To: Tom Petrucci, Township Manager

Memorandum 7’

Dave Manhardt, Director of Planning

South Whitehall Township, Lehigh County, Pennsylvania ﬂ[%/hﬁ\lﬁ\j%
From: Todd J. Poole, Managing Principal, 4ward Planning Inc.
Date: August 11, 2026
Re: Third Peer Review — The Fiscal Impact of the Proposed South Whitehall Township Data Center

(Econsult Solutions, Inc., June 26, 2026, Status: FINAL)

1. Purpose and Scope of Review

At the request of South Whitehall Township (the “Township”), 4ward Planning Inc. has reviewed the report
entitled The Economic and Fiscal Impact of the Proposed South Whitehall Township Data Center, dated June 26,
2026 and marked “FINAL,” prepared by Econsult Solutions, Inc. (“ESI”) and submitted to Edged Data Centers (the
“June 2026 Report”). The June 2026 Report supersedes the December 2025 and May 2026 iterations previously
reviewed by this firm.

This memorandum constitutes 4ward Planning’s third peer review of ESI’s fiscal analysis of the proposed
development. Consistent with our prior reviews, this review is confined to the fiscal impact analysis presented in
Section 2 of the June 2026 Report and the supporting material in Appendices B through F. Where findings in
Sections 3 through 5 bear directly on inputs to the fiscal analysis — principally the derivation of project revenue
and the construction budget — those matters are identified. 4ward Planning offers no opinion on the balance of
the economic impact analysis, on the transportation and environmental analyses prepared by Kimley-Horn, or on
the merits of the land development application.

All page and figure references in this memorandum are to the printed page numbers appearing in the footer of the
June 2026 Report.

In preparing this review, 4ward Planning spoke with Edward McDevitt of the Lehigh County Assessment Office
regarding the assessed value figure on which the June 2026 Report relies. That conversation is material to Finding
1 below and is reported there.

2. Summary of Findings

The June 2026 Report is materially improved over prior iterations. ESI has corrected its treatment of non-resident
earned income tax under Act 32, has documented the composition of its budget adjustment in Appendix F, has
performed a cost-of-services calculation where none previously existed, and has conducted primary interviews
with fire service professionals in both South Whitehall Township and Loudoun County, Virginia. These are
substantive improvements and 4ward Planning acknowledges them.

Nonetheless, nine material findings remain. In 4ward Planning’s opinion, the proposed development is very likely
to be net fiscally positive to the Township. The question presented by the June 2026 Report is not the direction of
the fiscal impact but its magnitude — and on that question the Report substitutes a single point estimate for an
input its own source describes as preliminary and volatile. The findings are summarized below and developed in
Section 3.
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Finding 1. The $640 million assessed value on which every headline figure depends is characterized by the
Lehigh County Assessment Office as a “preliminary” and “raw” estimate that may move markedly in either
direction. The June 2026 Report presents it as an “Adopted Assessment.”

Finding 2. No sensitivity analysis is presented anywhere in the Report, notwithstanding a stated valuation
range of $187 million to $2.681 billion and two express representations that the results are expressed as
ranges.

Finding 3. The Income Approach capitalizes gross revenue rather than net operating income, and capitalizes
income generated by machinery and equipment that the Report expressly excludes from the real property tax
base. The Lehigh County Assessment Office advises that it has no means of developing an income calculation
for a data center, so the $2.681 billion figure anchoring the top of the Report’s range will not bear on the
assessment.

Finding 4. A single unsupported $300 million figure is used simultaneously as gross receipts for the Business
Privilege Tax and as total annual income for the Income Approach, and is irreconcilable with the $64.7 million
in direct operating output modeled in the same Report.

Finding 5. Reported one-time development fee revenue of $1,326,400 cannot be reconciled to the $189,439
itemized in Appendix E, approximately $147,663 of which is refundable escrow rather than Township revenue.

Finding 6. ESI applies the Per Capita Multiplier Method, attributes it to 4ward Planning by name, and omits
the capacity assessment on which the method’s treatment of personnel cost depends.

FindIng 7. Fire and emergency service costs that ESI itself identifies and quantifies — apparatus,
comprehensive training, pre-incident planning — are expressly excluded from the analysis without disclosure
of the resulting Township obligation.

Finding 8. The Report models stabilized operations only. No construction phasing schedule, construction-
period service cost, or present-value analysis is presented, although construction-period revenues are counted
in full.

Finding 9. The Report is silent on the durability of the assessment. A warehouse-derived valuation of
approximately $100 million on an $8.9 billion facility would be readily susceptible to appeal by Parkland School
District and the other taxing bodies, and the Township has an interest in how the value is derived and not only
in what it is.

Section 4 identifies matters resolved since our prior reviews and two findings from the May 2026 review that
4ward Planning withdraws. Section 5 sets out nine information requests that, in our opinion, should be directed to
the applicant and to the Lehigh County Assessment Office before the Board of Commissioners relies on the June
2026 Report. Exhibit A schedules approximately fifty additional arithmetic, labeling, and internal consistency items,
each with a page citation.
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Finding 1 — The assessed value baseline is a preliminary figure presented as an adopted one.

The June 2026 Report derives every property tax estimate, and therefore approximately 83 percent of the
Township revenue it projects, from a single assessed value of $640 million. Figure 2.2 (p. 12) captions this figure
under the column heading “Adopted Assessment.” The narrative on p. 12 states that ESI “utilizes the Assessor-
estimated value of $640 million as the baseline scenario, as it reflects the County’s anticipated assessment
treatment of the proposed development.”

On August 10, 2026, Edward McDevitt of the Lehigh County Assessment Office advised 4ward Planning that the
$640 million figure is a very “preliminary” and “raw” estimate, and that the ultimate assessed value could increase
or decrease markedly from that figure once the project is built. Nothing has been adopted.

The evidentiary support ESI offers does not close this gap. Footnote 7 (p. 11) directs the reader to Appendix C “for
confirmation of values from Lehigh County Assessment Office.” The Appendix C correspondence (p. 52), dated
April 20, 2026, states only that its author reviewed an email and would agree with the recipient’s comments. It
identifies no dollar figure, no valuation methodology, and no assessment classification. Appendix C further
represents that it confirms values “presented on page 14” of the Report; the valuation derivation appears on pp.
11 and 12. The correspondence also predates the revised building program described on p. 34, which reduced total
square footage from the prior iteration.

A related matter is resolved in ESI’s favor and 4ward Planning states so plainly. Our May 2026 review raised the
question whether the $640 million figure represented market value requiring application of Lehigh County’s
common level ratio. The Assessment Office’s characterization of the figure as a raw assessment indicates that it is
stated in assessed terms and that no further ratio adjustment applies. We no longer advance that point as a
finding, and request only written confirmation of the base-year basis.

Separately, the Report acknowledges on p. 11 that if the facility were classified as warehouse or industrial rather
than as a specialty property, the resulting assessed value would be approximately $100 million. That scenario is
disclosed and then never modeled.

Finding 2 — A fourteen-fold valuation range is resolved to a point estimate reported to the dollar.

Figure 2.1 (p. 12) presents five estimates of assessed value ranging from $187 million under the Comparable
Approach to $2.681 billion under the Income Approach — a spread of approximately 14.3 times. The Report
resolves this range to a single figure and carries it forward to a net fiscal impact of $2,747,650 (Figure 2.22, p. 28),
stated to the dollar.

The Report twice represents that its results are expressed as ranges. Page 4 states: “These impacts are ranges as
property tax depends on the final assessment value of the property.” Page 28 refers to property tax accounting for
“most of the revenue range.” No range appears in the Executive Summary, in Section 2, or anywhere else in the
Report.

In 4ward Planning’s opinion, reporting a figure derived from a preliminary input to seven significant digits
constitutes false precision, and a range should be substituted. The table below illustrates the consequence of the
valuation uncertainty across ESI’s own scenarios, holding ESI’s revenue and cost assumptions constant in all other
respects.
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Table 1: Sensitivity of Annual Fiscal Revenue to Assessed Value (ESI Scenarios)

South

. . . Parkland . All Three
Valuation Basis Assessed Value Whlt(;t‘:::l School District Lehigh County Jurisdictions
Warehouse / industrial $100,000,000 $359,980 $1,790,000 $378,000 $2,527,980
classification (p. 11)

Comparable Approach,

$187,000,000 $673,163 $3,347,300 $706,860 $4,727,323
per square foot
ESI baseline $640,000,000 $2,303,872 $11,456,000 $2,419,200 $16,179,072
(preliminary)
Comparable Approach,

$985,000,000 $3,545,803 $17,631,500 $3,723,300 $24,900,603
per megawatt
Cost Approach $1,100,000,000 $3,959,780 $19,690,000 $4,158,000 $27,807,780

Sources: 4ward Planning Inc.; assessed value scenarios per ESI Figure 2.1 (p. 12) and narrative (p. 11). Real property tax only, applying the 3.5998-mill
combined Township rate per ESI Figure 2.7, 17.90 mills for Parkland School District, and 3.78 mills for Lehigh County. Earned income and local services tax
revenues are de minimis and do not vary with assessed value. ESI’s Business Privilege Tax estimate and its incremental service cost estimate are excluded
from this table, as both are disputed at Findings 4, 6, and 7 of this memorandum. The Income Approach scenario is excluded for the reason stated at
Finding 3.

Confined to real property tax and excluding the Income Approach, the Township’s annual revenue interest across
the scenarios ESI itself discloses spans approximately $359,980 to $3,959,780 — a factor of eleven. Parkland
School District’s interest spans $1.79 million to $19.69 million, and the combined interest of all three taxing bodies
spans $2.53 million to $27.81 million. A decision-maker reading only Figure ES.2 would not know that this range
exists.

Finding 3 — The Income Approach as calculated is inconsistent with the Cost Approach, and the
County has no means of developing it.

Appendix B (p. 49) estimates market value by dividing $300 million in “total annual income” by a 5.5 percent
capitalization rate. Three defects in the calculation follow, and a fourth consideration is now dispositive of the
approach altogether.

First, the figure capitalized is gross revenue, not net operating income (NOI). No deduction is taken for
structural vacancy, credit loss, management, reserves for replacement, or non-reimbursable expense. The
triple-net rationale ESI offers on p. 16 does not cure this: even under a triple-net structure, contract rent is
not net operating income, and a 5.5 percent stabilized-investment capitalization rate imports leased,
stabilized, investment-grade credit assumptions that do not presently exist for an unbuilt facility with no
disclosed executed lease.

Second, and in 4ward Planning’s opinion decisively, the Income Approach capitalizes income produced by
machinery and equipment that the Cost Approach on the same page expressly excludes from real property.
Appendix B removes approximately $6.1 billion in machinery and equipment from the Cost Approach,
correctly, because Pennsylvania excludes such equipment from real property assessment. The revenue
capitalized under the Income Approach is generated substantially by that same excluded equipment. A
valuation may exclude the equipment from the tax base, or it may capitalize the revenue the equipment
produces; it may not do both.

Third, the calculation does not reproduce from the inputs shown. $300 million divided by 5.5 percent is
$5,454.5 million, not the $5,415.2 million reported. Working in reverse, the reported market value implies
annual income of approximately $297.8 million.

A fourth consideration bears on whether the approach will figure in the assessment at all. Mr. McDevitt advised
4ward Planning that his office has no means of developing an income approach calculation for a data center,
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given the idiosyncrasies of valuing a facility of this type. The $2.681 billion figure therefore does not describe a
high-end estimate of what the Lehigh County Assessment Office will produce. It describes a calculation the Office is
not equipped to perform.

4ward Planning is careful to state the legal position accurately. Section 8842 of the Consolidated County
Assessment Law, and the case law construing it, require that the cost, comparable sales, and income approaches
be considered in conjunction with one another in arriving at actual value; the statute prescribes income
capitalization as the governing method for certain property classes. Nothing in this memorandum should be read
as asserting that an assessor is without authority to employ the income approach, and the Township solicitor
should be consulted on any question of statutory construction. The point here is narrower and factual: where an
approach cannot be reliably developed for a special-purpose property — whether for want of comparable
transactions or, as here, for want of any means of deriving a defensible income stream — reconciliation necessarily
shifts weight to the approaches that can be developed. For a facility of this character that leaves the cost approach
and the comparable sales approach.

This bears on how Figure 2.1 (p. 12) is presented. The Report introduces that table as showing what “the three
valuation approaches yield” by way of “estimated assessed values,” and describes each method at p. 11 as
providing a valuation of “the property’s future taxable value.” A calculation the assessing office cannot generate
will not yield the taxable value, and its placement at the head of a summary table has the effect — whatever the
intent — of anchoring the reader at the top of a range that has no bearing on the assessment. In 4ward Planning’s
opinion the Income Approach should be withdrawn from Figure 2.1 and from the Report’s summary of estimated
assessed value, or retained only with an express statement that the Lehigh County Assessment Office has advised
it is not equipped to develop that calculation for this property type. For the same reason, 4ward Planning has
excluded the Income Approach scenario from Table 1 above.

One matter requires clarification, and 4ward Planning does not resolve it here. Page 11 of the Report states that if
the facility were classified as a warehouse or industrial property, “the County would likely apply an income-based
approach consistent with those property types, resulting in an estimated assessed value of approximately $100
million.” Mr. McDevitt has acknowledged that such a proxy is available to his office. He has also recognized the
difficulty it creates, which is addressed at Finding 9 below: a warehouse-derived value of approximately $100
million on a facility representing an $8.9 billion investment would fall well below the property’s true value and
would be readily susceptible to challenge. Written clarification of the method the Office expects to apply is
requested at Section 5.

4ward Planning’s position on the appropriate valuation method for a facility of this character is a matter of record.
In our August 4, 2026 analysis of the proposed 900 Conshohocken Road data center in Plymouth Township,
Montgomery County, this firm assumed that because a data center’s income is produced from hosting and
managing data equipment on behalf of third parties, the assessor’s valuation should be expected to rest on the
cost of construction, or replacement value method, rather than the income approach or comparable sales
methods, which are better suited to office and retail development. That was 4ward Planning’s own expectation as
to the likely outcome; it was not represented to be, and should not be read as, a confirmation by the Montgomery
County assessor, who has expressed no position on the matter. We hold the same expectation here, and note that
it is consistent with what the Lehigh County Assessment Office has now described regarding its own capability.

Finding 4 — The $300 million revenue figure is unsupported and used inconsistently.

The $300 million figure performs three incompatible functions in the June 2026 Report and is sourced, at Note 14
(p. 53), solely as “Provided by Edged Data Centers.” No derivation, buildout assumption, or lease rate is disclosed.

At p. 16 it is gross receipts for purposes of the Business Privilege Tax, producing $450,000 in annual revenue
— approximately 16.2 percent of the Township’s projected annual revenue from operations.
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At p. 49 it is “total annual income” for purposes of the Income Approach. Under ESI’s own triple-net premise
these are the owner’s rent receipts, which cannot simultaneously constitute the facility’s total income.

At Figure 4.2 (p. 38) the same facility is modeled in IMPLAN as generating $64.7 million in direct annual
output — a difference of approximately 4.6 times, unexplained and unreconciled within a single report.

A consequential and unaddressed question follows: who is the Business Privilege Tax taxpayer? If the owner
receives $300 million in triple-net rent, the operating tenant separately realizes gross receipts within the
Township, almost certainly in excess of that amount. If instead $300 million represents the tenant’s operating
revenue, the owner’s rent is a different and smaller figure and the Income Approach input is incorrect. Either
reading renders the Report internally inconsistent. The Report does not address the treatment of rental receipts
under the Local Tax Enabling Act, and 4ward Planning recommends the Township solicitor be asked whether the
ordinance reaches the proposed ownership structure at all.

Finding 5 — Reported development fee revenue cannot be reconciled and overstates Township
receipts.

Figure 2.3 (p. 12) reports $1,326,400 under the heading “Development Fee Revenues to SWT,” sourced to “Fee
details Appendix E.” Appendix E (pp. 55-56) totals $189,439. The unreconciled difference is $1,136,961. Within the
itemized amount, a substantial share does not constitute Township revenue.

Table 2: Reconclllation of Reported One-Time Development Fee Revenue

Component Amount
Reported in Figure 2.3 (p. 12) $1,326,400
Total itemized in Appendix E (pp. 55-56) $189,439
Unreconciled difference (presumed real estate transfer tax; not itemized or supported) 51,136,961
Less: refundable land development escrow (Schedule D base and acre-tiered deposits) ($147,663)
Less: fee in lieu of shade tree planting (restricted purpose) ($15,000)
Less: PA Act 36 UCC training surcharge (Commonwealth fee) ($126)
Estimated non-refundable, unrestricted Township fee revenue $26,650

Sources: 4ward Planning Inc.; ESI Figure 2.3 (p. 12) and Appendix E (pp. 55-56).

Land development escrow funds third-party professional review and unused balances are returned to the
applicant. It is a pass-through against consultant expense and should not be presented as Township revenue. On
the transfer tax, the Report states at p. 12 that “nearly $2 million” accrues to the Commonwealth. At the one
percent state rate this implies a transaction of approximately $200 million and a matching one percent local realty
transfer tax of approximately $2 million, divided equally between the Township and Parkland School District.
Parkland’s share is omitted entirely from Figure 2.25 (p. 30). No transaction value is disclosed, and the Report does
not establish that a taxable transfer will occur at all — a ground lease or entity-level transaction may not trigger
the tax. Appendix E additionally excludes the land dedication and recreation fee in lieu twice, without
guantification, on a 410.65-acre site.

Finding 6 — The Per Capita Multiplier Method is attributed to 4ward Planning and applied without its
validating step.

At p. 17 the June 2026 Report states: “ESI uses the Per Capita Multiplier Method that is recommended by 4Ward
Planning to calculate the traditional costs of the data center to the Township.” Because this firm is named, the
record should be corrected as to what the method comprises.

4ward Planning’s methodology, set out at pp. 24 through 27 of our August 4, 2026 Plymouth Township analysis,
treats the removal of personnel cost from the expenditure base as sound and necessary. Salaried municipal
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personnel are not consumed at the margin in the way that supplies, materials, and postage are consumed; a clerk,
public works director, or health officer continues to work the same shift at the same wage whether the jurisdiction
gains or loses households. Including full personnel cost in a per capita denominator assumes that every
incremental resident or worker triggers a proportional labor increment, which is not correct across the range in
which economies of scale operate. On this point 4ward Planning does not disagree with ESI, and we note that ESI’s
adjustment is proportionally almost identical to our own — ESI removes 71.3 percent of the expenditure base
(Figure 2.12, p. 17), where 4ward Planning removed 72.2 percent in Plymouth Township.

The methodology does not end there. It expressly conditions the personnel adjustment on a second step. Our
Plymouth analysis states, at p. 25, that conducting interviews with the municipal business administrator and school
district superintendent — the case study approach — for the purpose of understanding existing service delivery
capacities and how those capacities might be over-burdened is a superior approach to identifying the prospective
personnel impact. The removal of personnel cost is defensible precisely because it is paired with an assessment of
whether the project in question exceeds existing capacity. Where that assessment is omitted, the removal ceases
to be conservative and becomes an assumption presented as a finding.

ESI performed the deduction and omitted the assessment. The Report’s own text establishes the omission:

Appendix F (p. 57) shows the $16,227,183 reduction consists solely of personnel costs (515,088,602) and
interfund transfers ($1,138,581), including $8,667,443 in police personnel and $3,711,819 in public works
personnel.

Page 19 states that Township review materials “identified several areas where additional or non-typical costs
may arise,” that “these questions remain outstanding,” and that the scale of the facility “introduces the
potential for non-linear service demands that are not fully reflected in per-capita or per-square-foot cost
estimates.”

ESI conducted the relevant interviews — with the South Whitehall Township Fire Marshal (p. 26) and the
Loudoun County Emerging Technologies Battalion Chief (p. 21) — and did not convert what it learned into
any cost estimate.

A further condition also goes unmentioned. Our Plymouth methodology assumes at p. 25 that if additional
personnel are required, surplus revenues — assuming there will be a surplus — would offset those personnel
costs. That parenthetical is material. The offset presupposes a quantified and reliable surplus, and the surplus
projected in the June 2026 Report rests on the preliminary valuation addressed in Finding 1. ESI neither discloses
the assumption nor tests it.

Three related matters should be noted for completeness. First, p. 17 states that capital outlays and debt service
were removed as fixed costs; Appendix F shows that they were not. Second, the Land Acquisition Fund ($350,000)
is retained at 100 percent in the variable cost base without a stated rationale for why land acquisition expenditure
varies with commercial development. Third, the 82 percent residential share in Figure 2.13 (p. 18) is computed on
the pre-project assessed value base and then applied to allocate post-project costs; adding $640 million in non-
residential assessed value would materially reduce the residential value share and, on ESI’s own logic, shift cost
allocation toward the non-residential side. Neither the residential nor the commercial parcel categories are
defined, which makes the 92 percent and 72 percent inputs unverifiable.

Finding 7 — Fire and emergency service costs are identified, quantified, and then excluded.

Section 2.3 of the June 2026 Report contains the most substantive new material relative to prior iterations, and
4ward Planning credits the primary research reflected in it. The difficulty is that the Report’s conclusions do not
follow into its cost estimate. The following statements appear in ESI’s own text:

At p. 21, that applying traditional marginal-call methodology “would likely understate the true costs and
operational considerations associated with serving this type of facility.” No alternative quantification is
offered.
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At p. 20, that “detailed call data by land use type was not available for this analysis” — the foundational input
for marginal fire cost analysis.

At p. 23, that the $35 per-member online training “would likely not represent a sufficient long-term
preparedness strategy,” and that hands-on exercises, facility walkthroughs, live response simulations, and
subject-matter instruction “would likely provide substantially greater operational value.” Those costs are
excluded on the stated ground that they vary by scope and provider.

At p. 26, that fan trucks and aerial apparatus range from “approximately $225,000 to over $1 million,”
followed immediately by: “no additional apparatus costs are incorporated into the fiscal impact analysis.”

The capacity question raised in Finding 6 is at its sharpest here, and this is not a marginal-time-of-a-salaried-clerk
situation. The responding organizations are four volunteer companies with 195 total active members (Figure 2.19,
p. 24), one aerial apparatus, and mutual aid to Allentown for a second (p. 26). Figure 2.20 (p. 25) shows that
Loudoun County’s initial data center response deploys two ladder trucks. The Township’s entire Fire Fund
expenditure is $482,408 (Figure 2.12, p. 17), which is approximately equal to the $480,000 in Fire Fund revenue
the project alone would generate — an indication that the existing fire cost structure is not calibrated to a facility
of this type. The Report does not note this relationship. The Fire Tax rate rose from 0.47 mills to 0.75 mills
between 2025 and FY2026 (p. 20), a 60 percent increase, without comment on whether it reflects pre-existing
capacity strain.

The single cost ESI does carry — $6,825 for initial online certification of 195 current volunteers, reported as $6,900
— is a one-time expense presented as a recurring annual cost in Figure 2.22 (p. 28), with no provision for turnover,
recertification, or new-member training.

Finally, the mitigation systems described at p. 22 — VESDA detection, building management system monitoring,
Halotron suppression, and siting of lithium-ion battery systems in separate outdoor electrical houses — are
attributed to “the project team” with no citation to a plan sheet, specification, or proposed condition of approval.
As presented these are representations rather than enforceable commitments, and the fiscal analysis relies on
them.

Finding 8 — The analysis omits construction phasing, construction-period service costs, and present
value.

The Report presents full stabilized property tax as though it commences immediately, while separately counting
five years of construction-period earned income, local services, transfer tax, and fee revenue. Construction is
expected to span five years across three data center buildings and two accessory buildings (p. 7), with periodic fit-
outs at approximately five-year intervals temporarily increasing on-site staffing by more than 100 workers (p. 8,
footnote 5).

The Township bears service demand during construction — plan review, inspection, code enforcement, traffic
management, and emergency response to construction incidents — before any property tax is realized. The Per
Capita Multiplier Method is a stabilized-operations instrument, and ESI applied it as though the construction phase
imposes no municipal cost. No assessment-in-progress schedule and no present-value comparison of the one-time
and recurring revenue streams against a phased cost stream is presented.

Finding 9 — The Report does not address the durability of the assessment or the taxing bodies’
interest in how it is derived.

The June 2026 Report treats assessed value as a figure to be predicted. It is more properly understood as a figure

to be established and then defended, and the Report is silent on both.

Two exposures follow, and they run in opposite directions. The first is familiar: an assessment set at or near the
upper end of ESI’s range invites an appeal by the property owner, and the Report’s own Comparable Approach at
$187 million supplies the argument. The second is the one the Township should attend to more closely. If the
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County values a purpose-built data center by proxy from warehouse or industrial income, as contemplated at p.
11, the resulting figure of approximately $100 million would represent roughly one percent of the $8.9 billion
investment the Report describes. A valuation that far below the property’s true value is not a stable outcome.
Parkland School District, which stands to receive approximately 78 percent of the real property tax generated by
this development under the millage rates now in effect, would have a direct and substantial interest in challenging
it, as would Lehigh County and the Township.

Subject to the Township solicitor’s review, 4ward Planning understands that Chapter 88 of Title 53 affords a taxing
district standing to appeal an assessment within its boundaries. If that is correct, the practical consequence is that
the assessment of this property is unlikely to be settled by the initial determination, whatever that determination

proves to be, and the Township should not plan on the strength of a single figure in any event.

The Township’s interest, in 4ward Planning’s opinion, therefore extends beyond what number is ultimately
assigned to how that number is derived. A valuation grounded in the cost approach, with machinery and
equipment properly excluded under 53 Pa.C.S. § 8811 and depreciation supported rather than assumed, is
materially more durable than a warehouse-income proxy, and durability is worth more to the Township and the
School District over a twenty-year horizon than the nominal magnitude of any single-year estimate. The Report
does not raise this consideration, and in our opinion it is among the more consequential omissions in the
document.
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In the interest of an accurate record, 4ward Planning identifies the following.

Matters resolved In ESI’s favor

Non-resident earned income tax. The discussion at p. 15 of the operation of the resident municipality’s
priority under Act 32, and of the limited circumstances in which a differential is remitted to the place of
employment, is substantively correct. 4ward Planning withdraws the objection raised in our earlier reviews
and concurs that additional recurring non-resident EIT revenue should not be modeled during stabilized
operations.

Budget adjustment documentation. Appendix F (p. 57) supplies the line-item detail of the expenditure
reduction that prior iterations lacked. The disclosure is responsive to our May 2026 request, notwithstanding
the discrepancy with the narrative noted in Finding 6.

Common level ratio treatment of the $640 million figure. Addressed in Finding 1. The Assessment Office’s
characterization of the figure as a raw assessment resolves this in ESI’s favor.

Performance of a cost-of-services calculation. Prior iterations contained none. The June 2026 Report
performs one, and is in one respect more conservative than 4ward Planning’s own practice: where our
Plymouth Township analysis assigned no residential service cost because no dwelling units were proposed,
ESI assigns cost for twelve net new residents at $246 each (Figure 2.14, p. 18).

Findings withdrawn from 4ward Planning’s May 2026 review

Two findings advanced in our May 2026 review are withdrawn, and this memorandum should be read as
superseding them.

Removal of the full amount of personnel cost from the variable expenditure base. Withdrawn. The
theoretical basis is sound for the reasons set out in Finding 6, the proportion removed is materially identical
to 4ward Planning’s own published treatment, and the objection would apply with equal force to this firm’s
methodology. The finding is replaced by the narrower and, in our opinion, correct objection that ESI omitted
the capacity assessment on which the adjustment depends.

Asserted dimensional error in the per-worker cost derivation. Withdrawn. ESI’s residual construction at
Figure 2.15 (p. 19), subtracting per-resident cost from per capita cost, is algebraically equivalent to the
product construction 4ward Planning employs, in which the non-residential share is multiplied by the
population-denominated per capita cost. Both yield a per-worker figure on the same denominator. Only
minor rounding differences remain, and these are scheduled in Exhibit A.

The averaging of parcel-count and assessed-value shares to derive a residential allocation, questioned in our May
2026 review, is the standard convention published in the Urban Land Institute’s Development Impact Assessment
Handbook and applied by this firm. It is not advanced as a methodological objection. The definitional and
circularity concerns identified at the close of Finding 6 are retained.

In 4ward Planning’s opinion, the following should be requested of the applicant and of the Lehigh County
Assessment Office, and received in writing, before the Board of Commissioners relies on the June 2026 Report for
any purpose. Each request is keyed to the page of the Report from which it arises.
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No. Request

A written statement from the Lehigh County Assessment Office, on letterhead and current as to the revised building
program, stating whether the $640 million figure is expressed at market or assessed value, the base-year basis, the
assessment classification assumed, the valuation methodology the Office expects to apply, and that the figure is
preliminary and subject to material movement in either direction. (pp. 11-12, 52)

Written confirmation from the Lehigh County Assessment Office of the valuation approach it expects to apply to this
property, including whether an income-based warehouse or industrial proxy of the kind described at p. 11 is

2 contemplated and, if so, how the Office would address the resulting divergence from the property’s true value.
Pending that confirmation, withdrawal of the Income Approach from Figure 2.1 and from the Report’s summary of
estimated assessed value. (pp. 11-12, 49)

A sensitivity table replacing the single point estimate, presenting revenue outcomes for South Whitehall Township,
3 Parkland School District, and Lehigh County across, at minimum, the $100 million, $187 million, $640 million, and
$1.1 billion scenarios the Report itself discloses. (pp. 4, 12, 28)

The derivation of the $300 million revenue figure, identifying whether it represents landlord rent or facility operating
4 revenue, the Business Privilege Tax taxpayer of record, and its reconciliation to the $64.7 million in direct output
modeled at Figure 4.2. (pp. 16, 38, 49, 53)

Reconciliation of Figure 2.3 to Appendix E, with the real estate transfer tax itemized against a stated transaction
5 value, escrow segregated and identified as refundable, Parkland School District’s transfer tax share stated, and the
land dedication and recreation fee in lieu quantified. (pp. 12, 30, 55-56)

Completion of the capacity assessment for fire, emergency medical services, police, public works, and code
enforcement, for both the construction and stabilized operating phases, with apparatus, comprehensive training,
and pre-incident planning either quantified or expressly disclosed as an unfunded Township obligation. (pp. 19, 23,
26)

A construction phasing schedule by building and year, with a corresponding assessment-in-progress schedule, an
7 estimate of construction-period municipal service cost, and a present-value comparison of the projected revenue
and cost streams. (pp. 7, 34)

Written confirmation that the VESDA, building management system, Halotron, and outdoor electrical house
8 separation described at p. 22 are reflected in the submitted plans, and the applicant’s consent to their inclusion as
conditions of approval. (p. 22)

The outcome of the November 4, 2025 open space earned income tax referendum referenced at p. 43, and
confirmation of the earned income tax rates applied throughout the Report. (pp. 13, 15, 43)

Source: 4ward Planning Inc.

4ward Planning’s opinion as to the direction of the fiscal impact is unchanged from our prior reviews: the proposed
development is very likely to be net fiscally positive to South Whitehall Township, to Parkland School District, and
to Lehigh County. This memorandum should not be read as suggesting otherwise, and 4ward Planning takes no
position on whether the ultimate assessed value will prove higher or lower than $640 million.

The deficiency is one of precision rather than direction. The June 2026 Report resolves a fourteen-fold valuation
range to a single figure, describes that figure as adopted when its source describes it as preliminary and raw,
places at the head of that range a valuation approach the assessing authority has advised it is not equipped to
develop, reports a net result to the dollar, and twice tells the reader that ranges are being presented when none
are. On the expenditure side, the Report identifies and prices several categories of data center—specific service
cost and then excludes each of them, having omitted the capacity assessment that would establish whether the
exclusions are warranted.

In light of the Assessment Office’s characterization of the $640 million figure, 4ward Planning does not recommend
that the Township attempt to substitute its own point estimate at this time. There is no defensible single value to
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adopt until the County’s position is stated in writing and the applicant has supplied the derivations identified in
Section 5. We therefore recommend that the Township:

Transmit the nine requests in Section 5 to the applicant and to the Lehigh County Assessment Office, with a
stated response date;

Decline to treat the June 2026 Report as a sufficient basis for any fiscal representation to the Board of
Commissioners or the public until Requests 1 through 5 are answered;

Direct that any public presentation of fiscal benefit be expressed as a range, with the preliminary character of
the assessed value disclosed;

Preserve and coordinate the Township’s and the School District’s standing to participate in the assessment
process, recognizing that a warehouse-derived valuation would be susceptible to challenge and that the
durability of the assessment matters more over a twenty-year horizon than the magnitude of any single-year
estimate; and

Consider whether the mitigation systems described at p. 22 should be secured as conditions of approval
rather than relied upon as representations.

4ward Planning is prepared to advance its independent fiscal impact analysis upon the Township’s direction. In our
opinion, however, that analysis will be materially more useful once Request 1 is answered, and we recommend
sequencing accordingly.

Please contact me at your convenience to discuss these findings.
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Exhibit A — Schedule of Arithmetic, Labeling, and Internal Consistency Items

The items below do not individually alter the Report’s conclusions. They are scheduled because, in the aggregate,
they bear on the reliability of a document marked FINAL and because several will be raised by others if they are
not corrected. Page references are to the printed page numbers of the June 2026 Report.

A. Valuation and Appendix B

Page /

Flg. Item

Common level ratio applied at 49.505 percent while stated as 50 percent; the Cost Approach at Figure B.3
p. 49, B.1 applies exactly 50 percent. At 49.505 percent the Cost Approach yields $1,089 million rather than $1,100

million.
49 BA Market value does not reproduce: $300 million divided by 5.5 percent equals $5,454.5 million, not $5,415.2
P-4, B million.
49 B2 “85 percent depreciation factor” applied to $2,600 million yields $2,210 million. This is 15 percent depreciation
P- %3, B and 85 percent retention; the factor is mislabeled.
p. 49, fn. Cost Approach excludes soft costs; reproduction or replacement cost new conventionally includes design and
33 engineering. The footnote characterizes a $2.6 billion versus $8.9 billion divergence as “slightly” different.
50-51 No common level ratio applied to the Comparable Approach. Figure B.4 identifies $118 per square foot and
EPA_B 5 ’$§1,358,600 per megawatt as market values; Figure B.5 carries them forward as assessed value. Adjusted

consistently at 49.505 percent, the comparables yield approximately $92 million and $488 million.

Raw assessed values averaged across three assessment jurisdictions with differing base years and ratios —
p. 50, B.4 Butler County and Luzerne County per Notes 27 and 28. Assessed-to-market ratios of approximately 6 percent
and 86 percent are averaged without adjustment.

ESI states that Iron Mountain is a converted records-storage facility rather than purpose-built computing
p. 50 infrastructure, and that the Amazon AWS PHL value is “suppressed by its warehouse/industrial assessment
classification,” then averages both unadjusted.

p. 53, Note Common level ratio stated as “2.02, translating to approximately 50% of market value”; the reciprocal is 49.505
22 percent.

B. Revenue derivation

Page /

Fig. Item

Stated 4.8 percent residency share does not reproduce the reported figures: $203,060,000 at 4.8 percent is
p.13,2.4 $9,746,880, not $9,816,500. The implied rate is 4.834 percent. The same discrepancy appears at Figure 2.8 (p.
15): $18,450,000 at 4.8 percent is $885,600, not $891,900.

p.13 Body text reads “$9,816,000” where Figure 2.4 reads “$9,816,500.”

Executive Summary describes “$1.1 million in Earned Income Tax and Local Services Tax annual revenues.” Per

p.3 Figure 2.6 (p. 14), $1,070,000 is the five-year total.

Executive Summary states Parkland School District one-time revenue of $300,000; Figure 2.25 reports
p.4/p.30

$328,000.
p.4 “These impacts are ranges” — no range is presented in the Report.

p. 30,2.25 Missing source attribution line; every other figure in the Report carries one.

C. Expenditure derivation
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Page /

Fig. Item

p.17 / p. Narrative states that personnel costs, capital outlays, fund transfers, and debt service were removed. Appendix
57 F shows the reduction consists solely of personnel costs and fund transfers.

p.17 “The remaining 30 percent.” $6,522,336 divided by $22,749,518 is 28.7 percent.

p.18,2.14 $6,522,336 at 82 percent is $5,348,316, not the $5,357,133 reported, which implies 82.135 percent.

pp. 18-19, Per capita cost stated as $300; $6,522,336 divided by 21,818 is $298.94. Per worker cost stated as $53; $300
2.15 less $246 is $54.

Residual language from the superseded methodology: public works costs stated to be captured “through the
p. 27 modeled increase in commercial square footage.” The revised methodology employs no commercial square
footage input.

Three school-age children at $24,900 is $74,700. The Report states approximately $72,000 in text and $72,100

p. 32 at Figure 2.30, implying 2.896 students.

p. 57 Administrative personnel cost shown as negative $56,928, unexplained.

Line item “Expenditures on New Commercial Development ($13,400)” is the per-worker cost from Figure 2.15,
p. 4, ES.2 not a commercial development cost. The Fire Training row shows neither a value nor a dash in the Parkland
column.

D. Economic impact inputs bearing on the fiscal analysis

Page /

Flg Item

3638 Direct impacts described as concentrated in the manufacturing sector for both construction and data center
Pp- 35, operations. Data center operations fall within NAICS 518 (Information).
p. 36 fn. Both footnotes state that indirect and induced jobs comprise 64 percent of jobs created by annual operations.
20; p. 39 Figure 3.3 shows 34 percent; Figure 4.3 shows 56 percent. Footnote 20 also references annual operations while
fn. 23 annotating a construction chart.

“One-time economic impact of $2.9 billion... supporting an estimated 3,390 full-time equivalent job-years.” Per
pp. 3, 35 p. 35, 3,390 is the average annual figure; the five-year total is approximately 16,950 job-years. A cumulative
output figure and an annual employment figure are presented as coextensive.

Average annual wage stated as $70,000. The weighted average of 220 positions at $75,000 and 30 at $65,000 is

P €0 411 $73,800; $70,000 is the midpoint of the range cited at p. 8.

Project shown as adding 220 Information-sector jobs, against 250 headcount (p. 8) and 230 full-time

p.41,5.2 equivalents (p. 38, fn. 22).

pp. 40-41, ZIP Code 18104 (population 55,809) used as a proxy for South Whitehall Township (population 21,818). Figure
5.1-5.2 5.2 is captioned “South White Hall Township (18104 zIP).”

“Total construction costs have remained the same” notwithstanding reduced square footage, with no

.34,31 . . . . .
P- 3% supporting documentation for either cost basis; the sole source is “Edged Data Centers (2026).”

Direct output of $2.8 billion shown identically at Township, County, and Commonwealth geographies. This
p. 35,3.2 asserts full capture of $2.8 billion in construction spending within the Township boundary; the basis is not
explained.

E. Presentation and document quality

Page /

Fig. Item

pp. 47,52, Appendix figures misnumbered: the Appendix A figure is labeled “Figure C.1,” the Appendix C figure “Figure
57 D.1,” and the Appendix F figure “Figure C.1” a second time.

p.17 Malformed footnote reference rendering as “1112” in the body text.
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Page /

Fig. Item

p. 38,4.2 Total row renders as “ otal utput (S )” with characters dropped.
p. 16 Section heading reads “Business Privileged Tax.”
p.21,2.18 “Loudon County,” spelled correctly elsewhere on the same page.

“Minus Non-Modeled Amount $6.1” rendered in red type in an otherwise monochrome table — a working-

.34,31 . . . .
P draft artifact in a document marked FINAL. A comparable artifact appears in green type at p. 27.

Executive Summary asserts that the facility will attract talent “without overwhelming local infrastructure or
p.3 public services,” stated in advance of the supporting analysis and in tension with the Report’s own text at pp.
19, 21, 23, and 26.

Operational noise stated as 57 decibels with no measurement location, receptor distance, or reference

P45 standard identified.

Section 5.3 attributes a prospective donation of more than 100 acres to Jeras Corporation, a separate entity,
pp. 42-43  within a report on the applicant’s project. No fiscal value is assigned, no agreement is referenced, and the
benefit is contingent on a third party.

ESI cites its own unpublished research (51,181 and $1,774 in annual per-person savings; a 3.6 percent home

.43 . . - L .
P value premium) without citation, and applies it to a donation that has not been agreed.

4ward Planning Inc. has endeavored to ensure that reported data and information contained in this analysis are complete,
accurate, and relevant. All estimates, assumptions, and extrapolations are based on methodological techniques employed by
4ward Planning Inc. and believed to be reliable. 4ward Planning Inc. assumes no responsibility for inaccuracies in reporting by
the Client, its agents, representatives, or any other third-party data source used in the preparation of this memorandum. 4ward
Planning Inc. makes no warranty or representation concerning the manifestation of the estimated or projected values or results
contained in this memorandum.

This memorandum constitutes a peer review of a third-party analysis. It is not an appraisal, is not intended to be relied upon as
an appraisal or as a determination of assessed value, and was not prepared in conformity with the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice. Assessment of the subject property is a statutory determination reserved to the Lehigh County
Board of Assessment Appeals, subject to appeal by the taxpayer and by the affected taxing bodies. Nothing in this
memorandum constitutes legal advice. References to the Consolidated County Assessment Law, including the requirement that
the cost, comparable sales, and income approaches be considered in conjunction with one another, the exclusion of machinery
and equipment from real property under 53 Pa.C.S. § 8811, and the standing of a taxing district to appeal an assessment, are
provided as context only and should be confirmed by the Township solicitor. The same applies to questions concerning the
Local Tax Enabling Act, the realty transfer tax, and the enforceability of proposed conditions of approval.

The analyses performed and this work product shall become the exclusive property of the Client, to do with as it deems
appropriate. 4ward Planning Inc. will not disclose or share this memorandum or associated work materials with any third party
without first receiving written authorization from the Client to do so.

Respectfully submitted,

Todd J. Poole
Managing Principal
4ward Planning Inc.
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