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PREFACE 

State law requires the Department of Revenue to report to the 
legislature in February 1986 on: 

1) the formula the Department of Revenue has used to 
determine the market value of the operating property 
of the state's railroads; 

2) the values it has determined for each company 
according to the formula; and 

3) the property taxes it has determined for each 
company. 



A BRIEF IIlSTORY OF 

WHY THIS REPORT IS REQUIRED 

The requirement for this report can be traced back to 1979. It grows out of a major 
development-which occurred in 1979-in the long history of the taxation of railroads 
in Minnesota. 

To understand this report and make use of the information it contains, it is necessary 
to know some of that history- especially what has occurred since 1979 . 

.From before the turn of the century through 1979, railroads did not pay a property 
ta.x. Instead of a property tax, state law imposed on railroads a five percent gross 
earnings tax. For 1979, the amount of revenue collected fro;TI the gross earnings tax 
on railroads was $25 million. 

A major change in the taxation of railroads in Minnesota occurred in 1979 when the 
state legislature passed a law providing for a shift from the gross earnings tax on 
railroads to a property tax. The property tax on railroads was first assessed for 1980. 

The shift from the gross earnings tax on railroads to a property tax was the state 
legislature's response to the 1976 Federal Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory 
Reform Act (the 4R Act). The 4R Act prohibited states from taxing railroad property 
in a discriminatory manner and at a rate higher than other commercial-industrial 
property. 

The Department of Revenue had been responsible for collecting the railroad gross 
earnings tax, and under the 1979 law ordering the shift to a property ta.x, the depart­
ment was assigned the responsibility of valuing railroad property for the property tax. 

The law called on the department-under its rule-making authority--to develop a 
method for determining the values. 

(The department was also assigned the responsibility of collecting the tax for 1980 
and 1981. From 1982 onward, state law has given the responsibility for collecting tax 
to the local governments. The department rernains responsible for valuing railroad 
property.) 

But, since railroad property had nevel' been valued for property tax purposes, the 
legislature wanted to see what methods the department developed to determine the 
valw1tion and what were the results. 

As n result, in its 1979 law the legislature required the department to report to it in 
February 1980 and in February 1981 on: 

1. the formulfl the department used to determine the market value of the 
operating property of the railroads: 

2. the values it determined for each company according to the formula; and 
3. the property taxes it determined for each company. 

The law went on to state: 

The legislature may review the formula, the valuation, and the resulting taxes, 
and may make changes in the formula that it deems necessary. 
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Clearly, the intent of the legislature was to closely watch the valuing of railroad 
property so that, if it saw fit, it could enact changes in the methods of determining 
the values. 

The Department of Revenue made the required reports to the legislature for 1980 and 
for 1981. 

In the 1979 law, no reports were called for after 1981. 

But in 1984 the legislature revised its 1979 legislation calling again for the Depart­
ment of Revenue to develop a formula under its rule-making authority for valuing 
railroad property and again asking for a report-this report-in February, 1985 and in 

-February, 1986 on the formula used, the values determined, and the tax determined 
for each railroad. 

The legislature again asked the department to develop a formula for valuing railroad 
property and report back to it because of a decision handed down by the Minnesota 
Tax Court in 1983. 

From 1980 to 1983, five Minnesota railroads brought a total of 14 suits against the 
department to the Minnesota Tax Court claiming that the methods the department 
had used to value their property were wrong and had resulted in values--and ultimately 
property taxes-which were too high. 

In 1983 the Tax Court issued a ruling in a suit brought by one railroad which agreed 
that its property had been over-valued. The court then outlined its own methods of 
determining the value of railroad property. Under the court's methods, the value was 
reduced and the property tax on the railroad was recalculated. 
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DEVELOPMENTS IN RESPONSE 
TO THE 1983 TAX COURT DECISION 

Following the Tax Court decision, the remaining suits have all been settled in 
negotiations between the railroads and the department based on the guidelines for 
determining values which the court outlined in its decision. The negotiations resulted 
in tax reductions in every case. 

As a result of these actions, the total property taxes paid by the railroads in 1982 
were reduced from $10.9 million based on the Department of Revenue's original 
methods for determining values to $6.8 million based on the Tax Court's methods. 

-For 1983 the recalculation of railroad property values according to the court's methods 
saw a reduction in property taxes from $11.5 million to $6.7 million, and for 1984 the 
reduction was from $12.2 million to $6.7 million. (A table comparing the amounts of 
property tax paid by railroads based on the department's original methods with the 
amounts paid based on the Tax Court's methods by year appears on page 10 of the 
appendix.) 

The legislature responded to the 1983 Tax Court Decision by requiring the state govern­
ment to reimburse the local governments for $8.2 million of the total of $10 million 
which they were required to refund to the railroads as a result of the overvaluation of 
their property in 1982 and 1983. This reimbursement program w as expanded to include 
the 1984 railroad refunds. The 1984 reimbursement will amount to approximately 
$3.6 million. A listing of the amount the state reimbursed local governments in each 
county for refunds made to the railroads for 1984 taxes, appears on pages 12 - 14 of 
the appendix. Also, the legislature responded by again calling for the department to 
develop rules for valuing railroad property and to report the rules and the results to 
the legislature. 

Using the valuation methods developed by the department under its rule-making au­
thority since the court decision, the amount of property taxes owed by the state's 
railroads for 1985 was approximately $8 million and for 1986 will be approximately 
$9. 1 million. The department is currently not aware of any active appeals or suits 
filed by any railroad regarding their 1985 or 1986 property taxes. 

This report describes the methods the department has developed for valuing railroad 
property, and it details what the department intends to consider for future changes in 
the methods of valuing railroad property. 
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METHODS FOR VALUING RAILROADS 

The m ethods developed by the department for estimating the value of railroad 
operating property in 1 9 85 for use in  determin ing property tax payment amounts in 
1 986  are described below .  The m ethods for the valuing of railroads were developed 
by the department under its authority to adopt emergency rules granted by Laws of 
1 984 ,  Chapter 502 ,  Article 9, Section 2. The m ethods were originally developed i n  
1 984  and modified slightly in  1 9 8 5 .  The allowance for obsolescence and the capitali­
zation rate were the two areas m odified. 

Although not required by law, the f irst step in  the department's procedures is to deter­
Jn ine the "unit value" of  each railroad. This m eans estimating the value of the entire 
system of a railroad company rather than determ ining the value of the component 
parts of  its system .  

The departm ent's rules call for the use o f  three approaches i n  esti m at ing the uni t  
value of each railroad company:  

res ta ted cost less an allowance for depreciation 
and obsolescence; 

capi talized earnings through the use of a capitalization rate 
developed under the guidelines of the Minnesota Tax Court in 
i ts 1 9 8 3  ruling; and 

the stock and debt value of the railroad adjusted for any 
non-operating property it owned. 

The defin itions of these approaches and the steps to follow for est imating the value 
of railroads under each are explained on pages 96 - 1 1 0 ,  Volume 9, Number 2 of the 
State Register published on July 9 ,  1 9 84 and pages 2 3 36 - 2340 ,  Volume 9 ,  Number 4 2  
of the State Register published April 1 5 ,  1 9 85 .  A fur ther description o f  the three 
approaches to value, together with examples of how values are determ ined according 
to each m ethod, is not provided here because it would require fourteen pages of 
pr int-the sam e num ber of pages to provide the same  explanations already published 
in the State Regis ter. 

If a railroad company is  operating in m ore than one state, the next step in the depart­
m ent's procedures is to deter m ine the portion of i ts unit value to allocate to M innesota.  
Four measures are used by the departm ent to determine the portion of a railroad's 
un i t  value to assign to M innesota: m i les of track; ton m iles of revenue freight;  gross 
revenue ; and the cost of railroad property. 

The total amount in  the railroad syste m of each m easure is divided into the portion of 
the total of the m easure de ter m ined by the department to be in M innesota. The resul t 
i s  a percentage for each of the four measures. Next, the percentages for each measure 
are added together and the total of  the percentages divided by four . The result is nn 
arithmet i c  average of the four percent1tges. The average is then multiplied by the 
uni t  value of the ra ilroad to determine the portion of its sys te m value to allocate to 
M innesota . 
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The portion of the unit value allocated to Minnesota is now reduced for the property 
of a railroad that is not taxed by s tate law. An estim ated 4 2  percent of a railroad's 
total value is  m ade up of i terns exempted from the property tax. The substantial 
portion of this property represents locomot ive and freight cars owned by the railroads . 
The result of this process is  the value of a railroad's property that is taxed in M inne­
sota. (The m arket values as deter mined by the department for the assessm ent years 
1 9 8 0  to 1 98 5  are lis ted on pages 16 and 17 of the appendix. )  

The value of the railroad's property truced in  the state is then allocated to local units 
of government  through the use of a formula using three factors: m iles of track of the 
railroad; values of land for the railroad ; and buildings owned by railroad with a cost 
of more than $10 , 000 .  

The next step in  the departm ent's procedure calls for reducing the  value of  a railroad's 
property allocated to each local unit of governm ent so that the value is taxed At the 
sam e  percentage of its m arket value as other com m erci al and industri al property 
within a county. The departm ent uses the m edian ratio of sales prices to assessors' 
esti m ates of market value for com mercial and i ndustrial property by county to deter­
m ine the reduction in the value of railroad properties .  The resulting value of the 
railroad is multiplied by 43 percent to determine the assessed value of i ts property in 
each local unit of governrn ent within a county. 

The require:n ent that the values of railroad properties be reduced by the sales-to­
assessm ent ratio for com m ercial and industrial property in each county is required by 
the Federal 4R Act, the Minnesota Tax court in i ts ruling in 1 9 8 3 ,  and by s ta te law .  
This process resulted in a reduction o f  2 1  percent i n  the departm ent's estimates of 
railroad property for the 1 9 8 5  assessm ent used in determining property taxes payable 
in 1 9 86 (see page 1 8  of the appendix for the amount of reduction by railroad). 

The department esti mates, based on the values it has determ ined for railroads as a 
result of the 1 9 85 assessment, that about $ 9 . 1  m illion in  property taxes will be pai d 
by the railroad companies in  1 9 8 6 .  This estimate was determ ined by multiplying the 
value of the railroad property that is  taxed in  M innesota by the statewide average 
m ill rate. 
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FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS 

For the 1 986 assessment of railroad operating property used in determ ining property 
tax amounts in 1 9 8 7 ,  the departm ent will be focusing on adopting permanent valuation 
r ules to fill the void created when the em ergency valuation rules expired . These 
rules w il l  be patterned almost entirely after  the emergency rules which were used for 
the previous t wo assessment years. The department believes that the absence of 
l i t igation means that the em ergency valuation rules w ere reasonable and workable 
and should be used for the near future. 

At the suggestion of various county assessors , the department proposes to make only 
;ninor changes in the equalization process in order to provide for more representativ e 
rules and equalization rates in rural count ies.  

Mean while, the departm ent w ill continue to work closely with and monitor the results 
of other states as a means of improving i ts esti mates of the value of railroad operating 
property. As new developments occur, the departm ent will explore adopting those 
changes in  the factors, procedures , or methods in the valuing of railroad operating 
properties. 

Any changes in the m ethods of valuing railroad property will have to be cautiously 
done. The reason for this is that the Federal 4R Act  plays a substantial role in how 
railroad companies are taxed. And  because railroad companies have actively challenged 
the methods of valuation or tax adopted by states as a result of the provisions of the 
Federal 4R Act, any changes m ust proceed in a cautious way to reduce the expense of 
l i tigat ion to the department and the loss of property tax revenues to local units of 
governm ent.  
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APPENDIX 

Chronology Of Events In Railroad Taxation 
In Minnesota 

Tables 

S ix-Year Summary Of P roperty Tax A mounts On 
Railroads By Assessment Year 

Total A mount of Property Tax Payments .For 
1 9 84 Refunded by County To 
Railroads And S tate Reimbursements 
To Local Units Of Governments 
By  County For Refund A mounts . 

Results Of The 1985  Assessment O f  Railroads 
By Company . 

S ix-Year Summary Of The Market Values Of  
Railroads By Company As  Estimated By The 
Department Of .H.evenue 

Results Of Reducing The Estimated Market 
Values Of Hailroads By Company For The 
Sales-To-Assessment Ratio Of Commercial­
Industrial P roperty 

Charts 

Six-Year Summary Of Initial P roperty Tax 
A mounts Compared With Revised 
A mounts On Railroads By A ssessment 
Year 

Percentage Of 1984  P roperty Tax 
A mounts Refunded To Hailroads And 
Reimbursed To Local Units Of Government 
By The State 
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN RAILROAD PROPERTY TAXATION IN MINNESOTA 

1 .  1800-'s - 1979 - Railroads paid a 5 % gross earnings tax in  place o f  property 
taxes on railroad operating property. 

a .  State tax collections amounted to $ 25 , 0 00 , 0 0 0  a year . 

2 .  1976 - Federal legislation ti tled the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory 
Reform Act (4R Act) became law .  

a .  Act  had a 3 year phase in  period; becam e effective F ebruary 1 9 7 9 .  
b.  4R Act provided that s tates could not :  

1 )  tax railroad property in  a discriminatory manner ; 
2 )  tax  railroad property a t  a higher tax rate  than other com m ercial and 

industrial property; and not 
3 ) assess railroad property at a higher assess m ent ratio than oth er 

com m ercial and industrial property. 

3 .  1 9 7 9  - Minnesota responds t o  the 4 R  A c t  b y  requiring railroads t o  pay a property 
tax in place of a gross earnings ta..x .  

a.  M innesota law has in  2 years phase in period 1 9 80-1 9 8 1  * during which 
proceeds of  tax are paid to state.  

b .  For all years after 1 9 8 1 property taxes are  paid to local units of  govem­
m ent. 

c. Property tax collections amount to approxim ately $1 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 00 per year .  

4 .  1980 - First appeals filed by the DW & P and Soo L ine Railw ays with the Minne­
sota Tax Court concerning the valuation and equalization of  their railroad 
operating propecty. 

a .  Other railroads, the BN and M ilw aukee Road, followed sui t .  

� - 1982  - Soo Line's 1 9 8 1  and 1 9 8 2  appeals heard by Tax Court. 

a .  Appeals contained two major issues: 
1 )  the railroad was overvalued, and 
2 )  the value of the railroad w as not equal ized with the valuation level 

o f  other com rn erc ial and industrial property. 

G .  1 983 - Soo Line decision handed do wn by M innesota Tax Court .  Court ruled:  

a .  Rai lroad's taxable value was overs ta ted by approxi m ately 3 0 % .  
b .  Lower value must be  equuli zed to assessm ent  level o f  other com m eI'ci nl 

and industrial property. Ratio deter m i ned by the court to be 8 5 % .  
c .  Com bined result w as a 4 0 %  reduct ion i n  taxable value.  

7 .  1 984 - Impact of Soo Line case . 

a.  Refunds m ade to the Soo Linc, Burli ngton Northern, Chicago and North­
western as a resul t of the Tax Court  decision. Refunds due but not 
made to Duluth, Winnipeg and Paci f ic ,  Dulu th M issube and Iron Range 
and, M i lwaukee Road. 
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b. States responsibility for refund of  1 9 8 1  taxes and interest of 
approximately $ 1 , 000 , 000 .  

c .  Local taxing districts have responsibility of  refunding 1 9 8 2, 1 9 8 3 ,  19 8 4  
truces. State will partially reimburse local governm ents for 1 9 8 2  and 
1 9  8 3 refunds. 

8 .  1984 - Legislature responds t o  Railroad tax appeals . 

a .  Revenue Departm ent given authority to establish temporary valuation 
rules for railroad property. 

b. Legislation passed to provide equalization to railroads com m ensurate 
with the 4R Act.  

c.  Reimbursement program authorized to m itigate the effect of railroad 
property tax refunds on taxing jurisdictions. 

9 .  1985 - Revenue Departm ent implements legislation. 

a .  E mergency valuation rules used to value railroads resulting in property 
tax collection of  approxim ately $ 8 , 0 00 , 0 00 . 

b .  Reimbursem ents m ade to  taxing dis tr icts of  approxi mately $ 8 , 2 5 0 , 0 0 0  
for 1 98 2  and 1 9 8 3  railroad refunds . 

c .  Legislature expands reimbursement program t o  include 1 9 8 4  refund. 
d. Permanent valuation rules in the process of being promulgated. 

* N ote years referred to are years taxes are payable ; i .e .  1 9 7 9  assessment,  taxes 
payable in 1 9 8 0 .  
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Original Taxes(l ) 

1 9 8 0  

$ 9 , 0 58 , 0 0 0  

6 YEAR SUMMARY - RAILROAD TAXES 

ASSESSMENT YEAR 

1 9 8 1  

$ 1 0 , 87 1 , 000  

1 9 8 2  

$ 1 1 , 5 5 0 , 0 0 0  

1 9 8 3  

$ 1 2 , 2 1 5 , 0 0 0  

1 9 84 

$7 , 964 , 0 0 0  

Revised Taxes( l ) (2 ) $8 , 140 , 0 00 $ 6 , 75 1 , 0 00  $ 6 , 72 0 , 00 $ 6 , 6 8 9 , 0 00  

Percentage Decrease (1 0 . 1%) (3 7 .9%) (41 . 8%)  (54. 7%)  

(1)  Taxes estimated by using Statewide Average Mill Rates 
1 9 80 = 8 7 . 006 
1 9 8 1  = 9 2 . 1 53 
1 9 8 2  = 9 2  . 10 1  
1 983  = 9 8  . 140  
1 9 84 = 99 . 000  
1985  = 1 0 5 . 000  

( 2 )  Revised taxes are due to  the effect of the railroad tax appeals on value 
and thus taxes. 

1 9 85  

$ 9 , 1 06 , 000  
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Total Property Tax Reduction Compared to Total State Reimbursement Estimates for 
Taxes Payable Yea.r 1 984  for the Burlington Northern, Soo Line, Duluth, 

W inn ipeg Pacific, Milwaukee Road, Duluth Missabe and Iron Range Railroads Combined 

(1 )  (2 ) (3 )  
Estim ated Total Estimated Total 

Property Tax State Difference 
Count� Reduction Reimbursement ( 1-2 ) 

Ai tkin  $ 28 , 4 7 0  $ 2 1 , 8 8 3  $ 6 , 5 8 7  
Anoka $ 3 0 1 , 1 8 2  $ 2 0 9 , 8 9 5  $ 9 1 , 2 8 7  
Becker $ 5 1 , 6 6 2  $ 3 5 , 243  $ 16 , 4 1 9  
Beltram i  $ 5 3 , 9 0 4  $ 38 , 2 1 9  $ 1 5 , 6 8 5  

Benton $ 38 , 2 6 4  $ 26 , 3 7 2  $ 1 1 , 88 2  
Big Stone $ 5 , 1 6 3  $ 1 , 7 34  $ 3 , 4 2 9  
Blue Earth $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
Brown $ 2 , 4 2 9  $ 0 $ 2 , 4 2 9  

Carlton $ 7 1 , 2 9 9  $ 5 2 , 6 6 4  $ 1 8 , 6 3 5  
Carver $ 5 , 8 3 6  $ 1 , 7 0 8  $ 4 , 1 2 8  
Cass $ 6 0 , 4 8 0  $ 4 9 , 544  $ 1 0 , 9 3 6  
Chippewa $ 1 2 , 3 24 $ 5 , 1 43  $ 7 , 1 8 1  

Chisago $ 25 , 7 5 1  $ 1 4 , 5 0 5  $ 1 1 ,  24G  
Clay $ 2 1 0 , 6 7 3  $ 1 7 9 , 7 1 4  $ 3 0 , 9 5 9  
Clearwater $ 1 9 , 9 3 3  $ 1 4 , 9 1 9  $ 5 , 0 1 4  
Cook $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

Cottonwood $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
Crow Wing $ 99 , 9 1 5  $ 7 6 , 2 0 9  $ 2 3 , 7 0 6  
Dakota $ 3 5 , 0 6 1  $ 94 2 $ 34 , 1 1 9 
Dodge $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

Douglas $ 4 2 , 1 6 5  $ 2 6 , 4 0 1  $ 1 5 , 7 6 4  
Faribault $ 3 , 1 2 2 $ 7 7  $ 3 , 0 45  
Fi llmore $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
Freeborn $ 5 , 47 3  $ 2 3 3  $ 5 , 24 0  

Goodhue $ 7 6 5  $ 0 $ 76 5 
Grant $ 1 7 , 0 94 $ 1 2 , 6 90 $ 4 , 4 0 4  
Hennepin $ 7 6 1 , 5 4 1  $ 3 2 5 , 5 3 2  $ 4 3 G , 0 0 9  
Houston $ 5 , 4 5 5  $ 6 78 $ 4 , 7 7 7  

H ubbard $ 1 0 , 1 8 5  $ 4 , 5 0 8  $ 5 , 6 77  
Isanti $ 2 2 , 9 8 9  $ 1 1 , 3 9 2  $ 1 1 , 5 97  
I tasca $ 1 38 , 8 4 9  $ 1 1 4 , 2 0 9  $ 2 4 , 6 4 0  
Jackson $ 4 3  $ 0 $ 4 3  

Kanabec $ 1 9 , 7 8 0  $ 1 3 , 0 7 9  $ G , 7 0 1  
Kandiyohi  $ 44 , 7 2 2  $ 2 5 , 0 9 7  $ 1 9 , 6 2 5  
K i t tson $ 33 , 6 0 0  $ 2 9 , 5 94 $ 4 , 0 06 
K ooch i ch i ng $ 6 3 , 7 8 5  $ 54 , 9 7 6  $ 8 , 8 0 9  
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Total Property Tax Reduction Compared to Total State Reimbursement Esti m ates for 
Taxes Payable Year 1 9 84 for the Burlington Northern, Soo Line, Duluth, 

Winnipeg Pacific ,  Milwaukee Road, Duluth Missabe and Iron Range Railroads Combined 

(1 ) (2)  (3 ) 
Esti m ated Total Esti mated Total 

Property Tax State Difference 
Count� Reduction Reimbursement (1-2)  

Lac Qui  Parle $ 4 , 76 9  $ 2 , 5 3 0  $ 2 , 2 3 9  
Lake $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
Lake of the Woods $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
Le Sueur $ 3 , 0 5 8  $ 49 $ 3 , 0 0 9  

Lincoln $ 1 , 5 4 3  $ 6 8 0 $ 8 G 3  
Lyon $ 1 9 , 3 1 9  $ 8 , 4 1 1  $ 1 0 , 9 0 8  
M c Leod $ 1 9 , 5 7 3  $ 4 , 6 6 9  $ 1 4 , 9 04 
Mahnomen $ 1 4 , 0 29 $ 1 0 , 5 2 4  $ 3 , 5 0 5  

Marshall $ 48 , 2 5 8  $ 3 9 , 7 3 7 $ 8 , 5 2 1  
Mart in  $ 1 , 6 3 7  $ 0 $ 1 , 6 37  
M eeker $ 2 8 , 7 46 $ 1 6 , 4 7 9  $ 1 2 , 2 6 7  
M ille Lacs $ 2 5 , 3 0 5  $ 1 4 , 5 0 1  $ 1 0 , 8 0 4  

Morr ison $ 6 1 , 7 36 $ 46 , 1 5 0  $ 1 5 , 5 86 
Mower $ 5 , 9 5 8  $ 0 $ 5 , 9 5 8  
Murray $ 40  $ 0 $ 4 0  
Nicolle t $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

Nobles $ 1 , 1 1 9  $ 0 $ 1 , 1 1 9  
Norman $ 2 3 , 7 8 4  $ 1 7 , 2 9 2  $ 6 , 49 2  
Olmsted $ 5 , 2 6 4  $ 0 $ 5 , 2 6 4  
Otter Tail $ 96 , 8 1 6  $ 66 , 0 46  $ 3 0 , 7 7 0  

Pennington $ 2 1 , 3 9 5  $ 1 3 , 2 3 3  $ 8 , 1 6 2  
P ine $ 5 9 , 4 1 2  $ 4 8 , 6 0 8  $ 1 0 , 8 0 4  
P ipestone $ 1 7 , 5 4 9  $ 1 1 , 8 2 4  $ 5 , 7 2 5  
Polk $ 1 2 2 , 84 1  $ 1 0 1 , 7 4 7  $ 2 1 , 0 9 4  

P ope $ 2 7 , 5 0 8  $ 2 1 , 6 1 6  $ 5 , 8 9 2  
Ramsey $ 54 3 , 9 7 0  $ 267 , 5 8 9  $ 2 7 6 , 3 8 1  
Red Lake $ 1 5 , 6 3 2  $ 9 , 2 3 0  $ 6 , 4 0 2  
Redwood $ 3 3  $ 0 $ 33  

Renvil le $ 3 , 2 9 4  $ 37  $ 3 , 2 5 7  
Rice $ 5 , 2 1 4  $ 4 6 8  $ 4 , 7 4 G  
Rock $ 6 , 0 3 8  $ 3 , 0 4 5  $ 2 , 9 9 3  
Roseau $ 2 1 , 2 1 3  $ 1 3 , 1 1 0  $ 8 , 1 0 3  

St.  Louis $ 1 , 3 4 9 , 8 2 4  $ 1 , 2 2 1 , 8 8 9  $ 1 2 7 , 9 3 5  
Scott $ 4 , 1 6 8  $ 0 $ 4 , 1 6 8  
Sherburne $ 42 , 6 6 8  $ 2 4 , 7 0 4  $ 1 7 , 9 G "1  
Sibley $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
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Total Property Tax Reduction Compared to Total State Reimbursement Es t imates for 
Taxes Payable Y ear 1 984  for the Burlington Northern, Soo Line, Duluth , 

Winnipeg PEtci f ic ,  Milwaukee Road, Duluth Missabe and Iron Range Rai lroads Combined 

( 1 )  (2 ) (3 ) 
Estimated Total Estim ated Total 

Property Tax State Difference 
Countv Reduction Reimbursement  (1-2) 

Stearns $ 2 3 5 , 4 7 2  $ 168 , 9 10  $ 6 6 , 5 6 2  
Steele $ 3 , 2 8 4  $ 0 $ 3 , 284  
Stevens $ 16 , 64 3  $ 1 0 , 3 9 8  $ 6 , 24 5  
Swift $ 1 7 , 7 3 2  $ 1 0 , 1 2 9  $ 7 , 6 03 

Todd $ 5 3 , 3 2 1  $ 40 , 6 8 9  $ 1 2 , 6 3 2  
Traverse $ 2 , 36 6  $ 8 53 $ 1 , 5 1 3  
Wabasha $ 5 , 3 1 5  $ 1 , 1 8 7  $ 4 , 1 2 8 
Wadena $ 26 , 06 5  $ 1 7 , 5 8 7  $ 8 , 4 7 8  

Waseca $ 1 , 0 34  $ 0 $ 1 , 034 
W ashington $ 3 7 , 7 94 $ 1 , 8 7 8  $ 3 5 , 9 1 G  
Watonwan $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

W iHdn $ 3 1 , 7 74  $ 2 6 , 9 43 $ 4 , 831  

Winona $ 1 5 , 7 54  $ 1 , 8 5 6  $ 1 3 , 8 9 8 
Wrigh t  $ 5 8 , 5 6 0  $ 2 4 , 6 44 $ 33 , 9 1 G  
Yellow Medicine $ 5 , 86 5  $ 2 , 5 1 1  $ 3 , 354  

TOTALS $5 , 3 04 , 6 06  $3 , 6 1 8 , 9 1 3  $ 1 , 6 8 5 , 6 93 
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RAILROADS STATISTICS 
ASSESS M ENT DATE - JA N UARY 2 ,  1 9 85 

AD V ALO RE � RES ULTS 

Minnesota Exempt Personal Unequalized 
Unit Portion of Property Property Minnesota 

RAILROAD NAME Value Unit Value D eduction D eduction M arket Value 

BURLINGTON NORTHERN $ 2 , 763 , 6 26 , 442  $ 2 3 2 , 1 44 , 6 2 1  $ 6 , 6 65 , 972  $ 70 , 845 z 3 9 1  $ 1 5 4 , 6 3 3 , 2 5 8  

CEDAR VALLEY RAIL ROAD 1 , 1 5 3 , 3 2 0  1 9 5 , 48 8  0 . 00 8 , 1 3 2  1 8 7 , 356  

CHICAGO & N O RT HWESTERN 360 , 2 34 , 2 7 1  3 5 , 12 2 , 84 1  6 2 , 76 0  2 1 , 5 1 2 , 866  1 3 , 547 , 2 1 5  

MILWAUKEE ROAD 1 0 1 , 1 9 8 , 5 9 9  24 , 1 56 , 1 06 3 5 , 2 1 3  7 , 7 78 , 9 8 8  1 6 , 3 4 1 , 9 05  

DULUTH &: NORT HE AST ERN 1 , 86 8 , 9 90 1 , 86 8 , 990  0 . 00 1 , 08 0 , 0 89  788 , 90 1  

D ULUTH, MISS.ABE &. IRON RANGE 36 , 5 1 8 , 440 3 5 , 94 1 , 449  1 , 37 1 , 47 7  1 8 , 7 7 8 , 409  1 5 , 79 1 , 5 63  

DULUTH, WIN NIPEG & PACIFIC 36 , 10 2 , 1 0 8  3 2 , 7 0 1 , 28 9  5 , 97 5  1 4 , 8 56 , 7 5 1  1 7 , 83 8 , 5 63  I 

GREEN BAY & WESTERN 7 , 944 , 027  34 , 9 54 0 . 00 1
2
6 1 8  3 3 , 336  

MINNESOTA, DAKOTA & WESTERN 2 , 06 2 , 48 1  2 , 06 2 , 48 1  0 . 00  339 , 278 1 , 723 , 203 

MINNESOTA & MANITOBA 1 , 2 8 9 , 434  1 , 289 , 434 0 . 00 1 , 676  1 , 2 87 , 75 8  

MINNESOTA TRANSFER 896 , 709  8 96 , 709  4 , 6 1 6  1 7 1 , 0 14 7 2 1 , 079  

SOO LINE RAILROAD 1 8 7 , 766 , 13 3  5 8 , 26 3 , 83 1  393 , 0 8 5  25 , 266 , 368  3 2 , 604 , 37 8  

SO UTHEAST CORPORATIO N 1 8 , 0 3 3  18 , 033  0 . 00 0 . 00 1 8 , 033  

TOTALS $ 3
2
500 z 6 78 z 98 7  $ 4 24 z 6 96 , 2 26  $ 8 , 5 3 9 z 0 9 8  $ 1 6 0 z 640 z 5 80 $ 2 5 5 z 5 16

2
54 8  



SIX Y E A R  SU :\P.I A RY OF U NEgUALIZED M A RKET VALUES 

RAILROAD 1 9 8 0  1 9 8 1  1 9 8 2  1 9 8 3  1 984 1 9 8 5  --

BN $ 1 1 9 , 746 , 1 24 $ 139 , 76 0 , 974 $ 149 , 684 , 1 0 0  $ 1 54 , 1 3 7 , 9 2 8  $ 1 2 7 , 0 3 1 , 42 0  $ 1 54 , 6 3 3 , 2 5 8  

CVR 0 . 0 0 0 . 00 0 . 0 0 0 . 00 0 . 00 1 8 7 , 3 56  

C & N W 3 , 26 6 , 8 58  4 , 474 , 0 1 0  5 , 470 , 0 0 0  5 , 297 , 490  7 , 349 , 9 2 2  1 3 , 547 , 2 1 5  

M R  1 9 , 3 9 1 , 26 8  1 8 , 5 1 9 , 459  1 8 , 8 8 0 , 6 00 1 7 , 034 , 388  1 6 , 463 , 5 90  1 6 , 34 1 , 9 05  

C RI  & P 2 , 5 3 7 , 0 01  2 , 0 23 , 8 9 8  1 , 764 , 200 1 , 700 , 3 8 5  Part of Part of 
C. & N W  C.  & N W  

D & NE 1 , 064 , 0 04 1 , 2 1 1 , 144  1 , 1 8 3 , 400 1 , 14 1 , 42 1  9 7 9 , 064  7 8 8 , 90 1  

D -"1 & IR 3 1 , 90 2 , 441  36 , 228 , 5 55 3 7 , 6 5 5 , 700  3 7 , 390 , 8 8 9  2 1 , 76 4 , 9 9 5  1 5 , 79 1 , 5 6 3  

I 

D W & P 23 , 906 , 7 0 2  2 7 , 6 2 5 , 48 8  3 0 , 5 36 , 500  26 , 7 39 , 064 2 0 , 000 , 0 03 1 7 , 8 3 8 , 5 6 3  

G B  & W 35 , 906 39 , 845  4 1 , 5 00 4 1 , 7 8 1  3 7 , 049  33 , 336  

ICG 36 8 , 147 376 , 6 0 2  374 , 30 0  376 , 6 24 370 , 83 7  0 . 00 

YI N  & S 3 , 403 , 6 9 5  3 , 3 5 5 , 000  2 , 5 87 , 000  Part of Part of Part of 
Soo Line Soo Line Soo Line 

\'l D & W 2 , 1 34 , 8 14  2 , 5 20 , 26 7  2 , 63 2 , 50 0  2 , 2 1 9 , 40 7  1 , 72 5 , 0 8 8  1 , 72 3 , 203  

M & M  1 , 1 83 , 45 7  1 , 1 8 0 , 7 3 2  1 , 1 8 5 , 7 00  1 , 343 , 078  1 , 09 3 , 3 2 2  1 , 2 8 7 , 75 8  

MTR 8 8 7 , 893  8 56 , 98 8  8 7 9 , 800  900 , 497  7 1 8 , 7 0 3  7 2 1 , 079  

SOO 3 2 , 96 0 , 040 36 , 1 5 8 , 88 2  3 8 , 774 , 000  4 1 , 1 14 , 3 32 3 5 , 1 1 0 , 1 7 5  3 2 , 604 , 3 7 8  

SE  Corp 0 . 00 0 . 00 0 . 00 2 5 , 0 8 9  1 7 , 45 1  1 8 , 0 3 3  
-�-·-··· -

TOTALS $ 242 , 7 8 8 , 3 50 $ 274 , 33 1 , 844 $ 29 1 , 649 , 3 00  $ 2 8 9 , 4 6 2
!
373  $ 2 3 2 , 66 1 , 6 1 9  $ 2 5 5 , 5 1 6 , 548  



RAILROAD STATISTICS 

EFFECTS OF EQUA LIZATIO N O N  198 5 
MARK ET VALUES 

Unequalized Equalized Percentage Effecti ve 
1 9 8 5  198 5 Decrease Equalization 

RAIL R O A D  M arket Values M arket Values In Value Percent 

Burli ngton Northern $ 154
2
6 3 3 , 2 5 8  $ 1 2 2 , 24 8 , 0 8 3  2 0 . 9 4% 7 9 . 0 6 %  

Cedar Valley Rail!'')ad 1 8 7 , 3 5 6  1 4 7 , 5 7 2  2 1 . 2 3 %  7 8 . 7 7 96  

Chicago and N orth w ester n 1 3 , 5 4 7
2
2 1 5  1 0

2
2 1 2 , 5 0 1  24 . 6 2 %  7 5 . 3 8 %  

M ilw aukee Road 16
2
3 4 1 , 905  1 2 , 66 7 , 4 0 5  2 2  . 4 9%  7 7  . 5 Fb 

Duluth and N ortheastern 7 8 8 , 9 0 1  6 1 1 , 5 5 1  2 2 . 4 8% 7 7 .  5 2 ll6 

Dulu th, M issabe and Iron Range 1 5 , 79 1 , 56 3  1 2 , 8 3 9 , 0 2 9  1 8 . 7 0% 8 1 . 3 0 °0 

Dul u th, W innipeg and P acific 1 7 , 8 3 8 , 5 6 3  1 3 , 5 7 7 , 7 1 2  2 3 . 8 9%  7 6  . 1 1 % 

Green Bay and Western 3 3 , 3 3 6  1 9 , 06 8  4 2 . 8 0 %  5 7 .  2 0 ·:,lJ 

M innesota, Dakota and Western 1 , 7 2 3 , 2 0 3  1 , 07 7 , 0 0 2  3 7 . 5 0 %  6 2 . s o ·1c, 

M innesota and Manitoba 1 , 28 7 , 7 5 8  1 , 0 3 1 , 40 7  1 9 . 9 1  % 8 0 . 0 9 ?6 

M innesota Transfer 7 2 1 , 0 7 9  5 9 2 , 4 9 0  1 7 . 8 3 %  8 2 . 1 7 °-tJ 

Soo Line Railroad 3 2 , 6 04 , 3 7 8  2 6 , 6 3 5 , 6 2 0  1 8 . 3 1  % 8 1 . 6 W\} 

Sou th east Corporati on 1 8
2
0 3 3  1 5

2
8 5 1  1 2 . 1 096 87 o 9 u - LI 

TOTALS $ 2 5 5 z 5 1 6 z 5 4 8  $ 2 0 1 z 67 5
2
29 1 2 1 . 0 7 %  7 8 . 9 3 '  u 
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