ARIZONA WILDLIFE FEDERATION
644 N. Country Club Drive, Suite E
Mesa, Arizona 85201

June 8, 2004

Honorable Leah Landrum Taylor
House of Representatives

1700 W. Washington, Room 322
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2890

RE: State Trust Land Reform Proposal
Dear Representative Taylor

Asyou aresurely aware, membersof thelegidaturearelikely to be asked in late Junefor aspecia
session to consider aproposal to* reform” the management of State Trust Lands, hereinafter referred to
asthe“Proposal.” TheArizonaWildlife Federation urgesyou to oppose both the special sessonand
the Proposal. We do so because after reviewing the Proposal and having received abriefing by its
supporters, we determined that it isnot in the best interests of Arizonaor its public education. If enacted
itwill likely betheAlternative Fuelsof State Trust Lands.

The Proposal isbeing promoted asan agreement among diverse partiesthat it (1) isinthe best interests
of education and Arizona, (2) isnot complex, and (3) haslittle opposition. None of these claimstell the
entire story. For example, whilethereisadiverse group supporting the Proposal, they are not doing so
for atruistic purposes. Each group supportsthe Proposal becausethey stand to gain economicaly or
otherwisefrom the Proposal . Attached hereto as Exhibit A isabrief statement asto how each group
standsto benefit from the Proposal. On the other hand, there are at | east 22 organizationsthat oppose
the Proposal who stand to gain nothing fromitsdefeat, other than better government.

TheProposal isnotinthe best interestsof the State of Arizonaor its public education because (1) it will
cost education billionsof dollarsinlost revenues, (2) al theadleged financia benefitsof more planning
could be obtained without the need to enact the Proposal; (3) it will promotethe degradation of 8.3
million acresof land throughitsgrazing provisions; (4) it will removethevast mgority of the StateLand
Department’sbudget from | egidative oversight and appropriation; (5) it will turn control of the State
Trust Department to the education controlled Board of Trustees; (6) thereisno proof that increased
“planning” will increasethevauerece ved for trust lands above that which otherwisewoul d have been
received (no studies have been completed and it isunclear if any have even been started); (7) it will
promotethe premature sale/lease of trust landswhich will result in considerably lessrevenuetothe

We know that some of the education supporters have convinced educatorsthat “ education” will geta
great deal of extramoney as soon asthis Proposal becomeslaw. Thissimply isnot correct. The
planning process can never increasethe vaue of theremaining landsto recoup thelossesfromthe
Conservation Lands. Attached hereto as Exhibit B issomeinformation on thevalue of the Conservation
Lands.
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If the Proposal’ s planning processis supposed be so good that it will increase the value of theremaining
Trust Landsenough to recover thebillionslost on the Conservation Lands, then why not just adopt the
planning processinto law and forget about therest of the Proposal ? Doing so would give educationthe
billionsthat it would otherwiselose from the Conservation Lands, aswell asany increaseinvalueon
both the Conservation Landsand theremaining lands. Thus, education would then haveit all.

Two last points. You should be aware that despite the claimsof supportersthat general fundswill be
freed up by the 15% fund that is created to pay for the management, planning or disposition of trust
lands, thefact isthe Proposal statesthat thelegidaturewill haveto continueto fund everything through
fiscal year 2015-2016. You should al so be awarethat thereisnothing in the Proposal that will alow the
legidatureto haveavoicein how that 15% fund isspent.

If youwould likefurther information or would liketo discussthe Proposal in moredetail, please contact
Jack H. Simon at 480-644-0077 or 480-835-0055. We hopethat this|etter givesyou information that
will help you in deciding your position on the Proposal. We a so hopethat you will opposethe Proposal
and the specia session.

Sincerdly yours,

Mary JoMiller
President

Attachments
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EXHIBIT A

HOW THE SUPPORTERS BENEFIT FROM THE PROPOSAL

The utilitiesgain the opportunity to obtain easementswithout paying for them (seeArticle X, Section
4(C)(1) of the Constitutionand A.R.S. 37-461(B)), thusthey may save untold millionsof dollarsinthe
future. Theranchersgainleasesthat prohibit advertising, auction or competitive bidding, that are self-
governing and sdlf-reporting, with the Land Department i nspecting theland only once every fiveyears
(A.R.S. 37-281.01 and 281.02); 25-year |easesthat cannot be cancel ed upon reclassification of theland
(A.R.S. 37-212, 290 and 281.02); and compensation for grazing leasesthat are cancelled becausethe
land istransferred for conservation purposes (A.R.S. 37-336.06). Seea soArticle X, Section 3(2) and
(3) of the Constitution.

TheLand Trusts, Nature Conservancy, and Sonoran I ngtitute gai n the preservation of someland without
having to pay anything for it (the Conservation Lands). The devel opersget the certainty regarding the
landsthat will beavailableto purchase and devel op; the benefit of al the planning the Land Department
will berequired to perform, for example conceptua plans, disposition plansand devel opment plans
(A.R.S. 37-331, 331.01, 331.05 and 331.06); the ability of State Trust Landsto beincludedin
improvement and community facilitiesdigtricts, and construction of infrastructureon Trust Landswould
beallowed (A.R.S.37-331.07, 331.08, 331.09, and Article 10, Section 12 of the Constitution); and the
hopeto pay lessfor theland by having theland sold prior to itsprimetime and by having the Land
Department participatein the development of theland.

Whileeducation loseshillionsof dollarsfor the Conservation Landsgiven up, and asowill lose money
duetothelack of competition for grazing leasesand free utility easements, it doesgain control over the
saleand lease of Trust Landsand the management of the L and Department through the creation of the
Board of Trustees, of which 4 of the 7 membersof the Board must have substantial connectionsto
education (A.R.S. 37-131—-133 andArticle 10, Section 1 of the Constitution).



EXHIBIT B

VALUE OF THE CONSERVATION LANDS THAT WILL BE LOST

Asanexampleof the potentia revenuethat education could losefrom the Conservation Lands set aside,
just ook at the salesof Trust Landsthat havetaken placeinthe Valley withinthelast coupleof years. In
the Land Department’s 2003 Report, thelowest price paid was over $96,000 per acre, with the highest
being over $491,000 per acre. A 99-year lease of a25-acre sitewill bringin $288,300,000 over thelife
of thelease ($2,912,121 per year). Thefour 2004 saleslisted on the Land Department’s home page
obtained prices per acre of $153,732; $260,763; $359,095 and $780,500 for atotal of $238,000,000
for just 871 acres. It iseasy to seethat Trust Landsin MaricopaCounty are extremely valuable.

Using thefigures most often cited by the supporters, therewould be about 30,000 acres of Conservation
Landsin MaricopaCounty and 300,000 statewide. If each acrein Maricopa County wereworth the
average of thefour 2004 sales, thelossto education would be8.179 billion dollar s. If each Maricopa
County acrewasvalued at only $100,000, education would lose 3 billion dollars; at $200,000 per acre,
itwouldlose6 billion dollars. If therest of theland averaged only $5,000 per acre, that would be
another 1.35 billion dollars; at $10,000it would lose an additional 2.75 billion dollars.

TheProposal will clearly cost education billionsof dollars. We believethat the clam that thelosswill be
made up by anincreaseinthevaueof theremaining landsisnothing morethan wishful thinking
unsupported by facts. How can planning under the Proposal versusexisting planning increasethe val ue of
theremaining landsby thebillionsof dollarsthat will belost from the Conservation Lands?Tosay sois
to makethenonsensica claimthat the® new” planning would a one causeland comparableto the parcel
that sold for $780,050 per acreto sell for $1,560,100 per acre.

It seemsthat without astudy or analysisasto the va ue of the Conservation Landsand how much could
be recouped through increased value due sol€ly to the planning process, aperson would be supporting
the Proposal on blind faith alonewithout any knowledge asto how much revenue was being given up by
thetransfer of the Conservation Lands and without knowing how much, if any, of that money could ever
berecovered. It also seemsthat is something that one should never do.



