$478,450
(83,329,315)
($6,155,307)
($257,321)
(852,914, 430)

(817,099,163)
(83,762,353)
($43,155,038)
($2,148,796)
(823,670, 251)
(831,261,851)
(83,467,886)
($50,598,015)

($175,163, 353)

($14,503,912)
($1,468,569)
($56,406)
$575,611
(§790,076)
(8212,673)
($2,816,888)
(8305,817)
($309,164)
($2,255,803)
(822,143,697)

($250,221,480)

EERERLRS
FIaRBEIB

EEERBEEEEE
SREIRISEES

Total ** Estimated

Revenue

Millage Gain (Loss)

(§71,349)
($23,644)
(8921, 252)
(873,731)
($619,510)
($193,478)
(812,229)
518,631
(8141,363)
(5258,400)
(89,873)
($2,306,197)

(5807,593)
(8191,955)
(81,462, 956)
(895,621)
(81,060,664)
($1,208,896)
(8155, 257)
($2,061,869)
(§7,044,812)

($638,172)
($61,827)
(82,251)
$25,212
(§31,429)
(810,646)
($120,281)
(812, 358)
(813,557)
($100,586)
(8965, 896)

(810,316,904)



G-2

Property Tax Revenue Gain or Loss Due To
Change In Agricultural Land Values

1986 Ag.
County SEV
CENTRAL REGION
ARENAC $53,512,998
CLARE §22,776,155
CLINTON $165,490,505
GLADWIN $35,618,955
GRATIOT $213,175,319
IONTA $135,485,810
ISABELLA $113,331,838
MECOSTA $57,799, 350
MIDLAND $62,125,27
MONTCALM $116,639,226
OSCEOLA $57,245,940
$1,033,201,367
EASTERN REGION
BAY $156,530,300
$123,968,794
HURON $366,522,575
LAPEER $166,795,974
SAGINAW $307,962,620
SANILAC $237,484,090
SHIAWASSEE $157,660, 664
TUSCOLA $310,159,870
$1,827,084,887
WESTERN REGION
ALLEGAN §169,942,556
KENT $99,922,226
LAKE $13,619,051
MANISTEE $22,954,5T17
MASON $33,672,897
MUSKEGON 841,513,221
NEWAYGO $65,242,999
OCEANA $55,633,594
OTTAWA $159,800,974
VAN BUREN $127,656,236
$§789,958,331

1987

1987 Ag.
SEV*

$40, 309,106
$21,305,030
$140,435,582
$32,509,263
$141,406,234
$124,947,770
$89,639,515
$56,394, 850
842,961,397
$110,703,191
$54,475,489
$855,087,427

$121,634,027
$118,029,418
$290,351,904
$153,852,723
$239,142,39
$213,947,564
$150,124,179
$220,897,339

$1,507,979,550

$158,302,039
$97,862,911
$13,578,289
$23,154,990
$31,633,900
541,299,584
$65,114,926
$54,663,900
$164,771,723
$98,347,469
$748,729,731

29 COUNTIES §3,650,244,585 §3,111,796,708

Net Ag SEV loss

1986-87

(813,203,892)
($1,471,125)
(825,054, 923)
($3,109,692)
(§71,769,085)
(810,538,040)
(823,692,323)
(§1,404,500)
(819,163,874)
(85,936,035)
(82,770,451)
($178,113,940)

(834,896,273)
(85,939,376)
(§76,170,671)
(812,943,251)
(868,820,224)
(823,536,526)
(§7,536,485)
(889,262,531)
(8319,105,337)

(S11,640,517)
(82,059, 315)
(840,762)
$200,413
($2,038,997)
(8213,637)
($128,073)
(5969,694)
$4,970,749
($29,308,767)
(641,228, 600)

Total**
County
Millage
(Avg.)

47.23
51.02
33.90
44.50
4.81
38.67
4.7
40.75

44.00
42.10
39.90
43.80
39.78
50.06
42.70
40.41
43.85
44.59

(8538,447,877) -

Estimated
Revenue
Gain (Loss)

(5483,394)
($59,301)
(81,173,573)
(8138,008)
(83,036,550)
(5419, 414)
(81,024,930)
(854,691)
($813,698)
(5249,195)
(8106, 302)
(87,559,056)

(§1,648,151)
($303,027)
($2,582,186)
(8575,975)
($3,083,834)
($910,157)
($337,408)
($3,637,448)
(813,078,187)

(8512,183)
($86,697)
($1,626)
58,7718
($81,111)
(810,695)
(85,469)
($39,185)
$217,967
($1,306,878)
(81,817,099)

(822,454, 342)

** 1986 Average County Millage Rate = County Millage + Average Millage Rate for
Townships and Schools In the County
Source: Michigan State Tax Commission




County Total 1985
SEV
CENTRAL REGION
ARENAC $206,494,472
CLARE $328,135,388
CLINTON $606,537, 866
GLADWIN $262,970,238
GRATIOT $459,226,846
IONIA $428,079,620
ISABELLA $478,337,054
MECOSTA $389,042,039
MIDLAND $1,362,969,152
MONTCALM $519,514,803
OSCECLA $255,284,140
$5,296,591,618
EASTERN REGION
BAY $1,393,835,579
54,423,187,472
HURCN §777,523,2T1
LAPEER $770,486,252
SAGINAW $2,299,066,724
SANTLAC $529, 384,354
SHIAWASSEE $623,081,197
TUSCOLA $700,281,856
$11,516,846,711
WESTERN REGICN
ALLEGAN $959,747,650
KENT §5,114,770,152
LAKE $156,345,663
MANISTEE $318,777,235
MASON $580,569,385
MUSKEGON $1,317,202,764
NEWAYGO $420,314,968
OCEANA $261,906,350
OTTAWA $2,137,370,106
VAN BUREN $702,502,139
$11,969,506,412

29 Counties $28,782,944,741

G-3

Total Property Tax Gain or Loss

1986
Total 1986 Net SEV
SEV Gain (Loss)

1985-86
$212,914,351 $6,419,879
$330,712,265 52,576,871
$602,283,368 (84,254,498)
$261,941,626 (81,028,612)
$447,705,802  ($11,521,044)
$439,481,120 $11,401,500
$492,718,534 514,381,480
§397,383,750 88,341,711
$1,361,317,473 ($1,651,679)
$524,855,714 $5,340,911
$§261,122,758 85,838,618
§5,332,436,761 $35,845,143

$1,360,257,578
$4,550,424,888
$738,667,076
$777,318,744
$2,303,344,985
$506,033,618
$626,532,878
$656,449,211
$11,519,028,978

$976,332,573
$5,382,976,781
$159,531,412
$325,036,423
$594,916,452
$1,351,146,322
$427,981,570
$268,521,755
$2,240,751,964
$747,410,929
$12,474,606,181

$29,326,071,920

($33,578,001)
$127,2317,416
(838,856,201)
$6,832,492
54,278,261
(823,350,736)
$3,451,681
(843,832, 645)
$2,182,267

$16,584,923
$268,206,629
$3,185,749
$6,259,188
$14, 347,067
$33,943,558
87,666,602
$6,615,405
$103,381,858
$44,908,790
$505,099, 769

$543,127,179

*% 1986 Average Millage Rate for all units in the county.
Source: Michigan State Tax Commission

Total** Estimated
County Revenue
Millage Gain (Loss)

(Avg.)

38.78 $248,963
43.13 $111,141
52.49 (§223,319)
46.12 (547, 440)
46.92 ($540,567)
44.46 $506,911
48.87 §702,823
40.86 $340,842
45.55 (875,234)
45.21 $241,463
40.16 $234,479
44.78 81,605,048

51.49  (81,728,931)
57.33  §7,294,521
36.46  (S1,416,697)
47.00 $321,127
51.20 $219,047
41.66 (8972,792)
49.00 $169,132
43.69  (81,915,048)
46.96 $102,471

48.32 $801,383
48.90 813,115,304
40.51 $129,055
48.14 $301,317
36.44 $522,807

57.70  §1,958,543
44.73 $342,927
42.70 $282,478
45.89 54,744,193
47.71  $2,142,598
46.10  $24,340,607

45.91 $24,937,305



County Total 1986
SEV
CENTRAL REGION
ARENAC $212,914,351
CLARE $330,712,265
CLINTON $602, 283, 368
GLADWIN $261,941,626
GRATIOT $447,705,802
IONTA $439,481,120
ISABELLA $492,718,534
MECOSTA $397,383,750
MIDLAND $1,361,317,473
MONTCALM $524,855,714
OSCEOLA $261,122,758
$5,332,436,761
EASTERN REGION
BAY $1,360,257,578
GENESEE 54,550,424, 888
HURON $738,667,076
LAPEER $777,318,744
SAGINAW $2,303, 344,985
SANILAC $506,033,618
SHIAWASSEE $626,532,878
TUSCOLA $656,449,211
$11,519,028,978
WESTERN REGION
ALLEGAN $976,332,573
KENT $5,382,976,781
LAKE $159,531,412
MANISTEE $325,036,423
MASON $594,916,452
MUSKEGON $1,351,146,322
NEWAYGO $427,981,570
OCEANA $268,521,755
OTTAWA $2,240,751,964
VAN BUREN $747,410,929
$12,474,606,181

29 COUNTIES $29,326,071,920

G-4

Total Property Tax Gain Or Loss

1987

Total 1987
SEV*

$200,111,808
$337,461,203
$602,099,733
$265,395,725
$382,825,233
$442,631,180
$473,391,622
$404,734,950
$1,367,610,625
$533,669,105
$261,570,450
$5,271,501,634

$1,327,843,363
$4,803,047,133
$675,922,792
$792,517,695
$2,261,236,193
$488, 660,055
$633,056,844
$581,024, 066
$11,563,308,141

$1,014,738,831
§5,766,010,483
$162,181,103
$333,136,068
$598,823,545
$1,414,301,706
$442,000,008
$2717,850,687
$2,386,816,041
$730,466,115
$13,126,324,587

$29,961,134,362

Net SEV
Gain (Loss)
1986-87

(812,802,543)
$6,748,938
(8183,635)
83,454,099
(S64,880,569)
$3,150,060
($19,326,912)
$7,351,200
$6,293,152
$8,813,391
$447,692
($60,935,127)

(832,414, 215)
$252,622,245
(862,744, 284)
$15,198,951
(842,108,792)
(817,373,563)
$6,523,966
(875,425,145)
544,279,163

$38,406,258
$383,033,702
$2,649,691
58,099,645
$3,907,093
$63,155,384
$14,018,438
$9,328,932
$146,064,077
(516,944,814)
$651,718,406

$635,062, 442

** 1986 Average Millage Rates for all units in the county.
Source: Michigan State Tax Commission

Total**
County
Millage
(Avg.)

. .

BEHEEERENES
SRGEIESLEL R

Estimated
Revenue
Gain (Loss)

(5496, 483)
$291,082
(89,639)
$159,303
(83,044,196)
$140,052
($944,506)
$300,370
$286,653
$398,453
$17,979
($2,900,932)

(S1,669,008)
$14,482,833
(82,287,657)
$714,351
(82,155,970)
($723,783)
$319,674
(83,295, 325)
$5,385,116

$1,855,790
$18,730,348
$107,339
$389,917
$142,374
$3,644,066
$627,045
$398,345
$6,702,880
(5808,437)
$31,789,668

$34,273,853



APPENDIX H
Local Governments Dependent on the Property Tax
Listing by Region and County



Region

Eastern

Central

Western

Totals

County

Bay
Genesee
Huron
Lapeer
Saginaw
Sanilac
Shiawassee
Tuscola
Sub-total

Arenac
Clare
Clinton
Gladwin
Gratiot
Ionia
Igabella
Mecosta
Midland
Montcalm
Osceola
Sub-total

Allegan
Kent
Lake
Manistee
Mason
Muskegon
Newaygo
Oceana
Ottawa
Van Buren
Sub-total

29

Footnotes:
a. Bay-Arenac Intermediate District

b. Clare-Gladwin ISD
c. Gratiot-Isabella ISD
d. Mecosta-Osceola ISD

e. Mason-Lake ISD
f. Delta CC District includes Bay, Midland and Saginaw Counties

g. Mott CC District includes Genesee plus portions of Lapeer, Livingston,
Oakland and Shiawassee Counties
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h. Rogscommon CC District inlcudes Crawford, Ogemaw, Oscoda and Roscommon Counties
and portions of Alcona, Gladwin, Iosco, Kalkaska and Missaukee Counties

= Il S

. Grand Rapids Jr. College District includes K-12 Districts within city boundaries

. West Shore CC District includes Lake, Manistee, Mason, Newaygo and Oceana Counties
. Lake Michigan CC District includes one township in Van Buren County

. Southwestern CC District includes two townships in Van Buren County

. Mid-Michigan CC District includes Clare and Gladwin Counties
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