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In 1985 the Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) funded 
the Land Exchange Study. Study objectives were to evaluate use of 
automated data in the land exchange process and to assess constraints to 
wider use of land exchange. 

The study Initiated a pilot effort in County to evaluate use of automated 
data in potential lana exchanges between the state, United States Forest 
Service and.Cass county. The pilot concluded that constraints in the 
state's automated data llles (agin gaps and lack of site-level 
detail) prevent their use in Iden for land exchange. The state's 
automated data files do e for providing a regional 
context on land exchan proposals assess the resource 
characteristics (e.g. tlm r types, value, road access) of parcels 
proposed as part of a large-scale land exchange. 

The study sponsored a regional 
objectives were: 

exchange conference. Conference 

to educate at1:en1aeirs on the state land exchange 
program. 

to explore aJ.tenuat:lve 
opportunities. 

to promote m1L1oa;Ne n11A1~w•~f'!n 

The conference was attended by about one hundred persons from the private 
sector, and from federal, state and local governments in Minnesota ana five 
other states. Conference roceedings have been published. (Proceedlnis of 

Mhm sota Lan Conference. Department of Natural 
Resources, 1988) 

The study researched the history of land exchange in Minnesota to better 
understand the foundations for the present program. Findings from that 
research will be published in a soon-to-be released report. fHlstorv of Land 
Ez:chante In Minnesota) · 

The study recommended the following. 

* The DNR should ne·veJlOD 
a more proactive an1orci~acn 

DNR land ez:cn~uu[e ·~j!llV'lll•'ID orc>ceia.ures should be modified to 
better accomm exchange proposals. 
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That review has been completed. The DNR has revised its land 
exchange procedural guidelines as a result of that reµiew. Now, land 
exchanges proposed as part of a DNR PERT-approved process (See Page 
32 for a description of PERT) require less time Jbr project review. This 
slwuld not only acceferate the exchange process but also facilttate 
greater consensus on parcels suited to exchange. 

Automated data should co11wa.ue 
scale land exchange orci~oosu1. 

be evaluating large-

Mqjor improvements in the state's automated datajiles are being 
studied as part of the DNR's interest in Geographic I'lfonnation 
Systems. 

Legislation cooperation with 
the Minnesota Attorney to allow ezchange of 
county-admtnt1tered, tu-forfeit land (Class B land) with state 
land (Class Land). 

That legislation has been introduced and passed. 
(Laws of Minnesota, Chapter 628, Sec. 19, Subd. 3.) 

Greater tlenbility ts needed on state requirements for timber 
appraisals of land being ezchanged. 

Legislation was proposed and did not pass. 

DNR policy of not providing abstracts for state land being 
exchanged should be evaluated. 

That policy has been evaluated. As a result, the DNR now offers 
abstracts on land it exchanges with counties. 

Staff Increases may be needed for the DNR land exchange 
program. 

The DNR has submitted a piesal to the LCMRfor con:ttnuedji.Lndtng 
for various land exchange e orts in the Bureau of Real Estate 
Management. That propos has received preliminary approval and 
may be funded. 

Legislation should be developed by the DNR In cooperation with 
the Minnesota Attorney General's Office allowing exchange of 
School Trust land for other state land. 

That legislation was proposed and passed. (Laws of Minnesota, 
Chapter 628, Sec. 15, Subd. 5) 
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The Land Exchange Study initiated a pilot effort in Cass County to explDre 
opportunities to exchange DNR-administereiI land with the county and 
United States Forest Service (USFS) .. The Study used the state's 
automatedjiles on resource characteristics of public land to evaluate 
parcels for exchange .. Results of that effort are reported in this document. 
In addition, the Study identified constraints to wider use of land exchange. 

The Land Exchange Study a land exchange conference. Abstracted 
proceedings of that corif'erence are included in this report. The entire 
proceedings have been published separately. (Procee:P:f s of the 

esota e, Department o Natural 
Resources, 1988 The e Study also will publish a History 
of Land Exchange in Minnesota. 

The Land Exchange Study issued a number of recommendations in 1987. 
The DNR has sought to implement those recommendations by revising its 
land exchange procedures and introducing legislation to ad.dress a 
number of problem areas. 
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A. 

Economic and social forces that demand for public land are 
dynamic and ever-changing. In response, land in public ownership 
changes as agencies self, buy, exchange and are given land. Land 
exchange is one way of adjusti public ownership patterns to meet 
the changing public interests. e land exchange program has slowly 
evolved tfrrough legislation, constitutional amendments, and agency 
policy development. 

Minnesota has been exchanging for nearly a centwy. 
However, the program was not formally established by legislation until 
1929. According to Laws 1929, Chapter 246, Section 2: 

"The executive council is authorized and empowered to 
exchange any and all of the which may be acquired by the 
state by purchase as aforesaidfor lands of the United States of the 
same general character and of substanttafly the same value as in its 
judgement wlllpromote the best interests of the state, upon such 
terms and conditions as tt shall deem proper, and to that end may 
accept or pay out any avallable_/Unds such cash dtfferences as will 
affect an equitable exchange of lands. The said council is hereby 
authorized to cause any lands so acquired to be appraised by such 
competent authority as it shall appoint or direct." 

Four years later, the legislature passed the Land Exchange Act of 1933 
allowing the state to exchange land acquired through tax forfeiture. 

Land exchange played a role in the state's resettlement efforts during the 
Great Depression. Land exchange was used to acquire land from settlers 
in remote areas for relocation to sites where accessibility and soils 
fertility were more favorable to permanent settlement. Land within each 
of nine target counties was classified into agricultural or conservation 
zones to guide resettlement efforts. 

In 1938 a constitutional amendment was passed creating the Land 
Exchange Commission. Article VIII, Section 8 of the state's constitution 
reads: 

'~ny of the public lands of the state, including lands held in trustfor 
any pwpose, may, with the unanimous approval of a commission 
consisting of Goverrwr, the Attorney General, and the State Auditor , 
be exchanged for lands of the United States and/or privately owned 
lands ... '' 
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The following year, the took action to better protect the state's 
mineral and water interests by rights to minerals and waters 
in all land exchanged by state. According to Laws 1939, Chapter 382 
(SF 697) Section 2: 

" ... and the state 
lands SO _,..,...n.,..,..,,..,.......,,_ inv~n,,,nrsnn 

Reservation of mineral and water "1!"11.n. ........ c. .... 

influence the selection of .11.u.u..11.ug .................... ""'4JL ... ~ .... '4 

continue to strongly 
the state. 

The legislature ........................................ --~.,, ...... ..., 
objective. According to .,,,,,. .,,,,._,, 

~'V' .... M~'V'·ll.Jl.'l..!Lll.4.16.!1.V'Jl.JI. as a land exchange 
Section 2 

"For the purpose of consolidating lwldings of land owners by the 
State the Commission unanimous approval, exchange any 
lands to which the now title or to which title shall be 
acquired by the in trustfor any purpose, 
for lands of equal the United States or 
land owned by " 

B. Program oe·ve1.opime:nt, 

Since 1945, changes in exchange program were designed to 
protect the public interest. and procedures established 
aurtng this period a more orderly program that insured title 
protection and fairness to and guaranteed comparability in 
value and resources of land exchanged. 

In the middle 1940's, land consolidation continued to be a land exchange 
objective. The case for consolidation was described in the Department of 
Conservation's Eighth Biennial 1945-1946. That report states: 

" ... effective management of Minnesota's timber resources is 
hampered by the jumbled pattern of timberland ownership, with 
federal, state and private lwldings mixed up like pieces of a crazy 
quat, causing much duplication of effort, and unnecessary 
expense .... In order exchangesfor the purpose of 
consolidating the lwldings, state, federal and private, 
injiutherance of better management, the land exchange amendment 
to the state constitution was adopted in 1938, followed by enabling 
legislation. . . . This now slwuld be stepped up by all means 
avallable. The cost wlll many times over in the long run 
through economy of general timber production. The 
faster the exchange proceeds, the greater will be ultimate 
saving." 

In the middle 1950's, the state the United States Forest Service 
negotiated several large-scale exchanges (15,000+ acres) in the 
Superior National Forest. This was period of greatest post-war 
excbange activity. See Figure 1. Although interest in large-scale land 
exchanges remained strong, the focus shifted in the 1960' s 
towards small-scale exchanges the state and private sector .. 
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Although interest in '"''"'.ll .... \,;11 .... , ...... "'L'"""ll.JL.&.&~ public land remained strong in the 
1980's, the primary land focus continued to favor smaller scale 
exchanges tietween the A note of definition is 
ap:Qroprtate here. this study are defined as 
exchanges of 640 acres a convenient benchmark since 
the Land Exchange exchanges of 640 acres and 
larger must be brought to the initiation of field 
examination, appraisal 

'Pursuant to wo«::!.'.lf"t.l'fl 

Board requires that 
of state land 
obtained prior 
public hearing .• 

Small-scale exchanges 
than 640 acres. 

22, 1960, the Land Exchange 
exchange more than 640 acres 

hn-ll'fi'IH"Ll•rl the Board and tts approval 
.. ,,,..,,.~ .... ,,..'ii" ........ ,,,.. examtnatiDn, appraisal and 

The shift to smaller scale ~'" ..................... ~ ..... "" was reflected in a decline in the 
average size of land past two decades. (See Figure 2.) 
During the peak years exchanges in the mid-1950's and 
early 1960's the average was a thousand acres or more. In 
the 1985-86 biennium, a land exchange was 156 
acres. 

Exchanges were smaller the shift from exchanges 
between public agencies to the state and the private 
sector. Most state/private exchanges tend to be considerably 
smaller in size than state/USFS consolidation exchanges. For 
example, since 1943, state/USFS exchanges have averaged more 
than 3,000 acres each while state/private sector exchanges have 
averaged 242 acres each. Some state/private sector exchanges, most 
notably those with timber corporations, have potential for larger-scale 
land consolidations. However, state/private sector exchanges are 
with individuals who own relatively small blocks of land and who are 
seeking a relatively small acreage from state. 

The shift to smaller scale exchanges was due to the complexities of 
developing large scale exchanges due to staff constraints. 
Difftcu1ties in balancing resources in large-scale exchanges and concerns 
about political and public support at the local level were and continue to 
be constraints to large-scale between public agencies. Small-
scale land exchanges probably less time to develop, review and 
administer, although there have too few recent large-scale 
exchanges to establish a valid .... ..,, ............... ....... 
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Staff levels also have nn'il''l>lf'<i",l"'nii'll'"l>Oril ll.JJ'l..,.,.ll.JU;;u.11.,:::.11..1 efforts. DNR disciplines 
have not had staff """"'""'lf'<"""'"'lf'< 11.41,,;;/P!JJl.,._ ... ,,. ..... "'4 ... .,,,...,.,,.,.,,..... to land exchange efforts. 
Until the 1985\86 ll'"'-'ll.O.'ll"l>'il"l>1l'll the Bureau of Real 
Estate Management) assigned to the 
land exchange Bureau staff person 
in each region was 1!.4!,,;;/1 ....... ,.,,,, ......... - responsibHitles of which 
land exchange was the DNR focused most of 
Its efforts on 'll"'&JICl•'ln>n·,,..,.n,,,,..,. by private individuals 
and less time to ""',,.. ...... ~r~r.11 

................ .llii. '°'"'" .. ~.......... between public 
agencies. 

Although the acreage ...... ,.. ........ ,.!bu ... ~,. ... - the actual number of 
exchanges completed 3 indicates that the 
number of exchanges year-to-year but has experienced a 
long-term increase. uu,~l~'".!(~~ pending exchanges has been 
reduced with the nnrl1l'll"1lll"•..... 1n.O'll"'l!5•n,,... to the Bureau of Real Estate 
Services land .....,.. ......... ,.ILJU • .11.J;;...... this LCMR program). 

A 1983 Legislative land exchange program 
~~albuam.ttiuo~n~LtJJ~~k.~~~~UU~1eJ·~~~~rn.. July 13, 1983) 
observed that the 'ln>'ll"'in • .rr'll"'o that DNR staff 
seldom initiated .......,.., ......... ""<l.Jl."'p;8""""' _,,...,,.._,,..If'<.,. However, use of the land exchange 
program has increased 1980's, an increase that was 
not yet apparent from n: .... ,......... .....,.. .................. to the Auditor. Prior to 1980, 
there were seldom more biennium. In the two 
bienniums since transfers have been 
completed. (A transfer .......,.. ... ,,.,.11.4 ...... p;a;., .. ...,, '""'"~...,.. ....... 00

- the state and a 
governmental subdivision a county. Minnesota Statutes 
94.349.) 

The DNR uses land .... ..,.. ... .a. ... "' ........ ,....... than may be reflected in 
the summary reports. formally submitted by 
the public were actually to obtain valued resource 
land. DNR Regional Land _.., . .,...,.11.lbU.ll.hl'lb\,;;ll that about 50% of all 
state/private sector .......... 11" ...... ·1-od"il by the DNR. 

DNR land exchange activity measured alone by the number of 
completed land exchanges. is devoted to administering 
exchanges that are never Between June 1980 and July 1985, 
78 formally-proposed .... LI0. ..... .11..11.<!;4.ll..ll.J:;;;.ll..A;;it were rejected. Of these, 1 7 were 
rejected by the landowner unable to equalize value, lost 
interest, etc.), 44 were resource management considerations 
(e.g. valued timber, public waters etc) and 17 we~e rejected for 
miscellaneous reasons (e.g. title 

In addition. many exchanges are ....... ...,~ ................. at the regional level before they 
are formally proposed. the 'l!YOO'll"'C! between 1981 and 1985, 140 
exchange _proposals in DNR ,., .... _ ................... I, n III were terminated before 
reaching formal proposal two-thirds of these were 
terminated by the various the proposals were 
inconsistent with resource objectives. The remaining third 
were rejected mostly reasons or because of difficulty in 
establishing equal value exchanged. All of these 
rejected exchanges review time. 
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D. Land Exchange UDJleC1tlVt!S 

Land exchange is a tool that serves a broad range of resource 
management and land administration objectives. As such, its primary 
function is to serve those objectives in an efficient and effective 
manner. 

Land exchange can address 
objectives: 

following resource management 

acquisition of VILA.11,.l~'l.A. resource land: e.g. wildlife habitat, 
timber· land, -#'ll?il'f-•,,, !l'"!Jrti 

uniting 
mineral -"1~#'ll-·H,n• 

consolidation 
management 

acquisition 
other). 

ownership in areas where 

in management units to improve 

Land exchange serves objectives by functioning as a 
limited alternative to land or sale. The DNR has used land 
exchange to acquire acres of land that might not have been 
acquired through purchase. However, land exchange cannot fully 
replace sale and acquisition actions. Those actions are targeted at 
specific parcels for which a viable exchange proposal may not be feasible. 

Land exchange also performs a public service to private individuals. 
Most land exchanges are with the private sector (individuals or 
businesses). For example, in three bienniums between 1981 and 
1986, the state had three exchanges with the federal government. six 
land transfers with counties and 71 exchanges (or about 90% of the 
total) with the private sector. (As stated earlier, many exchanges 
between the state and private sector were actually proposed to private 
parties by DNR resource managers.) 

Private sector objectives for exchanging land with the state vary. They 
may seek to improve the efficiency of a farm or other resource business: 
acquire resource land for recreation, etc. The state is responsive to such 
proposals when the state also benefits from the proposed exchange. 

E. Land Exchange 

The potential for exchange of state land is very large. Acreage estimates 
of that potential are difficult to generate. Site-specific studies, such as 
management unit planning, wilf identify specific acreages in the years 
aheaO. The following are major categories of opportunities for exchange 
of DNR-administered land: 
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1) U.S Forest the USFS hopes consolidate land 
within the Chippewa and Superior National Forests through 
exchange with the state and counties. 

2) most counties in northern Minnesota with large 
acreages of state-owned, county-administered land are 
receptive to exchanges with the state and federal government. 

3) Boundary (BWCAW): About 
84,000 acres of state School 'ITust Fund land in the BWCA 
could be exchanged with the USFS for federal land outside the 
BWCAW. 

4) Trust School 'ITust Fund land precluded.from 
producing revenue under current management could be 
exchanged where_feasible so that income-producing 
management can be pursued on this land. This includes 
School Trust Fund land, Internal Improvements land, and 
Swamp land whose proceeds contribute to the Permanent 
School 'ITust Fund pursuant to the Minnesota constitution. All 
such land wlll be referred to as School 'ITust Fund land in this 
report. 

Other land exchange opportunities exist that address the broad scope of 
DNR resource management responsibilities. The DNR has identified and 
prioritized these opportunities and has included them in the DNR Polley 
#16; Land Exchanges Title "l"T1ms,1er·1. 

F. 

The state uses several less-than-fee title acquisition techniques to 
establish management control of resource areas. An often-used 
approach is development of agreements that allow the state to manage 
land owned by another party. Such agreements with private parties are 
called Cooperative Management Agreements or CMA's. Comparable 
agreements between public agencies are called Interagency Agreements. 
For simplicity both wlll be referred to as CMA's in this report. The Land 
Exchange Study evaluated these agreements to determine their value as 
alternatives to land exchange. 

A CMA usually provides specific resource management rights. These 
types of a~eements have been used effectively oy the Division of Fish 
and Wildlife, for example, to allow anglers access to private land on trout 
streams. A different type of CMA has been employed successfully in peat 
leasing. Currently, the Department has a CMA with Carlton County that 
directs the Minerals Division to manage a peat lease covering county tax­
forfeit lands. Other resource management CMA's between different 
government units are conceivable and may be explored in the future. 

Conceptually, CMA's might function as alternatives to land exchange if it 
were feasible to transfer the sum total of all management rights while 
maintaining fee title with the original owner. Used in this way, CMA's 
might pose a number of advantages over land exchange. For example, 
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because title is not transferred IU''-'""''<.4.<IA.~;JI"" appraisals are not needed, 
CMA's are less expensive to rillD"«l'IDD.n•'ln CMA's are less complex than 
a land exchange to ............ ._...,, .......... ""...., constitutional land 
exchange restrictions nnrnrill"11T CMA's usually require less 
time to negotiate 

However, the state's ............... 'LU... are disinterested in 
using CMA's as an Counties have 
expressed strong 'll"'Oe:l!.C.'ll""'«l'a'tilnn that extend DNR 
management control over .,.'ll"'\i""rlf_.,,,ri'll"lni'll""ll'ilt13'il"O.,..it!l•ri land. Quoting from a 
letter from the Minnesota County Land Commissioners 
(MACLC) (Wayne Golly, to Joseph Alexander, DNR 
Commissioner, May 30, 

are inter-departmental 
whether land exchange ought to be 

.nhlf'!lnn'lfn.rf administrative responsibllity for 
management agreement 

The position exchange should be the 
policy. Our .ll.,.;Jl..,,..,,_,""1,"llJ!,J' su rt of the constitutional 
amendment that was nlf"ll!l,1"1"~,,,,., now ws state/county land 
exchange to occur. now use some other method would seem to 
degrade that e would fall short of the intent of the 
amendment. We of resource management 
can best be (See Appendix A.) 

The U.S. Forest Service also to use Interagency Agreements 
that exchange the sum total ......... ~b& ... lbAl..12.~~rmE!ru rights to land. Citing from a 
letter from Clay Beal, Supervisor Superior National Forest to Steve 
Thorne, DNR Deputy (March 19,1986): 

·"We have finally opinion on the feasibility of our 
entering into cooperative mrlllnrll.lf'1D'f''n!D1P'11" agreements with the 
Minnesota Department Resources that would transfer the 
fell management ll"Lllll'."'lnrl\'111lll:'>'lfl/;"Hlfil·fiDfC'O the involved lands without 
changing ownership. is that a transfer of management 
responsibllity without an transfer of fee title is not 
possible under Yrr:»Jrllr»..-.<n1 governing the National 
forests. Such .... ,..,.,.,,.,,lfrfl ownership of the 
land in the .... ,...,.,,. ... ,..,,.,,.,,,. 

We believe that we can ,n,..ir,!ID••D if not all, of the benefits that 
would result from ,_~'llY\D,'fl"nt·iw•D nru:>m•!:>MT through use of our 
exchange authorities .. ,,..r.,,,,..,ra.r11 closely with you as we have in 
the past. ... " (See 
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Some private landowners 
land exchange. Some 
over ~arcef should 
throu a CMA. Many ... _..., ............ 
than e resource benefits n-tiho .... .o.n 

reluctant to enter 
their property. 

Although CMA's 
efforts, without rontr\T'\OW"6'.:111l"tnn 

function as a ""'"',.,'° 11
"ll'-1I 
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1) 

2) 

3) 

The conference was 
hundred persons 
and five other ~+ ..... +-'°'""' 

opportunities 
public agencies. 

addressing exchange 
exchange, alternatives to 
disadvantages of Minnesota 

of staff from other 
,,,,,,,.,,.rll"'""""IE'> on exchange constraints 

an opportunity 
of the land exchange 

......... ..., ....................... by about one 
government in Minnesota 

B. Conference .!11.'-~DUJIL•l;lll .. 

The following is an 

1) 

2) 

"''"'"'.11..11.11.«;;111,u"'.11..11.o .11.&.0.IUI!. ...... "" by each speaker. 

Present and Future 
,;i_..,, ..... 11- ... ~- Minnesota 

.11..11.'Ul.ll• .ll!..11!.\U ...... "'";Ji>"'.11. .11.l!J<bJ·- conflicting land exchange 
.......... 'ill ....... "''

1 <1r11 versus other 
described a history of the 

.... ,..,. .... ,.,,,..""" ...... to legal challenges it 
U.ll.\;;l>'-'U1b:ll01'1..•U """"''"-''°'-+ problems and 

~u~""'-'.11.«JU. nJ::);:,.11.,ouu.1.11. Attorney General, 

m.c1'11"!1rllmi!:ll>'ll"'llf" to the 
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3) 

Speaker: Jrunes 
States Department 
ADst1~act: J runes 
a legal standpoint. 
statutocy authorities, 
federal agencies 

in the ability of the 
cooperate on land ""..n.."'·&.Jl.c;.u,.1.i:;:;.""" 

suited for exchange. 

Counsel, United 
@;,4.11,AL.!l .. ll>'l,.I...,. Wisconsin 

exchange from 
.............................. ...,.""'L ........... on the various 

allow 

National Forest, 

Itasca County 
ke of the improvement he sees 

Itasca County to 
offered exrunples of land 

4) Topic: Other Exchange Partners 
Speaker: Dave Fricke, Executive Director, Minnesota 
Association of Townships 
ADstr·ac1t: David ,,.._ ...... _ ............ !lo> ........... land exchange from a 
rural township official's ective. discussed the role 
of the rural township in d exchange process, outlining 
potential problems, as to the township level 
of government. 
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A. Pilotob·1ecuves: 

The Cass County Pilot 
exchanges between 

llJVll..'-' ... .11.'l.&l!.IUI. for large scale land 
'""'" ... ~.,.,... U. S. Forest Service 

in the Chippewa National two objectives. 

1) One objective was """"'"~'b'M!."""' use of automated data and 
models in exc Automated data and 
models land exchange. 
See ~"""A-ri-1,r,•Vll 

applications: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

by comparing the 
.11.V'l!,,,ll.4\;ll area with the resources of 

areas to be exchanged, 

llA..!ll."""-IWI.& ... """' resource characteristics of parcels to be 

2) how large-scale land 
land exchange process. 

The administrative existing that time functioned 
effectively for exchanges but was rwt entirely 
appropriate for large-scale The PUot Project sought 
to determine if modtfications were needed in the land 
exchange to large-scale land 
exchanges. 

B. Pilot Area sei1ecno1:n t;.ntie~a: 

Several areas were considered a 
selected for the following reasons: 

1) DNRarea 
exchange 

2) TheUSFS 
land with 

3) Potential 
state, county 

focus. Cass County was 

interested in promoting land 

were interested in exchanging 

exchange were significant. The 
government might all benefit.from 

consolidation 11Jf __ , ......... land. 
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4) Resource constraints were not significant. For example, little 
mineral exploration activity occurred in the area. 

5) Public supportfor exchange probably could be generated since 
all three agencies had good working relationships with local 
township oificials and the public. 

C. Pilot 

A task force was selected to guide the pilot effort. That task force 
consisted of the following individuals: 

Bill Brown, County Commissioner 
Bill Hink, USFS Forester 
Mike Chapman, DNR Area Forester 
Alex Gurtin, DNR Region ill Specialist 
Dennis Olson, DNR Area Wtldlif e. 

In addition, other staff from the three agencies participated in the 
process. The Task Force role was to: 

ident~ifocus areas, 
identi parcels for exchange consideration, 
identt data and information needs, 
review the usefulness of automated data, 
structure a specific land exchange proposa~ 
comnw.nicate information on the pilot to others in their agency, 
meet with local oificials and the public to explain exchange 
proposals. 

D. Focus 

Four criteria were used to select focus areas. 

1) Existing ownership patterns infocus areas were highly 
dispersed and consolidation would economically benefit 
exchange partners. 

2) General resource management objectives would be ftuthered 
by the exchange. 

3) Title problems in the focus area would not severely constrain 
exchange. 

4) Local supportfor a large-scale land exchange was possible. 

'Three focus areas within the Chippewa National Forest were selected. 
See Figure 4. Area One was with.in the Leach Lake Indian Reservation 
boundary and might pose title problems. Area Three involved exchange 
between Cass county and state which at the time required special 
enabling legislation. (See Recommendation A for a description of that 
concern.) Area 1Wo was selected for the pilot focus. 
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E. Cass co11.1n1:v 

The following process was used the 

1J consensus, selection of a pllot 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Early Involvement: 
communicated ~&AAi,q;.,11-w ,,,...,...,..,"" .... ,,... 

involvement, 

Regional 
devoted to evaluating 
focused on regional scale 

Parcel Identification: 
constderedfor exchange. 

'"""""6~'"" ....... chances 
n11~."11n11.,no would be 

Potential pllot 
assessed their 

as the most 

were 
insure early 

decisions. 

taskforce sessions were 
models. Early sessions 

applications. 

identified parcels to be 

5) Selection of Parcel The task_force was 
presented with the scope of automated data and 
models that could be used describe resource characteristics 
of specific parcels. The task force indicated data elements 
that would be of greatest use in the process. They also 
detenntned appropriate categories for reporting data. 

6) automated approaches could be 
state and.federal data 

and.federal agencies recorded 
",,.,.,,,,,.,",,..,0~ and definitions. Eliminating 

data categories by either 

State andfederal agencies evaluated their own data 
using their own automated systems. The results of the state 
data evaluation were with preliminary USFS 
analysis. USFS data were automated andjinal data 
totals were not at of this printing. However, 
based on that preliminary assessment, tt was determined: 

a) USFS and DNR automated forest cover data are 
comparable and can be used to assess characteristics 
of parcels exchanged between the two agencies. 

b) Parcels selected by staff the two agencies for 
exchange were comparable in timber resources. 

7) Exchange Structure: An exchange proposal is being structured 
for formal review. 
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F. Communication 

Large-scale land exchanges can legitimate differences in 
resource management o'Qjectives an agency. Such differences are 
an outgrowth of the widely varying o'Qjectives served by multiple resource 
management approaches. For example, the need to protect habitat of 
rare wildlife species may conflict with some timber development 
interests. Also, mineral development could be negatively 
affected by the separation of surface sub-surface ownerships 
resulting from land exchanges non-mineral resource objectives. 

In the Cass County Pilot, m ... ,..,.,,.,,.. rl-iit-iht:lil""-=..!rii, .......... ,b!' surfaced within each of the 
federal, state and county approaches were used to 
minimize poten~al for .............................. . 

1) Communication: 
exchange 
could be ,,..,,,.,,,E"A'll-

County Pilot, objectives of all land 
discussed so that concerns 

2) Early Involvement: County Pilot, all parties with 
an interest in the were involved at the earliest 
possible stage. Within DNR, all disciplines assisted in 
identifying a study area that posed minimal conflict or 
maximum gain for their objectives. Disciplines were kept 
irfformed and involved the process. As soon as 
parcels were were given opportunity to 
evaluate exchange As a result, concerns such as 
severance of surface sub-surface ownership were 
minimized as a constraint to exchange. 

These actions should be the norm for all large-scale land exchanges. A 
special emphasis should be placed on need for all land managing 
disciplines to be involved at the early stages of each land exchange 
process. It is essential that all land managing disciplines participate 
when land exchange objectives focus areas are determined and 
especially at the point where are identified for exchange 
consideration. 

G. Automated 

The state has an extensive array of automated data on Minnesota's land 
and water resources. Automated data are those data that have been 
placed on computer for ready access and rapid analysis. These data 
includes information on the state's land use, land cover, geology, terrain, 
hydrology, watersheds, underground water, lakes and rivers, mineral 
resources, etcetera. These data can be combined with such socio­
economic information as population, economic development, employment 
and more. 

The data have been derived over a period of twenty years from many 
different sources, e.g. the University of Minnesota, federal agencies, state 
agencies,. Public agencies continue to add to and update data files so 
tliat access to available data is constantly expanding. 
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Development of automated by requirements that 
the data be compatible use common location codes. 
Most of the data are stored at the Land Information Center 
(LMIC) of the State Planning Agency. the efforts of LMIC and 
other state agencies, these various data files are being developed into a 
Geographic Information System. 

Automated data are used a variety resource management efforts. 
By combining differing elements, computer models can be developed that 
help describe, predict or evaluate resource issues and 
interests. Some modeling can es evaluating land for 
exchange consideration. More to make such 
approaches more effective. are more detailed 
iriformation on topography, roads, soils, water 
orientation and land cover. will require 
additional investment development. 

II. A.uto1nated 

1) Automated approaches 
are 'il"'Drll'llnriin perspectives and should 
be considered a component in developing large-
scale land exchange V11,,.,,.,V11,,.C"lf"fJ' Specific gains from these 
approaches include 

a) A regional perspective helps in narrowing the focus 
from a county to townships. In the Cass 
County Pilot, the area included the entire county. 
With the assistance a regional perspective, specific 
township target areas were selected. 

b) Regional-scale illustrate how the resources of 
specific fit within broader resource patterns 
and management example, it helps 
gauge the extent which the resources of a given 
parcel are unique or common, an important 
consideration in balancing the resource values of 
parcels being exchanged. 

2) Ident Models can be developed to 
identify most consideredfor exchange. However, this 
would not be an optimal use of automated data resources for 
tworeasons: 

a) Field staff have considerable first-hand knowledge of 
parcels they Such information is essential in 
selecting or many parcels for exchange. 

b) Automated files are not complete enough to be used 
effectively in making site management aecisions. 
Automated data are best used as tools to assist in 
maki~g those decisions. 
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3) 

Thus, automated 
characteristics 
agency staff 
considered for 

evaluate the resource 
identfjiedfor exchange by 

@,'V''l,AIJ~ .. ""!'>"11'"' of the area being 

Evaluating Exchange 
automatea approaches 

benefit of 
as~ses,smra resource 

characteristics exchange. The 
Task Force rlD1f"nnin1r1nrl were more 

most useful: useful than 

a) 

b) 

state and county 
" .... _,. w·· ._,. by forestry 

a major resource 
Detailed timber data 

designated as the 
inventory has data on 

.11..11.Jl.YL'-'.n..• understory, 
including county-

...................... , ................ stand size is flve acres 
inventory has been 

to develop a detailed 
""""'"""'· ........... resources of parcels being 

inventory also provides 
considerations where 

component. 

In land evaluation objective is 
to insure ............ L ..... ...,, ................. _ exchanged are comparable 
in timber s~0r·" 0~ Typically, such 
evaluation using manual approaches. 
However, approaches using Phase II 
information can the time and increase the 
flexibility of 

The Cass..._."""".............. two approaches to 
measure resource considerations. One 
approach or areas with threatened 
ana Automated files of the 
Natural were used for that purpose. 
Such insure appropriate attention to 
these resources specific parcels are selected for 
exchange. 
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The Value 
Index' for a weighting 
system to habitat 
types and assigns a numerical to each parcel. 
The Habitat Value was developed by the USFS 
just for the 
throughout the \;;:J>ILQ;;ll.IL"-'· ........... , ....... ...,....., ...... ,.....,,. 

needed to .............. .., ... 
relationships 

............... ""' ......................... _ a general habitat 
approximates habitat 

......................... ~ ........... use when applied to a 
However, it has promise 

comparability a large 
widely differing habitat types. 

Other data elements varying levels of usefulness 
at the regional level. However, many of these data 
elements are Department-wide review 
since they a statewide resource assessment for 
large land 11.J""''l..·J!. ... ~L ... ,,..,..., U.11. ...,u...,,.,;,...,.,...y 

4) County Pilot has not yet 
estate appraisals. Conclusions here 

are based on with DNR Regional Land 
Specialists. Some data used to evaluate resource 
characteristics of parcels help in real estate appraisal. 
For example, timber resources are appraisedfor land being 
exchanged. Site informationfrom Phase II Forest Inventory 
already has proven in appraising timber value. In the 
Bowstring exchange, timber type and volume data 
from a sampling of 25% exchange parcels were 
compared with timber developedfrom on-site evaluation. 
Phase II data proved to highly accurate _giving promise to 
continued.future use in timber appraisal e1Jbrts. 

I. Automated Data L11nttat1 .. on:s: 

Data limitations hindered more effective application of the state's 
automated information in the Cass County Pilot. Limitations exist in the 
data itself and in data system limitations fall into 
three categories: 

1) Dated the current contains information that 
is up to twenty years use variable. Su.ch 
data are too oldfor use in resource management. 

2) Data most of the data are accurate at the level of 
the forty acre parcel or larger. More detailed information (Le. 
2.5 or 10 acres detail) is needed for evaluation of site 
characteristics. 
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3) Data ""•l!IJl'D• il"DLJJ'f"·n 1 •""-»n 

for others. 
avallable 
information 
non-state 
areas of the 

System limitations relate 
iriformatlon from various sources. 
compatible, they are 
computer systems. This 
differing sources for ~~''''"'~·~'"''~ 

inadequacies do not 
exchange process ..... u,,,.- ... "'.11"' 

applications. 

J. Cass County 

Automated data can play a 
exchanges. However, 

scale land 

1) Data automated resource 
datajiles The DNR and 
the Land with.funding from 
the LCMR trfD'fl,DHr~n'fl'll"»rfl automated 
resource needed to insure 
that this to expanding 
management \l.Al,,.,,.,1,,"""f!,.l~\l.AI, ~,.,..e>-•0·n°• data are needed. 
Of particular land cover and soils. 
The state systems development 
of the next generation information so that 
automated data are ,,.,.,...,,..,,.,...,,. .. ,..,..,.,,,,,,,..,,. ..... .,.,,,, . .r11 and more accessible. 

2) DNR """"''1.1111..1u~.111..111.1o.1&.111.&"'&.111.1o.. .. ........ .,.,fl, .... , ..... begun with the Cass 
County Pilot '"'11Ac'l4f~l!;;..;;J/j,.;;;:JI uv.;J1.;J>UJ'l!.ll,.U,,11.A;,...;J an ongoing service of 
using large-scale land 
exchanges. Division of Forestry, 
and other DNR on development of a 
Geographic should improve the 
state's ability in resource 
management. continue its commitment to 
using automated resources in land exchange and 
other resource ,.,,,...,ri,,..,.?11?'11#'.llll"'Vll#'.lllt"ll'lr A".ll,~.,.,,...,,.,,.iro 

3) 
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Three other .._.V.11. . .U.'-'.ll.lb..ll.l.J'.ll.'l.Jl.ll.Jl.I..> OmAO'il"'dTJZ:l>if'"H 

1) 

2) 

3) 
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A. State/County 

1) Concern: acres of tax-
forfeited, land is managedfor 
resource state. Like state 
land, dispersed. 
Several in exchanging land 
with the their land holdings. 
(Such transfers since the state 
holds Cass County has 
shown with the state. 

In 1985, exchanges of 
tax-forfeited administered by 
theDNR exchange between 
the pursued in the Cass 
County Pilot 

2) Study recommended 
theDNR in 
~etoallow 

tax-for etted land (Class B 

3) Implementation: ~assed 
allowing county . (Laws of 
Minnesota, 3) 
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B. Land &S1.s:a..•q.,.1uu1l!l.4&Jiiii."' U•Pllft'PJ.iu. . .111."'""" 

1) Concern: In the 1 program has 
focused mostly on ll'"oc•innnn·111n.n Fll"LPA'llJY'DH'"fl1rllF"l.rJJ proposals 

2) 

3) 

developed DNR ¥1\Tlnl•'Cllr" and especially 
exchanges rnro.on'f" years, about 
half of the A"\d"llll'll'll'ln'#".,.,.,,.,,,, exchanges 
have been 'lin'li'f"'lirl.,.,,,:!lrl exchanges are 
usually small in administer. 
WhUe these .rlrll""lll"'"" -ri. ... ,, .... ".?'j'""" ..,,,1.4,.... .. """' service, they usually 
have fewer resource or 1l"lf'llA'"fi!'il'll ..... d"ll,,.,,,,.'ll'll,,.,,?'ll'l!" than exchanges 
initiated by resource mrirnrt1/F"IL:!l~"'C" 

Resource mrirniN.iND11''11"'11D1''1l'if" "''""""''' .... ,, .. 

uniting 
recreation 
ejf ectively a more 
being more proactive, 
public interest. 

exchange 
setting priorities that 
benefit resource 

more efficient 
management use of public land. As a public service, the 
DNR should continue to administer exchanges proposed by 
private individuals. 

The Land M"'V'dU>"ilrl1141•"11£> ........ --._..., "iil"rl>trill"'ll1n"I01Ml"llL:!l1141.rilL>rl 

develop a 
implementation 

exchange policy ts: 

"It ts the Department policy to use land exchange, when 
appropriate, as a tool to improve the pattern of public 
land ownership for management of natural 
resources. A variety of land tenure patterns are needed 
to manage the state's diverse resources. Consolidated 
and dispersed respectively benefit the 
management resources. Therefore, the 
Department's the benefit of both 
d holdings. Land exchange 
w resource management 
objectives unit plans, or, lacking 
those, on a 
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The DNR developed 
incorporated them into 
priorities are as follows: 

PRIORITY 

priorities and also 
# 1 The land exchange 

IYfl"lld"f/1''11,,..'.U:"'.,. priority, etc.) 

A sta.1te ~~l.Pdll&'llJ/IV& ·-'111•1:!1'11" lands located 
wi1thin t:he .1:101un~1arv "'at~ers Canoe Area 

A 

A 

B 

B 

c 

federally ... owned 

g"'a•.11.v111J1.11. +•••af" .1.UJLu.s located in 
m1ma~eme~nt &om 

"'•II'-• ....... for DNR-
.1.uLu.s capable of 

Trust 

approved 
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1) Concern: The state land exchange effectively 
administers small-scale land exchanges. However, large­
scale land exchanges have posed review requirements not 
easily addressed by existing process. There were two 
concerns. 

a) Large-scale exchanges are complex and require review 
and interdisciplinary coordination at an earlier stage 
than occurs with small-scale land exchanges. 

b) The second concern is somewhat the reverse of the 
first. Exchanges efforts as unit 
planning already extensive 
interdisciplinary review coordination. For some of 
these exchanges, exchange review 
process could be streamlined. 

2) The Study recommended 
that DNR Policy #16 revised to accomplish two changes: 

a) All land managing disciplines should be given an 
opportunity to participate an early stage in large­
scale land exchange processes. That participation 
should occur at the point where parcels are identified 
for exchange consideration. 

b) Review processes should be revised to allow 
appropriate reduction review requirements for 
exchange proposals derived from PERT*-approved, 
interdisciplinary (e.g Forest Unit 
Plans). 

3) DNR Policy # 16 was revised to 
accommodate the above recommendations. 

PERT is the DNR Planning and Environmental Review Team. It 
consists of regional administrators directors and administrators 
of DNR dtvisiDns and bureaus. Their role is to review signiflcant 
DNR actions and advise the DNR Commissioner. 
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D. Timber Appraisals: 

1) Concern: Timber 
consuming and 
in certain situations. 
timberand 
~tate-owned 
S . 4 states: 

"When an any land is made, 
the state an estimate and 

'• valuation make a separate 
appraisal 

The intent is to by insuring that 
timber values are fully state land transactions. 

The measure of 
land and timber 
situations. The 
in-de,h assessment 
cone ion is 
resource 
that separate 
resource managers 
concern with the 
complexity and 
Also, se~rate 
where t timber 
identical or where 

The Land Exchange uncovered no evidence that 
separate appraisals improved result. The 
U.S. Forest Service separate appraisals for 
timber. In a survey states with large land 
management 
in all exchanges; 

required timber appraisals 
required them under certain 

conditions. 

2) Recommendation: Study recommended 
that the DNR should appraisal requirements 
for land exchange conditions where ::cruraisals 
can be discretionary compromising the p tc interest. 
The DNR should legislation tmplementjindtngs of 
that evaluation. 

3) Implementation: that evaluation tn the 
1987 I 89 biennium legislation to modify timber 
appraisal requirements. legislation did not pass. 
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E. Abstract 

1) Concem: .-lrKll.-,,,_,, 

2) 

3) 

barriers to 
Minnesota Statutes ,,...,. ... 11-r• 

In practice, the 
abstract af title 
marketable 

always requires an 
ongoodand 

Preparation always a significant costfactor 
for the state's -lf"ll!i"'f'"r!IL»·ll"ll::'> Actually, afar higher cost 
may be .nHL>A"ll'll'"ii"r~rll irllA'>'f"D.n'li"e<> on titles found to be 
dejecttve. NeitJelitne'LeSs. requirements have been a 
con.cemfor two reasons: 

a) 

b) 

the state does 
conveys to 
possesses an g;.il,llJ\O;/J'l.lll. l!;.11.""!I.• 

inequity, .................. .... 
not reciprocate. 

even 
from •v.:n..-•.• ,.,._,.,, .. "':11 

title abstracts on land it 
unless it already 

creates an impression of 
requires abstracts but does 

Recommendation: The Exchange Study recommended 
that the DNR should '11;;.l!,.flb~~ .... practices on abstract 
requirements consider two alternatives: 

On request llO.'IWAP'ilh .. 'll'll"lltrra '11"'\•f".ll'li"'t-,..,.'°',... the state should 
consider nr,,.'11ri•rilf'll"lill'f d"lll~.:"4'11· .... .,...,,,fl" of for land it 

a) 

conveys an DNR already is doing 
this on a H ........... .,,.r11 _,llA. .............. 

The feasibility of .11.'-'LJL\;61.11.U.!l..IL appropriations to pay for 
county abstracts state/county exchanges should be 
studied. 

b) 

Implementation: Estate Services 
reviewed the DNR's "'"tl'•.,..,,.,...,..11- - .. ~,,,,,.... during the 1985\87 
biennium When DNR now provides abstracts 
of title on land it counties. 
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F. Automated 

1) Concern: 

a) 

b) 

role in evaluating 
..,...,,..., .. ,..,,.,,.,,... however, data 

...... ..,,'ll."""ini·HJF!ll As a result of 
program, the 

exchanges. 
through unit 

Planning. Proposed 
of resource 

general resource 
understood, 

resource management 
'lni'll"'/f'\'lnin,c<aO'il for exchange, 

c) a more~ ..... , ......... , ............ am;es~sn1ertt a broad range of 

d) 

e) 

resource 

a 
management concerns 
wildlife ... ,. ... ..,. . ..,....., ... B 

as~:;essmL2 complex resource 
'fl'"'ll '11'1t'11 W-,.C.l>W" economic model, 

central office 
""'llb ........... g,,u, ... '""'.., proposals. 

Data base """"""·•'ll-,,., ... ....,.,,.,. 
automated files 
management efforts. 

more effective use of 
L:li'V'A'"Oll"ll.<"l!Mld"llL> or other resource 

a) 

b) 

c) 

data concerns: 

contains information 
the land use 
effective use in 

data are accurate at data resolution: 
the forty acre 
township). 
needed for 

or larger (section or 
........................... ,..... (2. 5 to l 0 acre level) are 

data gaps: ""'..., .. ...,,.. ...... , .... 
but not for ..,. .... ,,...""' .... ti:" 
information 
Phase II itn'll"'o~'fr 

state land 
information 
much of 
data are Jl.11.J!,..,Jl,L/il,Jl,JLJiBi. 

potential 
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characteristics. 

are available for some areas 
~U.11..11.~.JIJI.~. digitized soils survey 

certain counties and 
............................. is available only for 

Essential resource 
automated files for 

Certain other types of 
areas state (i.e. mineral 



2) 

TheDNR 
of geographic information as one 
integrating resource 

3) taken partly in 
response to study but largely in 
response to long-term information needs. 
The DNR Division of Forestry Office of Planning, 
in cooperation with the Land Management Irifonnation Center, 
are exploring development next generation of 
Geographic Information (GIS) that will improve the 
state's abUtty to use data in land exchange and 
other resource efforts. DNR and I.MIC have 
created a resources GIS consortium and are 
issuing a interest in a state 
GIS system 

The _ .............. University, 
and the D~inn~~nonapUot 

project to explore use ..;Jl'!.Na.1!1;,,..11.11.11.d&.1!1;,,.. imagery to update significant 
aspects of the state's use/land cover data base. 

The DNR Oiftce u,,.,,,...,.,...,.,,,...,.,,... will continue to assist as 
requested in - ................ ,,.,.,...,.,,.. data services for large-scale 
land .,,"...,'ll"lll'll1nnA"'.ll _,,,,,,,,-,,.ie~n 
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G. Land Exchange nc~.f!liun StafllllU! 

1) 

2) 
that the 
of recent 
additions are 
opportunities. 
concludes 
to administer 
funding source 
posttiDns. 

3) Implementation: 
when 
considered 

Minnesota are 
address those 

as~rtartea to land 

interested in 
uuo.,,•-nrll'mv·nw~1r-orL>rll' land to 

mlf11rlll/"W,l/f"llD'ff'r!ID1f'"llf- .n.11"111IA"ll.n1ii'°'iil'"'•A"ll~ should consider 
l'.ll~,,,·'"'''"'"11,..,,,., interests. 



H. School rnr-....... .IA!lla.s: 

1) Concern: Some DNR-administered Trust lands are 

2) 

3) 

located in ma~ement units where is not generated 
(e.g some Wtldlge Management Units). This deprives the 
School Trust Fund of income. The DNR has responsibility for 
managing School Trust in a way that benefits the 
School Trust Fund. To effectively meet that responsibility, the 
DNR must be such lands for income 
generation. However, lacked spectftc legislative 
authorization to exchange Trust lands for other state 
lands so that income the Trust would be 
possible. 

that legislation be ~11.;•'lb;.llJU'l~V/I. 
School Trust landfor 

Exchange S~recommended 
the DNR to w exchange of 

Implementation: LeJJ_islatiDn was introduced and passed 
allowing exchange of School Trust land with other state land. 
(Laws of Minnesota, Chapter 628, Sec. 15, Subd. 5) · 

~· ' '. 
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