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spreadsheet program Microsoft Excel (version 2003).
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www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps.
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ldaho County, Idaho County Finances

Section I: Revenue from Federal Land Payments to Counties.

How Important are Federal Land Payments to County Finances?

Local governments generate revenue from a variety of local sources including local property taxes, charges for services, and
earnings on investments. Non-local sources (or intergovernmental revenue) include federal land payments and a wide
variety of grants and payments from federal and state government.

Sources of County Government Revenue, 2007

Dollars Percent of Total

Federal Land Payments 4,267,359 46.8%
Property Taxes 2,770,927 30.4%
Other Revenue 1,311,837 14.4%
Intergovernmnetal Revenue 497,820 5.5%
Interest 192,541 2.1%
Licenses and Permits 77,884 0.9%
Fines 0 0.0%
Total 9,118,368 100.0%

Note: county and federal fiscal year end on September 30. Secure Rural Schools payments for FY 2008 are sent to counties in FY 2009.
To be consistent, county FY 2008 financial data are compared to Secure Rural Schools FY 2007 payments, which were received by the
county in January 2008.

Sources of County Government Revenue, FY 2002-2008
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» Federal land payments are the single largest source of local govenrment revenue, making up 46.8 percent of all county
government revenue in 2008.



ldaho County, Idaho County Finances

How Important are Federal Land Payments?

What do we measure in the previous page?

On the previous page we describe different sources of county government revenue. This allows for a quick understanding of
the overall importance of federal land payments to the county. On subsequent pages, we describe the makeup of federal
land payments, and how the county can spend them on local priorities.

Why is itimportant?
Public lands are exempt from local property taxes, but still place demands on county services, particularly roads, law

enforcement, and search and rescue. Federal land payments are designed to compensate counties for non-taxable federal
lands and mitigate costs associated with service demands.

Definitions and Notes

Not all federal land payments are returned to county government to spend as they choose. Some are restricted to specific
county programs and services. Others are restricted to pubilc lands projects, including range improvements and forest
restoration. Federal land payments reported on the previous page include only payments directly to the county government.
Payments that accrue to federal, state or local school district governments are excluded (e.g., Secure Rural Schools Title I
payments which are retained by the federal treasury for use on federal lands within the county's boundaries are excluded).

Data Sources and References
Idaho County, State of Idaho Audited Finanical Statements, FY 2002 to FY 2008. Idaho County Clerk and Recorder Office.
County fiscal year end is September 30.

US Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act payments
available online at https://wwwnotes.fs.fed.us/r4/payments_to_states.nsf. 25% Fund payments database maintained by the
Rocky Mountain Research Station, US Forest Service, Missoula, MT.

Minerals Management Service, Federal Mineral Revenue Disbursements to States, Identified by County of Origin, FY 1996
to 2000 published at http://www.mrm.mms.gov/Stats/statsrm.htm. The agency stopped publishing these data in 2001. FY
2001 to 2008 data obtained from Idaho Treasurers Department, Minerals Leasing Distribution Report by county of origin
from the Minerals Management Service.

Bureau of Land Management, Department of Interior, Taylor Grazing Act Federal Report (FRD 198) obtained from the State
of Idaho Treasurer's Department for Fiscal Year 1997-2008. The report details distributions to states by county and district
of origin.



Idaho County, Idaho

Federal Land Payments

Section I: Revenue from Federal Land Payments to Counties

What are federal land payments?

There are two main types of federal land payments to counties:

Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) that compensate counties for the presence of non-taxable federal lands

Revenue sharing payments from public lands activites-logging, mining, grazing, and recreation-that help offset

demands on county infrastructure and services generated by these same activities.

Total Federal Land Payments, FY 2008

Clearwater County, ID Idaho Nation
Secure Rural Schools Title | 10,055,818 37,777,448 410,241,501
Secure Rural Schools Title Il 1,685,828 25,831,812 339,513,964
PILT 1,446,247 6,149,527 47,666,122
Secure Rural Schools Title IlI 88,728 923,008 25,506,747
Taylor Grazing 2,673 1,978,856 2,490,206,582
Total 13,279,295 72,660,651 3,313,134,916

Percent of Total

Secure Rural Schools Title | 75.7% 35.6% 10.2%
Secure Rural Schools Title Il 12.7% 52.0% 12.4%
PILT 10.9% 8.5% 1.4%
Secure Rural Schools Title Il 0.7% 1.3% 0.8%
Taylor Grazing <0.1% 2.7% 75.2%

Total Federal Land Payments, FY 1986-2008
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Note: Blue bar denotes start of Secure Rural Schools which replaced Forest Service 25% Fund revenue sharing in FY 2001.
Note: the county and federal fiscal year end on September 30.

Trends in federal land payments prior to 2002 are closely tied to commodity extraction on pubilc lands. For more on the economic
importance of these activites, see an Economic Profile System (EPS) report for the county at www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps.



Idaho County, Idaho Federal Land Payments

What are federal land payments?

What do we measure in the previous page?

On the previous page, we describe the different federal land payments and revenue sharing programs that accrue to all
governmental units within the county's boundaries.

Why is it important?

Federal land payments are derived from a variety of sources, so understading the particular make-up of payments in the
county will build understanding of how economic trends, recreation, and policy changes will affect federal land payments.
For example, a drop in commaodity prices may result in fewer revenue sharing dollars from federal mineral royalties or
Taylor Grazing Act payments. Federal policy also has a strong influence. For example, because authorization of PILT
payments and appropriations of required funds are independent steps in the federal process, appropriates often lag behind
authorization.

Definitions and Notes

The Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act (Secure Rural Schools) has three titles that allocate
payments to specific purposes:

Title | - payments to counties make up 80 to 85% of the total payment and must be dedicated to funding roads and
schools. States determine the split bewteen these two services, and some states let the counties decide.

Title 1l - funds are retained by the federal treasury to be used on special projects on federal land. Resource advisory
committees (RACs) at the community level help make spending determinations and monitor project progress.

Titel 11l - payments may be used to carry out activites under the Firewise Communities program, to reimburse the
county for search and rescue and other emergency services, and to develop community wildfire protection plans.

Each of the specific federal land payments programs is described in more detail in the subsequent pages:
Page 9 - Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)
Page 11 - Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act, Public Law 110-343 (Secure Rural Schools)
Page 13 - Federal Mineral Royalties (FMR)
Page 15 - Tyalor Grazing Act Payments to Counties (Taylor Grazing)

Data Sources and References

US Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act payments
available online at https://wwwnotes.fs.fed.us/r4/payments_to_states.nsf. 25% Fund payments database maintained by the
Rocky Mountain Research Station, US Forest Service, Missoula, MT.

Minerals Management Service, Federal Mineral Revenue Disbursements to States, Identified by County of Origin, FY 1996
to 2000 published at http://www.mrm.mms.gov/Stats/statsrm.htm. The agency stopped publishing these data in 2001. FY
2001 to 2008 data obtained from Idaho Treasurers Department, Minerals Leasing Distribution Report by county of origin
from the Minerals Management Service.

Bureau of Land Management, Department of Interior, Taylor Grazing Act Federal Report (FRD 198) obtained from the

Idaho Treasurers Department for Fiscal Year 1997 - 2008. The report detailes distribtuions to states by county of origin
and district of origin.

An Inquiry into Selected Aspects of Revenue Sharing on Federal Lands. 2002. A report to The Forest County Payments
Committee, Washington, D.C. by Research Unit 4802 - Economic Aspects of Forest Management on Public Lands, Rocky
Mountain Research Station, USDA Forest Service, Missoula, MT.



Idaho County, Idaho Federal Land Payments

Section I. Revenue from Federal Land Payments to Counties

How are Federal Land Payments Distributed?

State and county government, local school districts, resource advisory councils (RACs) and pubilc land grazing districts all
receive federal land payments. Federal and state governments each have a hand in determining how payments are
distributed between different units of government.

Distribution of Federal Land Payments, FY 2008

Dollars Percent of Total

County Government 8,574,048 64.6%
Local Schools 3,016,746 22.7%
Resource Advisory Council 1,685,828 12.7%
Grazing Districts 2,673 <0.1%
State Government 0 0.0%
Total 13,279,295 100.0%

Note: Idaho County does not generate any federal mineral royalties. As a result, the state does not receive a share of federal land
payments generated within Idaho County.

Distribution of Federal Land Payments, FY 1986-2008
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Note: Blue bar denotes start of Secure Rural Schools which replaced Forest Service 25% Fund revenue sharing in FY 2001.



Idaho County, Idaho Federal Land Payments

How are Federal Land Payments Distributed?

What do we measure in the previous page?
On the previous page we describe how federal land payments are distributed between different units of government at the

federal, state and local level.

Why is itimportant?

A variety of agencies and governments receive payments due to the presence of pubilc lands, and payments are used to
fund a wide range of federal, state, and local services.

Definitions and Notes
County Government - Counties receive both PILT payments and revenue sharing from a variety of agencies managing
pubilc lands within their boundaries.

Local Schools - School districts are autonomous local government bodies that operate and fund local pubilc schools.
Revenue to school districts largely come from local property taxes and state and federal aid. School districts in counties
with U.S. Forest Service lands also receive a portion of 25% Fund or Secure Rural Schools payments to compensate for
non-taxable federal land. States determine the distribution to roads and schools. Idaho distributes 30 percent of Forest
Service revenue sharing to schools.

State Government - States have the discretion to retain all or a portion of federal mineral royalty distributions from the
Minerals Mangement Service. Idaho keeps 90 percent of these distributions and returns 10 percent to the county of origin.

Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) - Secure Rural Shools Act Title 1l dollars are retained by the federal government to be
used on special projects on pubilc lands within the county's boarders. Local RACs make recommendations about
spending.

Grazing Districts - Talyor Grazing Act payments must be spent on range improvement projects within pubilc land grazing
districts where grazing fees are paid.

Data Sources and References

US Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act payments
available online at www.notes.fs.fed.us/r4/payments_to_states.nsf. 25% Fund payments database maintained by the
Rocky Mountain Research Station, US Forest Service, Missoula, MT.

Minerals Management Service, Federal Mineral Revenue Disbursements to States, Identified by County of Origin, FY 1996
to 2000 published at www.mrm.mms.gov/Stats/statsrm.htm. The agency stopped publishing these data in 2001. FY 2001
to 2008 data obtained from Idaho Treasurers Department, Minerals Leasing Distribution Report by county of origin from the
Minerals Management Service.

Bureau of Land Management, Department of Interior, Taylor Grazing Act Federal Report (FRD 198) obtained from the
Idaho Treasurers Department for Fiscal Year 1997 - 2008. The report detailes distribtuions to states by county of origin
and district of origin.



Idaho County, Idaho County Services

Section I: Revenue from Federal Land Payments to Counties

How Can Federal Land Payments be Spent by Counties?

Federal land payments can be restricted to specific uses, or spent at the discretion of county government.
Restricted Funds: Secure Rural Schools Title | funds are federally restricted to roads and schools, and Title Ill funds
must be spent on special county projects including Firewise Communites projects, search and rescure, and community
fire plans.
Unrestricted Funds: PILT, USFWS Refuge Revenue Sharing, and, in most states, Mineral Royalties are unrestricted.

County Government Use of Federal Land Payments, FY 2008

Percent of Total Federal
Land Payments Received

Dollars
Restricted: County Roads 7,039,073 82.1%
Unrestricted 1,446,247 16.9%
Restricted: Special County Projects 88,728 1.0%
Total 8,574,048 100.0%

County Government Use of Federal Land Payments, FY 1986-2008
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Note: county and federal fiscal year end on September 30.



Idaho County, Idaho County Services

How Can Counties Spend Federal Land Payments?

What do we measure in the previous page?
On the previous page we describe how counties can spend federal land payments. Some federal land payments are flexible
and can be used for virtually any purpose the county government chooses. Others are restricted to specific uses.

Why is itimportant?

Impacts from public lands can vary from the direct impact of different pubilc land uses (e.g., logging trucks traveling across
county roads or law enforcement associated with off-road vehicle use on public lands) to a general increase in service
demand from tourism and migration associated with public lands. A county's ability to apply federal land payments to the
infrastructure and services where they are most needed is often limited. Understanding these limitations will help
communities to better plan budgets and provide services.

Data Sources and Notes

County Government Restricted - Title Il dollars from the Secure Rural Schools Act must be used for specific projects that
include activites under the Firewise Communities program, to reimburse the county for search and rescue and other
emergency services, and to develop community wildfire protection plans

County Roads - 25% Fund and Secure Rural Schools Act Title I. Federal law mandates payments be used for county roads
and schools, but states determine the proportion to each. ldaho distributes 70% to roads.

Local Schools - 25% Fund and Secure Rural Schools Act Title I. Federal law mandates payments be used for county roads
and schools, but states determine the proportion to each. ldaho distributes 30% to schools.

USES Projects - Secure Rural Shools Act Title Il Dollars are retained by the federal government to be used on projects on
pubilc lands within the county. Local Resource Advisory Councils make recommendations about spending.

Grazing Districts - Talyor Grazing Act payments must be spent on range improvement projects on pubilc lands where
grazing fees are paid.

Data Sources and References

US Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act payments
available online at https://wwwnotes.fs.fed.us/r4/payments_to_states.nsf. 25% Fund payments database maintained by the
Rocky Mountain Research Station, US Forest Service, Missoula, MT.

Minerals Management Service, Federal Mineral Revenue Disbursements to States, Identified by County of Origin, FY 1996
to 2000 published at http://www.mrm.mms.gov/Stats/statsrm.htm. The agency stopped publishing these data in 2001. FY
2001 to 2008 data obtained from Idaho Treasurers Department, Minerals Leasing Distribution Report by county of origin
from the Minerals Management Service.

Bureau of Land Management, Department of Interior, Taylor Grazing Act Federal Report (FRD 198) obtained from the Idaho
Treasurers Department for Fiscal Year 1997 - 2008. The report detailes distribtuions to states by county of origin and
district of origin.



ldaho County, Idaho PILT Payments

Section Il: More Detailed Data on Federal Land Payments to Counties
Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)

PILT are federal payments to local governments that help offset losses in property taxes due to nontaxable Federal lands
within their boundaries. Counties have full discretion over how PILT funds are spent.

PILT, FY 1988-2008
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¢ PILT payments account for 10.9% of federal land payments, and 10.2% of all county government revenue (see pages 3 and 5).

PILT Eligible Acres by Agency 1999-2008
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ldaho County, Idaho PILT Payments

Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)

What do we measure on the previous page?

On the previous page, we track PILT and the agencies responsible for these payments. PILT are federal land payments to
local governments that help offset losses in property taxes due to nontaxable federal lands within their boundaries. Counties
have full discretion over how PILT funds are spent.

Why is itimportant?

PILT payments are among the most important to counties because they can be used for any county services. Tracking PILT
over time shows trends in congressional authorizations and appropriations.

Definitions and Notes

Data Sources and References
Schuster, Ervin G. 1995. PILT - Its Purpose and Performance. Journal of Forestry. 93(8):31-35.

An Inquiry into Selected Aspects of Revenue Sharing on Federal Lands. 2002. A report to The Forest County Payments
Committee, Washington, D.C. by Research Unit 4802 - Economic Aspects of Forest Management on Public Lands, Rocky
Mountain Research Station, USDA Forest Service, Missoula, MT.
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Idaho County, ldaho

U.S. Forest Service Revenue Sharing

Section II: More Detailed Data on Federal Land Payments to Counties

U.S. Forest Service Revenue Sharing

The U.S. Forest Service shares revenue generated from the sale of commodities on pubilc land with the counties where the

activites take place. The 25% Fund was replaced by Secure Rural Schools in 2001.

Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act Payments, FY 2001-2008

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Title | 5,091,486 5,052,339 4,999,037 4,932,665 4,880,755 4,775,513 4,633,734 10,055,818
Title Il 808,648 802,430 793,965 783,423 775,179 758,464 735,946 1,685,828
Title 11l 89,850 89,159 88,218 87,047 86,131 84,274 81,772 88,728
Total 5,989,983 5,943,928 5,881,219 5,803,135 5,742,064 5,618,251 5,451,452 11,830,375
U.S. Forest Service revenue sharing payments, FY 1986-2008
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« Forest Service Revenue Sharing (Secure Rural Schools) accounts for 89.1% of all federal land payments and

36.6% of all county revenue in FY 2008.

Note: Secure Rural Schools replaced Forest Service 25% Fund revenue sharing in FY 2001.
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Idaho County, Idaho U.S. Forest Service Revenue Sharing

U.S. Forest Service Revenue Sharing

What do we measure in the previous page?
On the previous page we track revenue sharing payments from the U.S. Forest Service to counties.

Why is itimportant?

Many activities on public lands generate impacts on neighboring counties. For example, timber extraction can place wear
and tear on county roads that lie between the forest and sawmills or railroad connections. Similarly, recreation activites may
require additional law enforcement activities. Revenue sharing is intended to compensate counties for costs imposed by
commodity extraction and other activites on public lands within their boundaries.

Definitions and Notes

U.S. Forest Service 25% Fund

The 25% Fund, established in 1911, shares revenue generated from the sale of commodities produced on public land with
the county where the activities take place. Twenty five percent of the value of public land receitps are distributed directly to
counties and must be used to fund roads and schools. States determine how to allocate receipts between these two local
services.

The Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000, Public Law 106-393
Secure Rural Schools was enacted in FY 2001 to provide five years of transitional assistance to rural counties affected by
the decline in revenue from timber harvests on federal lands. Secure Rural Schools was reauthorized for a single year in
2007, and again in 2008 for a period of four years. The Secure Rural Schools Act has three titles that allocate payments for
specific purposes.
Title | - payments to counties make up 80 to 85 percent of the total payment and must be dedicated to funding roads
and schools. States determine the split bewteen these two services, and some states let the counties decide.

Title 1l - funds are retained by the federal treasury to be used on special projects on federal land. Resource advisory
committees (RACs) at the community level help make spending determinations and monitor project progress.

Titel 11l - payments may be used to carry out activites under the Firewise Communities program, to reimburse the
county for search and rescue and other emergency services, and to develop community wildfire protection plans.

25% Fund or Secure Rural Schools?

Counties elect to receive Secure Rural Schools Payments, or to continue with 25% Fund payments. Most counties have
elected to receive Secure Rural Schools payments. Some counites, particularly in the East continue to prefer 25% Fund
payments to Secure Rural Schools.

Data Sources and References

US Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act payments
available online at www.notes.fs.fed.us/r4/payments_to_states.nsf. 25% Fund payments database maintained by the Rocky
Mountain Research Station, US Forest Service, Missoula, MT.

An Inquiry into Selected Aspects of Revenue Sharing on Federal Lands. 2002. A report to The Forest County Payments
Committee, Washington, D.C. by Research Unit 4802 - Economic Aspects of Forest Management on Public Lands, Rocky
Mountain Research Station, USDA Forest Service, Missoula, MT.

12



daho County, Idaho Mineral Royalty Distribution

Section Il: More Detailed Data on Federal Land Payments to Counties

Federal Mineral Royalties

Royalties from mining activities on federal land are shared 48% to the state of origin and 52% to the federal government.
States have broad discretion over how they allocate their share. However, priority must be given to areas socially or
economically impacted by mineral development for planning, construction/maintenance of public facilities, and provision of
public services.

Total Value of Royalties Received by the Federal Government, and Distributions to the State and County
Government, FY 1996-2008

Idaho County does not receive any federal mineral royalties.

Source of Federal Mineral Royalties by Commodity, Rents, and Bonuses, FY 1996-2008

Idaho County does not receive any federal mineral royalties.

13



Idaho County, Idaho Mineral Royalty Distribution

Federal Mineral Royalties

What do we measure in the previous page?

On the previous page, we track federal mineral royalites that accrue to the federal government, states, and county of origin.
We also show the total value of federal mineral royalties by commodity.

Why is itimportant?

Mineral royalties are the single largest source ot revenue derived from extraction activities on public lands. Distribution of
these revenues helps describe who benefits from these activites. Mineral extraction can place significant demands on
federal, state, and local services. Royalty revenue helps meet some of these demands. They are also designed to provide
an ongoing public benefit from the depletion of non-renewable resources owned by the pubilc.

States determine how to spend federal mineral royalites within broad federal guidelines. Some states distribute royalties
directly to counties where extraction and leasing activites take place, others direct royalties to the state general fund or to
specific infrastructure and education funds.

Definitions and Notes
Royalties are generated from the extraction of oil, natural gas, coal, hardrock minerals, and other mining activites. Revenue
are also generated from the sale of lease rights at competitive auctions (bonuses) and from payments made by companies
to maintain their leases (rents).
Total Royalty Value = all royalties paid by commodity, rents, and bonuses to the federal government.
State Distribution = The amount of money distributed back to the state of origin. Currently, the federal government
shares 48% of total royalty value with states.
County Distribution = the amount of money distributed back to the county of origin by the state. States can choose
how to distribute their share of total royalty value. Some states distribute all or part of their share back to the county of
origin.

Source of Total Federal Mineral Royalty Value:

Commodities - payments based on the value of resources extracted, including oil, natural gas, coal, and hardrock
minerals such as uranium and gold.

Rents - payments made to the federal government to maintain lease rights on active mineral leases.
Bonuses - payments made a lease sales to gain the right to extract minerals from pubilc lands.

Data Sources and References

Minerals Management Service, Federal Mineral Revenue Disbursements to States, Identified by County of Origin, FY 1996
to 2000 published at www.mrm.mms.gov/Stats/statsrm.htm. The agency stopped publishing these data in 2001. FY 2001 to
2008 data obtained from Idaho Treasurers Department, Minerals Leasing Distribution Report by county of origin from the
Minerals Management Service.
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Idaho County, Idaho Taylor Grazing Act Payments

Section IIl: More Detailed Data on Federal Land Payments to Counties
Taylor Grazing Act

The Taylor Grazing Act regulates grazing on federal public land by establishing grazing distircts to prevent overgrazing and
provide for range improvements. Permittees are required to pay a fee, and revenue from these fees are shared with
counties where the grazing district is located. Taylor Grazing Act revenue sharing must be used for range imporvements on

public lands in the county of origin.

Taylor Grazing Act Revenue by Grazing District and Section, FY 2008

Sction 3 Sction 15

Total State Share Total State Share
Grazing District Collections (12.5%) Collections (50%)

ID420 5,346 2,673

Taylor Grazing Revenue and Distributions to Grazing Districts, 1997-2008
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« Taylor Grazing payments make up less than 0.1% of all federal land payments and less than 0.1% of all county

15



Idaho County, Idaho Taylor Grazing Act Payments

Taylor Grazing Act

What do we measure in the previous page?

On the previous page we describe Taylor Grazing Act payments to counties. The Taylor Grazing Act regulates grazing on
federal land, and payments to counties are revenue sharing payments from grazing permits and leases within the counties
boundaries.

Why is itimportant?

Permitees pay grazing fees for the privledge of running stock on federal lands, and some of these revenues are distributed
back to the district where the grazing takes place in order to mitigate damage and provide for range improvements and
restoration.

Definitions and Notes

The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 USC 315), signed by President Roosevelt, was intended to "stop injury to the public
grazing lands [excluding Alaska] by preventing overgrazing and soil deterioration; to provide for their orderly use,
improvement, and development; [and] to stabilize the livestock industry dependent upon the public range" (USDI 1988).

Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act concerns grazing permits issued on public lands within the grazing districts
established under the Act. Receipts from grazing on section 3 lands are distributed three ways: 50 percent goes to
range betterment projects, 37.5 percent remains in the US Treasury, and 12.5 percent is returned to the state.

Section 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act concerns issuing grazing leases on public lands outside the original grazing
district established under the Act. Receipts from grazing on section 15 lands are distributed two ways: 50 percent goes
to range betterment projects and 50 percent is returned to the state.

Data Sources and References

Information about the Taylor Grazing Act is available from the BLM at
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/field_offices/Casper/range/taylor.1.html.
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