
PAYMENTS ZN LZEU OF TAXES

A Report to the

Minnesota Legislature
January 6, 1989

Minnesota Department ot Natural Resources

Bureau ot Real Estate Management

eoo Lafayette Road

St.Paul,Minnesota ee1ee-4030

This document is made available electronically by the Minnesota Legislative Reference Library 
as part of an ongoing digital archiving project. http://www.leg.state.mn.us/lrl/lrl.asp 



REPORT TO THI MIKNISOTA LEGISLATURE
ON IN-LIIO-Or-TAX PAYMlHTS

Executive Sua aery

In-lieu payments are made annually on approximately 8.1 million acres of
state-owned land. 65% of which is administered by the DNR and 35%
administered by the counties.

Problems related to the efficiency and equity of the in-lieu payment
program. along with recent policy changes affecting property tax relief.
have generated interest in a review of the program.
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In 1979 the legislature established a program for making payments in
of taxes to local governments for state-owned land. The purpose of
program was to alleviate the impact of public land ownership on local
bases and to provide for natural resource develop ment
county-ad ministered land.
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Total payments to counties have averaged over $5.7 million per year since
the in-lieu program began. T he total cost has been over $5.9 million in
each of the last three years.

Over three-quarters (76%) of the total annual cost is paid by the general
fund. The balance is about evenly split between the Galle & Fish fund
and revenue generated from leases and timber sales.

Determination of in-lieu payments is governed by five different statutes
that prescribe unnecessarily complicated calculations requiring substantial
input of staff time by both the state and the counties.

Because in-lieu pay menta are primarily based on fixed per-acre amounts,
they poorly reflect land values. As a result, in-lieu payments often do
not correspond to taxes on similar privately ow ned land.

other
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Approximately 75% of total annual in-lieu payments is allocated to county
government. Townships and school districts. which most keenly feel the
tax-base im pacts of pu blic land ow nership, com plain that this allocation is
unfair to them.

In-lieu allocation is not explicitly coordinated with any
intergovernmental aid program s, leaving local govern ments
unaccountable for how they spend in-lieu revenue.
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* In some northern counties. in-lieu payments are a major source of funding
for local government. Since these revenues are not reflected in local mill
rates. they create potential incentives for local spending.

* A survey of several other states with in-lieu payment programs revealed
that none have pay ment deter mination for mulas as com plicated as
Minnesota's. Most either make fixed per-acre payments or pay at local
private rates.
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* T he Department recoJllmends a COli prehensive study of the in-lieu paYllent
proiraa to find ways of elillinatini inequities inherent in current pay.ent
formulas. The DNR, the Departllent of Revenue, counties and other local
units of iovernaentshould be involved in this study.

* The Depart.ent reCOlll mends repeal of current laws requiring calculation of
various pay.ents to counties that are subsequently deducted froll gross
in-lieu amounts and therefore do not increase total payments. Statutes
involved are M.S. 89.036, M.S. 97A.061 and M.S. 272.68 Subd. 3.

* The Department recommends study of the state's policy of supporting
natural resource management on county-ad ministered land, which currently
is funded by both a portion of in-lieu payments and direct grants
appropriated by the legislature for this purpose. The study should have
two objectives: (1) determining an appropriate level of support; and (2)
examining the possibility of switching support from in-lieu payments to a
more uniform and integrated approach to local government aid.
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RBPORT TO THI MINNESOTA LIGISLATURI
ON IN-LIIU-O.-TAX PAYMBNTS

Introd uotton

The impact of public land ownership on the local tax base has long been a
concern to local govern ments. aver the years several attem pts to provide
payments in lieu of taxes have been made. and in 1979 the legislature passed
a com prehensive approach to the problem. r he current situation is not
perfect. however. Several issues need to be addressed.

The current procedure makes payments to the counties based primarily on the
acreage of land in various categories. Payments are not explicitly related to
land value. As a result. inequities occur. These inequities are compounded
by the fact that counties often receive all or part of any revenue generated
from the land as well as the state's payment in lieu of taxes. Furthermore.
pay ment deter mination in volves a very com plex accounting and calculation
system that requires a large amount of effort by both the state and local
govern ments.

These factors, combined with more recent policy changes that affect property
tax relief. have generated interest in reviewing this area of activity.

State Land 0 wnership

The state makes annual payments in lieu of taxes on roughly 8.1 million acres
of state-owned land. This total includes approximately 600 thousand acres of
land acquired by purchase, condemnation or gift from private ownership.
another 600 thousand acres of land acquired by various means froll tax­
exem pt ow nership. 1. 5 million acres of Consolidated Conservation land. 2.6
million acres of trust land and 2.8 million acres of tax-forfeited land.

Consolidated Conservation (Con-Con) land is a special class of tax-forfeited
land established by the legislature in the 1930's. This land was transfered to
state ownership at that time, after large scale drainage projects in several
northern Minnesota counties failed and the state paid off the counties' ditch
bonds, which were in default. Con-Con land accounts for about 19% of
current state land ow nership.

Trust land consists of public domain land granted to the state by the U. S.
government at the time of statehood. Grant lands were to be held in trust
for a variety of public interest purposes. such as support of public schools
and universities, and promotion of development. T he original federal grants
totalled over 16.5 million acres. Most of the more desirable trust lands were
subsequently sold. The 2.6 million acres of trust land that remain account
for 32% of current state land ownership.

Together, Con-Con land and trust land account for just over half (51%) of
state land ownership. Tax-forfeited land accounts for another 35 percent.
Land acquired from private ownership by purchase, condemnation or gift
accounts for only about 7% of state land ownership. Other acquired land
accounts for the remaining 7 percent.
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Administrative responsibility for state-owned land is shared by the state and
the counties. The state (through the DNR) manages approximately 5.3 million
acres, or 65~ ot total state ownership. This includes acquired land, Con-Con
land and trust land. BYlaw, counties ad minister the 2.8 million acres of
tax-forfeited land (the remaining 35% of total state ownership). T hey are
responsible for managing this land and keep any revenue generated from it.

Pay_ent History

From 1980 to the present. total in-lieu pay ments to counties have averaged
over $5.7 million. although the total has been over $5.9 million in each of the
last three years. Of this total annual cost. net in-lieu payments have
com prised an average of nearly $4.5 million. Net in-lieu payments equal
gross payments calculated according to the prescribed formula. less other
pay ments ded ucted as prOVided by statute. Ded uctions and other payments
average nearly $1.3 million. and were over $1.4 million in FY1988. (See
Appendix 1).

Funding sources for in-lieu payments in FY1988 were as follows:

Source

General Fund
Gam e & Fis h Fun d
Leases/tim ber sales

Total

Amount
(1000)

$4.535
670
732

$5,937

Description

Net in-lieu (MS477A.ll)
Pub. Hntg Grnds (MS97A.061)
Revenue sharing (MS84A.51,
89.036. 272.68)

Of the $5.9 million total payment in recent years, approximately $3.8 million
(64%) was for DNR-administered land. The remaining $2.1 million of total
payments (36%) was paid for county-administered tax-forfeit land. (See
Ap pen dix 2).

Pay.ent Deter.ination

Determination of payments in lieu of taxes is currently governed by five
separate statutes that prescribe general rates to be paid for different land
classes. alternative rates for certain types of land. and special rates for sOllie
counties. The statutes are:

M.S. 477A.11-14 (In-lieu Payments Per Acre): Established amounts to be
paid to counties per acre of state land in county, by type of land ($3/acre
acquired land. $. 75/acre cou nty-ad ministered tax-forfeit land and
$.375/acre of other land. including trust land and Consolidated
Conservation land). Provides for deduction of other payments. described
below. Prescribes allocation of payments within county.

~.S. 84A.51 (Con-Con
Areas fund. for proceeds
Apportions half (50%) of
allocation of fundS.

Fun d) : Establis hed Consolidated Conservation
from management ot' state land in Con-Con areas.
such proceeds back to counties and prescribes
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M.S. 89.036 (State ["orest Fund): Apportions halt (.50') of state forest
fund gross receipts to county. to be received and distributed by the
county tr•••ur~r a. U ordinary property tax revenue.

~.s. 97A.061 Subd. 1 (Public Hunting Grounds): Prescribes three
alternate tor. ulas for "P u blic Huntin gil pay lIents to counties, with pay ment
to be based on the formula that Yields the largest amount, and directs
county treasurer to distribute paYllent as ordinary property tal< revenue.
Subd. 3 (Goose ~anagement Exception).

M.S. 272.68 Subd. 3 (Rent Receipts): Provides for 30% (or other
percentages as provided by other laws) of rent receipts from acquired land
to be paid to counties as property taxes.

T his com plicated set of statutes requires several calculations for each of the
state's 87 counties. with additional special calculations in some cases.
Payments made according to the above revenue sharing provisions are
deducted from gross in-lieu payments calculated according to M.S. 477A.
80th 0 ~ R and county staff are involved in these calculations.

Because of the com plel<ity of the system, a considerable amount of staff time
is required to determine in-lieu payments for each county. State and county
staff must keep track of acreages for three categories of property. changing
Ian d values. certifications by cou nties. ne w acquisitions an d purchase prices.
and land exchanges. They must also track rental and tim bel' sale income fro"1I
acquired and Con-Con land by county. which involves hundreds of leases and
tim bel' sales ann ually.

Ironically, the ad ministrative burden created by the extra calculations
required for public hunting ground payments and revenue sharing results in
no net gain for most counties. T he reason for this is that except for
Con-Con payments made according to M. S. 84A. 51. these other paYllents are
deducted from the gross in-lieu payments that the counties would otherwise
receive.

Another problem with the payment calculation formulas is that per-acre
pay ments often poorly reflect land values. T he fixed per-acre pay ments of $3
per acre of acquired land. $.375 per acre of trust and Con-Con land and $.75
per acre of tax -forfeit land can represent excessively high tax rates for
low-value land and unfairly low tax rates for high-value land. as shown
below:

Effective In-lieu Tax Rate. MY ~

Land Tyl)t Pmt/Ac $1.000/ac $SOO/ac $200/ac $SO/ac

-------------------- ...-.----- -----------------------------------------------
..,p:,

(% of MY)
ACQuired * $3.00 0.30% 0.60' 1.50% 6.00%
~ax Forfeit If $0.75 0.08' 0.15' 0.38\ 1. SO,
Trust/Con-Con If $0.38 0.04% 0.08\ 0.19% 0.75%
Con-Con (with lease

~ 8% of MV) u 4.04% 4.08% 4.19% 4.75%

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------« Based on "".5. 477A.12
<<If $0.375 olus 50% )f 'ease revenue. based on ~.S. 477A.12 and 94A.S·
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ConsequentlY, northern counties with large acreages of rellote, low-value
public land .ay enjoy cOJlparatively higher effective in-lieu tax rates than do
southern and we~tern counties where public ownership consists largely of
higher-value acquired agricultural land. Public hunting ground payments,
usually at .75% ot land value, and revenue sharing provisions may partially
offset this disparity in some southern counties. However, revenue sharing in
northern counties. particularly Con-Con paYlients, tend to widen the in-lieu
tax rate gap.

Pay.ent Allocation

As prescribed by the statutes. the state makes in-lieu-of-tax and other
payments directly to the counties. Allocation of these payments to local units
of government within the counties varies according to the type of payment,
and. like pay ment deter mination, in volves equity concerns.

Nearly $4.5 million. or over three-fourths (77%) of total annual in-lieu and
other payments, is allocated according to the provisions of M.S. 477A.14,
which divides payments between the county and organized townships within
it. T he county receives the majority of these funds, with the county share
divided between its general fund for the purpose of property tax relief, and
a resource development fund for management of county-administered land.

School districts receive none of these pay ments directly. However, they
presumably benefit indirectly from property tax relief resulting froll in-lieu
income to the county's general fund.

Another 18% of total in-lieu and other payments to counties--roughly $1.1
million--is allocated according to M.S. 89.036, 97A.061 Subd. 1, and 272.68
Subd. 3. Public hunting ground payments (for acquired wildlife land)
account for most of these funds. As provided in the statutes. these funds
are distributed by the county treasurer to local units of government in the
same manner as ordinary property tax reven ue. Thus, counties, tow nships
and school districts each receive a share of these payments.

T he remaining 5%--$267 thousand in F Y1988--is divided between counties,
school districts and townships according to M.S. 84A.51 Subd. 4. These
payments consist of half of the revenue generated from Con-Con land and are
made to the cou nties where the reven ue is generated.

averall. an estimated $3.3 million--56% of total in-lieu pay ments--is allocated
to county general funds for property tax relief. Another $1.1 million (19%) is
allocated to county resource develop ment funds. Tow nships receive about
12%, or nearly $750 thousand. School districts receive roughly 10% of total
payments, or about $600 thousand. (See Appendix 3).

a ne often heard co mplaint regardin g in-lieu pay ment allocation. made by
townships and school districts, is that too much of the money is allocated to
county government and not enough to them. Their complaints are based on
the fact that the existing allocation method distributes most of the in-lieu
income over the entire county rather than in the townships and school
districts where the public land is located and where the tax-base 1m pacts are
most keenly felt. Even where the statutes call for distribution of payments in
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the salle manner as property tax revenue, townships and school districts
often cOJlplain that the county treasurer faUs to cOllply.

Coord1nation With Other Local Aid Progra.s
.

As of 1988. the in-lieu payment allocation formula is not explicitly coordinated
with any other intergovernmental aid programs. Prior to 1988. however, the
formula was at least partially coordinated. The portion of in-lieu payments
allocated to county general funds for property tax relief (just over half of
total payments) was treated as a deduction by the Department of Revenue in
determining the counties' annual levy limits.

This ded uction has been discontin ued. effective with pay ments made in 1988,
as part of the state's property tax reform efforts. However, new base levels
established for the counties reflect 1987 (payable) levies net of the in-lieu
deduction. Thus, the county general fund portion of in-lieu payments
contin ues to be reflected in levy limits, although indirectly. In contrast.
county resource development. township and school district allocations have
been and continue to be independent of other aid programs.

The absence of ex plicit coordination with other intergovernmental aid
programs means that local units of government are largely unaccountable for
how they spend in-lieu payments--either to the state or to local taxpayers.
This does not necessarily im ply im proper use of these funds. However, laCK
of accountability can lead to spending decisions by local governJlents that
they would not make if they had to answer to local taxpayers.

Incentives For Local Spending

In most Minnesota counties. state
small compared to total local levies.
of total levies in 74 of the state's
most counties, in-lieu payments do
spending.

payments in lieu of taxes are relatively
They amounted to less than one percent

87 counties in 1987 (payable). Thus. in
not create significant incentives for local

However. in a few counties--those with large amounts of state-ow ned
land--in-lieu pay ments represent an im portant source of funding for local
government. (See Appendix 4. summarizing allocation of in-lieu payments in
selected counties). In-lieu payments are a major source of revenue in these
counties for the county general fund and for resource management on
county-adllinistered land. Since these revenues are not reflected in local mill
rates, they do create incentives for local spending.

Such incentives are inevitable, although unintended results of the in-lieu
program. The program was established in recognition of the fact that
counties with a substantial public land base may be unable to raise sufficient
revenue from local taxpayers to fund basic services and county land
management programs. It was intended to address both of these concerns.

However, any time local government service costs are subsidized, users are
prone to demand greater levels of service than they would if they had to pay
more nearly the actual cost. Similarly. local government is prone to spend
more than is necessary for adequate levels of service if funds are available
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froll sOllie source other than local taxpayers. One result is that local
taxpayers lIay benefit froll services that don't cost thell as IIuch as
com parable services cost taxpayers in other counties.

Changes in Revenue Raising/Spending Behavior

Sources in the Minnesota Department of Revenue and the State Auditor's
Office were contacted to obtain information regarding revenue raising and
spending behavior by local governments. They indicated that the total
amounts involved with in-lieu payments are too small to detect statistically
significant effects on such behavior at a statewide level.

However, because in-lieu payments are concentrated in a relatively small
n um ber of counties where they constitute an im portant funding source, a
county-by-county evaluation may reveal significant effects. Unfortunately,
historical data at the county level is not readily available for such analysis.
and it therefore was not feasible for this report.

In-Lieu Pay.ents in Other States

A survey of nine other states showed that although all but one make sOlie
sort of payment in lieu of taxes (Kentucky is the exception), none have as
com plicated a set of calculations to make as Minnesota's. Three of the nine
surveyed states (Iowa. South Dakota. Wyoming) simply pay at local rates
assessed against private land. Three other states (0 hio, Pennsylvania, Utah)
make fixed payments per acre--Pennsylvania and Utah using flat per-acre
rates of $.60 and $.50. respectively, and Ohio using a rate of 1% of purchase
price with no adjustments for future land value changes. (See Appendix 5).

Michigan distinguishes between purchased land, on which it pays local private
rates. and gift or tax-forfeit land, on which it pays a fixed rate of $2.00 per
acre. Idaho returns fine monies froll game and fish violations to the counties
based on the amount of state land in each county.

Inf.ormation on how other states coordinate in-lieu payments with other
intergovernmental aid programs is not readily available. However. contacts
with a few states (Michigan, 0 hio and South Dakota) indicated that their
in-lieu payments are not explicitly coordinated with other aid programs. Like
Minnesota. Michigan often receives complaints from townships and school
districts about the counties' distribution of in-lieu funds (Michigan allocates
40% of in-lieu pay ments to the county general fund. 40% to the tow nship
general fund and 20% to school district operating funds).

Recoa .endations

1. The issue of tax equity needs to be studied in greater detail. Under
current law, when high-value land such as water access sites are
acqUired by the state from private ownership. significant reductions in
tax revenue to local units of government are likely to occur. At the
same time. current law provides for payments on low-value wetlands and
forestlands that may be greater than the taxes on similar private lands.
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This issue should be studied by a group that includes the DNR, the
Departaent of Reven ue, and representatives froa county and other local
units ot lovern.ent, in order to exaaine the current situation and
recoa aend specific solutions to the problell.

2. Current laws reqUiring calculation of various pay ments that are
subsequently deducted frail gross in-lieu allounts, and therefore do not
increase total in -lieu pay ments to counties I create needless ad ministrative
workload and expense. To eliminate these unnecessary costs I the
pertinent provisions of M.S. 89.036, M.S. 97A.061 and M.S. 272.68
Subd. 3 should be repealed.

3. The portion of in-lieu pay ments currently allocated for natural resource
development and management on county-administered taX-forfeited land
has provided significant benefits to the counties. In recent years the
legislature has also ap propriated grants to the counties for the same
purpose. Perhaps it is appropriate to examine the opportunity for a
more unified approach to supporting resource management on
tax-forfeited land.

Toward that end I the Department recom mends that a study be done by a
group with appropriate representation to examine this issue and make
recom mendations to the legislature for action. The objective of this
study should be to determine the appropriate level of support for
resource management and to evaluate the opportunity to swith from the
current method of in-lieu payments- to a more uniform and integrated
approach to local govern ment aid.
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APPUDIX 1

ONR IN-LIEU PAYMENT HISTORY
(Dollars in Thousands)

~~Y~ble
;::y

Net
:ri-lieu
P~yment'"

--------------------------------_. -------
1980 4.900.9 645.0
~ 981 4,782.3 349.4
~982 4, •34. a 1,396.0
'983 4,284.6 '.348,8
1984 4,278.: 1,367.0
'~85 !l,356.5 .. 5: 5.9
1986 4.453. ! 1,~9 1.4
'987 4.544.5 : , 362.1
1988 4,535.3 ~ .401 .9

5,545.9
:,552.2
5,530.8
5.633.4
5,645.7
5.872.4
5,944.5
5.906.6
5,937.2

~ 3ross oayments ca,cu~ated accordinq to ~.S. 477A. 11-'~
I ass deduct i b Ie oayments ,1'Idde unaer other st~tutes.

~* ;rC;~des oayments ~aae ~nder orov;sions of ~.S. 84A.51.
89.036. 97.49 and 2~2.58 as ~el, as other adjGstments.

DNR In-Lieu Payments

Million Oolla"
1 ,....--------------------------..

I
81'

o
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 19815 1988 1981 1988

Fiscal Year Payable

_ Net In-lieu Payment ~ Otl'ler Payment,



APPIlf])IX 2

Payments on DNR vs County Land

1981 1982 1983 1984 198e 1988 1987 1988

Fiscal Year Payable

_ ONR Land ~ County T/F Land

Makeup of Other Payments

1988198e 1988 1987

Fiscal Year Payable
1984

1,400 .

Thou.and Oollar.
1,800 ,..-----------------------.,

1,200 ..

1,000 .

800 .

800 1'",
4001·

2001
I

o

• Publlo Hunting ~ Stat. Forut ;--; Con-Con ~ Adj , Other



APPIJfDIX 3

ALLOCATION OF IN-LIEU PAYMENTS

County County
P~Y!lble Gen.,..l Resoul"ce School

FY Fund Dev'e TOW'\snio Oistr"ict Othe,.---------------
1984 3.050.6 1.137.7 718.4 558.0 181.0
1985 3.161. 7 1.162.1 736.4 617.5 194.8
1986 3.252.1 " . 150.1 732.7 607.7 192.0
1987 3.314.9 1. ~ 18.2 731.6 564.2 177.7
1988 3.311 .5 1.126.3 737.7 579.4 182.3

Allocation of In-Lieu Payments

19881988 1988 1987

Fiacal Ve.r Payable
1984

Million Oollarl
7,-,------------------------_1

I I

e/'HH"""I

5fH'H~"H HH!
-4 ~ ! "'Ii!
3~ !

21,
I

11
o

• County <.iF ~ County AD CJ Town.nlp FIa 80hoo' (!!!!) Other



APPIHDIX •
ALLOCATION OF IM-lIEU PAYMENTS: SELECTED COUNTIES (FY191T PAYABLE)

County County
Gen.,.a1 RHourc. School

County Fund D.v't Town.hio District Oth.r Total
-----------------------------._-----------------------._.------._-------------_.-------.-._-----------------.-

Aitkin 221.3 101.9 3•. 2 27,6 0.5 385.5
Becklr 60.5 28 .• 12.4 11.8 3.0 11U
Biltrali 2.2.3 72.2 .5.8 23.5 0.1 383.9
Call ao.o 95.2 23.8 18.8 U 282.6
Clearwater 92.7 3•. 7 9.6 2.7 0.7 aO.3
Cook 49.2 2.• 10.6 0.0 0.0 62.3
Hubbard 111.1 51.2 32.2 39.1 10.0 m.7
Itasca 229.3 106.8 33.9 13. a 3.3 386.3
Kittson 52.4 0.1 13.1 .9 .• U 77 .•
Kooehiching 436.8 125.0 89.1 33.8 U 687 .1
Lakl 133.8 55.8 16.0 0.3 2.2 208.1
Lak. of Woods 133.8 0.2 33.3 0.3 0.1 167.7
MahnOMn 13,6 2.3 6,7 7.1 1.8 31.5
/llar.ha 11 62.6 0.• 16.2 9.0 2.2 90.3
Pinl 90.2 17.5 24.3 15.5 •. 0 151.5
RO'NU 108 .• 20.9 26.2 28.6 1.2 185.4
St. Loui. 543.9 328.1 50.6 8.2 2.1 933.0

Total 2.721.9 1,043.1 .78.2 248 .6 .1.0 •• 532.8

IN-LIEU ALLOCATIONS AS PERCENT OF TOTAL LEVY: SELECTEO COONTIES (FYUIT PAYABLE)

, of , of , of , of
County City/Two School Total

County L.vy L.vy Levy L.vy
.-----------------------------.-_.-----------_._---._.-._--.--------_.-._-----_._---

Aitkin 8.1' 2.8, 0.6\ 3.8'
Beck.,. 1.7, 0.5' O. " 0.7\
B.ltrali 5.1\ 2.0' 0.3' 2.5\
Cas. 3.8' 1. 1\ 0.2\ 1.8\
Cl ••rwater 6.0\ 2.1' 0.1' 2.8'
Cook 2.6\ 3.0' 0.0\ 1.1\
Hubbard .. 3\ 3.0' 0.1\ 2.•'
Itasea 2,4' 0.6\ o. l' 1. 1\
Kittson 2.5' U\ 0.3' 1.1'
Kooehiehing 22.0' •. 6\ 1.2\ 9. l'
Lakl 5.7' 1.3, 0.0\ 3.3\
Lak. of Woods 12.3' 9.6' 0.0\ 6.8\
Mahnonn 1.2, U, 0.4' 0.9'
Marsha 11 2.0' 1.4' 0.2\ 0.9'
Pine 2.3' 1.6\ 0.3\ 1.2,
Roseau 7.0' 2.6\ O.S\ 2.5'
St. Louis 1.6, 0.2' 0.0' 0.7'

Total 3.2' 0.8\ 0.2\ 1.5,



State

Idaho

Iowa

Kentucky

Michiean

Ohio

Pennsylvania

South Dakota

Utah

Wyomine

APPIJn)IX 5

IN-LIEU-OP-TAX PAYMENTS IN SELECTED STATES
SURVEY RESULTS

~ethod of PayMent

Fine monies from fish & game violations are distributed
to counties for school district use based on a.ount of
state land in county.

Pay.ents Made at local private rates as (undine is
available. Currently pay $60,000 per year.

No pay.ents.

Payment Made at $2.00 per acre at tax-forteit land and
gift land: pay.ent at reeular private ad valore. rates
for purchased land.

Pay.ent made on purchased land at 1 percent ot purchase
price. Fixed payaent (i.e., no adjustment tor chaneine
land values). Monies paid to counties for use by
school districts where land is located.

Pay. flat rate of SO.60 per acre of state land, divided
equally 880nl county, township and school district.

State land classed as "public shootinl ranee" taxed as
private land. No payment on other state land.

Pay.ent made at SO.50 per acre of land re.oved from
private ownership.

State pays taxes at same rate as private landowners.
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