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Introduction

As required by Section 36-1-153,C.R.S., the Colorado State Land Board is pleased to present its annual Investment
and Development Fund report. The Investment and Development Fund was created in 2005 and allows the State
Land Board to invest up to $5 million in School Trust revenues per year back into School Trusts asset in order to
increase the value and/or income of these assets for the trust. This report details the financial results of these
investments and the impact on the assets we manage

This report has three sections:
¢ Investment Summary (Page 3)

¢ Appendix A — Financial Analysis Terms and Assumptions (page 4)

s Appendix B — Project and Program Detail (Page 5)
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INVESTMENT SUMMARY

The State Land Board's has spent or authorized $13.5 million from the Investment and Development Fund on 31
projects/programs over the last 7 years. These targeted investments have already directly increased revenues by
$74.3 million. Over the next five to ten years, we expect these same Investment and Development Fund
investments to generate an additional $30.6 million in revenue and $43.5 million in realize value through asset

sales.

From FY 2005-06 to FY 2011-12, our Investment and Development Fund investments resulted in:

The completion of the Lowry Range large scale oil & gas development property lease that enhanced
bonus revenues by $74 million;

New and renewed communication tower leases that increased annual revenues by $200,000;
Two new commercial real estate assets that increased annual revenues by $430,000;
New and renewed surface leases that increased annual revenues by $183,000; and,

Realized asset sales proceeds were increased by $1.0 million.

From FY 2012-13 to FY 2021-22, we expect our Investment and Development Fund investments to result in:

The compietion of a large scale oil and gas development lease that will produce over $30 million in
enhanced bonus revenues at the 70 Ranch property;

The completion of entitlements on five development properties that are expected to generate 555 million
in sales proceeds;

A large a scale oil and gas development property lease which is expected to produce $600,000 in new
annual royalty revenues; and,

New conservation services revenue of $2.6 million.
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FINANCIAL

The following is an explanation of the financial analysis and calculation concepts used in this report.

Financial Measures of Performance

The State Land Board utilizes discounted cash flow analysis to report on the viability and performance of
individual projects and the fund as a whole. This analysis is widely used in private business and considers all costs
(including opportunity costs) and revenues of a particular project over the life of the project.

Future revenues are subject to a discount rate in order to determine the project’s current or net present value
(NPV). This discount rate is an indicator of the rate of return that should be expected for a given type of
investment, taking into account the timing and risk associated with the future cash flows. For the Investment and
Development Fund, the discount rate has been set at the following percentages for specific investment types.

o Agricultural projects: 7.5%
¢ Commercial sales, remodels, and construction: 10.0%
s lLand Development; 13.5%

+ Minerals Projects: 10.0% to 12.0%

In the financial tables associated with each project the Net Present Value is reported. For example, NPY@8%
means 8% is the discount rate. If the NPV is a positive number it means the rate of return on the investment
exceeded 8%. If the NPV is a negative number it means the rate of return fell below 8% {or whatever the discount
rate is for a given project).

The tables also report on a project’s Internal Rate of Rate Return {IRR). The IRR measures the annualized,
effective compound rate of return over the term of the project, taking into account all cash inflows {e.g. revenues)
and outflows {e.g. expenses and opportunity costs). For example, an IRR of 15% means that future revenues
generate an average annual return of 15% over the life of the investment.

Personnel (FTE) and Operating Costs

There 4 FTE currently funded by the Investment and Development fund as well as some operating and planning
expenses. However individual project expenditures do not reflect the costs of each FTE. All costs associated with
these FTE are deducted from the Fund’s total NPV in order to reflect the true return of the Fund’s investments.

Land Value and Entitlement

Annexation, rezoning, and platting increase the value of property through land use “entitlements.” Annexation
guarantees governmental services including water and wastewater while the rezoning and platting allows the
property to be subdivided and developed. This process is termed “entitling property”.

Please note that land value projections for both completed and ongoing projects have been adjusted downward
based on current economic conditions and/or current appraisals.
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APPENDIX B - Project and Program Detail

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS SUMMARY ...cooooiiiiiiciiiciniscrcsiiterscaere e evassssnssrsessssrttsrreesessasssrentse eassassasessssss assssansnsnsss snssssesssssnsnssns 6
SURFACE PROJECTS ..ottt tiiiittiitiir e trre s rarartrsressiatessases sessrasssssersseses rastseas e sasasnnnnst s e satannssesrrannssses seseessrasessinassesasasans 10
BRETT GREY RANCH PROJECT et teitteceesieessieeessssttesssasteesasssssestaseesamssssetesesses bessabessnsssarassssassasansissses s tianessenatnerarsotensressnsesensreranes 10
BEG SPRINGS RANCH PROJECT oo ivteeeiveeeeie e eere s see e s e er e s stes s bbe e sst s easants2esabstesassaeasssietae ey ianeeraasessmmeens s seeeannsnneessaresereennsensanseneess 10
JACK CANYON RANCH PROJECT oot eiteciaeeroie s rsbessevarssenssmrssratesstarasssse sabasintesssnssessaisntessnsssnsssssasiss s sentesemtensenransense eessasmesoessanmeen 11
TJ BAR RANCH LODGE ..ivvveeeivirmieierrvsriiesrmssisniirsssiiasseisssssssssssssstssstesasssssrasassssassssssssssss sesresinsess smssesossssesmssestnssase aetesssasssreesssonses 11
TRRIGATION WELL IMETERS .eeticitieisiecietecitessseestsesstmertbesastesemrssostasstmnssessssatessnsessbnt e ssesantesstesansssasasetasnastsstnransessantrnsnserssasensnesansen 12
MUDDY CREEK WATER SYSTEM ...eieiiruieiieiieteesitsceietseesisetsssissasasssasessesaarssensrossersnsenssessenmessssntesaanssssmsassansseassesenanssessasessassesvasesessn 13
RIVERSIDE DITCH PIVOT ...t eice ittt ettt et e e et ae s rrasssa s ven e raaba s v e saas rabaesbasaabassaberasaba b baesabas s md s AR E AR £ an ek e e sar et eeenemmneeneenn enn 13
CHICO BASTN WATER PROJTECT vvteteearieisnirssarirserasiessssesisssssssssesesssssssassessssssssstossssssassosteronsmnbesennnssseesessanssssomeseseessass snesnessasnnensersan 14
CONSERVATION SERVICES ... uttiiiriteeieeitessseessiaseissnsiotessensersesasnssrssessnsesssstesatssrasssssessssnssnsesssntesstessssasssatsnssrasessinrensenssasesssseessatessesesssn 14
COMMERCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS ...oeiiicciiiiiiisiiiieisitnieianersvsreresssssrsrssssrssrasssisssnsaarsasassarasssessssasssnnnses somnnes 16
1127 SHERMAN OFFICE BUILDING ...cveeieiiitiieetieeieeeteeseseeeeeresrereareesesbarnsevasssansesasnssnsesssnsesssessssnssssssesssnsesssinsersseensessnnsessesmnsessesn 16
MASON STREET BUILDING REMODEL .. ruiieuriiiiiitisieiieriesssssinssssbessinsis sasssasassassssssssnsssnssssssseerantesssoensessassssmssesssensmsssseesssensssaeeronses 17
DIOWD JUNCTION uutvieieeriesimiesieessiesras s etaessstaess e aabatsbes oste s tmnssemsasssmnssossesste sasseabmt s sbebanbessastsasabesssinsensaneosmnansrns raseeassensansnenessenrmees 18
EBY SECTION L. utvtimiiitie e oiieeeeseee s eesmtere vt e es e assastssssm b basssass e ea s s nees s vatasevasnrees s semren e smeenanaseansemtesmeseananssnaeeeses sensranmsesensbeesn 19
0003 2] 01 4 ) U OO PO 20
BROOMFIELD [ARISTAJ .11vrcrviveterseneesersessvmeresrmeressaress sesessessssesaassssssnsassenssssassssnsasssasasasesssosasresssensnsesssnssessnssessssnsesasasesntssnansreren 21
GRANBY OVERLOOK .veeuteseeseeiiiecieassreesasseeasseesassssssssanssesiseesess ssmessessmsasrassnsasstssesssesassasesssssassinesesesatsessssssstessesressssnsanssssesansenssessess 21
MINERALS AND ENERGY .....iiiiiiiiiirirensrssrsssssssssssssssssssnesssssssese s sesnesssssssanssssssssssssisstessssnvavssonnssssessassssassansnnesnnssssssnsnnssran 23
LUOWRY RANGE ...t ieoeieeerte e ee ettt e s e e etee s s e e stae e et asaaeaesteer s et anbaer s rasd fh e e A s e s st s e e b nbe s et e e Rt e84 et 48 eAa e 108 he bt e rem e e e nnnsemenns e ermr o 23
SAN JUAN BASIN AUDIT ..ocuviiriierisist oot eamiessreremess e ses sesesssesse s e s e sresan s ahea s aeas st e aE £ 12ebab b e b b e b e s e s ebesesnebensens e ekesnsaneseesasananssereennrns 24
TABLE IMOUNTAIN .ottt ceeittesee et st eetasestabesstassse s taas aebtmeantstmn et s s s stmessansesmtee saeseabea s s e sants s s seeasats s sesn e e henr et beraarnensrmenanrensssnenantsesmens 25
T 0 BANCH .1teteiesiis st etes s ee sttt s as et or s st va st bbb sasbes s sbereasembmse s smsntse s e s mesnatasssasmss s eanssespaenaroas o asmebn s teeermsneessanteeesennnennsenrnsnenrnnns 26
IVTOUNTAIN T PLAINS. «. ettt ettt ettt ee et e ke et r s 2 e arrs et e ret e esrea rabe e s ey ssmraassassnbasshdsaasa b et et e bb e aabd s ha b e bam b e e rme e e e nrmeeeanenen 27
PROGRAM INCOME AND EXPENDITURES.....cueetiiiiiiiiieiiesatiesessissssnsaessssssssssessessssssss sessesssesssssssnssisssssssssarsnnn sasnremenssrresssns 28
CENTENNIAL HANGER ..cties vt eitiete s seiin i iassrt e ssees i bessas stmes s smsanssssteses s ssssssasmtseanssee s e senas s 2 ansnssvassbenesemrensmmessaasene e semaeenenantnnesanrnas 28
COMMUNICATION TOWER LEASE REVENUES .vtecvveieiieeeeieecteeesaeses e easasstssssssnstasnsseesenstmnensssanessesesesnssmrassansseesnassnensenssnsessssresssesnes 29
PROGRAM COSTS ettt ieetatee e eaeetet e e ee s reaertar s rrasbarrareaesaraerass v rasrsrabe s sbassasseababesshs b bs s oh b e s be oAb b st e s e esmssesmeseanmnneaennermneeeareennen 29
INACTIVE PROJECTS .....ocvvrrvtivssrsrsrerersssatssrsserantesanasssiarssas sasassasasssasanseesssssnssnsnssesssssssnnssses se st sess esssssnssssssmssnnnbenennensssrerssns 30
O TH AND KIPLING PROJECT vt veei et et tsets e e eme et esas st bsese st s ts sabiaes s s b bars sees rasansemsmesmesaesomsaetesensssssasaesenserersresasn e e sran s sanresrenasserees 30
ARVADA PUD ittt et i et e e e e e es stmt e s s bt esabesenas srmseessasasasaasssasonntate s 2R snssam s b e s e heenmse e et et amae et e aaneeeneaneenenaaesnneastsrntesins 30
COBB LAKE, LARIMER COUNTY wo..eiietiieeeie et ieastietnsevbvess eness eerssinssssmbrsssssees sesansanss ssassnsssassnsnsssssasssassnsssserensresenmsenseeaneeeameseeesensees 30
DOUGLAS RESERVOIR, LARIMER COUNTY ..uuviiiiesiiisiresiosisssssasssssts s tassasssesates st eetmmeeesmesannrasaseasaasessesessesansenssnnensersnesesssnnssnsrassserases 30
B RIE 1 tetiuteree s s ereres e e e vee e e s ve e st e s mt s s eAbe e Re et e Ee ARt R Ae At oAk n e bn s LA e s beeat s eee e re e tensnt et e et hoasaetnteaseeaeineaesan st raeereeeanranteanntenneaenntterren 31
PLATTE RIVER WATER, DOUGLAS COUNTY oeveriinteiiiecieeeieteesisasasssetesesassesssss ratassnnssarsssmnssessssasessressesssmssssansessaassassessmstesessassesssssnes 31

POWERS BOULEVARD, EL PASO COUNTY ...vviiioirmeriisiereeresies s rbesses e sesss e sessasas s nsasm st 444114 et st vm bmsamsensensssansassanssennsssssnsnssnsans 31



APPENDIX B
PROJECT ANALYSIS SUMMARY

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS SUMMARY

The following charts summarize financial returns for each individual Investment and Development Fund project
and program. The charts show increase income and asset value associated with each of Investment and
Development Fund investments.
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Brett Grey Ranch Project

Project Type: Agricultural - Revenue Maintenance Project 5““"“"?*".._.

“ Timeline:

Project Start: | February 2010
Installation Complete: | July 2011

Lease: | Ongoing

Summary:

o

The Brett Grey Ranch project improved the management and
carrying capacity at a 50,000 acre ranch in Lincoln County.

The ranch has significant agricultural infrastructure as well as a

Status: | Complete
unigue riparian area through the southern portion. There are 3 Outcome: | 43,500 revenue
homes and various barns, corrals, scales and livestock handling maintenance
facilities on the property. Project Investment: | $236,017 1&D Fund
S0 Other SLB $
The ranch also has excellent water rights. There are 310 total $236,017 Total

irrigated acres and two large reservoirs have the right to store 290 |: _ Finandi
acre feet of water for irrigation. Payback {approx): | 5 years

Return (IRR}: | 25.29%

Due to the recent drought, past management strategies, and poorly maintained infrastructure, the ranch has not
produced as much forage as anticipated. Though rated at 16,000 AUMs per year, the ranch had no livestock in 2007
to allow for recovery of the grass. In order to improve return to the trust and protect the long-term health of the
resource, severa! critical items need to be repaired and additional livestock water needs to be developed. Some of
the irrigation systems, reservoirs, windmills and tanks
were in need of repair as well. in addition, the
equipment for two irrigated circles, covering 500 acres
each, were replaced.

The Investment and Development Fund cost of this
project is $236,017. The Investment and Development
Funds were leveraged with a matched from the lessee
and Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

The outcome of the Brett Grey Ranch investment and
development fund project is to maintain the carrying
capacity at 16,200. This project has generated an IRR
of 25%.

Big Springs Ranch Project

_I?roje_ct Summary

Project Type: Agricultural - Revenue Increase = L Timeline T e
Project Start: | January 2010
The Board consolidated the 8,600 acre Big Spring Ranch in 2009 instailation: | August 2011

Lease: | February 2011

through the acquisition of 3,300 acres of private in-holdings that e,
urmary.:

included water and improvements. The Big Springs Ranch is located

. . : I
in south central El Paso County, two miles east of the Town of Status: | Complete
. Outcome: | 511,638 revenue
Ellicott. )
INcrease
. o Project investment: | $59,088 I&D Fund
The investment funded a remodel of the existing ranch house, $0 Other SLB $

installed cross fences, replaced a livestock pump, and installed 59,088 Total
pipeline and stock tanks. ; ST

¢ Hancial
Payback (approx): | 5 years
Return (IRR): | 13.90%
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This project increased annual revenues by an average of $11,638 based on fifty percent {50%) increase in the
property’s carrying capacity and a new rental stream from the remodeled house ($500/month).

Based on an investment of 559,088, this project generated an IRR of 14%.

fack Canyon Ranch Project
Project Type: Agricultural - Revenue Enhancement

Project Summary
ok Timeline
Project Start: | August 2007
Installation: | January 2009

The Jack Canyon Ranch Project was aimed at increasing the carrying
capacity for grazing on State Trust Land in Otero County. The 6,300

X " Lease: | June 2010
acre Jack Canyon Ranch is south of La junta and just north of the [° T summens
Purgatoire River. Status: | Complete

Outcome: | $5,000 revenue increase
The ranch had a substandard water delivery system. It also needed Project Investment: | $45,234 I&D Fund

additional cross fencing, water spring development, and a new S0 Other SLB §
pumping system, pipelines, and additionat stock tanks. The present | $45,234 Total _
carrying capacity is 1,200 AUMs {Animal Unit Months) per year. This [ G Fipancial el
project increased carrying capacity to 1,500 AUMSs per year, for an Payback (approx): | 8 years
additional $5,000 in lease revenue annually. Return (IRR): | 8.1%

The Board authorized 545,234 as a cost share with Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and/or the lessee
for this project. The project is expected to produce an IRR of 8% and will also help preserve the long-term value of the
asset.

T} Bar Ranch Lodge

Project Type: Recreation — Revenue/Value Enhancement

Project Summary
Sl Timeline v 0T
Project Start: | April 2006
Lease: 1 April 2006
Construction Start: | August 2006
Construction End: | September 2007
T Tsimmey.

‘The TJ Bar Ranch Lodge provides recreational access to 7,000
acres of State Trust Land as well as neighboring wildlife properties.
The State Land Board acquired the TJ Bar Ranch (4,400 acres) and
neighboring Hughes Ranch (875 acres) in 2003 and 2005 Status: Complete
respectively. These acquisitions were consolidated with existing Outcome: | $33,250 increase in
state trust land (1,725 acres). revenue and $425,000

increase in value
Project tnvestment: | $100,000 |&D Fund

175,000 Other SEB
$275,000 Total

Dl Financigl: <
Payback (approx}: | 8 years
Return (IRR): | 35.88%

The T) Bar Ranch lessee was selected through a
competitive bid process in 2006. In addition to new
annual recreation revenues, the successful bid
included a cost share proposal with the State Land
Board in the construction of a 4,300 square foot lodge
on the property.

11
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The cost of constructing the lodge was $350,000, of which the Board paid $100,000 from the Investment and
Development Fund. According to the terms of the lease, the State Land Board increases its equity in the lodge
from 28% to 75% at the end of the ten year lease. Based on a projected value of $700,000, the State Land Board’s
equity would increase from $100,000 to $525,000. The remaining 25% equity {$175,000) may be purchased by
the Board at the end of the ten year lease. The lease also increased the revenues from this property by $33,250
per year.

Irrigation Well Meters

Project Type: Agricultural - Revenue Maintenance Project Summary
' - Timelin
This project provided funding for the installation of irrigation well Project Start: | October 2006

meters required by a court order and the Division of Water
Resources. Without these meters, the State Land Board would not
be able to irrigate the affected properties and the associated lease
revenues would have been reduced from $68,055 to 52,240 — a
change of 65,815 annually.

Installation: | March 2007
ummary e
Status: | Complete
Outcome: | $65,815 net  annual
revenue maintenance

Project Investment: | $15,600 18D Fund
0 Other SLB

On August 1, 2006, Water Court Order (Case No. 05CW12) was
issued approving rules that govern the measurement of ground [
water diversions located in the Rio Grande Basin. These rules [ Payback (approx): e year
require that every non-exempt well (more than 50 g.p.m.} be Return {IRR): | 421.89%
equipped with an approved measuring device by March 1, 2007,

The cost was $1,300 for each installed meter for 12 wells.

Six School Trust properties with 12 non-exempt wells were affected by the court order. Five of these are irrigated
farmland and one is irrigated pasture. The table below displays a comparison of rent as irrigated and as non-
irrigated.

Lease Acres Annual income Per Acre Annual Per Acre
Number As Irrigated Income as Income as income as
' Irrigated Not Irrigated Not lrrigated
42647 150.00 | 56,006 $40.04 5250 S1.67
42634 640.00 $25,727 540.20 5640 $1.00
42952 321.23 512,490 $38.89 5350 $1.09
44279 160.00 | 55,841 $36.51 5250 $1.56
42421 480.00 | $16,254 $33.87 5500 51.05
44800 160.00 51,738 $10.86 5250 51.56
TOTAL 1,911.23 | 568,055 52,240

The Board authorized $15,600 in funding for the installation of these meters. As shown above, this project
assured the continued annual income of $68,055 as opposed. to the alternative of $2,240 in annual revenue and
the historic loss of the use of the wells.

12
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Muddy Creek Water System Proi
roject Summary
i el R R e
Project Type: Agricultural - Revenue Enhancement Project Start: | Decernber 2005
installation: | July 2006
This investment funded a water distribution system on a 1,080- Lease: | October 2006
acre parcel in Morgan County. S Summary i
Status: | Complete
The property suffered from many years of overgrazing primarily Goal: | $7,067 revenue increase
because the property lacked a water system that would allow for a Project Investment: | $39,900 I&D Fund
viable rotational grazing plan. Cattle could not be effectively s00ther SLBS
moved from pasture to pasture. R R T RS $39,9001’otal
il R nandel s T
Payback (approx}: | 6 years
Return (IRR): | 15.28%

The total cost for the water system was $50,000 of
which the Board authorized $%39,900 from the
Investment and Development Fund. The United
States Department of Agriculture’s EQUIP program
paid the difference. The water system included a
well, pump, pipeline, water tanks and the electricity
necessary to run the system.

The Board approved a new lease on the property in
October 2006 which resulted in increased annual
revenues of 57,067 and an IRR of 15%.

Riverside Ditch Pivot

. . Project Summary
Project Type: Agricultural - Revenue Enhancement ARy

meline’

. .Pro.j.e.c.t Start August 2005
This project involved a sprinkler irrigation investment on a 130- Installation: | January 2006

acre parcel located in north central Morgan County. Lease: | March 2006

o shmmary
The property had been flood irrigated for many years using water Status: | Complete
from the adjacent Riverside Ditch. The property produced a low Outcome: | $14,501 revenue
vield and a low lease rate. In fact, due to the marginal crop increase
production, the property was under consideration for reversion to | Project Investment: | $108,457 I&D Fund
s TN, $0 Other SLB $

$108,457 Total

 Financia

Payback {approx): | 7.5 years
Return (IRR}): | 10.22%

In 2005, the Board approved the purchase
and instaliation of a sprinkler irrigation
system at a cost of $108,457. Two center
pivot sprinklers {one of which is pictured) and associated infrastructure were installed on
the property which irrigated 100 acres.

Through a competitive bid process, the lease rate was set at $135.78 per acre or $14,500
annually {vs. $1.64/acre or $210 annually for grazing) and produced an IRR of 10%.

13
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Chico Basin Water Project
Project Type: Agricultural - Revenue Maintenance

When complete, this project will install a water distribution system
(storage tanks, pipeling, and a well} and a new cross fence on 4,815
acres of State Trust Land adjacent to the Chico Basin Ranch in north
central Pueblo County. Without reliabie water socurce and
distribution, the current carrying capacity of 1,000 AUMs will be
reduced to prevent further overgrazing, which is a reduction of
about 56,500 per year. The Board will pay for half of the cost of the
improvements with NRCS providing the other half.

To continue providing a return to the trust, the property needs
infrastructure improvements. The lessee was unable to utilize the
parcel for the entire grazing season twice over the past 6 years.

Project

Jimeline

Summary

Project Start:

January 2011
Installation: | December 2015

Lease:

SUmma

December 2015

Status:

Cngoing

_ Outcome: | $6,477 revenue
Project Investment: | $43,407 I&D Fund
50 OtherSLB S
543,407 Total
¢ Fingncia

Payback {approx}.:

5 years

During 2010 grazing season all three of the small livestock ponds dried up.

This project is anticipated to generate an IRR of 8%.

Conservation Services
Project Type: Surface - Revenue/Value Enhancement

Conservation Services projects funded through the investment and
Development Fund provide the foundation for the State Land Board
focus on strengthening the long-term sustainability and stewardship
of all state trust lands while generating reasonable and consistent
revenue over time for its trust beneficiaries.

The State Land Board’s goal is to substantially increase long-term
stewardship of all state trust fand, including those in the Stewardship

Trust, while also developing new revenue streams.

The State Land Board’s first step was to identify and assess

Return (IRR}: | 8.03%
Project Summary

Project Start:

2012

Project End :

m

Status:

Ongoing

Goal:

$2.6 million revenue

Project Investment:

5694,000 1&D Fund
51,700,000 Other SLB S

$1,987,735 Total

- “Financial:
Payback (approx): | 8 years
Return (IRR): | 5.5%

threatened and critical natural resources through a series of new field inventories. These inventories with assist with
the realignment of the Stewardship Trust using new biological data, new tools and inventorying techniques, and a
new understanding of the role of biodiversity to support the long-term sustainability and resiliency of its lands for

14

future beneficiaries.

The second step is to use the field inventories to develop
new revenue streams through new and emerging regulatory
programs and other conservation revenue opportunities.
The Board approved funding from the Investment and
Development Fund for a demand analysis for ecosystem
services that provided up-to-date information about the
market for different types of ecosystem services and specific
recommendations for entering these emerging markets.

The Board also approved an in-depth, functional analysis of
its wetland properties in Park County to further explore
potential for a wetland mitigation bank in this area.

This
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analysis is an example of the natural outcome of the field inventories
described above: a more in-depth evaluation of state trust lands that
demaonstrate high potential to generate revenue through compensable
ecosystem services — including wetland, stream and wildlife habitat
mitigation banks or programs.

The State Land Board estimates that this set of projects will generate §2.6
million in conservation revenues over 10 years based on an expenditure
of $1.9 million. Most of the revenue and expenditure for these projects
occurs towards the end of the ten year period. The conservation services
project is anticipated to produce an IRR of 5.5% and also strongly
supports the stewardship part of the State Land Board's mission.

15



APPENDIX B

COMMERCIAL AND DEVELOFMENT PROJECTS

1127 Sherman Office Building

Project Type: Commercial - Value Enhancement/Revenue
Increase

This investment funded planning and designing the construction of
an 18,000 square foot LEED" certified office building at 1127
Sherman in Denver. This project increased the Board’s annual
revenue by over $300,000 through a combination of a lease
savings from State Land Board central offices as well as new lease
revenues from third party tenants.

The 1127 Sherman Street property was a smali parking lot wedged
between two residential buildings. The land was donated to the
State Land Board by several families in 1994 and became a
monthly parking

lot. The 26-space parking lot earned
approximately $7,000 and
the 2008 appraised value of

the land was $420,000.

income from third tenants.

Y LEEDis Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

Project Summary
Timeline.:::

May 2006

Project Start:

Building Permit: | March 2008
Construction Start: | April 2008

Construction End: | March 2009

LEED Certification: | December 2009
o SSummary STl
Status: | Complete
Outcome: | $318,421 annual cost

savings &new revenue =
100% occupancy

Project Investment:

$250,000 I1&D Fund

$4.41 million Other SLBS
$4.66 million Total

Payback (approx)

3 years

Return {IRR}):

10.97%

At the end of FY 2005-06, the State Land Board analyzed several
redevelopment options regarding the 1127 Sherman lot. A three-story office
building was determined to be the most cost-effective option. The Board
authorized $250,000 of investment and Development funds in October 2006
to begin the planning process. The Board contracted with a development
services firm to build the building based on State Land Board specifications.

in April 2009, the State Land Board relocated its central offices to 1127
Sherman. The building received official LEED certification in December 2009.
in 2011 and 2012, the State Land Board signhed tenants to occupy the first
floor, achieving 100% occupancy.

This investment generated an IRR of 11% based on the net rent savings and
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Mason Street Building Remodel
Project Type: Commercial - Value Enhancement

This investment funded the remodel and subsequent disposal of a
vacant office building in Fort Collins.

The State Land Board acquired the 22,000 square foot Mason Street
Building through a land exchange in 1993. From 1993 to 2004, the
building was leased to various state and local governmental agencies
and produced over $200,000 per year. During the summer of 2004,
these governmental tenants vacated the building due to individual
agency consolidation efforts. From 2004 until it was sold in 2008,
the Board was unable to find tenants for the building.

The Board approved the project to remodel the Mason Street

_Project Summary

G Timeline
Project Start: | September 2006
Construction Start: | December 2006
Construction End: | August 2007
Property Seld: | March 2008
Status: | Complete
Outcome: | $2.2 million
Project Investment | $631,428 1&D Fund
$0 Other SIB S
$631,428 Total
o Finangiel
Payback {approx): | 2 years
Return (IRR}): | 14.46%

Building in September 2006 which included the instaliation of an elevator. A construction contractor was selected in
December 2006 through a public bid process. The costs to remodel the building totaled $631,428.

Before Remodel

After Remodel

During the renovation project, the office market in Fort Collins continued to decline. Therefore, even though the
remodel was complete in August 2007, the State Land Board continued to struggle to find tenants and subsequently

made the decision of sell the property in 2007 for $2.2 million.

This project generated an IRR of 14.5% over the life of the State Land Board’s ownership of the building.

17
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Dowd Junction

Project Type: Development - Revenue/Value Enhancement Project Summary

The Dowd lJunction project involves the planning and | 5 Fimel
redevelopment of approximately 18 acres at Dowd Junction Project Start: “March 2009
between Vail and Avon in Eagle County. Given its proximity to I- Planning Complete: | June 2013

70, Highway 6, and the Eagle River, the Dowd Junction parcel is Ground Lease: | December 2014
greatly under-utilized with aging commercial development. This . Sumi

parcel is bordered by Avon and by US Forest Service land. It is Status: | Ongoing
approximately one mile west of Vail and half a mile northwest of Outcome: | $31.0 million value
Minturn. While this parcel is a full Section 16, much of the parcel increase

Project Investment: | $8,625,000 Land Value

$400,000 I1&D Fund

S0 OtherSLB S

$9,025,000 Total

L Emondel
Payback (approx): | 6 years

Return (IRR): | 36.05%

is undevelopable due to mountainous terrain, geologic hazards,
and lack of access. Currently, only 18 acres is being utilized for
commercial purposes.

The State Land Board believes the current
commercial uses at Dowd Junction are not at
their highest and best use for developable
ground. This entitlement project seeks to
rezone the property for mixed use (commercial
and residential) within the current Eagle County
jurisdiction. Eagle County is currently
undertaking an update tc the County
Comprehensive Plan for this purpose. Following
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan update,
the State Land Board intends to pursue rezoning
of the property to mixed use. This would
increase the density allowed on this site ten-
fold. This project also seeks to clean up the
current encumbrances on the property to
prepare for re-development. The largest
encumbrance is a 9.7 acre perpetual right-of-
way, granted in 1968 to the Colorado
Department of Transportation. As part of a
parallel exchange with Eagle County and the US
Forest Service, the State Land Board will acquire
a more appropriate parce! to which this CDOT
facility can be relocated.

 — - , T

S Tt e s

The Board authorized $400,000 of Investment and Development Funds at its March 2009 meeting for this
planning effort. The State Land Board expects this project to more than quadruple the value of the Dowd Junction
parcel from $8.6 million to $39 million by 2014.

This project is anticipated to produce an IRR of 36%.

18
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EBY Section 16 Project Summary
Project Tvpe: Development - Value Enhancement e s

R CTimeling
Project Start: | November 2009
This investment bought out an exclusive option to purchase state Option Acquisition: | December 2009

trust land in Eagle County. With the property is no longer subject | Target Disposition: | 2014
to this contract option, the Board is able to dispose of the Eby o Summary
Section 16 property at its current market value. Status: | Ongoing
QOutcome: | $2.8 million increase in
value

In 1996, the Board granted a private party an exclusive option to

purchase the Eby Section 16 parcel for $580,000. This was a Project investment: | 51,050,000 Land Value

$470,000 I1&D Fund

projected value based on the assumption that the private party $0 Other SLB
would entitle the property without assistance by or cost to the $1.6 million Total
Board, and yet the Board would receive the benefit of a higher == 2o rmr

value property. Payback (approx.): | 5 year

Return (IRR): | 20.56%

The State Land Board negotiated to buy the option contract and
thus avoid having to sell Eby Section 16 for less than its market value. To this end, the Board expended $470,000
from the Investment and Development Fund on December 30™ 2009.

The buyout cost was much less than the value of the property. Based on independent appraisals of parcels in
Eagle County, the Eby Section 16 parcel is estimated to be worth about $5,000 per acre or $3.2 million in FY 2011-
12. This vaiue is expected to grow to $6,000 per acre or $3.8 million by 2014. This project is anticipated to
produce an IRR of 21%.
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Lochbuie PUD

Project Type: Development — Value Enhancement

The Lochbuie PUD {Planned Unit Development) project involves
the annexation, rezoning, and disposal of a 158-acre State Land
Board parcel north of the town of Lochbuie in Weld County. All
planning has been completed and the property has been annexed
by the Town of Lochbuie.

In November 2008, the town’s Board of Trustees approved the
annexation and rezoning of the State Land Board’s property into
the Town of Lochbuie. The property was rezoned as Commercial
Mixed Use with a Planned Unit Development. Development rights
were vested for twenty years.

Economic conditions have significantly impacted the value of the
Lochbuie property but we believe the current value is $3.0 million

Project Summary

o meline.
Project Start: | August 2005
Planning Complete: | September 2008
Annexation: | November 2008
Target Disposition:

December 2015

um

Status:

Ongoing

Qutcome:

51.7 million increase in
value

Project Investment

$1.3 Million Land Value
$102,913 1&D Fund
$41,454 Other SLB S
51,6 million Total

“Financial -

Payback {approx):

10 years

Return {IRR):

7.4%

which represents a 200% increase due to the State Land Board’s rezoning efforts.

The project is anticipated to generate an annual return of 7% based on the current stagnant market conditions for
development. This anticipated return could improve substantially with improvement in the development market.
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Broomfield {Arista)
Project Type: Development - Value Enhancement

This project completed the Planned Urban Development (PUD)
entitlement of a seven-acre parcel in Broomfield located between
Wadsworth Blvd. and U.S. Highway 36. All planning on this
property is complete.

The State Land Board had been working on this property prior to
the creation of the Investment and Development Fund and was
attempting to take advantage of development plans on adjoining
private property. Initial planning efforts by the private developer
did not include the State Land Board parcel.

Project Summary

. Timelin
Project Start: | July 2005
Ptanning Completion: | October 2008
Target Disposition: | December 2015
T Summary.
Status: | Ongoing
Qutcome: | $2.2  million  value
increase

Project Investment:

$770,000 Land Value
$13,450 |&D Fund
$955,450 Other SLB &
$1.7 million Total

“Finonciall v

?a.yba.ck.(aﬁbm).():

10 years

Return {IRR}):

12.59%

The Board authorized Investment and Development
funding in order to complete the negotiation with the

Granby Overlook
Project Type: Development — Value Enhancement

The Granby Overlook project is a 38-acre parcel on the south side
of the Town of Granby in Grand County. This investment allowed
the State Land Board to complete the final development plan
(below) or “final plat” with the Town of Granby. The development
plan calls for a mix of single-family detached homes and multi-
family residential and commercial uses. All planning has been
completed and development approval has been vested for 10
years (until July 2019).

The property is welf positioned for development when the market
recovers, [t has been annexed into the town of Granby and
Winter Park Resort, the state’s fifth largest ski area, is just 15 miles
south of the project. Rocky Mountain National Park lies 15 miles
north of the project. The property has good access to commercial
development and sits on a high point in the area.

21

Project Summary

neighboring developer — Park 36 -~ which allowed the
property to be included in the Broomfield Urban
Transit Village PUD.

In September 2005, the City and County of Broomfield
approved the Broomfield Urban Transit Village PUD.

The State Land Board expects to realize an increase to
the property’s value from $770,000 (2005) to $3.0
million {2015 est.) which would generate a 12.6%
internal rate of return.

Timelines i
Project Start: | August 2006
Planning Complete: | January 2009
Formal Rezoning: | July 2009

Target Disposition:

By December 2019

T Summary.
Status: | Ongoing
Qutcome: | 53.4 million increase in

value

Project Investment:

$684,360 Land Value
$259,000 I&D Fund
$1,700,000 Future I&D
$28,735 Other SLBS

- Finoncial::

$2,672,095 Total

o Payback (approx):

12 years

Return (IRR}):

14.57%
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WE#;%Q;;IET};CR%WBY The total cost of the project is about
Tenssd { i Rnge 76 Waat Safmois 7 $287,735 with $259,000 from the
ot Investment and Development Fund.
$1.7 million in future fees remain to
be paid to the Town of Granby at the
, 1119 | time building permits are issued in
- -““"‘:‘f&?‘.ﬁwg‘f"”" =i LT 1Y order to develop and fully vest the
i plat. The target dispositiocn of the
property is no later than 2019,

B Based on current prices in the
SR surrounding area and the approved
B moren density of the project, a sales price of
Beeecr $6.4 million is the current estimate of

the potential value of the site in 2019.
The project is anticipated to generate
an |RR of 14.6%.
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Lowry Range
Project Type: Mineral - Revenue Enhancement

This project involves planning and leasing efforts at the Lowry
Range Property which produced an historic oil and gas lease in
2012. The Lowry Range is a 26,000 acre/40-square mile parcel of
School Trust property on the southeastern side of Metro Denver,

just east of Aurcra in unincorporated Arapahoe County.

Mostly acquired by the State Land Board in the late 1960s, the
Lowry Range is one of the largest parcels under single ownership
next to a major metropolitan area in the United States. The State
Land Board has long believed that this property has tremendous
short term development and long-term stewardship potential

and has extensively studied the parcel for over 20 years.

PHASE |

The first plan, formally adopted by the Board in 2006,
divided the property into 4,000 acres of
residential/commercial development, 5,000 acres of
water development, and 17,000 acres of conservation.
The Board conducted a public RFP and selected Lend
Lease for the development parcel and a consortium of
conservation  organizations called the Arapahoe
Grasslands for the conservation parcel.

Unfortunately, this effort ended in 2009 with the
termination of the development agreement between the
State Land Board and Lend Lease. As part of the 2009
termination settlement, the Board paid $4.5 million from
the Investment and Development Fund and received all
the due diligence conducted by Lend Lease on the Lowry
Range property.

PHASE !

Starting in 2010, the Board began its second major effort
on the Lowry Range property. The Board updated the
vision and plan to reflect changes in market economic
conditions, lack of a realistic real estate development
prospects, and the increased potential of oil and gas
development.

Project Summary

Timelin

F;foject Sta&: June 2009
Project End: J_une 2016
Summary

Status:

Complete

Qutcome:

$74 million oil and gas
bonus enhancement

Project Investment:

563.1 million in bonus
revenue
$8.0 million 1&D Fund

CiEmancigl i

$71.1 million Total

P.ayback (approx):

3 years

Return {IRR):

40.99%

ARAPAHOE &

While the short-term residential/commercial development potential of the Lowry Range declined, the oil and gas
development potential increased significantly based on input on horizontal oil and gas drilling particularly the

Niobrara formation which underlies much of the Front Range.

The State Land Board sought to balance the oil and gas development with the long-term surface stewardship.
Hence, the Board approved up to $3.5 million from the Investment and Development Fund to produce unigue oil
and gas lease document as well as a leasing process that resulted in a long-term oit and gas development partner. The
successful oil and gas lease bidder had to demonstrate deep prior experience with large-scale oil and gas field
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development and also be a thoughtful steward, respecting the property’s natural values and the Board’s long term
goals.

At its March 2012, the Board awarded the Lowry Range oil and gas lease to the ConocoPhillips Company. For this
lease, ConacoPhillips Company will pay the State Land Board $27.4 million each of the following five {5) years starting
in FY 2011-12 for a total bonus payment of 5137 million. In addition to this bonus payment, ConocoPhillips will pay
royalties when oil and gas is withdrawn from the property.

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

The State Land Board believed that the Lowry Range oif and gas lease would produce a bonus of $3,000 per acre. This
estimate is three {3) times the average per acre bonus the Board had received in the area over the prior 12 months.
Based on market specialists’ statements, the State Land Board believed that the large, single-owner Lowry Range
parcel would garner a premium despite the surface stewardship restrictions. For purposes of these calculations, the
State Land Board’s basis in the Lowry Range is determined to be $71.1 million ($63.1 lease estimated bonus and $8.0
million in 1&D fund expenditures.

The ConocoPhillips Company’s bid was $6,500 per acres or two times the criginally estimated bonus. As stated above
the total bonus of 5137 million will be paid to the State Land Board over a five year period. Future royalty revenues

from this lease are not part of the financial analysis due to their speculative nature.

Based on these expenditures and basis calculations, the Lowry Range investments produced an IRR of 40.6%.

San Juan Basin Audit

Project Summary
Project Type: Mineral — Revenue Increase T i

A Timelin
Project Start:

September 2005
This project concerns an audit of the School Trust’s coal bed Audit Finding: | June 2007
methane gas leases with BP Amoco in the San Juan Basin. The Audit n: | December 2008
audit's goal was to determine if the lessee was taking cost {7 CSummaryii

Status:
Qutcome:

Complete
$60,600 increase in
revenues plus one time

deductions that were not allowed under the Parry v. Amoco
decision as well as to investigate pricing and volume discrepancies.

The Board authorized funding for a contract auditor in 2005. back payment of
Based on the contract audit findings, the State Land Board issued - $170,000
. Project Costs | $64,000 |&D Fund
a request in June 2007 to recover the back payment of 0 Other SLB
approximately $170,000 plus an adjusted future revenue stream. $64.000 Total
This resulted in a $61,000 per year revenue increase due to the ééiFihﬂfiEr’-’ _
elimination of the improper deductions and volumes issues. BP Payback (appm'x"):' Si.yéar
Amoco agreed with findings and tendered payment in 2008. Return (IRR): | 127.9%
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Table Mountain
Project Type: Mineral -~ Revenue Increase

This investment allowed the Board to lease a gypsum mineral
deposit on the School Trust’s Table Mountain property in northern
Fremont County. The subsequent lease produces about $50,000
in annual royalties.

The Table Mountain property has been considered for gypsum
mining in the past but has yet been developed. The property has
only limited outcrops for geologists to study and ascertain tonnage
and grade.

Moreover, the logistics of issuing exploration permits to interested
parties so they may contract with drilling companies, assay
companies, and conduct the appropriate reclamation may cause

these companies to lose interest in leasing the property much less show up at a lease auction.

Project Summary

imeline .

Project Start:

March 2007
Due Diligence: | September 2007
Auction: | February 2008
U Summary s
Status: | Complete
Qutcome: | 562,000 bonus payment

and $50,000 in annual
royalties.

Project Investment

$52,500 I&D Fund

S0 OtherSLB S
$52,500 Total

ingnci

Payback

{épprox):

>1 year

Return {IRR):

82.97%

Consequently, the State Land Board contracted with Colorado
Geological Survey {CGS) to conduct due diligence on the
deposits. They core drilled the property, assay split cores for
chemical content, and provided thickness and grade
information for the calculation of minable and overburden
tonnage. The State Land Board made this information
available to all interested parties for lease bidding purposes.

On February 21, 2008, the Board auctioned the lease. The
successful bid was $62,000. The lease produces about $50,000
per year in royalty payments for the School Trust. This project
produced an IRR of 83%.

The original projection for this project generated a 158% return and a net present value of $1.7 million. However, the mining lessee
produced lower royalty payments to the State Land Board based on the quality of gypsum deposit and overall demand for the product.
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APPENDIX B
MINERALS AND ENERGY

70 Ranch Project Summary
Project Type: Mineral - Revenue Enhancement :

Project Start: | March 2012

This investment is targeted to increase the oil and gas proceeds Project End: | August 2016
generated by leasing on the former National Hog Farm (NHF) “Summary
property now called the 70 Ranch property. Status: | Ongoing
Goal: | $29.5 million oil and gas
70 Ranch is located in Weld County approximately 8 miles east of bonus enhancement

Project Investment: | $28.2 million in bonus
revenue

$100,000 1&D Fund

$28.3 million Total
inancial
Payback {(approx): | >1 year
The property was previously part of the National Hog Farm Return (IRR): | 57.65%
operation that occupied the property from 1989 to 2011. Due to
the National Hog Farm operation and associated lease this property has not been previously offered for oil and

gas leasing.

the town of Kersey. The State Land Board owns surface and
minerals covering 5,600 acres in ten sections. The State Land
Board sections are non-contiguous and laid out in a checkerboard
pattern (see map) with some having section corner contact.

Based on the success of the Lowry Range property, the State Land Board authorized $100,000 to hire contractors
to assist with managing, marketing, and leasing this unique and highly prospective property.

The Board approved the issuance of an RFP to lease the oil and gas rights under the property at its June 2012
meeting. The highest bid that also met all of the
Board lease requirements was for 510,650 per
acre or 560 million which will be paid to the
State Land Board over the next five years

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

The State Land Board believed that the NHF oil
and gas lease would produce a bonus of $5,000
per acre based on leasing activity close by. For
purposes of these calculations, the Board’s basis
in the 70 Ranch is estimated at $28.3 million
{$28.2 lease estimated bonus and $100,000 in
Investment and Development fund expenditures.

The successful bid was 510,650 per acre or two
times the estimated honus. This project
produced an average annual returp of 58%.

National Hog Farms
Property Map

1tses
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MINERALS AND ENERGY

Meountain to Plains .
Project Summary

Froject Type: Mineral - Revenue Increase T

i i Timeline ok A
. i . . . . . Project Start: | November 2011
This project concerns leasing oil and gas mineral estate in a high- 3 [ June 2013

Project En

profile area and achieving better access to mineral estate to enhance

o orina A Summany
revenues where the State Land Board does not own the surface Status: | Ongoing
estate (termed “severed mineral estate”). Outcome: | $657,000 in _ annual
royalties
The State Land Board (SLB) owns approximately 15,718 acres of Project Investment: | $100,000 |&D Fund
severed mineral estate in northern Larimer County underlying three 50 Other SLB S
open space parcels covering nearly 60,000 acres along the | $100000 Total
Colorado/Wyoming border. Most of these open space parcels are [ & -Financial
owned by Larimer County and the City of Fort Collins. Payback (approx): | 1year

Return {(IRR): | 82.97%

The open space parcels are ranked by Colorado Natural Heritage Program as having “very high” (B2) and “high” (B3)
biodiversity significance and are identified by the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation as “Sensitive Wildlife Areas” for
mule deer critical winter range, etk production areas, and prongharn winter concentration areas. The City of Ft.
Collins and Larimer County have developed recreational infrastructure on two of the parcels and have compiled
inventeries of natural and cultural resources.

In order to pursue oil and gas leasing and generate the associated revenues, the State Land Board contracted with
TNC to lead a collaborative effort with the surface owners {Larimer County and the City of Fort Collins} for oil and gas
development and a surface use agreement that provides access to the state’s mineral estate, with specific strategies
to avoid and minimize surface impacts to key natural and cultural resource values. The estimated project cost for this
Energy by Design Project is $100,000 and the State Land Board expects to lease the property for oil and gas in 2013,
Once leased, the State Land Board expects to earn about $500,000 in bonus and new annual mineral royalties. This
project is anticipated to generate an IRR of 83%.
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APPENDIX B

PROGRAM INCOME AND EXPENDITURES

Centennial Hanger
Project Type: Program - Revenue Enhancement

This project concerns the acquisition the Centennial Hanger which
generates $100,000 in average annual revenue for the School
Trust and gives the Colorado State Patrol a long term home for the
majority of its aircraft fleet, including the State Plane. This project
was managed by FTE funded by the Investment and Development
fund.

Centennial Airport opened in May 1967 as a general aviation reliever
airport for Stapleton International Airport. The Centennial Airport
has grown steadily to become the 3" busiest General Aviation
airport and among the 25 busiest airports in the United States.

Centennial Airport is an international facility with 24 hour US Customs,

control tower, and alt weather capability.

Project

Summary

R

eline e

Project Start

janﬁary 2008

Board Approval: | April 2008

Property Acquired:

June 2008

Sur

Status:

Complete

Goal:

$100,000 increase in
average annual revenue

Project Costs

SO 1&D Fund (FTE only)

$650,295 Other SLB S
$650,295 Total

Payback (approx): .

6.5 years

Return (IRR):

12.18%

and a 24/7 Federal Aviation Administration

The Colorado State Patrol hangar property includes 13,212 square feet, of which 7,200 square feet is the hangar
footprint and the remaining consists of a concrete staging area. The hangar was under a five-year lease to the
Colorado State Patrol which was set to expire June 30, 2008. The lease terms provided the tenant, or another State
agency, the option to purchase the hangar at the expiration of the lease for about $650,000.

In cooperation with the Colorado State Patrol, the Governor's Office, and Department of Personnel and
Administraticn, the Board authorized the acquisition of the Centennial Airport Hangar and subsequent lease to

the Colorado State Patrol at its April 2008 meeting.

The project produced an IRR of 12%.
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PROGEAM INCOME AND EXPENDBITURES

Communication Tower Lease Revenues
Project Type: Pragram - Revenuve Enhancement

This project concerns the increases to School Trust revenues
through a communication tower leasing program managed by
investment and Development Fund positions. These revenues
could not have been developed without the FTE staff support.

in FY 2008-10 and FY 2010-11, State Land Board completed six
new tower leases with Verizon, AT&T, T-Mobile, and Cricket
Wireless. These leases generated initial payments of $330,274 in
2009 and 2010, and continue to generate $110,000 in average

Project Summary

coniTimeline s
Project Start: | July 2009
Project End: | June 2019
Status: | Ongoing
Goal: | 5% annual revenue

increase

Project Investrment:

S0 1&D Fund (FTE only)

50 Other SLB
$0 Total

annual revenue for the School Trust throughout the terms of the leases.

Program Costs
Project Type: Program Expenditures

The Investment and Development Statute provides flexibility for
the State Land Board to hire staff and contract for services that
increase income for and value of School Trust assets.

For the past several years the State Land Board has utilized up to
4.0 FTE and associated program expenditures to support

Project Summary

Project End:

Summary:

1&D Fﬁ n.d.
Expenditures:

$1.4 million (FYO6-FY 12)
$2.0 million (FY 13-FY17)
$3.4 million Total

Investment and Development Fund projects. From FY 2005-06 {when the Fund was created) to FY 2011-12, the
State Land Board has spent $1.4 million on salaries and business planning activities from the Investment and
Development Fund. Due to increased focus on business related activities, the State Land Board expects to spend
an additional $2 million in salaries and business planning expenditures over the next five years. Future
expenditures estimates are dependent on a number of variables and may not occur. All expenditures are used to

support increasing income and value of School Trust assets.
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APPENDIX B
INACTIVE PROIECTS?

6th and Kipling Project
Project Type: Development — Revenue Increase Amount Spent: $50,000

This project concerns a 16-acre parcel of School Trust land located near the intersection of 6th Avenue {US 6) and
Kipling Street in Lakewood. The property is currently vacant. The property is a well located development
site. However, the property has several constraints that limit its development potential. The most significant of
these is full-turn access to Kipling Street north of 6th Avenue.

The State Land Board spent $50,000 from the investment and Development Fund for project planning of the site.
This planning assistance included an environmental assessment, title review, ALTA property survey and a
marketing package for distribution to interested developers. The goal of the project planning was to produce a
ground lease with a developer who could resolve the development constraints and generate a return for the State
Land Board. The developer terminated the agreement due to the economic downturn. Prior to cancellation,
however, the Board received approximately $200,000 in lease income over four years, quadrupling its initial
investment. The State Land Board continues to work with the City of Lakewood, on this project and anticipates
issuing an RFP for a development partner in the first quarter of 2014.

Arvada PUD
Project Type: Development - Value Enhancement Amount spent: $20,000

This project involves entitlement of a 28-acre parcel of land within the City of Arvada. It is for which these funds
were expended an infill development site which is already zoned as suburban residential. The conceptual
planning process identified several issues with the property that need to be solved before further work can be
done. Principal issues include access to the parcel and cost to entitle.

Cobb Lake, Larimer County
Project Type: Development - Value Enhancement Amount Spent: §20,000

The Cobb Lake parcel is a section of School Trust land located in the east central area of unincorporated Larimer
County several miles east of Fort Collins. The property is currently zoned Open (O) which allows a cluster
development of up to 64 single-family homes in accordance with the Larimer County Master Plan. The results of
the planning study and appraisal identified no market demand for platted lots, a very stringent 80% open space
requirement, and the inability to increase density. Consequently, this project was tabled while further
opportunities are investigated and/or the real estate market recovers.

Bouglas Reserveir, Larimer County
Project Type: Development - Value Enhancement Amount Spent: $20,000

This 626-acre parcel is located in the east central area of unincorporated Larimer County several miles north of
Fort Collins on the shore of Douglas Reservoir. The results of the planning study and appraisal identified no
market demand for platted lots, a very stringent 80% open space requirement, and the inability to increase
density. Consequently, this project was tabled while further opportunities are investigated and/or the real estate
market recovers.

* Investments to preserve current value but for which future direct repayment is difficult to forecast or not likely to be realized in the near
term.



APPENDIX B
INACTIVE PROJECTS

Erie
Project Type: Develapment - Revenue Increasa Amount Spent: $176,000

The Erie entitlement project was a 5176,000 effort to annex and rezone a 420-acre parcel in Weld County which is
east of the Town of Erie. The parcel is a remnant of an original section in Weld County, located one mile west of
the Erie exit on |-25. The property is currently subject to a grazing lease and an oil and gas. The National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration leases part of the property for a 1000-foot communication tower.

The Town of Erie has grown rapidly in recent years. The town has annexed several parcels near the Schoal Trust
property, one of which is immediately west of the property providing a common border between the School Trust
parcel and the town, Parcels to the northeast of the State Land Board property have also been annexed and
rezoned.

The original estimated value increase of this project has declined due to market conditions in recent years. With
the downturn in the economy in 2009, the State Land Board stepped back from annexation discussions with the
Town, feeling that the annexation and zoning were premature until a return of the housing market. Nonetheless,
the State Land Board still expects the value of the property to be several times higher after annexation.

Platte River Water, Douglas County
Project Type: Commercial — Revenue Increase Amount Spent: $21,256

This project paid for the due diligence costs associated with a proposed acquisition of over 200 acre-feet of
consumptive use water on the South Platte River. Once acquired, the water would have been leased to a water
district which would have generated a very long-term low-risk income stream for the School Trust given the many
complexities and risks associated with this purchase, and after some due diligence, the Board ultimately decided
not to move forward with the water acquisition.

Powers Boulevard, El Paso County
Project Type: Development - Value Enhancement Amount Spent: $20,000

This project involves a 320-acre parcel of land located in £l Paso County. The property is well located between the
City of Fountain and Colorado Springs. The western boundary of the property, Powers Boulevard, is the primary
north/south bypass of 1-25 for eastern Colorado Springs and is a major commercial development corridor. Also,
there are several future plans to have arterial roadways on the other three sides of the property. However, based
on conceptual plans and market analysis, development opportunities are not yet significant enough to justify
further investment
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